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Abstract 
 

Reception of nineteenth-century music has for a long time been influenced by the ideologies 

of German Romanticism, in both popular and scholarly domains. This has promoted a view 

that what it meant to compose music underwent a radical shift from the eighteenth to the 

nineteenth century. According to this view, the respecting of musical conventions out of an 

apparent need to cater to aristocratic and public tastes yielded to a greater expression of 

individuality and to the flouting of those conventions in the name of artistic originality. Yet if 

we believe too readily that ideas associated with Romanticism must be wholly reflected in 

music from the time, we overlook many of the more pragmatic dimensions of a composer’s 

creativity, and by stressing the differences between the two centuries, we lose sight of the 

continuities across them. This study sets out to consider whether one of those continuities 

may have been the use of the short phrase patterns that Robert O. Gjerdingen (Music in the 

Galant Style, 2007) has termed ‘galant schemata’, whose role in nineteenth-century music 

remains virtually unexplored. 

 In this dissertation, I question assumptions about the use of these schemata during 

that period, ranging from the idea that they would have fallen into obsolescence in the 

nineteenth century, to the notion that composers might have used them only semi-

consciously, or, conversely, would have manipulated them in an especially individualistic 

fashion. Rather than offer general conclusions on an impossibly large body of works, I 

approach the subject from a theoretical standpoint, considering questions of how schemata 

may be identified in music that can otherwise differ in many ways from that of the galant. To 

that end, I discuss both the phrase-rhythmic properties of schemata and the issue of how 

schemata and musical form interact. These discussions are motivated by a perceived 

neglect of the former and an emerging engagement with the latter in recent literature, as well 

as by the particular relevance of these matters to the analysis of schemata in nineteenth-

century music. I end by examining how the decline, transformation and, alternatively, the 

affirmation of schemata can each be identified in nineteenth-century music. Numerous 

musical examples from both centuries are brought into consideration. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

 



v 
 

Acknowledgements 
 

I should first and foremost like to extend my sincere gratitude to my primary supervisor, 

Professor Dean Sutcliffe, for his superlative academic guidance and his untiring assistance, 

which consistently surpassed what could be expected of mere professionalism. I have been 

immensely fortunate to be able to benefit from his vast expertise in all things relating to 

music and musicology, and I have appreciated his exactitude in written English. I have very 

much enjoyed all of our discussions, which have as often amused me as enlightened me. 

 My thanks go also to Dr. Davinia Caddy, my secondary supervisor, who was always 

willing to offer a fresh perspective on my work. I have been consistently impressed by her 

wide knowledge of scholarly literature, and my studies have been enriched by her 

recommendations. Our supervision sessions have been a genuine pleasure for me over the 

last few years. 

 I have benefitted during the preparation of this thesis from the generous financial 

support of a University of Auckland Doctoral Scholarship, for which I have been extremely 

grateful. I would also like to acknowledge the assistance I received from Conference and 

Creative Events Fund administered by the Faculty of Creative Arts and Industries at the 

University of Auckland, as well as from student travel grants awarded by the International 

Musicological Society, the Society for Music Analysis and the New Zealand Musicological 

Society, without which I would not have been able to enjoy all the opportunities that I did to 

present papers at international conferences. 

 Finally, I would like to convey my thanks to friends and family, who provided enduring 

moral support, and especially to my partner, Jess, who put up with my frequent absences 

but never complained, although she would have had every right to. 

 



 
 

 

 



vii 
 

Note on the Text and Musical Examples 
 

As I refer extensively in this dissertation to Robert O. Gjerdingen’s Music in the Galant Style, 

I presuppose a working knowledge of the schemata discussed in that book. I therefore do 

not rehearse their defining features nor point to the parts of Gjerdingen’s book where they 

are discussed. Schemata named by other scholars are briefly explained in the text. The 

distinction maintained in Music in the Galant Style between an ‘event’ and a ‘stage’ in a 

schema has not been consistently observed in other literature, but I follow Gjerdingen. An 

‘event’ roughly equates to a single chord and a ‘stage’ to a group of chords. By way of 

example, a Fonte schema has two stages, each with two events. When referring to individual 

notes in the musical examples, I have used plain letter names only, instead of employing a 

more detailed method of pitch identification. I use Roman numerals and/or figured bass 

occasionally, when it may aid explication. Upper- and lower-case Roman numerals denote 

chords with major and minor triads respectively, although capitals are sometimes used in the 

text for general statements, so as to avoid the clutter of listing both (as in I/i–IV/iv). In such 

cases, the statements may apply equally to minor as to major keys. 

 As per the established practice for labelling galant schemata, black arabic numerals 

in white circles denote scale-degrees associated with a bass line and white arabic numerals 

in black circles denote those associated with a melody. Following Gjerdingen, the 

accidentals that sometimes accompany these refer in the first instance to the diatonic scale 

rather than the key signature. For example, a flattened seventh scale-degree in A major (G♮) 

would be labelled as ♭❼, and when it is raised again (to G♯), it is labelled as ♮❼. In minor 

keys as well, ♮❼ is always a semitone below the tonic, and ♭❼ two semitones. Similarly, 

♭❻ is one semitone above the fifth scale-degree and ♮❻ two, in both major and minor keys. 

At times this reads counterintuitively, but I adopt the method throughout for the sake of 

consistency. 

 When showing passages from musical works for multiple forces, such as symphonies 

or operas, I have mostly used arrangements in order to save space, and on occasion made 

my own reductions. Bibliographical details of the editions used for the musical examples are 

listed separately at the end of the dissertation. The exception to this is when I have taken 

music not from editions but from other publications. These are credited in-text. The dating of 

musical examples has, where possible, been taken from Grove Music Online. These may be 

approximate in some instances. 

 

The following abbreviations are used throughout the text and musical examples: 

 

PAC - perfect authentic cadence 

IAC - imperfect authentic cadence 

HC - half cadence 

N - neighbour note 

P - passing note 

MGS - Music in the Galant Style 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

 

 

My completing this dissertation marks ten years since the publication of Robert O. 

Gjerdingen’s Music in the Galant Style.1 During that relatively short period, his theory of 

galant schemata has made a significant impact on music scholarship. More and more 

dedicated studies have been published, doctoral dissertations written and conference papers 

read, all of which reveal a marked increase both in the number of scholars engaging with the 

theory and in the diversity of approaches to it.2 While its principles have been applied to 

musical genres as recent as jazz and pop, suggesting that the theory is transferable to a 

range of contexts, its most concerted uptake has, of course, been by those engaging with 

eighteenth-century music. The short patterns that form the principal subject matter of 

Gjerdingen’s book are presented as being characteristic of the galant style in particular, and 

these have stimulated scholars to apply his findings to the repertoire of that period. 

 The impact of Gjerdingen’s theory on the study of eighteenth-century music is 

evident in numerous respects right across the field. In general, there has been a growing 

familiarity with the schemata themselves among musicologists, theorists and early-music 

performers—aided by the idiosyncratic names Gjerdingen has given them—and some 

scholars have also subsequently contributed their own patterns to the list. Historians 

researching the training of eighteenth-century musicians are now placing a greater emphasis 

on the inculcation of stock patterns as part of a galant musical education, and on the 

importance of that education in the ongoing transmission and replication of these schemata. 

According to the belief that the schemata were thus firmly embedded in the minds of galant 

                                                
1
 Robert O. Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style: Being an Essay on Various Schemata 

Characteristic of Eighteenth-Century Music for Courtly Chambers, Chapels, and Theaters, Including 
Tasteful Passages of Music Drawn from Most Excellent Chapel Masters in the Employ of Noble and 
Noteworthy Personages, Said Music All Collected for the Reader’s Delectation on the World Wide 
Web (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007). 
2
 References will be given as and when they are mentioned in the text below. 
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musicians, these patterns have been recognised not only as integral elements of 

composition from the time, but also as aids to improvisation. This has served to reaffirm the 

perception of a strong interrelationship between those two sides of a musician’s creative 

process, and Gjerdingen’s book has provided detail with which to develop a more 

comprehensive understanding of it. Finally, music theorists have also engaged with 

schemata in order to incorporate them into other theories of composition, notably concerning 

musical form, and more holistic approaches to eighteenth-century musicology have involved 

attempts to devise theories of how schemata may have shaped the way audiences listened 

to and understood music at the time. 

As heartening as this enthusiastic engagement with Gjerdingen’s theory may be, it is 

also not unexpected. Certainly, Music in the Galant Style (hereafter, MGS) offers a 

corrective to some perspectives that, according to Gjerdingen, do not do justice to the 

nuance and sophistication of galant music, but general attitudes towards eighteenth-century 

music have in other regards been conducive to a positive reception. For one thing, 

Gjerdingen’s citing of mostly Neapolitan sources as the fons et origo of the galant style 

accords with the widely accepted characterisation of that style as an Italianate one. For 

another, the transparent use of conventional materials has always been regarded, 

favourably or not, as a defining aspect of galant composition, whether those materials are 

identified in specific elements such as cadential formulas and triadic melodies, or merely 

implied in the assertion that the middle decades of the century saw a general homogeneity 

of style. Recent work concentrating on such diverse analytical frames of reference as form, 

rhetoric and musical topics have by and large been predicated on the conviction that, as with 

schemata, their markers can be readily discerned in the music and may therefore inform a 

competent or ‘native’ listener’s perception—or a composer’s conception—of a musical work. 

The clear periodicity and frequent punctuation of phrases, which are among the features 

reflecting the aesthetic of naturalness explicitly cultivated by proponents of the galant style in 

the eighteenth century, support the notion that those composers strove to communicate its 

small-scale ideas clearly by what may be regarded as grammatical or syntactical means. 
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Because such an approach would foster in musical consumers a heightened attentiveness to 

compositional method, and to the balance of originality and stylistic expectation, it has been 

generally accepted, if not always stated in such terms, that galant composers focused much 

of their creativity on the use of musical conventions. More specifically, it has been 

considered that manipulating those conventions gave them the opportunity both to convey 

creative ideas that could be easily grasped and appreciated by their listenership and to 

demonstrate good taste through their control of a common style. Given these perspectives 

on eighteenth-century music, it is no surprise that Gjerdingen’s theory has been taken up so 

eagerly by scholars of that period. Indeed, he himself wryly notes that he has found his own 

audiences ‘quite willing to accept the premise that people who wore powdered wigs might 

have behaved musically in stereotypical ways’.3 

However, the question this dissertation seeks to address is how Gjerdingen’s theory 

might also offer insights into the composition of music in the nineteenth century. This 

repertoire is popularly perceived in quite different terms from that of the eighteenth, and, 

whether for that reason or for more practical disciplinary ones, the fact remains that the 

question has not been nearly so comprehensively considered. Naturally, the matter largely 

falls outside the ambit of MGS, although Gjerdingen does give it an occasional mention 

there. As he sees it, galant schemata were favoured more in some parts of Europe than in 

others during the nineteenth century. On account of the continued use of the traditional 

methods by Italian teachers, and of their migration notably to Paris, as well as to St. 

Petersburg and other eastern centres in the late 1700s and early 1800s, ‘galant practices 

remained vital for quite some time in Italy, France, and Eastern Europe’.4 Social structures 

also played a role, in his view, in fostering the continuation of facets of galant practice. He 

states that aspects of that practice were likely to have persisted ‘especially where aristocratic 

society and patronage [were] involved’, and gives two (chronologically rather separated) 

                                                
3
 Robert O. Gjerdingen, ‘Gebrauchs-Formulas’, Music Theory Spectrum 33/2 (2011), 197. 

4
 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 237. 
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examples in Chopin and Tchaikovsky.5 That much, at least, would seem to make the 

prospect of studying schemata in nineteenth-century composition a promising one, even if 

somewhat constrained in terms of repertoire. Indeed, absent from those comments is any 

mention of composers from Germany or Austria, who are presumably implicated in his 

observation that ‘the first generation of avowedly Romantic composers’ had a ‘complex … 

relationship’ with the ‘repertory of galant practices that formed a significant part of their 

musical heritage’.6 

Thus it appears that galant schemata retained a certain compositional vitality among 

composers in some quarters, although we are led to believe that they would have been used 

less often or in a less straightforward manner in the music of the so-called Romantics, who, 

so the story goes, developed more individualised modes of musical expression. That 

summary is largely consistent with the findings of an earlier study of Gjerdingen’s published 

in 1988 as A Classic Turn of Phrase. There, he had found that uses of the 1–7...4–3 

schema—which he would rename the ‘Meyer’ in MGS—had on the whole declined both in 

quantity and typicality by the start of the nineteenth century, but that different repertoires 

showed different trends. Many instances of the schema that appeared after that point, and 

especially after the end of the 1820s, were regarded as ‘one-of-a-kind phrases’, 

‘idiosyncratic phrases’ and ‘deformations’, which were ‘symptomatic of the demise’ of the 

schema, especially within ‘Romantic art music’.7 On the other hand, there were also 

examples that exhibited ‘high typicality … in a period of low population’, although these were 

regarded as ‘anomalous’, and consequently ‘seem[ed] to call for special explanation’.8 

Where such realisations appeared within so-called Romantic art music, Gjerdingen 

suggested that they could demonstrate ‘a reverence for, or a yearning after, the past’;9 in 

other repertoires, they could indicate the artistic ‘pretension’ of ‘less talented’ composers as 

                                                
5
 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 434. 

6
 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 237. 

7
 Robert O. Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase: Music and the Psychology of Convention 

(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1988), 229, 230, 244, 230. 
8
 Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 250, 250, 261. 

9
 Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 251. 
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a mark of ‘Trivialmusik’ (he cites a piano concerto by Anton Rubinstein);10 or at other times 

again, as in Italian opera by such composers as Donizetti or Ponchielli, a typical instantiation 

would not be out of place in a genre in which composers would normally have been 

expected to ‘present and respect’ standard schemata and other conventions associated with 

that genre.11 For the latter case, Gjerdingen proposed the term ‘Schema-Musik’ (after the 

literary scholar Hans Dieter Zimmermann’s notion of Schema-Literatur), which for him avoids 

‘the deprecation implied by the term Trivialmusik’ when that might ‘seem unwarranted and 

even snobbish’.12 

In those repertoires, then, it would seem that the 1–7...4–3 schema was not 

uncommon. However, the works of composers canonically associated with German 

Romanticism apparently present something of a challenge to the application of galant 

schema theory to nineteenth-century music. Identifying and confronting the possible reasons 

for this, as well as their wider repercussions, is therefore among my principal preoccupations 

in this introductory chapter; more broadly, it constitutes an overriding concern for the whole 

dissertation. In MGS Gjerdingen does not state that those composers necessarily turned 

their backs on schemata, although he suggests that their engagement with them was 

mediated by the social context they worked in and by the supposed ideological basis of their 

art. He states, for instance, that the ‘galant tradition’, which he regards as having been firmly 

situated within a courtly setting, was ‘in many ways antithetical to the bourgeoise [sic] art of 

Romanticism’, but that it was ‘nevertheless claimed by the Romantics as a crucial part of 

their patrimony’.13 In addition, he does not believe that a ‘rhetorical disdain for past 

formalisms’ by even the more vociferous Romantics necessarily equated to a dismissal of 

galant schemata, but rather that their ‘negotiations and accommodations … vis-à-vis galant 

tradition could be more involved than their rhetoric might suggest’.14 This view is rather more 

nuanced than that of received wisdom, according to which, as Giorgio Sanguinetti explains, 

                                                
10

 Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 258, 261. 
11

 Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 258. 
12

 Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 258. 
13

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 415. 
14

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 239–240. 
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it would be assumed that ‘if the schemata followed the same destiny as the society that 

produced the galant style, it is clear that their survival in the nineteenth century is unlikely: 

socially, ideologically, aesthetically, romantic culture is the opposite of galant’.15 

Another assumption aired here by Sanguinetti is that the nineteenth century is 

essentially synonymous with Romanticism. While that may not reflect his own view, it is a 

belief that is espoused widely, if only casually, not least in the enduring notion of a ‘Romantic 

period’ in music history. Of course, such a notion can only be formulated in retrospect, 

meaning that it is modern-day reception that we have to contend with in this project as much 

as, if not more than, historical fact. Certainly it seems fair to suggest, even without venturing 

into the comprehensively debated subjects of historiography and periodisation, that bringing 

Gjerdingen’s schema theory to nineteenth-century music would mean coming up against a 

commonly held position that is, as Sanguinetti notes, in many respects at odds with received 

views on galant music. When music is considered the product of innate genius, for example, 

in which inspiration is a greater creative force than the mastery of craft, then the idea of 

composers working with internalised formulas, however skilfully, might be said to 

compromise the originality and individuality of that music. Notions of the relative autonomy 

and organic unity of individual works would seem to be undermined by the suggestion that 

they were constructed from a collection of mentally pre-existing units whose melodic or 

contrapuntal structures were, furthermore, motivically unrelated. The belief that a musician 

composed without any commercial interests or pragmatic needs would be contradicted by 

the idea that schemata were favoured because they facilitated the task of writing music. And 

those who regard a composer as having been strongly opposed to popular conventions, 

instead striving to express subjective ‘truth’ through his or her art, would have little sympathy 

with the idea that the instantiation and thoughtful manipulation of conventional schemata 

constituted an open form of communication between composer and consumer on socially 

accepted terms. It is difficult to imagine any scholars ever declaring these views openly, 

                                                
15

 Giorgio Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche: la “Quiescenza” nell’Ottocento’, in Musica come 
pensiero e come azione: Studi in onore di Guido Salvetti, ed. Marina Vaccarini, Maria Grazia Sità and 
Andrea Estero (Lucca: Libreria Musicale Italiana, 2014), 347 (my translation). 
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although we may witness their tenacity when we find them manifested in subtle and 

seemingly innocuous ways. Indeed, one example would be in claiming that the artistic 

notions described (in somewhat tendentious terms) in the last few sentences were peculiar 

to the nineteenth century, when in fact the cults of genius and originality, as well as the 

notions of unity and relative autonomy, have far-reaching roots in the eighteenth; but those 

values will apparently remain the preserve of Romanticism so long as powdered wigs are 

deemed to go with stereotyped behaviours.16 

Perhaps, then, it is on account of such reception that the presence of galant 

schemata in nineteenth-century music, while largely unexplored, seems to have been 

considered by some of the few observers who have commented on the subject as a mere 

hangover from the previous century, rather than as a series of formulas that might have 

continued to hold contemporary compositional (and listener) appeal. Even Gjerdingen 

conveys a certain ambivalence towards the possibility by writing of the ‘remnants’ of galant 

practice that persisted into the nineteenth century, a word that gives an impression of a 

general loss of vitality.17 Likewise, when Matthew Pritchard, in his review of MGS, wrote of 

‘unexpected late Romantic “survivors”’, he implied they would only appear as vestigial traces 

of an almost dead tradition.18 To some extent, that view is also shared by William E. Caplin, 

who regards the appearance of galant schemata in ‘the early Romantic period’ and 

thereafter as the remembrance of a former mode of composition: ‘memory of their earlier 

ubiquity lingers long’, and the ‘occasional recollection’ of a schema ‘references past 

practice’.19 

                                                
16

 On genius and originality, see Thomas Bauman, ‘Becoming Original: Haydn and the Cult of 
Genius’, The Musical Quarterly 87/2 (2004), 333–357; on unity, see Judith L. Schwartz, ‘Conceptions 
of Musical Unity in the 18th Century’, The Journal of Musicology 18/1 (2001), 56–75; on autonomy, 
see Reinhard Strohm, ‘Looking Back at Ourselves: The Problem with the Musical Work-Concept’, in 
The Musical Work: Reality or Invention?, ed. Michael Talbot (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 
2000), 128–152. 
17

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 434. 
18

 Matthew Pritchard, ‘In the Galant Composer’s Workshop’, review of Music in the Galant Style, by 
Robert O. Gjerdingen, Early Music 37/4 (2009), 669. 
19

 William E. Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, in What Is a Cadence? 
Theoretical and Analytical Perspectives on Cadences in the Classical Repertoire, ed. Markus 
Neuwirth and Pieter Bergé (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2015), 52. 
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On the other hand, Caplin does also attempt to illustrate how a schema could be 

‘accommodated to a new stylistic environment’, by being realised or deployed in a way that 

departed from standard galant practice.20 Here, he is in the company of other writers, who 

have similarly presumed (or stated as fact) that schemata were used differently in that ‘new 

stylistic environment’, or substantially modified so as to fit in. By that account, a change in 

artistic climate marked a style shift from galant or Classical to Romantic, but schemata were 

sufficiently adaptable to retain (some of) their earlier compositional viability. Because 

schemata are adaptable by definition, that is an eminently reasonable position to take, and a 

boldly revisionist one at that, given that it challenges the orthodoxy of the Romantic stylistic 

takeover that is presumed to have taken place early in the nineteenth century. 

At the same time, however, it raises questions about how we should go about 

identifying schemata at all when such adaptation has allegedly taken place. Schemata may 

well be highly adaptable, but an equally essential aspect of their definition is that they can be 

widely replicated, which necessitates that they be relatively recognisable in their realisations. 

How we identify, and even conceive of, schemata in the context of nineteenth-century music 

(and, for that matter, eighteenth-century music) is therefore a major concern of this study. 

Indeed, there are implicit tensions between these principles of schema theory and received 

notions about the influence of Romanticism on the art of composition during this period that 

seem to have gone unrecognised, or at least unacknowledged. 

The credo of individualism, for example, is recited by Folker Froebe in his suggestion 

that ‘nineteenth-century music … often has recourse to older schemata, but in an 

individualizing and atypical way’.21 The same belief is held by Job Ijzerman, who claims that 

‘the “galant” schemata of the eighteenth century … continued to thrive well into the 

nineteenth century, albeit transformed according to composers’ personal styles’,22 and 

seemingly also by Caplin, who writes of Mendelssohn and Schumann as composers who 

                                                
20

 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 52. 
21

 Folker Froebe, ‘Schema and Function’, Music Theory and Analysis 1/1–2 (2014), 133. 
22

 Job Ijzerman, ‘Schemata in Beethoven, Schubert, and Schumann: A Pattern-Based Approach to 
Early Nineteenth-Century Harmony’, Music Theory and Analysis 4/1 (2017), 39. 



9 
 

‘find their own manner of adapting [a] schema to their particular stylistic needs and 

constraints’.23 The inference to be made from these comments is that there was nothing 

especially individualised in the way galant composers realised those same schemata, 

perhaps reflecting as much a stereotyped view of the latter as contract-bound employees 

with no mandate to be original, as it does a perspective on nineteenth-century music that is 

founded, in the words of literary theorist Jerome J. McGann, on ‘an uncritical absorption in 

Romanticism’s own self-representations’.24 But every realisation of a schema is perforce 

individualised. As Leonard B. Meyer explains, ‘every act and every artifact that is not an 

exact replica of an existing one is in some way different, and in that respect, novel[, even in] 

the most routine and pedestrian music’.25 Schemata need to be realised with a degree of 

individuality if they are to remain current in musical vocabulary, but the fact that Froebe and 

Ijzerman join the two parts of their sentences with ‘but’ and ‘albeit’, rather than ‘and’, implies 

they are not merely rehearsing this precept of schema theory, but stressing the individualism 

of realisations as something new in the nineteenth century, in contrast to the view of galant 

composers all speaking the same lingua franca. 

This view relates to a further value associated with Romanticism, complementary to 

the belief in the expression of the individual, namely, the denigrating of convention, which 

would seem hardly compatible with the overt use of schemata. Sanguinetti puts the matter 

even more forcefully when he asserts that the use of the same schemata by multiple 

composers, or by one composer in multiple works, would constitute ‘the most radical 

contradiction of the myth of originality’.26 However, because Meyer argues that ‘the norms of 

grammar, syntax, and form’ were indispensable to tonal music,27 even outwardly strong 

antipathy towards conventions did not stop nineteenth-century composers using them, and 

that, instead, they strategically concealed them. He, too, finds that they each strove to be 

                                                
23

 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 55. 
24

 Jerome J. McGann, The Romantic Ideology: A Critical Investigation (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1983), 1. 
25

 Leonard B. Meyer, Style and Music: Theory, History, and Ideology (Philadelphia: University of 

Philadelphia Press, 1989), 135. 
26

 Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 347 (my translation). 
27

 Meyer, Style and Music, 219. 
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musically individual by manifesting a kind of ‘“stylistic territoriality”’, but he relativises that 

individuality by suggesting that they resorted to ‘similar strategies’, broadly defined, for the 

concealment of schemata.28 (He illustrates his argument with the changing-note schemata 

that were later individually renamed in MGS.) Meyer’s perspective on schema use by 

nineteenth-century composers is thus arguably more pragmatic and global than those cited 

above. Yet this view is not uninfluenced by Romantic ideology either, for it also shows that 

he believes Romantic rhetoric to be of central importance to the analysis of nineteenth-

century musical style. In stating that ‘established patterns [such as] the cadential gestures, 

harmonic progressions, and formal structures of the Classic style … could be used but were 

generally disguised in some way’, Meyer makes it clear that he considers the alleged 

mistrust of conventional materials to have been a defining characteristic of nineteenth-

century, or at least Romantic, creativity.29 

That critique does not rely on any subtle inference. Meyer is explicit about setting out 

to probe the question of ‘how ideological values are transformed into musical constraints and 

specific choices’, and, in particular, to ‘describe some of the ways in which the beliefs and 

attitudes of Romanticism influenced the choices made by composers from the beginning of 

the nineteenth century well into the twentieth’.30 It is of course an interesting question to 

probe, but it also means his study in fact begins with a foregone conclusion: the ‘beliefs and 

attitudes of Romanticism’ will be materially manifested in the music of those composers. One 

could say that by writing that ‘one of the discoveries of Romanticism was how to hide 

convention, yet have it too’,31 Meyer had determined that his analysis would only uncover 

conventions supposedly concealed within the music, rather than locate them in undisguised 

usage. He is quick to point out that ‘convention was not, of course, invariably veiled’, as in 

‘French and Italian opera from Rossini through Verdi’, though here we begin to see 

                                                
28

 Meyer, Style and Music, 222. 
29

 Meyer, Style and Music, 222. 
30

 Meyer, Style and Music, 218. 
31

 Meyer, Style and Music, 222. 



11 
 

indications of his repertoire bias.32 That is, he neither acknowledges that convention was not 

‘invariably veiled’ in the works of composers identified as Romantic, nor does he dwell on the 

question of why the overt use of convention should have been favoured in such a massive 

segment of nineteenth-century repertoire as French and Italian opera. That music is 

consciously excluded from most of his study—presumably because he assumes it will not 

support his thesis—so his ‘sketch-history’ is intended to be of a delimited range of works, yet 

time and again he resorts to generalisations about ‘nineteenth-century music’ or ‘nineteenth-

century composers’ which give the impression that composers in general in the 1800s made 

their creative decisions in keeping with Romantic ideology. In addition, while he defends his 

choice to focus on instrumental music on some sound methodological grounds, it also 

means he ends up prioritising an already privileged, Austro-Germanic, repertoire. 

 By suggesting that musical conventions were used by those composers, even if in a 

concealed manner, Meyer certainly presents a reality check to readers who would believe 

too readily in the cult of originality. That is indeed salutary, for at the time of his writing in the 

late twentieth century the ‘depreciation of convention’, as Janet M. Levy notes, ‘was one of 

the most powerful legacies of nineteenth-century thought’,33 and that legacy appears to have 

lost little of its sway today. Nevertheless, in giving such credence as he does to the 

professed repudiation of convention, Meyer reinforces the perception that the intellectual 

currents of Romanticism consistently left their trace on compositional decisions. This of 

course in keeping with his stated aim, but what of his earlier assertion that ‘the art-reflects-

the-culture-out-of-which-it-arises thesis is so often stated as a canon calling for compliance 

rather than as a hypothesis to be tested’?34 Would it not be quite likely that even where 

composers may have engaged in such aesthetic reflection as Meyer would have them do, 

some musical patterns—including Gjerdingen’s galant schemata—would often enough have 

been spared this sort of stylistic metacriticism? Meyer does not seem to be open to the 
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question of why the supposedly more Romantic composers that he concentrates on may 

sometimes have used, in a quite overt fashion, the conventional patterns they elsewhere 

apparently concealed. His thesis is in many respects an attractive one, but a more 

disinterested approach would begin by heeding John Daverio’s caution that ‘none of the 

frequently contradictory concepts that the Romantics promulgated about themselves, their 

works, or their world … can be accepted at face value’.35 

Gjerdingen’s idea that those composers had a ‘complex’ relationship with the 

patterns used in earlier styles offers a little more finesse, but even then, we might look still 

more dispassionately at the practical side of composition and ask ourselves whether 

pragmatism might sometimes have come out ahead of supposed ideology. Presumably, 

some musical patterns, which fell so easily under the fingers at the keyboard, would have 

been for many musicians just such basic elements of the craft of composition that there was 

little reason to subject them to much aesthetic scrutiny, at least on every occasion. This very 

point was in fact made by Berlioz, except that it was voiced as a criticism against those who 

composed at the piano. He believed that never having learnt to play the piano himself ‘saved 

[him] from the tyranny of keyboard habits, so dangerous to thought, and from the lure of 

conventional sonorities, to which all composers are to a greater or lesser extent prone’.36 In 

this regard, Berlioz may have been an exception who proved the rule, although it is hardly 

clear exactly what ‘conventional sonorities’ he had in mind, and, of course, improvised 

invention at the piano was not the only conduit for the replication of formulas. Whatever 

medium composers worked with in the nineteenth century, automatic reflexes must have led 

them often enough to reproduce some internalised patterns without thoroughgoing critical 

reflection. There is doubtless more than a modicum of good sense in John Rink’s assertion 

that what Meyer had framed as composers ‘“choosing to be influenced”’ by intellectual or 

aesthetic values ‘excludes from consideration those unconsciously assimilated, inherited 
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influences to which composers can obviously be susceptible, which are arguably of even 

greater interest to style historians than “chosen” ones’.37 

Meyer may have been explicit about his intentions, but by founding his historical 

enquiry on aspects of Romantic ideology, his answers are already written into his questions. 

Certainly we must credit him with some authority, as his observations are also the product of 

a long career of comprehensive study, but the analysis and criticism in his book exist at 

times in a circular relationship, reflecting what Rink sees as ‘Meyer's tendency to 

predetermine which … Romantic values … he wishes to find manifest in the music, so that 

his analysis merely supports a priori judgements’.38 It is precisely this sort of 

predetermination that we should strive to avoid as best we can in considering the role of 

galant schemata in nineteenth-century music: how they may have been realised, what 

contexts they may have been used in, whether they may each have carried certain functional 

or generic associations, or whether it is suitable to treat them all as specifically galant within 

this later historical context. As in any investigation, if we apparently already know the 

conclusions we are going to draw, there is no point pursuing the enquiry in the first place. It 

is impossible, of course, to be entirely neutral, but it is possible to identify (at least some of) 

the beliefs shaping our approach to the subject, and either acknowledge or confront them. 

Often enough, these go unnoticed in their capacity as what Levy has famously called ‘covert 

and casual values’, which can easily make their way into our thoughts and our writing in ‘a 

quasi-automatic and unquestioned way’.39 This means we should make a particularly 

concerted effort to identify them in our own work and in that of others. 

One could debate whether assumptions necessarily always amount to values, but as 

Joseph Kerman has suggested, even a choice of repertoire for discussion represents an 

‘aesthetic judgment’,40 and we could equally infer that invoking a particular analytical 

precept, even if drawn from a historical source, represents a belief that it is more important 
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or more pertinent than alternatives. Such judgments are patently in evidence on both counts 

in Froebe’s short foray into schema-based analysis of nineteenth-century music. His 

generalisation (cited earlier) about the role of schemata in the music of that century is 

exemplified with sixteen bars of a Chopin mazurka, and his approach to that passage is to 

treat the demonstration of organic unity as the desired outcome of analysis: ‘a schema 

concept that is more open to individualizing functionalizations … may contribute to an 

analysis comprehending—to quote E. T. A. Hoffmann—the “composition of heterogeneous 

elements into a whole” (“Fügung von Heterogenem zu einem Ganzen”)’.41 An analytical 

orientation that is founded on the words of one of the prophets of German Romanticism in 

music and then applied to a work without any explicit justification cannot be construed so 

much as a basis for historical enquiry as an unquestioning belief that music from the (earlier) 

nineteenth century, including its use of schemata, can and should be approached on those 

terms. I would venture to suggest there is a repertorial bias here as well (possibly influenced 

by Heinrich Schenker’s embrace of Chopin), for it is more difficult, on the basis of this brief 

contribution at least, to imagine Froebe seeking to reveal organic unity in an aria by 

Offenbach or a waltz by Glinka. 

The nineteenth-century metaphor of organicism again finds expression—this time 

through the concept of growth or development, in contrast to the notion of unity—in 

Ijzerman’s stance on historical change, as revealed in his pronouncement that schemata 

‘behave like living organisms that follow the developments of the musical language’.42 The 

fact that Ijzerman has mixed the metaphors of music as organism and music as language 

shows that without sufficient critical reflection, it is very easy for one’s ideas to be influenced 

subconsciously by ingrained imagery and common descriptors, to say nothing of his dubious 

imputations of agency. A healthy corrective to the latter may be found in Gjerdingen’s 

matter-of-fact statement that ‘musical phrases are artifacts, not organisms. Only composers 
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can reproduce musical schemata’.43 In A Classic Turn of Phrase, Gjerdingen notes the 

attraction of correlating historical change with organic development: a rise and decline in the 

population of an ‘artistic form’, according to ‘the organic view of art’, seems to represent the 

stages of its ‘birth, growth, maturity, aging, and death’.44 Yet although Gjerdingen states that 

a schema cannot have the agency to follow such a life cycle, he does ascribe 

historiographical importance to the notion of ‘diachronic, qualitative change’ that is so central 

to the organic metaphor. When he advances the hypothesis that instances of the 1–7...4–3 

schema would become less typical in times of lower population, it is precisely in order to 

account for that type of change. 

This hypothesis, in turn, appears to have played an important role in guiding the 

interpretation of data in Gjerdingen’s corpus study: it established the expectation that 

composers realising the 1–7...4–3 schema atypically during that later period of low 

population would be the normal course of events. Thus, while he had noted that the schema 

enjoyed ‘faithful reproduction’ in its typical form in works by composers active ‘outside the art 

music tradition’,45 it was those realisations that needed ‘special explanation’, not the 

‘deformations’ occurring within that tradition. Likewise, composers of ‘art music’ who did use 

the schema in its typical form were assumed to have done so as a reference to the past, 

apparently because it could not otherwise have been a legitimate element of contemporary 

musical language. 

Yet should we not be open to the possibility that it was? Obviously, the decline in 

population gives good grounds for objection, but I contend that the idea is still worth 

entertaining. Certainly, I do not wish to discredit Gjerdingen’s finding that the schema 

became considerably rarer after about 1830 than it had been at its peak in the 1770s. A 

marked reduction in instances is indeed quite believable. However, we should not let that 

deter us from continuing with the present study, for we are concerned with all of the 

schemata in MGS (plus a few others) and not the 1–7...4–3 schema alone, which Gjerdingen 
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had singled out from other changing-note melodies because its usage was ‘peculiar to the 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries’, unlike, for instance, 1–7...2–1, which ‘can be 

found in a wide variety of historical styles’ and is ‘so basic to Western music as to be almost 

stylistically neutral’.46 He also suggests that each schema in MGS would have a slightly 

different life cycle, and Vasili Byros has found that what he termed the le–sol–fi–sol schema, 

and which he surveyed in his doctoral dissertation, peaked roughly two decades after the   

1–7...4–3 schema, in the 1790s.47 

Admittedly, despite these individual differences, and despite the diversity of musical 

practices that might be ill represented by a general population curve, it is almost certainly 

true that most galant schemata were employed considerably less in the nineteenth century 

than in the eighteenth. But that does not mean we have nothing to learn from those later 

uses. Indeed, what MGS offers is the opportunity to probe the nature of musical creativity, 

which is especially welcome in the study of nineteenth-century composition. This is because 

our understanding of it has arguably suffered from an excessive concentration on the 

supposedly individualistic aspects of composers’ ‘personal styles’, not to mention on the 

canon of ordained ‘masterworks’ whose originality is assured. Such approaches tacitly 

promote the belief that it was first and foremost the expression of individuality and the quest 

for originality that animated the creative impulses of (worthy) composers in the nineteenth 

century. This has too often meant disregarding the practicalities and basic necessities of 

their art, and, more to the point, the possibility that manipulating those basic materials and 

procedures might have played a large part in stimulating their creativity. Indeed, Levy has 

found that the a priori valuing of originality by musicologists and music analysts has tended 

to forestall any critical consideration of ‘what is meant by originality in a given work (or set of 

works), [and] what we mean by it in music, generally’.48 The objection is not that it is 

overstated or irrelevant, but that if one simply accepts it as a base value without pausing to 
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reflect on the notion, then one is unlikely to countenance the idea that artistic originality 

might, at least in part, be understood as the product of a creative engagement with 

conventional materials. Therefore, even if Gjerdingen’s galant schemata appeared 

comparatively little in nineteenth-century music, let us not assume that they were not still 

viable elements in a compositional practice that included the replication, refashioning and 

recombination of common patterns. 

By Gjerdingen’s own admission, the schemata in MGS are not meant to be taken as 

the entire range of formulas and conventions that made up the stock-in-trade of galant 

composers,49 and although those schemata furnish the material for this dissertation, the idea 

that they might only constitute a smaller part of a larger pool of patterns and procedures 

available to nineteenth-century composers should not in any way diminish the insights that 

they may afford us into the role that conventions like those played in a composer’s creative 

process. The 1–7...4–3 schema may well have fallen into relative obscurity after about 1830 

(although that is already a third of the century worth examining!) but that need not contradict 

the possibility that the creative efforts of nineteenth-century composers drew in general on 

patterns of a similar nature, just as the apparently marked decline of the Cudworth cadence 

after its brief flourishing in the middle decades of the eighteenth century does not in any way 

discount the claim that Gjerdingen’s theory is still very much applicable to music from quite 

some time after that. In short, individual patterns may come and go, some may endure 

longer than others, some may be adaptable to more circumstances than others, and 

sometimes new patterns may replace old ones in performing similar functions, so the decline 

of one or the other need not compromise the basic validity of a pattern-based mode of 

composition. 

On the other hand, if we begin by assuming that later realisations will tend towards 

atypicality, we will hardly be in a position to assess whether or not such a mode of 

composition actually retained currency in the nineteenth century. Furthermore, what exactly 

we would admit as an atypical realisation of a schema, and what we would exclude, also 
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result from self-imposed restraints that, while unavoidable, ultimately privilege one side of 

music over another. Gjerdingen, for example, had prioritised melodic pitches in A Classic 

Turn of Phrase, while allowing certain other parameters to depart from their previously 

standard disposition. There are good reasons for that, of course, but the rhythmic stretching 

or compression which the prioritising of pitch had enabled him to identify in some of his 

analyses are perhaps more compatible with a model of organic growth and deterioration 

than if he had prioritised, say, rhythmic symmetry or integrity of phrase structure. 

It may at first seem counterintuitive to regard the identifying of ‘deformations’ or 

atypical realisations of a schema as a positive valuation, but it can be shown quite simply to 

conform to the liberation narrative of Romanticism, in which schemata would figure among 

the tonal conventions from which ‘serious’ composers supposedly became progressively 

unshackled throughout the nineteenth century. I would not go so far as to say that had been 

Gjerdingen’s agenda, for the nineteenth century had been the focus of only a small section 

of his study and he had adopted a generally dispassionate approach, but if we were to begin 

with the assumption that historical data drawn from the canonic repertoire will conform to an 

organic pattern of change, both quantitatively and qualitatively, then not only would we have 

prejudged the matter, but we would run the risk of reinforcing the narrative that it supports 

without our necessarily even being aware of doing so. 

In fact, in Style and Music Meyer shaped his approach not only to analysis but also to 

historiography in accordance with Romantic ideas. For Meyer, who had been one of 

Gjerdingen’s early mentors, ‘facets of nineteenth-century thought such as the belief in 

progressive development [and] the prizing of originality and individuality’ were key drivers of 

change, so they became for him historiographical principles.50 Given that, as he sees it, 

composers in the nineteenth century operated under imperatives of originality, the novelty in 

their works wrought successive changes on musical style, but the nature of that change was 

a gradual and progressive one, rather than, say, one marked by diversification or changes of 

direction. This is because the ‘indispensable constraints of tonality’ limited the kinds of 
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changes that were possible, meaning that those changes instead involved the gradual 

intensification of common compositional strategies.51 This paradigm of what he refers to as 

‘trended change’ is as much a product of his interpreting ‘nineteenth-century thought’ as it is 

of his tracing patterns of development through analysis of musical works from across the 

century.52 

Again, Meyer’s argument is well reasoned, and the same principle essentially finds 

expression in statements that one can read elsewhere about the supposedly gradual 

intensification or increase in the way various musical elements were used over the course of 

the nineteenth century. Indeed, that view is often applied to other periods in music history as 

well, and has especially underpinned approaches to historiography in general since the late 

eighteenth century, when, as Leo Treitler explains, ‘Enlightenment ideas about the perfection 

of man [and] progress toward freedom or toward humanity’ proved highly receptive to ‘the 

idea of [history as] gradual transformation’.53 While music history is nowadays seldom 

regarded as a series of improvements that led to the better state of the present, the idea that 

it follows a steady pace of incremental development elevates in importance those works or 

composers who are seen to contribute to that process. 

One corollary of this view is that it encourages the recognition of novelty—which 

each increment of gradual change must count as—at the expense of continuity with earlier 

practice. Yet change does not take place at uniform rates, nor does the cultivation of one 

compositional strategy at a given point in history necessarily equate to the total rejection of 

its opposite. That is not only evident in comparing distinct repertoires, but can also be seen 

within the outputs of one composer, and even within a single work. As an example, it is 

common to read in general surveys of nineteenth-century music that harmony ‘becomes 

increasingly chromatic’ and periodic phrase structure ‘increasingly less regular and apparent 
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over the course of the century’.54 It is one thing to ask how one might square that with a 

claim such as William Rothstein’s that an ‘endemic’ problem in nineteenth-century music 

was the tendency towards ‘too unrelievedly duple a hypermetrical pattern’ and ‘too 

consistent and unvarying a phrase structure’,55 but even where those aforementioned 

‘developments’ may be discerned they are generally not all-encompassing. That is, 

compositions with irregular phrase structure very often feature moments of regular phrase 

structure as well, and chromatic harmonies commonly appear alongside diatonic ones. So 

even if there was a discernible ‘increasing complexity’ in numerous musical elements, why 

should that mean that galant schemata would have fallen into disuse in fairly short order 

during the nineteenth century, or that standard realisations would have generally given way 

to concealed, distorted or otherwise atypical ones? 

That is not to dispute the fact of historical change. Indeed, because the primary 

materials that composers work with are generally those they know from past experience, it is 

logical that the kind of ‘trended change’ described by Meyer would be observable in 

numerous facets of composition across many artistic milieux. But a composer’s ‘past 

experience’ of music includes everything up until the present moment and is made up of a 

vastly diverse array of musical ideas. In fact, in the nineteenth century, much more than ever 

before, the experiences of musicians as well as consumers involved many encounters with 

the music of the past. For instance, the veneration of J. S. Bach, which Charles Rosen 

regards as having been a crucial influence on the composers of the ‘Romantic generation’, 

involved a thoroughgoing engagement with music that was for most of them over a hundred 

years old.56 The preludes and fugues of the Well Tempered Clavier may not have been a 

rich source of galant schemata (although they are not devoid of them), but then Bach was by 

no means the only object of attention. Gjerdingen maintains that ‘many Romantics’ skipped 
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over the works of composers between Bach and (late) Mozart,57 which might suggest less 

familiarity with quintessentially galant music (although Gluck might be an exception), but that 

is hardly a sticking point either: it is clear in MGS that late eighteenth-century music, 

including that of Haydn and Mozart, makes extensive use of schemata, and, in fact, the 

extent of nineteenth-century contact with galant music, even if from later in the eighteenth 

century, was more than Gjerdingen’s comment seems to imply. 

Indeed, Carl Dahlhaus writes that ‘what was fundamentally new about nineteenth-

century music culture was the overpowering presence of earlier music’.58 The very concept 

of ‘classical’ music itself originated in the nineteenth century, as works that eventually 

received that designation came to occupy an important place in the performing repertoires of 

opera houses and concert halls. Such was the momentum behind the formation of this 

canon that by mid-century, as William Weber explains, ‘classical music achieved a 

hegemonic status within musical thinking, pedagogy, and public ceremony’, even to the point 

of provoking ‘claims that contemporary music was now neglected in the classical music 

concerts’.59 Yet despite the great increase in the number of public concerts presented over 

this time, the concert repertoire was in fact more often encountered in the home, partly on 

account of the cost and logistics involved in attending those concerts. Thomas Christensen 

writes that it was especially by means of four-hand piano transcriptions that ‘a coalescing 

canon of musical “masterworks” was constituted and experienced by many musicians in the 

nineteenth century’, and that the works transmitted in that medium represented ‘an 

indispensable agent of bourgeois musical literacy and Bildung’.60 Earlier music also played a 

substantial role in the cultivation of piano technique, from Bach’s Well Tempered Clavier and 

Goldberg Variations (which were published as ‘exercises’ in nineteenth-century editions)61 
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through the ‘Essercizi’ and other sonatas of Domenico Scarlatti to works by Mozart, Haydn, 

Clementi and Beethoven. Therefore, a great deal of music from the eighteenth century came 

to be in the minds and under the fingers of many—probably all—nineteenth-century 

composers. 

Moreover, the pedagogical resonances of that music extended beyond instrumental 

technique into the realm of theory and composition as well. Theorists in the first half of the 

nineteenth century who concerned themselves with codifying ‘sonata form’ would, as Scott 

Burnham has pointed out, ‘increasingly rely on examples culled from the same group of 

acknowledged “masters”: Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven’.62 Direct emulation of those 

models as a heuristic exercise was, furthermore, encouraged in treatises such as those of 

Carl Czerny and Johann Christian Lobe.63 Exactly how adeptly a composer could balance 

the lessons to be learned from those models with a desire to depart from them would vary 

from individual to individual. Rosen maintains that, besides those of Chopin, most 

nineteenth-century sonatas were written ‘according to the orthodox recipe, and mostly for the 

worse’.64 But even composers who were at pains to produce original work, it has been 

argued, remained close to those models. Mark Evan Bonds contends that, for symphonic 

composers after Beethoven, ‘the imperative of originality fostered a heightened awareness 

of the very tradition it was attempting to supplant’ (although the word ‘supplant’ may conjure 

the image of a rather more brutal severance with the past than would be entailed in the 

dialectic process Bonds describes).65 

Understanding of form is, of course, a different proposition from knowledge of galant 

schemata, but there too, recent research into partimento- and thoroughbass-instruction in 

the nineteenth century has demonstrated the prevalence of pedagogical contexts in which 

the transmission of schemata is likely to have occurred. A central claim of MGS is that it was 
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often through training with partimenti that galant musicians first learnt to recognise 

schemata. Because partimenti were primarily associated with Neapolitan maestros, and 

because conservatories in Naples maintained an especially conservative and insular position 

well into the nineteenth century,66 it is no great surprise to learn from Gaetano Stella that 

partimenti ‘continued to occupy a central position in the professional training of many Italian 

composers’ during that century.67 Even where changes in Italian institutional education had 

started to occur from the early 1800s, Nicholas Baragwanath notes that partimenti still 

formed ‘a core of teaching materials for the new conservatories’.68 Moreover, Sanguinetti 

details how all the well known Italian opera composers were taught in this tradition, and he 

claims that, in particular, ‘it would be difficult to overestimate the enormous influence of 

[Fedele] Fenaroli on the compositional practice of nineteenth-century Italian composers’.69 

But the nineteenth century also witnessed the extensive distribution of partimenti 

across the continent. Rosa Cafiero has documented the ‘major influence’ of the Neapolitan 

school of composition on musical education in France in the first half of the nineteenth 

century.70 It was actually at that time in Paris that the first major publications of partimenti 

were printed, including the first complete annotated editions of Fenaroli’s rules and exercises 

in 1814,71 widely regarded as the most influential works of the partimento tradition, and the 

monumental anthology Principes d’accompagnement des écoles d’Italie, published in 1804 

by Alexandre-Étienne Choron. In fact, the persistence of partimento training at the Paris 

Conservatoire has been a focus of Gjerdingen’s own research since MGS was published, 

and he has shown that the internalising of schemata that accompanies that training 
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continued to be in evidence in works by French composers throughout the century.72 More 

widely still, Felix Diergarten finds that thoroughbass training, together with the use of 

partimenti, ‘was a core element of 19th-century composition’ right across Europe, from 

Poland to Germany and France.73 With this assertion, he counters the view espoused by 

Dahlhaus and others that ‘the age of thoroughbass’ was superseded after 1800 by 

speculative harmonic theory based on the ideas of Rameau. But Diergarten argues that it is 

precisely because Ramellian theoretical principles were of little practical use in the training of 

improvisation and composition that the ‘pragmatic’ instruction of the thoroughbass and 

partimento tradition had ‘enduring success … in the 19th century’.74 As noted above, these 

were in many cases the same exercises that had been taught in the later eighteenth century, 

but modern adaptations of the medium and of the pedagogical principles were also to be 

found, involving virtuosic piano figuration and extended harmonic resources, though Stella 

has shown that these were sometimes simply used in elaboration of the same harmonic 

structures found in earlier partimenti.75 

Furthermore, Gjerdingen has also recently published research on the nineteenth-

century continuation of the Italian partimento tradition in Russia, following its establishment 

in St Petersburg in the 1780s. He has shown that its position in the education of musicians 

there throughout all of the following century remained sufficiently prominent that Arensky 

would come to publish in 1897 a treatise that was ‘a partimento collection in all but name’.76 

These not only involved formulas of a more modern idiom such as for executing modulations 

that were foreign to galant music, but also incorporated many of the basic diatonic patterns 

known from eighteenth-century Italian partimenti. More importantly, he also draws 
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connections between this aspect of a musician’s education and actual works written by 

numerous Russian composers right up to the end of the nineteenth century and into the 

early twentieth, in which galant schemata—sometimes harmonically altered, sometimes 

not—appeared alongside more recent patterns. The presence of modern formulas does not 

so much diminish the significance of (formerly) galant ones as it affirms the value of a 

schema-based system of composition altogether, on the grounds that ‘having such 

exemplars in memory made possible fluent composition and improvisation’.77 

In this study, I will not in fact be discussing the role of partimenti, as my sole focus is 

on composed works, but the foregoing account establishes a historical context within which 

composers engaging with galant schemata is not an unlikely proposition. That it seems to be 

only now that we are forming a clear picture of these circumstances is arguably a product of 

earlier historiographical preoccupations. As Jim Samson writes, ‘a canonic view of music 

history tends to demote pedagogy, since it fosters the notion that genius is set apart and will 

somehow find its own path’.78 There is a certain irony, then, in claiming the notion of genius 

as being of central importance to nineteenth-century music, when that same century also 

saw the widespread institutionalisation of musical training in the establishment of 

conservatories across Europe. Of course, it may be that the concept of genius has come to 

hold so much appeal precisely in spite of such institutions, although that can hardly be said 

to diminish their actual influence, which, as we have seen, involved partimento-based 

instruction in many cases. Even putting pedagogy aside, however, other encounters with 

earlier music through (as listed above) formal study or informal exposure at concerts or at 

the piano must likewise have contrived to keep galant schemata in the minds of composers 

and listeners. 

One might ask whether composers (and some listeners) in the nineteenth century 

would really have recognised Gjerdingen’s schemata as specifically endemic to what we are 
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calling the galant style, or even whether they would have recognised them as individual 

entities at all (I discuss the question of composerly consciousness in Chapter Two). 

Referring to the schemata as ‘galant’ in a nineteenth-century context may sometimes be 

more expedient than historically accurate. If the schemata retained currency in later music, 

then would one really have been inclined to identify them as specifically galant (or older 

still)? Or, if one did recognise them as such, then was it still possible for later instantiations 

not to be perceived as especially historical, in the same way, perhaps, that Hollywood script 

writers today follow Aristotelian models but presumably do not consider their work archaic? 

Though the question is posed rather polemically, our answer would really depend on further 

research into the origins and continuations of each schema. Ludwig Holtmeier argues that in 

MGS the ‘boundary … should be drawn rather more strictly than Gjerdingen has done’ 

between patterns ‘native to the galant style’ and ‘overarching and historically enduring 

models’.79 Holtmeier points out, as does Diergarten, that certain patterns in MGS had 

already had a long history prior to their use by galant composers, and both authors intimate 

that some patterns likewise continued into the nineteenth century, although that continuation 

appears to be far less well documented.80 

Precisely because of that long reach, both Holtmeier and Diergarten see the potential 

for schema theory to offer insights into music both before and after the galant. Writing very 

recently in 2017, Diergarten states that ‘the time is ripe to extend our perspective … beyond 

the boundaries of the eighteenth century’, because the schema approach, ‘mutatis mutandis, 

is as revealing for late fifteenth- and sixteenth-century music as it is for nineteenth-century 

music’.81 Similarly, in Holtmeier’s view, the ‘discourse of schemata and models … not only 

describes the galant style, but also the music of the preceding and subsequent periods’.82 

These comments refer, on the one hand, to a general principle of a schema-based approach 

to composition, but on the other, they also allude to the far-reaching historical resonances of 
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specific schemata. Diergarten, in particular, insists on a more comprehensive recognition of 

the coexistence of older and newer elements within a musical style, and not simply that of 

galant music. Adapting Ludwig Wittgenstein’s observation that language is an admixture of 

old terms, subsequent accretions, modifications and new additions, he advocates for a 

‘pragmatic’ understanding of musical language that recognises the same juxtaposition of 

elements that range from centuries-old to new.83 To conceive of nineteenth-century musical 

style—or styles—in such terms would surely prove far more sympathetic to the idea of 

schemata having played an important part in it than if we were to consider that all musical 

elements had been equally affected by the same set of aesthetic principles, or that all 

favoured compositional strategies were equally modern. 

It will have become obvious to the reader that I am quite optimistic about the potential 

for schemata to change how we might think about compositional creativity in the nineteenth 

century. In expressing such a position, I have effectively laid my cards on the table, so could 

myself be found guilty of having formed a priori assumptions that I will then set out to 

substantiate. However, my approach to the repertoire has been in many respects a heuristic 

one. I have examined a fairly eclectic range of music, admitting anything composed between 

1800 and 1900—dates that by virtue of their relative (but not total) arbitrariness largely 

dispense with any ideological basis for the time frame, though I bring in the odd outlier as 

well. Consequently, this working method has made it impossible for me to generalise about 

putative trends in the use of schemata in what is often an irreducibly varied range of music. 

On the contrary, that very diversity provides a foil for some of the more sweeping statements 

aired above. By not limiting my purview to specific composers, localities, genres or periods 

within the century, I have put myself in a position in which I am in fact unable to concentrate 

on particular styles or repertoires, but in which, at the same time, I have been obliged to 

recognise points they may hold in common. 

What I have placed at the centre of my investigations are the schemata that 

Gjerdingen codified in MGS. As I have taken these outside of a galant context, I have had to 
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give particular consideration, as I stated earlier, to the criteria according to which individual 

realisations may be identified. Indeed, this study is concerned to a considerable extent with 

the theoretical aspects of schemata and matters pertaining to analytical method. Given that 

the existence of musical schemata is predicated on their accessibility to a listener, I discuss 

in Chapter Three some of the principles which underpin the construction of musical units that 

we can plausibly treat as instantiations of a schema. As that discussion is primarily 

motivated by what I perceive to be a lack of analytical scepticism in current literature on the 

subject, I refer extensively in that chapter to passages of eighteenth-century music. Indeed, 

if we are to claim any continuity with the nineteenth century, then the characterising features 

of individual schemata as they appear in galant music need to be generally respected when 

identifying realisations in the later repertoire, even if some adaptations may be said to have 

taken place. While the construction of a schema is always important, another point of 

consideration concerns the patterns of its use. In Chapters Four and Five I weigh up the 

merits and limitations of attempting to theorise these patterns of use, both in their potentially 

conventional relations to full-movement forms, and to less context-specific formal functions. 

In my final three chapters, I trade a theoretical focus for an analytical one, and present three 

separate investigations, each concentrating on a different approach taken by a range of 

nineteenth-century composers to the handling of schemata. Taken together, these represent 

three alternative possibilities for how schemata would come to be used in the nineteenth 

century in ways that departed from their typical uses in galant practice. 

Because I have roamed, at times indiscriminately, through a relatively wide range of 

nineteenth-century compositions, the juxtapositions of material in what follows may 

sometimes seem a little random. Yet rather than being concerned to show chronological or 

geographical trends, my intention has instead been to argue that a reorientation in how we 

approach any music from the nineteenth century has the potential to uncover aspects of it 

that we may otherwise be inclined to overlook or downplay. Indeed, those very aspects may 

reveal significant ties between composers from across the two centuries and from different 

contemporaneous contexts. Adopting a renewed approach, we may thus find ourselves in a 
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position to reassess some of the more commonly held views on the nature of musical 

creativity, especially as it pertains to the music of the nineteenth century. 

 



 
 

 

 



31 
 

Chapter Two 

Schemata in Pastiche, Parody and Diegetic Music 

 

 

One word at the centre of Gjerdingen’s theory is ‘galant’. Given its particular historical and 

aesthetic connotations, it would be advisable for us first to consider whether this word is 

relevant or appropriate in the context of nineteenth-century music, however broad that may 

be. Towards the end of the previous chapter, I posed the rather artificial question of whether 

the schemata Gjerdingen has described as ‘galant’ would have been regarded as such by 

composers throughout the nineteenth century—especially when they used them in their own 

music—or instead as patterns that were not, to them, in any way historically marked. Of 

course, we have no hope of coming up with a genuine answer to that question. For one, it 

presents false dichotomies, both in terms of the composer’s understanding and in terms of 

the age of the actual patterns. For another, it presupposes knowledge that is impossible to 

access. Yet at the same time, it is a question worth pursuing, given that it has implications 

for what we might fairly suppose about the contemporaneity (or not) of the various 

schemata, about the likelihood of composers perceiving, and conceiving of, the patterns 

themselves in a manner comparable to how we describe them, and about how composers’ 

use of schemata might be understood as an engagement with musical conventions. 

 This question also brings us uncomfortably close to the fraught subject of a 

composer’s ‘intentions’, which in recent times has sparked considerable debate in particular 

relation to historically informed performance.1 However, the word ‘intentions’ is perhaps not 

the most fit for our purposes, given that it may carry suggestions of ‘something that is 

sought’ or ‘something to be done’. Indeed, Peter Kivy even argues that a composer’s 
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‘intentions’ should often be understood as ‘commands’.2 Rather, my question arguably 

pertains more to matters of knowledge or awareness or consciousness. These words are, of 

course, hardly any less awkward, but they are virtually unavoidable in a discussion such as 

this, and we should not let such objections stop us from exploring the question. Despite 

some of these obvious epistemological concerns, there are some aspects of a composer’s 

knowledge, about which we can make reasonable assumptions in certain situations. Of 

relevance to us, for example, are situations in which a composer imitates or refers to past 

musical traditions, presumably with the expectation that his or her audience would recognise 

such references. While these contexts may offer us some insight into the matter under 

consideration and furnish a useful starting point for discussion, it is not equally apparent in 

all cases exactly how much we may infer from them. I therefore begin with a tentative 

approach to a selection of different cases. 

 As an initial example, take the passage shown in Ex. 2.1, from Offenbach’s satirical 

operetta Orphée aux Enfers, of 1858. It comes at the point when Orphée is made to sing in 

order to try and claim back Euridice from the Underworld. Rather than write his own material 

for this moment in the story, Offenbach opted to have his character quote from Gluck’s Orfeo 

ed Euridice, the most famous of Orpheus operas (presumably unwittingly following Haydn’s 

insertion of the same theme into his own Orpheus opera, L’Anima del Filosofo). In order to 

appreciate the humour fully, one needs to recognise the quotation, and given that the 

melody was very well known, we can expect that Offenbach’s audience did. Part of the joke 

is that Orphée quotes the wrong song, namely, the one Gluck’s hero sings when he has lost 

Euridice for good. To Offenbach’s audience, the major-mode lament would have seemed like 

a particularly old-fashioned affectation of grief, and the momentary intrusion of a galant 

musical style into the sound world of a mid-nineteenth-century Parisian operetta was an 

obvious source of comic incongruity. The actual quotation aside, the passage also presents 

certain immediately recognisable signals of galant musical style such as the Alberti-style 
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accompaniment and the characteristic restruck suspensions in the melody (on the 

downbeats of bars 66 and 68). It also contains, at least according to Gjerdingen’s analysis of 

Gluck’s passage, two galant schemata: a Meyer and, embedded within it, a Prinner.3 

 

Ex. 2.1 Jacques Offenbach, Orphée aux Enfers (1858), Act 1, Scene 2, Finale, bars 65–68 

 

 

 

For Gjerdingen, a phrase closing with a Prinner riposte was ‘one of the best 

indications of a musical style grounded in the Italian galant’,4 and we may recall his having 

suggested in A Classic Turn of Phrase that some nineteenth-century instantiations of what 

we are now referring to as the Meyer schema could be regarded as symbolic of the past. In 

that study, he had found that the Meyer was most prevalent in music of the 1760s to 1780s, 

which is precisely the period in which Gluck’s opera appeared in both its original Italian 

version (1762) and later French adaptation (1774). Certainly, Offenbach had quite clearly 

juxtaposed his own style with Gluck’s for a calculated effect, but as the passage is a direct 

quotation, we cannot plausibly assume on that basis alone that he would have regarded the 

two schemata themselves as especially galant. 
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However, if we look to original material written in the nineteenth century, we may be 

in a position to infer more on that front. On the basis of the dates he had given, Gjerdingen 

goes on to suggest that the Meyer’s occasional reappearance in nineteenth-century music 

could in some cases even be read as ‘a sign for the eighteenth century itself’.5 One of the 

later examples he gives of the schema is that shown in Ex. 2.2, from the ‘Dance of the 

Hours’, part of a spectacular ballet put on for a gathering of guests in Ponchielli’s opera La 

Gioconda.6 Gjerdingen does not specifically relate the example to that comment, but the 

opera was set in the seventeenth century—which is close enough to the eighteenth, by the 

standards of nineteenth-century opera—so could we perhaps consider this passage as 

something of a stylised recreation of the period? Although the added-sixth chord in bar 52 is 

a more modern touch, Ponchielli’s Meyer, with its pointillistic rhythms played ‘leggerissimo 

con grazia’, conveys a lightness, elegance and symmetry that could easily be associated 

with the galant. The rest of the ballet does move fairly quickly towards a distinctly late 

nineteenth-century style, but it is possible that Ponchielli had meant to give an impression of 

that historic setting, or to tap into its perceived aesthetic, at the beginning of the first dance. 

We can certainly not conclude that, but we should not rule it out either. 

 

Ex. 2.2 Amilcare Ponchielli, La Gioconda (1876), Act 3, Scene 2, ‘Dance of the Daylight 

Hours’, bars 52–55 
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Turning to another example, we can see the same schema used in what is more 

obviously a historical setting, in Verdi’s Rigoletto. It is set in sixteenth-century Mantua, and 

the dances in the opening scene help to establish the setting, although they are in a style 

that derives from a comparatively more recent past. One of these dances is a pastiche 

minuet which Pierluigi Petrobelli has claimed Verdi modelled on the one Mozart composed 

for the ballroom scene in Don Giovanni.7 Indeed, the similarity is striking, but only so far as 

the opening section. The second section, starting in bar 17 of Ex. 2.3, is either based on 

other models, or is simply Verdi’s invention. Either way, his use of changing-note schemata, 

with the Duke singing a Meyer as a way of matching his vocal line to the Pastorella played 

by the onstage string quartet, is very much in keeping with galant style. 

 

Ex. 2.3 Giuseppe Verdi, Rigoletto (1851), Introduzione, No. 3, ‘Partite? Crudele!’, bars 16–24 
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As the Meyer and Pastorella are closely related schemata that end with same ❹–❸ 

melodic dyad, we might ask whether the latter could also have been regarded as a typical 

galant device. Ex. 2.4 shows a Pastorella that appears in the gavotte from Act 1 of Umberto 

Giordano's Andrea Chénier, an opera set in the late eighteenth century. While a galant 

Pastorella would not normally have included a subdominant chord, and while it would 

typically have have been constructed of two halves of equal length, the schema’s parallelism 

remains manifest here in the clear rhyme between the melodic dyads ❸–❷ and ❹–❸. 

Elements such as the trills on the downbeats certainly give the passage a veneer of 

eighteenth-century style, but other aspects presumably also contribute to the impression. 

What makes the Contessa notice ‘il gaio suon della gavotta’ (‘the cheerful sound of the 

gavotte’) coming from off stage is the archetypal long upbeat, and Giordano obviously 

designed a melody that should serve to confirm her initial recognition of the dance. 

 

Ex. 2.4 Umberto Giordano, Andrea Chénier (1896), Act 1, Finale, Gavotte, bars 1–4 

 

 

 

The contention that the Meyer and Pastorella in the previous examples might have 

been symbolic of the past can be defended on the grounds that they were all drawn from 

operas in which they serve as diegetic music—that is, which figures within the plot and 
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appears as a performance that is heard as music by the other characters onstage. The most 

common manifestations of this are in song and dance, as has been the case in the examples 

seen so far. Given that nineteenth-century operas were mostly made of non-diegetic music, 

any music that was diegetic needed to be signalled as such. This could of course be done 

with explicit cues in the dialogue, the stage directions or the use of props or onstage 

instruments, but it could also be done by using stereotypes of particular musical styles, 

including those from the past. Because the means used to create diegetic music were 

apparently so deliberate, we might also ask whether schemata could have been treated as 

stereotypes in that manner. Of course, supposing we could argue that, it is unlikely that we 

would be able to say the same of every schema Gjerdingen identified in MGS, but examining 

the treatment of a few of them will already give us a useful basis for discussing my opening 

question. 

The idea of schemata functioning as elements of historical pastiche (in conjunction 

with other features) may initially seem a little difficult to reconcile with the assumption that in 

the last three examples, the Meyer and its relative the Pastorella were used to signify music 

of the sixteenth, seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. This covers a very broad stylistic 

range. Yet, the representation of a historical period in opera (or in other genres) in the 

nineteenth century often enough did not involve anything more specific to that particular 

period than musical devices that were simply recognisable as belonging to a vaguely defined 

past. A particularly striking example is in Act 4 of Berlioz’s Les Troyens, when Dido asks her 

court poet Iopas to sing ‘Sur un mode simple et doux / Ton poème des champs’ (‘In a gentle 

and simple mode / Your poem of the fields’; Ex. 2.5). Iopas duly obliges, but with a song that 

is far more reminiscent of an eighteenth-century pastoral style than whatever we might 

imagine the music of ancient Carthage to have sounded like. A schema that, according to 

John A. Rice, frequently took on pastoral connotations in galant music was what he has 

named the ‘Heartz’.8 One appears in Iopas’s song in a typically pastoral F major, in a calm 
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6/8. This schema normally features a melodic motion over a tonic pedal that produces the 

harmonic succession 5/3–6/4–5/3, although in place of the pedal six-four Berlioz has 

employed a subdominant in root position which arguably does little to change the effect and, 

of course, does not alter the harmonic function. The Heartz is then followed by a Fonte 

schema with a filled-in version of the quintessentially galant High ❷ Drop, whereby the 

following ❹–❸ is transferred to the solo bassoon.  

 

Ex. 2.5 Hector Berlioz, Les Troyens (1858), Act 4, Tableau 2, ‘O blonde Cérès’, bars 70–77 

 

 

 

 

 Verisimilitude was quite evidently not necessary, or even desired, for historical 

pastiche, although because musical settings of Roman antiquity had largely been the 
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preserve of eighteenth-century opera seria, Berlioz was in that sense more accurate than I 

have given him credit for. Nevertheless, some composers were ostensibly more precise in 

matching style and setting. Tchaikovsky, for example, employed the Heartz schema 

specifically in an eighteenth-century pastoral setting in his 1890 opera The Queen of 

Spades. The second act involves a pastoral play performed for the assembled guests and 

entitled ‘The Faithful Shepherdess’. The first number in the play begins with the Heartz, 

which Tchaikovsky, like Berlioz, deploys in 6/8 (Ex. 2.6a). Note that he continues as if with a 

Prinner in D major, but shifts halfway through to A major. The music for the play lasts around 

a quarter of an hour and abounds with typical galant features. As but one further example, 

the dance following the opening chorus features the Fonte shown in Ex. 2.6b, within which 

Tchaikovsky has embedded a Fenaroli schema, something which Gjerdingen finds was a 

favoured strategy among galant composers.9 

 

Ex. 2.6a Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, The Queen of Spades (1890), Act 2, Interlude, ‘The 

faithful shepherdess’, bars 17–38 
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Ex. 2.6b bars 99–102 
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As the Heartz could apparently be a symbol of galant pastoralism, it seems it could 

also be used to denote old-fashioned tastes, even in an earlier work like Rossini’s Il Barbiere 

di Siviglia (Ex. 2.7). After hearing Rosina sing an aria with great embellishments in her music 

lesson, Don Bartolo praises her voice but complains the aria was ‘noiosa’ (‘tiresome’) and 

that ‘la musica a miei tempi era altra cosa’ (‘music in my day was something else’). He 

proceeds to sing for her ‘quell' aria portentosa’ (‘that wonderful aria’, which to my knowledge 

is an invention of Rossini’s) that he recalls had been sung by the castrato Caffariello, and he 

also briefly dances a few steps of a minuet. The pastoral mood, with its tonic pedal bass and 

siciliano rhythms, hearkens back to an earlier era of opera seria, a genre in which the Heartz 

was frequently heard. Although in this instance the schema’s 6/4 is only one quaver in 

duration, it is clear, especially looking forward to the tune’s third bar, that Rossini wanted the 

alternations of 5/3 and 6/4 over ① to feature prominently in this characterisation of Don 

Bartolo. Bars 14–15 turn out to be a riposte based on the Prinner schema, in which the usual 

outer voices are in the violins and the bass largely preserves the tonic pedal (the bass may 

be understood as a variant on the usual inner-voice ①–①–⑦–①).10 It has been suggested 

that Rossini is not only mocking Don Bartolo here, but is also making ‘a commentary on the 

passing of an age’, for ‘by referring to Cafariello and to the minuet [see bar 17] …, Rossini 

underscored the distance, musically and historically, that separated his setting of 

Beaumarchais’s play from that of Paisiello’.11 With that in mind, we might also hear Rossini’s 

choice of schemata as part of that commentary. 
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Ex. 2.7 Gioachino Rossini, Il Barbiere di Siviglia (1816), Act 2, Arietta, ‘Quando mi sei 

vicina’, bars 10–17 

 

 

 

 

As short as that tune may be, it is supposedly enough to show Don Bartolo’s age. 

Another equally brief melody that closes with a Prinner is sung by Guillot in Massenet’s 

Manon, which is set in the early eighteenth century. Ex. 2.8 shows the orchestral introduction 

to this diegetic ditty, which Guillot later sings to a simple ‘Tra-la-la’. It does not have quite the 

same scene-setting role as some of the other excerpts we have seen, but the written-out 

mordents and the light articulation may be meant to impart some of what Massenet took to 

be the character of the period’s music. If that is so, then it also seems fair to assume that the 

composer found the Prinner to have indeed been indicative of eighteenth-century style, 
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especially because the melody is so short and the Prinner makes up half of it. Moreover, 

William Caplin has found that Prinners with this particular bass line and harmonic 

progression were most prevalent in galant music from the middle decades of the century, 

and as such, it is perhaps the most typically galant of the various forms of the schema 

shown in MGS.12 

 

Ex. 2.8 Jules Massenet, Manon (1884), Act 4, ‘Quand le…’, bars 1–8 

 

 

 

 

 A Prinner also appears shortly before the end of Verdi’s Falstaff in the graceful 

minuet which ushers two couples onstage to receive marriage blessings (Ex. 2.9). Verdi’s 

adoption of an eighteenth-century dance form heightens the sense of hushed solemnity that 

accompanies the procession—even if, on account of the planned deception we know will 
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 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 50. 
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soon be revealed, comic incongruity lurks in the background. After the first section of the 

minuet has closed with what closely resembles a Cudworth cadence—as sure a sign of the 

galant as one could have—Verdi continues in C major, the subdominant key, for the 

equivalent of the minuet’s trio. The trio’s first phrase opens with a tonic prolongation under a 

melody tracing the line Mi–Re–Do, and it closes with the Prinner. There is no doubt that what 

Verdi has written is a pastiche of a galant minuet, so his use of the Prinner as part of it could 

well indicate that he recognised the schema as typical of the style. 

 

Ex. 2.9 Giuseppe Verdi, Falstaff (1893), Act 3, Scene 2, Minuet, bars 14–25 (strings only) 
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 All of the Prinners I have shown so far employ the same melody but different bass 

lines, all of which are treated in MGS as acceptable forms of the schema. Caplin has 

helpfully categorised the various forms, according to their harmonic function, as 

prolongational, sequential and cadential variants.13 Massenet thus employed a cadential 

Prinner, while the Verdi and Rossini excerpts featured the prolongational variant. The 

sequential type corresponds to Gjerdingen’s ‘circle-of-fifths Prinner’, and this, too, appeared 

in pastiches of the eighteenth century, although arguably indicative of a Baroque idiom 

rather than a galant one.14 An example appears in Puccini’s Manon Lescaut, which is set at 

the end of the eighteenth century. The passage in Ex. 2.10 is taken from a scene in which a 

group of singers perform a ‘madrigal’ written for Manon by the older Geronte, at whose 

residence she is unwillingly installed as his mistress. The madrigal features a plaintive 

refrain based on the sequential Prinner with added sevenths. When it is over, Manon’s lover 

Des Grieux refuses to pay the singers after their performance because that would ‘offender 

l'arte’ (‘insult art’). He naturally has personal reasons to be affronted, but the sequential 

Prinner is evidently one of the key devices Puccini used in order to cast this madrigal as 

outdated, even from within the late eighteenth-century setting. Certainly for a young man like 

Des Grieux, such a descending circle-of-fifths sequence replete with added sevenths and 

suspensions (downbeats of bars 23 and 24) would have been overly serious and old-

fashioned. 
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 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’. 
14

 Gjerdingen likewise calls this version an ‘older’ pattern. Music in the Galant Style, 420. 
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Ex. 2.10 Giacomo Puccini, Manon Lescaut (1893), Act 2, Madrigale, ‘Sulla vetta tu del 

monte’, bars 19–25 

 

 

 

 

 A schema that appears to have been widely recognised as an archaic device likewise 

pre-dating the galant style was the Romanesca, a sequential pattern that had been a 

common device as far back as the sixteenth century, and that was especially popular during 

the seventeenth century as a ground bass.15 This is a somewhat different pattern from what 

Gjerdingen describes as a ‘galant Romanesca’, and which features so prominently in MGS. 
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That pattern has only four chords—or ‘events’—while, by Gjerdingen’s definition, the older 

sequential type has six, and may feature either a leaping or stepwise bass. We can see this 

sequential type used for diegetic purposes in a range of historical settings, one of which is in 

the opening scene of Rigoletto, from which we have already seen Verdi using a Pastorella 

and a Meyer. In fact, the very first thing we hear in that opera after the curtain has gone up is 

the offstage band—generally referred to as the banda—animating the festivities with a 

sequential Romanesca realised with a leaping bass (Ex. 2.11). Perhaps we could say that 

with this schema, unlike with the changing-note schemata and the minuet, Verdi was nearer 

the mark for sixteenth-century Mantua. 

 

Ex. 2.11 Giuseppe Verdi, Rigoletto, Introduzione (1851), bars 1–11 

 

 

 

Like Rigoletto, Berlioz’s Benvenuto Cellini is also set in sixteenth-century Italy, or, 

more precisely, in Rome. When a pantomime is staged by a troupe of commedia dell’arte 

players, a sequential Romanesca, with stepwise bass this time, announces the play (Ex. 

2.12). Given the history of the Romanesca, we could say that Berlioz’s use of the schema 
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helps to place this diegetic play within its era. It appears first in a minor key and then, as 

shown here, in the relative major. 

 

Ex. 2.12 Hector Berlioz, Benvenuto Cellini (1852), Act 1, Tableau 2, Scene 12, bars 524–528 

 

 

 

 It may come as no surprise that Richard Strauss, famed for his ‘music about music’, 

used a Romanesca in his 1942 opera Capriccio, set in May 1777 in a château close to Paris 

(Ex. 2.13). While Strauss may have generally displayed a predilection for unabashed late 

Romantic lyricism in his ‘neo-classical’ operas, Capriccio includes a diegetic divertissement 

featuring three eighteenth-century dances, of which the ‘Gigue’ begins with a sequential, 

stepwise Romanesca. Strauss scholar David Murray describes these dances as ‘pastiches 

of Rameau and Couperin’, meaning that they sound old even to the opera’s protagonists, 

just as I suggested the sequential Prinner had done in Manon Lescaut.16 This example by 

Strauss admittedly takes us well past the end of the nineteenth century, but it does 
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 David Murray, ‘Capriccio’, in The New Grove Book of Operas, ed. Stanley Sadie (London: 
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unequivocally reveal that he recognised the Romanesca’s capacity to signify an archaic 

style.  

 

Ex. 2.13 Richard Strauss, Capriccio (1942), Scene 9, bars 175–186 

 

 

 

 

 All of the examples so far came from diegetic historical pastiche in opera. This makes 

it generally quite obvious that in these instances the composers sought to find musical 

means of evoking an earlier period in time. The cultivation of historical pastiche was by no 

means restricted to opera, however, as it became very popular in nineteenth-century 

instrumental music as well. Allusions to an earlier style could be signalled in such works just 

as explicitly as they were in opera, and often more so. For instance, it is clear from the title of 
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Tchaikovsky’s Variations on a Rococo Theme for Cello and Orchestra that this is a piece 

that sets out to imitate the music of the mid-eighteenth century. The opening phrase of the 

theme—an original of Tchaikovsky’s—closes with cadential Prinner (Ex. 2.14). 

 

Ex. 2.14 Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Variations on a Rococo Theme for Violoncello and 

Orchestra, Op. 33 (1877), bars 23–26 

 

 

 

The Prinner ending this phrase is the same quintessentially galant type that 

Massenet had used in Ex. 2.8, which suggests that these two composers had both 

associated it with the same mid-century galant style. When we add to that Verdi’s use of a 

prolongational Prinner riposte in the minuet from Falstaff only two bars after a Cudworth 

cadence, we begin to see a picture forming of composers, at least in the late nineteenth 

century, identifying this schema as typically galant. Admittedly, my sample is very small, but 

we can also assume that these composers expected at least some of their audience to 

recognise the suitability of the means used to create the pastiche. From that, we might 

cautiously extrapolate that the same understanding was shared by a wider range of 

composers (and listeners) beyond these three. Indeed, we can further cite evidence in the 

work of Franz Lachner, a prolific composer of instrumental pastiche of eighteenth-century 

music. One of numerous examples of galant schemata in his works, Ex. 2.15 also features a 

cadential Prinner as riposte to a brief opening idea that prolongs tonic with rising outer-voice 
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tenths. In a suite whose movements are ‘Introduction and Fugue’, ‘Andante’, ‘Minuet’, 

‘Intermezzo’ and ‘Gigue’, the Andante is obviously as much of a pastiche as the rest, even if 

its name does not explicitly indicate it. 

 

Ex. 2.15 Franz Lachner, Orchestral Suite No. 2 in E minor, Op. 115 (1862), Mvt 2 (Andante), 

bars 44–51 

 

 

 

To step momentarily past the end of my chosen period once more (and for a final 

time), it seems that Benjamin Britten, too, associated the Prinner with eighteenth- or perhaps 

late seventeenth-century music. Fondly recalling dance forms of the time in his Simple 

Symphony, he based the middle section of the movement entitled ‘Sentimental Saraband’ 

entirely on two schemata, one of them a Prinner in a prolongational form (Ex. 2.16). It 

begins, like Verdi’s phrase from Falstaff (Ex. 2.9), with Mi–Re–Do in the melody. Britten’s is 

a paired Mi–Re–Do, which is not a schema discussed by Gjerdingen but is simply the 

inverse of the paired Do–Re–Mi, and is realised here in a completely symmetrical manner. 

Britten adorned his Prinner with a la–to–sol flourish, which Gjerdingen says was ‘an 

ornamental motif closely associated with Prinners’.17 This attention to detail could suggest 

that Britten was particularly well attuned to the nuances of the style he based his pastiche 

on. 
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Ex. 2.16 Benjamin Britten, Simple Symphony (1934), Mvt 3, ‘Sentimental Saraband’, bars 

57–73 

 

 

 

 

 The last three examples featured cadential and prolongational Prinners. Returning to 

the nineteenth century, we can see a sequential Prinner used in another work that is 

unequivocally meant to evoke the eighteenth century, the Holberg Suite by Grieg (Ex. 2.17). 

In this case, the reference is ostensibly to the same Baroque style as had been made in 

Manon Lescaut (Ex. 2.10). Grieg used the Prinner here as a riposte to the opening phrase of 

the Praeludium. The schema is identified easily enough, even if Grieg departed slightly from 

a typical realisation, which included casting the whole passage over an intermittently 
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sounding tonic pedal (notated in bass clef, and accompanied by its upper fifth in bars 10 and 

12). The last two events of the schema (bars 13 and 14) are also rhythmically compressed, 

with the music continuing further down the scale to the cadence. The small staff simplifies 

the harmonic progression, and the chordal roots moving in fifths are circled on the score. 

 

Ex. 2.17 Edvard Grieg, Holberg Suite, Op. 40 (1884), Mvt 1, ‘Praeludium’, bars 9–17 (The 

analytical staff is mine.) 
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The fact that the preceding instrumental movements all had titles (the neighbouring 

movements in the Lachner) makes it explicit that they were conceived as historical pastiche. 

While Ex. 2.18, from one of Alkan’s Esquisses, has no such title, a performance marking that 

reads ‘Alla–D: Scarlatti’ (in bar 19, not shown) in fact reveals an equally clear conception. Of 

course, that instruction is really secondary to the musical characteristics themselves, which 

clearly evoke a Baroque style. These include a sequential Romanesca with stepwise bass 

and, some bars after, extended sequential passages. 

 

Ex. 2.18 Charles-Valentin Alkan, Esquisses Op. 63 (1861), No. 14, ‘Duettino’, bars 1–11 

 

 

 

On the other hand, in Ex. 2.19, from the scherzo of Schubert’s Piano Sonata D. 850, 

there are no explicit indications at all that the composer might have been attempting to 

signify an older style. However, on the basis of the material, it could be argued that he had 

been. In that case, we might regard the sequential Prinner, despite its final melodic note 

being harmonised by an unexpected deviation to F♯ major, as part of a package of features 
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recalling a Baroque style. These include the opening based on a Romanesca (the dominant 

for the fourth event is not standard); the descending stepwise bass line; the dotted rhythms, 

which even after being transferred into a scherzo context, are reminiscent of the French 

overture; the mordents in the melody; the dynamics in blocks; and the use of a lengthy 

sequential Prinner so early in the movement. The analytical staff shows the corresponding 

root-position movement and what a normative ending would be. 

 

Ex. 2.19 Franz Schubert, Piano Sonata in D major, D. 850 (1825), Mvt 3, bars 1–15 

 

 

 

On the basis of that interpretation, we would say that Schubert considered those two 

schemata to be capable of signifying a Baroque style. We could arguably say the same of 

the Romanesca that occurs in the second movement of Berwald’s Symphony No. 2 (Ex. 

2.20). Besides the leaping-bass Romanesca itself, Baroque features of the passage include 
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the prominent chain of suspensions that embellishes the schema, the imitative exchanges 

between the bass part and the upper strings, and the bass line itself, which is somewhat 

reminiscent of a walking bass. Although the repeated notes in the first half of bars 84, 86 and 

88 suggest the sort of Trommelbass known from galant symphonic style, in particular, it still 

presents an active line in quavers that then terminates in a descending octave leap. 

 

Ex. 2.20 Franz Berwald, Symphony No. 2 in D major, ‘Capricieuse’ (1842), Mvt 2, bars 82–

89 

 

 

 

 It is generally clear that the Romanescas of the preceeding examples were meant to 

evoke the past. In those instances, ‘the past’ ranges, at least nominally, from the sixteenth 

century in Rigoletto and Benvenuto Cellini (Exx. 2.11–2.12) to the first half of the eighteenth 

century in Alkan’s Esquisse (Ex. 2.18), which is consistent with the observation made by 

Gjerdingen and other scholars that the schema figured prominently in music over that 
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extended period.18 To be sure, it is not the schema alone in these examples that signals a 

musical past; rather, it either appears together with other ‘Baroque’ features or, in the opera 

examples, is explicitly made to function as historical on account of the stated setting or other 

indication in the plot. That said, a historical style is more strongly conveyed through an 

appropriate harmonic and melodic structure, so the schema itself is far from incidental. 

Returning to Il Barbiere di Siviglia, although not to diegetic music on this occasion, 

we can see a Romanesca playing a key part in a passage whose full effect arguably relies 

on its association with Baroque style. Rossini employs the schema as part of his treatment of 

the choral refrain from the opera’s finale (Ex. 2.21). Certainly, features such as the dotted 

rhythms and the bass line that traces a stepwise ascent followed by a strident downwards 

octave leap (as in the Berwald example) contribute to the air of Baroque solemnity conveyed 

by this refrain, but to a large degree that impression comes from the melodic and harmonic 

sequence inherent in the Romanesca schema itself. In this situation, the historical 

association of these four bars can be read as producing a distinctly ironic effect. The ending 

of the opera is cast as a vaudeville finale in which the singers address the moral directly to 

the audience, with the soloists delivering verses in turn. Rossini’s take on that convention is 

particularly tongue-in-cheek, for the pompous and archaic character bestows on the refrain a 

mock righteousness that seems to subvert the moral. It is also undermined by the 

complementary phrase (bars 21–24), which cuts short the Romanesca’s sequence after four 

bars and then flips to a comic style involving a cheeky drop in volume, rapid and varied 

rhythms, melismatic turn figures and sprightly staccatos. 
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Ex. 2.21 Gioachino Rossini, Il Barbiere di Siviglia (1816), Act 2, Finale, bars 16–24 
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When such a musical device is the object of parody, as I suggest is the case in this 

finale or in Don Bartolo’s arietta (Ex. 2.7), there can be little doubt that the composer not only 

perceived its historical associations but expected the same of his audience, for to 

understand parody one must recognise the irony of the imitation, which contrasts with the 

more neutral pastiche. In line with some of the views discussed in Chapter One, some may 

be of the opinion that apparently ‘progressive’ composers might have countenanced the sort 

of parodistic treatment seen here, but that they could then hardly have gone on to use these 

avowedly conventional patterns in other contexts, without any apparent irony. Rossini, of 

course, though a highly original composer, held a quite different position on the matter from 

such outspoken opponents of convention as, say, Berlioz, who criticised Italian opera for its 

overuse of ‘convenient vocal formulas’,19 and who, in his ‘mélologue’ Lélio, complained that 

‘the deadliest enemies of genius are those lost souls who worship in the temple of 

Routine’.20 It is true that we have seen Berlioz employing what had been routine patterns for 

eighteenth- or seventeenth-century composers—the Heartz and Fonte in Les Troyens (Ex. 

2.5) and the Romanesca in Benvenuto Cellini (Ex. 2.12)—but apologists might say these 

were merely symbolic, used for no other purpose than illustrating a historical setting. 

As a counterexample, however, consider the excerpt in Ex. 2.22, from his ‘légende 

dramatique’ La Damnation de Faust. Neither diegetic nor explicitly historical, this passage 

instead portrays Faust’s commingled feelings of joy and regret as he takes leave for the 

night (or so he thinks) from Marguerite. The Romanesca to which Berlioz sets Faust’s line 

‘Où mon âme au bonheur allait enfin s’ouvrir!’ (‘When my soul was finally going to open itself 

to happiness!’) is realised in an even more overt fashion than the one he had used for 

Benvenuto Cellini: it is slower and employs the more prominent leaping bass. Yet it seems to 

have no historical connotations in this context, its apparent purpose being above all to relate 

Faust’s emotional state. Moreover, the way Berlioz stalls on a ii6/5 chord in bars 112–114 

may suggest he recognised in later eighteenth-century works the schema that Gjerdingen 
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 As quoted in Berlioz, The Memoirs of Hector Berlioz, 218. 
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identified as the Indugio, of which that harmony was characteristic. A single harmony without 

melodic embellishment does not make a schema, but he repeats it on the words ‘allait enfin’ 

(‘was finally going to’) as if to illustrate the delaying of Faust’s happiness in just the same 

way that the schema normally served as ‘a teasing delay of the approach to a Converging 

cadence’,21 the latter also materialising in bar 115. 

 

Ex. 2.22 Hector Berlioz, La Damnation de Faust (1846), Part 3, Scene 14, Trio and Chorus, 

bars 100–121 (choir omitted in last two bars) 
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A case such as this tells us that simply because we know composers to have 

recognised the historical origins of a schema, we should not assume that they used it for no 

other purpose than for pastiche (or parody). While using a Romanesca in a representation of 

sixteenth-century Rome in Benvenuto Cellini may indicate an awareness of the pattern’s 

origins around that time, its use in a less historically contingent role such as in La Damnation 

de Faust suggests that it may have retained a certain level of stylistic currency, or perceived 

neutrality, even centuries later. Pastiche arguably plays a part in sustaining that stylistic 

currency. In most cases—particularly in instrumental music, where it does not have the 

dramaturgical justification it does in opera—pastiche constitutes an affectionate or nostalgic 
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reminiscence of the style or the period it is evoking, so it is possible to interpret it as an 

implicit assertion that the devices and procedures, as well as the general aesthetic, of the 

evoked or imitated style are still worth cultivating in one way or another. This means that the 

use of a given schema in the context of pastiche can, at least sometimes, be understood as 

an affirmation of its contemporary value, even for use in other contexts. 

To pursue this idea, I turn to Rimsky-Korsakov’s one-act opera Mozart and Salieri, 

based on Alexander Pushkin’s play of the same name. In this highly romanticised 

dramatisation of the end of Mozart’s life, Pushkin casts Salieri as a man consumed with 

jealousy because God had chosen to bestow upon Mozart the gift of ‘immortal genius’, even 

though he was too much of a ‘fool’ and ‘empty-headed idler’ to recognise the profundity of 

his gift. Meanwhile, Salieri himself had toiled all his life at mastering the art and craft of 

music but had not been rewarded with any such divine inspiration. The opera is written in the 

experimental declamatory style famously essayed by Alexander Dargomïzhsky in The Stone 

Guest, also a one-act adaptation of a Pushkin play.22 In these operas, the text of the plays 

was set without first forming an operatic libretto, instead following Pushkin’s text in a 

continuously shifting stream of music somewhere between recitative and arioso. As an opera 

about composers, however, Mozart and Salieri naturally features several instances of 

diegetic music, which by virtue of their periodic phrasing, conventional melodic profiles and 

tonal stability contrast markedly with the rest of the work. Before one of these diegetic 

performances, Mozart tells Salieri that he has recently been troubled by insomnia and that 

he has sketched out some of the ideas that have come into his head during his sleepless 

nights. He sits down at the piano to play them and says to Salieri,  

 

Imagine anybody you like... Myself, shall we say, a little younger, in love, not very 

much, but only slightly; I’m with the beauty, or a friend—you perhaps—I’m happy, 
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when suddenly a ghostly vision, a sudden darkness, or something like that... Now 

listen.
23

 

 

Mozart’s sketch (all original material by Rimsky-Korsakov) is divided into two sections 

(Ex. 2.23). The first, marked Allegretto semplice and dolce, features lyrical and symmetrically 

constructed melodies over an Alberti bass, and corresponds to the happy part of his 

narrative. The ghostly vision then enters where the music is marked ‘Grave’ with fortissimo 

diminished-seventh chords, dotted rhythms, chromatic meanderings, sudden contrasts and 

abrupt melodramatic gestures. 

 

Ex. 2.23 Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, Mozart and Salieri (1897), Scene 1, Mozart plays at the 

piano. Bars numbered from rehearsal figure 22. 
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Once Mozart’s performance is over, Salieri praises him for his ‘depth’ and ‘daring’, 

obviously referring only to the second section. It would seem, then, that in Pushkin’s and 

Rimsky-Korsakov’s characterisation the ‘Grave’ passage represents their idea of the ‘true’ 

Mozart, apparently revealing a soul tormented by the repression of its deepest emotions by a 

social obligation to cater to public taste, or as Wye J. Allanbrook would put it, ‘buried under a 
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mound of sedimented conventions’ imposed upon it ‘by the Enlightenment’s musical thought 

police’.24 So framed, the style of the opening section is cast as pleasant and respectable 

music, but—or, therefore—is utterly superficial. Worse, the society that demanded 

adherence to the style is charged with the moral crime of having stifled Mozart’s artistic 

genius and robbed posterity of the works he would have written if only he had been free to 

express his innermost self—works like the D minor Piano Concerto, Don Giovanni (which 

Rimsky-Korsakov especially admired) and, of course, the Requiem, which has an important 

role in the play and of which a small section is performed in the opera. 

Yet too black-and-white a reading of Rimsky-Korsakov’s musical commentary misses 

some of the finer points. To begin with, he has not strictly replicated the style. While the 

passage begins with a highly typical Alberti bass, the formulaic configuration of the 

accompaniment is gradually loosened such that the standard shape—which has the same 

pitch for the second and fourth note in every group of four—virtually disappears after the fifth 

bar; and when the composer repeats bars 5–11 in bars 13–19, he modifies the bass line with 

chromatic notes (compare bar 13’s C♮ with bar 5, and bar 15’s B♭ with bar 7, marked with 

asterisks) as well as altering the placement of other bass sonorities by means of a subtle 

rubato (compare the notes descending mostly in semitones from F♯ to B in bars 17–19 with 

those in bars 9–11, marked with arrows). These changes in the accompaniment seem to pull 

the piano piece out of the late eighteenth century, effectively shifting the point of reference 

from a sonata to a nocturne, with the latter further implied by the intensifying effect of the 

octave doublings from bar 13. This change then has the effect of shifting the listener’s mode 

of engagement from Enlightenment disinterestedness to Romantic entrainment. On the one 

hand, enticing the listeners to lose themselves in the music means the sudden Grave entry 

will snap them all the more forcefully out of their momentary reverie, so there is 

dramaturgical justification for modernising the pastiche. But on the other hand, that 

modernising of the idiom also quite simply presents the passage as an object of enjoyment 
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in its own right. Indeed, the Allegretto later returns, without the Grave, as an intermezzo 

before the curtain goes up on the second scene, played this time by the orchestra as a 

wistful reminiscence, which suggests Rimsky-Korsakov had not conceived of it purely as a 

symbol of superficiality.25 

At the heart of this Allegretto, in bars 5–9 and 13–17, is a passage that is very similar 

to a galant Fonte. It involves the direct transposition down a step of a two-bar idea that 

tonicises its goal harmony. That tonicisation is made clearly audible in the melody, as it 

unfolds the diminished fifth contained within a dominant seventh chord (start of bars 6 and 8) 

and resolves it with stepwise motion. In size, symmetry and melodic shape, the section 

bracketed on the score is entirely like a Fonte, yet in harmony it is not quite so. Both stages 

end on major sonorities, with the first in the dominant key and the second in the 

subdominant. Especially unusual is the shift from an E major to a G major chord in bar 7—a 

common-note shift around B—a procedure that places this Fonte, if indeed we can call it 

that, much more in the ambit of nineteenth-century harmony than that of Mozart’s day. 

Yet as we have already seen with some of the earlier examples, a margin of error in 

historical verisimilitude, sometimes a very wide one, was tolerated in much of the pastiche 

that appeared in nineteenth-century opera. It was suggested with reference to Exx. 2.2–2.5 

that the music used to represent a particular epoch did not need to be specifically of that 

period as long as it was recognisable as being relatively old. Thus the galant-style minuet in 

the opening scene of Rigoletto (Ex. 2.3), for instance, evidently passed muster for diegetic 

music in a sixteenth-century setting. But the thought, in this case, that Verdi and his 

audience were ignorant of the detail and richness of their extensive musical heritage or were 

frankly uninterested in it, while probably true to an extent, misses a more important point. 

Historical verisimilitude would have sounded simply too far out of place within the sound 

world of the opera: authentic sixteenth-century music, supposing it was even known to 
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Verdi’s audience, would have produced an excessive stylistic dissonance in Rigoletto. 

Indeed, not only was a galant minuet a more recent style from the perspective of the 1850s, 

but Verdi brought it even more into line with contemporary musical language by employing a 

modern ‘oom-cha-cha’ rhythm in the accompanying parts. Even the Romanesca from 

beginning of that scene (Ex. 2.11) was ‘updated’, for the progression would otherwise have 

had to have been in the Dorian mode and to have featured a major triad for the fourth 

event.26  

That simply goes to show that it was necessary not to venture too far out of the 

stylistic bounds of the rest of the work. Julian Rushton has noted that when opera 

composers wrote diegetic music in a popular or sacred idiom, they would ‘usually retain a 

semblance of artistic unity by adapting their own style appropriately’.27 The same went for 

diegetic representations of historic music. Of course, imitating Mozart is quite a different 

proposition from something like the evocation of sixteenth-century music, but the same still 

applies to an extent. Even in instrumental works conceived as historical pastiche, composers 

did not strive to replicate with precision the actual style of, say, eighteenth-century music, 

which listeners of the day were perfectly well acquainted with. Indeed, writing about the later 

use of pastiche in Igor Stravinsky’s Octet, Richard Taruskin makes the obvious but important 

point that nobody ‘ever confused [it] with actual eighteenth-century music’, because it drew 

on many of the resources available only to the modern composer.28 Then, with regard to 

pastiche in the nineteenth century (although perhaps still casting his mind forward to 

Stravinsky), he goes on to claim that ‘in all cases, it was the pretext for modern harmonic, 

melodic, and (in the case of orchestral music) timbral invention that justified pastiche and 

cinched its popularity with audiences’.29 

                                                
26

 Menke, Kontrapunkt II, 250–252. 
27

 Julian Rushton, ‘Characterization’, in The Oxford Handbook of Opera, ed. Helen M. Greenwald 

(New York: Oxford University Press, 2014), 339. 
28

 Richard Taruskin, The Oxford History of Western Music, Vol. 4, Music in the Early Twentieth 
Century (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 449. 
29

 Taruskin, The Oxford History of Western Music, Vol. 4, 454. 
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While there is some good sense to that argument, it was clearly not so ‘in all cases’, 

as many of the examples above indicate. Rather, pastiche was often sought precisely for the 

opportunity it afforded composers to indulge nostalgically in a style that was no longer fully 

available to them. This is obvious in some of the instrumental works we have seen, and was 

in fact also the case with The Queen of Spades, whose setting was, as Taruskin himself 

notes, ‘deliberately pushed back to the eighteenth century to enable the composer to write a 

pastiche divertissement’.30 In a sense, then, pastiche also represented a chance to comment 

indirectly on some of the perceived limitations or excesses of contemporary musical style. As 

such, pastiche can be understood as an attempt to reclaim, or reaffirm the viability of, some 

of the materials perceived as central to that earlier style, such that perhaps, pace Taruskin, it 

was rather the ‘modern harmonic, melodic, and ... timbral invention’ that were the pretext for 

pastiche, particularly in the second half of the nineteenth century. And while surface markers 

like the Alberti bass in the passage from Mozart and Salieri present the necessarily obvious 

points of difference from modern musical style, the apparent need not to stray too far from it 

either means, in essence, that the harmonic devices or contrapuntal structures underpinning 

the passage will often enough have been reasonably in line with contemporary stylistic 

resources, or at least those the composer had favoured in other situations. 

Therefore, to return to Ex. 2.23, it could be argued that even though Rimsky-

Korsakov may have been obliquely criticising some of the more superficial aspects of late 

eighteenth-century style, the Fonte itself was not implicated in this criticism. Instead of 

saying that the composer presented the schema as nothing other than a facile sequence, we 

might instead consider that his realisation had the effect of revivifying it: by giving the Fonte 

a harmonic profile that was atypical for the eighteenth century, Rimsky-Korsakov seems to 

have underscored its aesthetic validity and compositional usefulness in the late nineteenth. 

One might be inclined to think that departing from the standard ‘galant’ realisation of a Fonte 

would constitute a weakening of the schema, but according to the concept of Verfremdung 

that had originated in Russian formalist literary theory in the 1920s, variation can and does 
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serve to renew old patterns. Applying that concept to music, W. Dean Sutcliffe explains that 

a listener’s perception of common devices eventually becomes ‘worn down by over-

familiarity’, but that ‘the deformation of existing models’—the act of ‘“making strange”’ 

patterns that we had become desensitised to—can have the effect of renewing that 

perception.31  

Indeed, a brief glance at Rimsky-Korsakov’s instrumental scherzo movements—a 

common location for Fontes—reveals his penchant for subtle manipulations of the schema 

directly following the close of the first section of the form. In Ex. 2.24, from his Symphony 

No. 1 (written as a student in 1861–1865, but substantially revised in 1884), the pattern 

traverses a greater part of the circle of fifths than a Fonte normally does. It nevertheless 

instantiates the same strategy as the schema, in this case using motivic shortening 

(reducing six bars to three) to group the material into two stages that terminate on A minor 

and G major respectively, chords ii and I in the movement’s relative major. A simple overlap 

of one bar joins the schema’s two stages. 

 

Ex. 2.24 Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, Symphony No. 1 in E minor, Op. 1 (1884), Mvt 3, 

Scherzo, bars 49–65 
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Ex. 2.25 follows the double bar in the Scherzo ‘alla saltarello’ of Rimsky-Korsakov’s 

String Sextet. The second cello unfolds a diminished fifth (see ④ and ⑦ on the score) 

whose A♯ is resolved to B on the downbeat of bar 40, above which the upper parts produce 

only an open fifth. The third, D, effectively comes when the second cello plays on the second 

beat of that bar, although this note also groups forward with the following one (see the 

dashed brackets below the staves) even if at the same time the first violin’s material still 

groups with the first stage on account of the stretto imitation of the six-quaver motive (see 

the dotted brackets above the staves). The addition of the third in the Fonte’s first stage is 

not matched in the second (see bar 44), but the downbeat of bar 45 brings a C♮ that 

retrospectively confirms the non-diatonic use of a minor-key second stage that had been 

hinted at by the decorative F♮s in the previous three bars.32 

 

Ex. 2.25 Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, String Sextet in A major (1876), Mvt 3, Scherzo, bars 33–

45 
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The extent to which a composer might ‘make strange’ a familiar pattern obviously 

varied considerably according to any number of contextual factors, and indeed, the great 

diversity in nineteenth-century music makes it impossible to offer generalisations on that 

point. In fact, even ‘standard’ realisations of a schema—which are all unique—enact this 

principle in a small way, so exactly how non-standard a realisation theoretically must be in 

order to stimulate perceived desensitisation to the schema may occur anywhere along a 

sliding scale. Another insight afforded by the concept of Verfremdung, if we come at it from a 

different angle, concerns the case of where such revivification does not seem to have taken 

place, supposing that can even be plausibly identified. That is to say, where Verfremdung 

does not appear to have reanimated a schema, we might be able to explain any potentially 

observable decline in its use simply as a result of complacency, and nothing so deliberate as 

the targeted removal of offending conventions. 



72 
 

Conventional devices could also be renewed by other means than Verfremdung. In 

fact, even mocking them directly could have that effect, as is seemingly the case in 

Donizetti’s satirical opera Le Convenienze ed Inconvenienze Teatrali. This opera (whose title 

may translate to ‘Theatrical Propriety and Impropriety’ but is also known to English 

audiences as Viva la Mamma!) centres on a troupe of singers, and begins with the Prima 

Donna rehearsing her solo (Ex. 2.26). Primarily, the number is a send-up of tastelessly 

excessive singing, and calls for the performer to deliver it con forza, with great rhythmic 

freedom and probably further overabundant melodic embellishment. Unlike our other 

examples, then, this does not appear to make any historical references in its music, but is 

instead, as William Ashbrook describes it, ‘a genuine satire of its period’.33 In addition to 

satirising these theatrical tropes, Donizetti cannot but have been poking fun at the underlying 

formulas which act as the vehicle for this parody: these include the Meyer schema with 

which it begins (Ex. 2.26a) and, a few bars later, the overly melismatic Monte with 

embedded Fenaroli (Ex. 2.26b).  

 

Ex. 2.26a Gaetano Donizetti, Le Convenienze ed Inconvenienze Teatrali (1827), 

Introduzione, No. 1, ‘E puoi goder’, bars 58–69 
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Ex. 2.26b bars 83–88 
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But a caricature is not necessarily a condemnation. As Taruskin writes, one reason 

that artists or critics have historically taken to mocking certain conventions has been to 

convey a ‘wry acknowledgement of [their] value’.34 Indeed, primo ottocento opera composers 

drew extensively on conventions exactly like these, not to mention on virtuoso singers whose 

egos were not always matched by talent or taste. To take just the Meyer, it is obvious that 

Donizetti benefitted on other occasions from the schema’s flexibility, for we can see that he 

turned to it in operas both comic and tragic. The following are but two examples among 

many. 

 

Ex. 2.27a Gaetano Donizetti, L’Elisir d’amore (1832), Act 1, Scene 6, Duetto, ‘Obbligato, ah! 

sì obbligato!’, bars 50–62 
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Ex. 2.27b Gaetano Donizetti, Maria Stuarda (1835), Act 3, Scene 1, Duettino, ‘Quella vita a 

me funesta’, bars 64–72 

 

 



76 
 

 

 

 

 

The claim that the Meyer was a valuable compositional device for Donizetti, and that 

he was satirising his own art in Le Convenienze, could have been made in much less space: 

in point of fact, the aria (including both the cantabile and the ensuing cabaletta) excerpted in 

Ex. 2.26 was simply taken from another opera he had written for the same opera house 

sixteen months earlier, and would therefore have been easily recognised by his audience.35 

In any case, satirising the schemata in that aria also arguably confirmed their continued 

contemporaneity. That contention may seem to be contradicted by the examples seen at the 

beginning of the chapter in which the Meyer schema was apparently used specifically to 

denote a period of time in the relatively distant past. However, not only are we relying on the 
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information given in the libretto in order to identify the period in each of those instances, but 

historical pastiche is communicated as much by surface features as by the abstract 

schemata themselves, if not more so in the case of some schemata. 

On that basis, it is perhaps advisable not to read too much in the way of historical 

contingency into what are in effect middleground structures, when aspects such as rhythm, 

phrase structure, instrumentation, articulation and ornamentation will usually play at least an 

equal role in recreating past musical styles. While certain schemata, combined with the 

appropriate surface features, were apparently able to convey an eighteenth-century style (or 

earlier), in other cases they did not necessarily invite interpretation in such terms, 

suggesting, then, that the composers in those instances did not associate the schemata 

exclusively with the past. In short, we are beginning to see a picture emerge of composers 

recognising that certain schemata were ‘at home’ in a given historical style, but that that did 

not preclude the adoption—or adaption—of those schemata for modern use. More evidence 

for the latter will of course come in the following chapters. 

The suggestion that pastiche seems to load musical materials with semantic content 

that they do not necessarily exhibit in other instances brings the discussion within the range 

of questions concerning how schemata and musical topics may intersect, which have gained 

some prominence among musicologists despite Gjerdingen’s view that it is difficult to make 

generalisations on that front.36 It is debatable whether the topical discourse that many 

scholars presume to have operated within the production and reception of later eighteenth-

century music applies in the same terms to much music of the nineteenth, although there are 

certainly overlaps. In the context of the present study, then, it would presumably make most 

sense to echo Jan Philipp Sprick’s matter-of-fact view that schemata and topical meaning 

‘can simply be seen as two distinct phenomena that may come together but do not have 

to’.37 Furthermore, Sprick’s comment could be taken to imply that if a schema could be given 

topical meaning, it would not necessarily be restricted to the same single meaning in each 
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instance, but that it could carry a different semantic content in different situations. Given the 

apparent flexibility of schemata, this would seem a reasonable assumption to make, bearing 

in mind, of course, that it would be more relevant in some cases than in others. Such 

flexibility would reflect what has been regarded as music’s status as a ‘promiscuous 

signifier’, a concept which John Butt relates to the capacity for a given musical idea to be set 

to texts on diverse, even opposing, subjects and for it to seem to listeners still to be very 

much in the service of that text.38 Schemata can appear to work in the same way, and given 

that those most cognisant of this effect would have been composers themselves, we might 

assume that they considered these schemata to be particularly useful precisely on account 

of their flexibility. 

According to the notion of music as a promiscuous signifier, a schema could not only 

appear equally fitting in a range of contexts, but even seem in one context to take on a 

symbolic significance that it does not have in another. Consider, for instance, the passage 

cited in Ex. 2.28, from the beginning of Act 2 of Auber’s La Muette de Portici. This is a 

diegetic barcarolle that doubles as an incitement to popular uprising, its revolutionary subtext 

lying concealed beneath the facade of a simple fishermen’s song. Part of that simplicity is 

captured by the Heartz schema, whose largely static harmonic profile had contributed to the 

schema’s sense of placidity in eighteenth-century pastoral settings. Whether or not Auber 

had made that same association, his decision to use the schema in a diegetic context 

suggests he considered it suitably representative of a bucolic idiom. Indeed, it could be said 

that the disparity between musical content and dramatic message in this instance draws 

particular attention to the symbolic function of the former. 
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Ex. 2.28 Daniel-François-Esprit Auber, La Muette de Portici (1828), Act 2, Barcarolle, ‘Amis, 

la matinée est belle’, bars 31–37 

 

 

 

A somewhat similar application of the schema appears in one of Brahms’s 

Zigeunerlieder (‘Gypsy Songs’), a song about a gypsy boy and girl dancing to a czardas 

melody (Ex. 2.29). Naturally, the czardas is suggested in large part by the rhythm, but 

Brahms will of course have chosen a melodic and harmonic design that he deemed fit for the 

imagery of the text. This was evidently meant to convey, like Auber’s barcarolle, a simple 

folk character, even if of a different type. Exoticism in nineteenth-century music, like 

historical pastiche, never strayed too far from the familiar language of ‘European’ music. By 

writing his opening melody in the manner of a Heartz (but note that it continues to V), we 

could say that Brahms saw in the schema the potential to represent that folk setting. 
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Ex. 2.29 Johannes Brahms, Zigeunerlieder Op. 103 (1888), No. 5, ‘Brauner Bursche führt 

zum Tanze’, bars 1–10 

 

 

 

 

This song, moreover, is not simply an evocation of the gypsy people, but specifically 

of the dance and of the ‘Czardas-Melodie’ that is struck up. Brahms is therefore employing 

the Heartz in a song whose subject matter, irrespective of its exoticism, is music and dance. 

Therefore, the schema also participates in what we might regard as a representation, on an 

abstract level, of the dance and, by extension, its music. This notion may seem a little 

fanciful, although other cases can put it into some perspective. The second movement of 

Berlioz’s Symphonie Fantastique, for instance, is explicitly named as an evocation of a ball, 

and part of that features the Romanesca shown in Ex. 2.30. We have already seen Berlioz 

using the same schema for historical pastiche, as well as in an ostensibly non-symbolic 

manner, and here it is used in a passage that alludes to something quite different again. This 

dance represents neither the past nor, as in Brahms’s song, an exotic outsider culture. 
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Instead, the schema forms part of the composer’s programmatic depiction of the dance 

music of contemporary bourgeois society. 

 

Ex. 2.30 Hector Berlioz, Symphonie Fantastique (1830), Mvt 2, ‘Un bal’, bars 68–77 

 

 

 

A less concrete subject matter than dance is music itself, but as abstract as the 

notion may be, when music is about music, it is natural to suppose composers would have 

approached the task quite self-consciously and given particular thought to the matter of 

portraying or evoking ‘music’, given that music was their medium anyway. This was 

considered with reference to some of the examples of diegetic music above, where musical 

performances taking place within the action are differentiated from the music of the rest of 

the work. In the realm of art song, music and singing were fairly common subjects, although 

without as clear a sense of diegesis, any allusions to the concept of music by musical means 

might not be made so evident, if indeed any are present at all. If some of the more clearly 

illustrative techniques that opera composers used for creating diegetic music were available 

to composers of art songs, such as imitating a lute in the piano writing, then we may also 
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consider whether schemata could have served a similar function. The passage shown in Ex. 

2.31 is taken from Schubert’s setting of Johann Baptist Mayrhofer’s poem ‘Liedesend’ 

(‘Song’s end’), in which the singer is trying to cheer a dejected king with his music. 

Interestingly, Schubert changed the word ‘Barde’, or bard, in Mayrhofer’s poem to ‘Sänger’, 

or singer, thus making it even clearer that the song is about music. In the third stanza, the 

singer plays ‘süsse Weisen’ (‘soft melodies’) on his harp, which Schubert set to a 

Romanesca, appearing here in its ‘galant’ form with I6 for its fourth sonority.  

 

Ex. 2.31 Franz Schubert, ‘Liedesend’ (2nd version), D. 473 (1816), bars 36–38 

 

 

 

 By using a Romanesca at this point, Schubert has arguably added another layer to 

his meta-musical commentary in this song: if, as it seems, Schubert recognised the 

conventionality of the schema, then he considered it worthy of symbolising ‘süsse Weisen’ in 

general as well as of providing the harmonic-melodic design for this particular phrase. In this 

sense, the schema constitutes a sort of word-painting, setting the notion of ‘music’ in relief 

against an already musical background. Such an interpretation does take us into relatively 

more speculative territory than where this chapter began, although we need only turn to 

some other vocal compositions that likewise have music or singing as their self-referential 

subject matter, to see schemata that were employed in a similar way. The following 

examples, for instance, all use a Prinner at key moments: Exx. 2.32a–b both have the 
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schema as the setting for the word ‘Lieder’ and Ex. 2.32c for ‘singen’, while the opening 

phrase of Ex. 2.32d, a loving ode to the singer’s piano, closes with a Prinner. I may be 

indulging my interpretive licence a little too freely in these cases, but because all songs are 

music to begin with, any song that has music as its subject matter surely invites reflection on 

the medium itself. 

 

Ex. 2.32a Ludwig van Beethoven, An die ferne Geliebte, Op. 98 (1816), No. 6, ‘Nimm sie hin 

denn, diese Lieder’, bars 6–10 

 

 
 

Ex. 2.32b Robert Schumann, Des Sängers Fluch, Op. 139 (1852), No. 2, ‘Die Stunde ist 

gekommen’, bars 56–65 
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Ex. 2.32c Robert Schumann, Liederkreis Op. 39 (1840), No. 9, ‘Wehmuth’, bars 1–5 
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Ex. 2.32d Franz Schubert, ‘An mein Clavier’, D. 342 (ca. 1816), bars 1–6 

 

 

 

 

 It is of course true that words like ‘Lieder’ or ‘singen’ were set in many ways besides 

with a Prinner, and also that most Prinners in vocal music were used for setting different 

words, and in instrumental music, no words at all. On the other hand, neither can we call 

these settings mere accidents, for they each represent conscious creative decisions and 

arguably reveal an awareness of the particularly conventional, or formulaic, aspect of the 

schema used. In Chapter One, I cited John Rink’s call to recognise the ‘unconsciously 

assimilated, inherited influences’ on composers, yet while there must indeed have been a 

level of unconscious assimilation of ideas, including of tangible musical procedures, that 

does not mean composers would necessarily have applied those ideas unconsciously to 
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their own works. An alternative would be to say they could be applied unquestioningly, but 

still with an awareness of their conventionality, while at other times composers might 

manipulate them in a more determined way. 

 This proposition would then treat the engagement with schemata and other such 

conventional materials as being important in, even fundamental to, a composer’s creative 

practice. Yet, as discussed in the previous chapter, the notion of nineteenth-century 

composers employing conventional devices in their music does not sit comfortably with 

received ideas that a distaste for convention was a defining quality of Romantic composers. 

Again, this ‘problem’ is primarily one of contemporary reception. As Susan McClary writes, 

we have come, since the nineteenth century, to ‘interpret reliance on convention as 

betraying a lack of imagination or a blind acceptance of social formula. In either case, the 

individualistically inclined artist or critic shuns them with disdain and seeks values in those 

moves that escape the coercion of convention’.39 By definition, any compositional strategy or 

device replicated by multiple composers is a musical convention, but if we adopt too crude 

an understanding of what ‘convention’ might have entailed for different composers in the 

nineteenth century, we risk losing sight of the basic elements of their craft. It makes no 

sense to think that any given one of these elements would have incurred the censure of 

apparently progressive composers, simply for the fact of its conventionality. In the words of 

Edward T. Cone, ‘stylistic conventions are not necessarily arbitrary’, but rather, they ‘arise 

for both expressive and formal reasons, and they serve both expressive and formal 

purposes’.40 While schemata in themselves may not have been expressive in any overt 

sense, they patently served formal needs: they offered ways of beginning a phrase, 

continuing a phrase, prolonging a harmony, moving to or away from a harmony, ending a 

phrase, and so on, which nineteenth-century composers had no less of a need for than any 

of their predecessors. And continuing to use schemata whose conventionality had been 

established prior to the nineteenth century (as well as more recent patterns) would have 
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made eminent sense, for ‘conventions, after all, are what make communications intelligible’, 

as Taruskin puts it.41  

 Taruskin’s words invite us to consider how stressing the purportedly individualistic 

aspects of music and the experience of it in the nineteenth century—in composing, listening 

or playing—may cause us to overlook its communicative, and therefore social, side. Such a 

notion may seem to contradict the Romantic ideals of personal expression and inward-

looking subjective experience, but these, too, are shared values and no less effective at 

forming a community of musical production and reception than the more outwardly ‘social’ 

forms of most eighteenth-century music. This is the point Peter Gay was making when he 

called Romanticism ‘a vast exercise in shared solitude’.42 Similarly, McClary has suggested 

that for all the vocal opposition to convention on the part of nineteenth-century German 

Romantics, this ‘fantasy of retreat—retreat from society, retreat even from the discursive 

practices that allow society to cohere—had itself become the overriding convention within 

High Art’.43 The principle at play here—that a supposedly anti-conventional stance can 

become in itself conventional—had also been recognised by Verdi, himself a composer who 

visibly appreciated the value of conventions. In a letter written to a friend on the subject of 

audience reactions to his opera Aida, he observed that ‘right now it has become fashionable 

to rail against and to want no cabalettas. This is an error as great as that of the time when 

nothing but cabalettas were desired. They scream so against conventions, and abandon one 

only to embrace another! Like fat, stupid sheep!’44 

Rather than subscribing to a misguided belief that musical experience and 

expression are primarily personal or individualistic, we could instead reflect on how, in 

certain instances, a piece of music might be interpreted as affirming what is in fact a shared 

medium. The use of diegetic music in opera, for instance, can be understood as having done 

precisely that. Emanuele Senici writes that since the beginnings of opera in Monteverdi’s 
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L’Orfeo, the presence of diegetic music has often been ‘taken to be a ploy to avert charges 

of lack of verisimilitude from the new genre’, but he argues that it can also be ‘understood, 

from a generic point of view, as a way of pointing toward the crucial role played by music in 

opera—a way of emphasizing the novelty of music’s presence and its rhetorical and affective 

power, rather than apologizing for it’.45 Indeed, more than two centuries after L’Orfeo, the 

presence of music on the dramatic stage was evidently no longer a novelty, with diegetic 

music surely more an endorsement of the medium than an apology for it. Carolyn Abbate 

suggests an even higher level of consciousness-raising takes place when an opera audience 

witnesses a diegetic musical performance. For her, it ‘is a sonorous mirror of the greater 

performance, the arias, ensembles, orchestral flourishes, preening singers, and appreciative 

applause that is an operatic performance … to which we are witness’.46 On a level of more 

practical compositional detail, the same could be said of the tonal and harmonic devices that 

underpin both diegetic and non-diegetic music. In less overtly self-representational 

situations, such as songs that have a musical subject matter, we can still speculate that the 

use of conventional devices such as schemata ultimately had the effect of confirming their 

importance. 

Perhaps some of the most intriguing, if ambiguous, cases are those in which 

schemata are used in situations that seem caught between being diegetic and non-diegetic 

music in opera, or that might be thought of as on the edge of the implied diegesis in an art 

song. The very ambiguity in these instances gives us a special opportunity to reflect on what 

the schemata may have represented to the composers. The first example is from Schubert’s 

setting of Johann Georg Jacobi’s poem ‘Lied des Orpheus, als er in die Hölle ging’ 

(‘Orpheus’s song, as he went into the Underworld’), a dramatic scena told entirely from the 

point of view of Orpheus as he enters Hades. In the first two stanzas of the Lied, Orpheus 

confronts the guardians of Hades and the damned souls residing there. He then exhorts 
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them to listen to his song, which makes up the next four stanzas, while in the last two he 

comments on the success of his song at having softened the hard hearts of his auditors. The 

final stanza, a triumphant promise of heavenly salvation to those who were moved by his 

music, begins with a Romanesca (Ex. 2.33), or at least the first five events. 

In ‘Liedesend’ (Ex. 2.31 above) we saw the composer employing a Romanesca in a 

self-conscious representation of music, whereas here Orpheus has finished his song and is 

therefore now out of the diegesis he had created. Yet Schubert’s use of the schema here is 

possibly equally self-conscious, not least because this song was composed in the same 

month—September 1816—as ‘Liedesend’. In addition, any song about Orpheus is a song 

about music, and moreover, a celebration of it. Indeed, Marjorie W. Hirsch points out that 

‘this Orpheus, unlike Gluck’s [in Orfeo ed Euridice], seems far more concerned with the 

transformative power of music than with seeking his wife, who, tellingly, goes 

unmentioned’.47 Hirsch goes on to suggest that ‘just as Orpheus is impersonated by the 

singer who performs D. 474, the “whimpering inhabitants of the darkness” to whom Orpheus 

directs his song implicitly become Schubert’s own listeners, whose sympathies are similarly 

stirred by the power of music’, which, by the last stanza, has become ‘an exciting showpiece 

where attention focuses as much if not more on the actual singer as on the mythological 

character’.48 Although he may not have conceived it in such terms, Schubert’s use of the 

Romanesca here arguably shows that he considered the schema not only conventional 

enough that it could symbolise the idea of music, but also that, by dint of its very 

conventionality, it could be used in apparently non-diegetic music in such a way as to 

acknowledge the role it and other such conventions had in making music an intelligible 

medium able to be enjoyed communally. 
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 Marjorie W. Hirsch, Romantic Lieder and the Search for Lost Paradise (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2007), 190. 
48
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Ex. 2.33 Franz Schubert, ‘Lied des Orpheus’ (2nd version), D. 474 (1816), bars 93–104 

 

 

  

What lies within the diegesis and what lies out of it are harder still to disentangle in 

Schubert’s ‘Der Sänger’ (‘The singer’), a setting one of the Harper’s songs from Goethe’s 

novel Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre  (Ex. 2.34). The poem, recounted in the third person with 

interspersed dialogue, tells of a wandering minstrel charming a court with his singing, but 

unlike Jacobi did for his Orpheus, Goethe did not actually write the words of the minstrel’s 

song and instead simply described him singing it. Schubert therefore seems to use no 

diegetic singing, instead representing the minstrel’s song with a piano interlude in a sonata-

allegro style (not shown). Rather than accept the rich rewards offered to him for his 

performance, the minstrel instead asks for a glass of wine, and when he is given this to 

drink, exclaims, ‘O Trank voll suesser Labe!’ (‘O sweet refreshing drink!’), which Schubert 

sets to a Meyer schema. 

Is the minstrel merely speaking at this point, or is he singing in an outburst of delight? 

Schubert does not make that clear, but as the minstrel is a ‘natural’ singer, and, moreover, 

one whose every word is of course sung by the person who performs D. 149, we are invited 
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to hear the songfulness, the musicality of his exclamation but not in any patently diegetic or 

stylised context, and, furthermore, in contrast to the earlier piano interlude. ‘Der Sänger’ has 

been cited as one of a number of Lieder with ‘medieval themes celebrating an idealized past 

where art is prized’, thereby manifesting a similar reverence for music as was noted in ‘Lied 

des Orpheus’ (Ex. 2.33).49 In light of the superlative status granted to music in the Romantic 

appraisal of all the arts, no nineteenth-century composer who shared this view to any extent 

would have signed their name to a song that glorified music but employed conventions that 

they disapproved of—and here we may also recall Exx. 2.31–2.32. Yet as a commentary on, 

among other things, what music does and should sound like, such a song setting would have 

to make use of the conventions that give shape to the very conception of music. In the case 

of ‘Der Sänger’, then, the conventional Meyer schema, which Donizetti would mock in Le 

Convenienze, becomes inscribed into a sincere and seemingly self-aware exaltation of 

music. 

 

Ex. 2.34 Franz Schubert, ‘Der Sänger’ (2nd version), D. 149 (1815), bars 105–114 
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A more clearly demarcated boundary, at least initially, between diegetic and non-

diegetic music appears in Ex. 2.35, from the duet ‘Un dì felice’ (‘One happy day’) from 

Verdi’s La Traviata. The number begins with an offstage banda striking up a waltz, for which 

all the guests exit, except Violetta and Alfredo, who remain behind. When he tells her how 

long he has loved her, the banda’s diegetic music quietly stops and the pit orchestra takes 

up the accompaniment. While, for David Kimbell, ‘stage music represents real time’, its 

disappearance here marks a shift to what he describes as ‘a kind of interior or psychological 

or suspended time’.50 The effect is illusory, of course, and among the contributing factors is 

Verdi’s choice to begin with a Heartz schema, with no apparent symbolic function this time 

(unlike elsewhere in this chapter), but whose static harmonies momentarily denude the 

music of forward drive (Ex. 2.35a).  

 

Ex. 2.35a Giuseppe Verdi, La Traviata (1853), Introduzione, No. 4, ‘Un dì felice’, bars 181–

194 
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After Alfredo and Violetta’s intimate exchange, the orchestra drops out and we hear 

once more the same dance music coming from offstage. The pair then make arrangements 

to meet again the next day. Alfredo sings of his excitement to the strains of ‘a rising “rosalia” 

in the banda music [that] proclaims a typical dance-music coda’ (Ex. 2.35b).51 ‘Rosalia’ is 

Julian Budden’s choice of term, apt for this repertoire if one recalls Charles Burney’s 

observation—admittedly from several generations earlier than Verdi, but surely not 

irrelevant—that Italian audiences would exclaim ‘ah, Santa Rosalia, Santa Rosalia!’ upon 

hearing passages of stepwise sequential repetition.52 Presumably, the conventionality of this 

particular rosalia, which we can more specifically label a three-stage Monte, was widely 

recognised by Verdi’s audience, and what is important in this instance is that it is not merely 

used to fill out a formal element of the dance music. Rather, the Monte’s ascending 

sequence is also made to convey Alfredo’s escalating joy, and with the pit orchestra re-

entering at this point with downbeat pizzicato chords (bar 300), the diegetic banda is really 

co-opted to participate in the non-diegetic music even while it seemingly continues to lead. If 

indeed there existed a perception at the time that this Monte was a hackneyed device 

(although on the basis of Verdi’s other operas I do not think we should assume there was), 

then the diegetic banda music becomes a pretext for his using the schema for the purposes 

of dramatisation. 
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 Quoted in Jairo Moreno, ‘Challenging Views of Sequential Repetition: From Satzlehre to 
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Ex. 2.35b bars 295–317 
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Diegetic music is similarly brought into the service of the non-diegetic in Mascagni’s 

Cavalleria Rusticana, although without any characters singing. The orchestral Intermezzo 

begins with material based on the diegetic hymn ‘Regina coeli’ sung earlier in the opera. 

Twenty bars in, the orchestra is joined by the offstage church organ, also heard earlier in the 

same Easter Sunday service. Its appearance here might signal less the orchestra’s re-entry 

into the diegesis, than the organ’s exiting it, or perhaps remaining both in and out of it. At this 

point Mascagni introduces a new melody, powerfully instantiating a Romanesca (whose sixth 

event departs from the pattern) with a harp accompaniment, whose left-hand part is a bass 

line that employs octave jumps strongly reminiscent of a Baroque walking bass (Ex. 2.36). 

We encountered an opera using a Romanesca with Baroque connotations in Ex. 2.21, from 

the end of Il Barbiere di Siviglia, but there is none of Rossini’s irony here. On the contrary, as 

Michele Girardi so aptly puts it, ‘all the [dramatic] tension that has accumulated up to this 

point is channelled into the Intermezzo’53 and the hoisting of the melody into a higher register 

and the sudden forte dynamic must surely be taken as an upsurge of passion meant to be 

felt subjectively by the audience, not as an object for detached observation. The 

associations with Baroque music arguably conjure an elevated church style in this instance, 

                                                
53

 Michele Girardi, ‘Cavalleria Rusticana’, in The New Grove Book of Operas, ed. Stanley Sadie 
(London: Macmillan, 1996), 118. 
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obviously reinforced by the presence of the organ itself. If Mascagni had indeed perceived 

that the schema could carry that association, then he controlled it in such a way that it would 

not draw attention to itself, but in fact deepen the sense of religious sentiment, which, by 

extension, would augment the audience’s empathetic response to the dramatic situation, and 

ultimately move their own emotions all the more. 

 

Ex. 2.36 Pietro Mascagni, Cavalleria Rusticana (1890), Intermezzo sinfonico, bars 18–26 

 

 

 

 For a final example, I turn to an opera whose story is in fact built on the ambiguity 

between diegetic and non-diegetic: Leoncavallo’s I Pagliacci, about a troupe of actors 

staging a play that mirrors their own real-life drama. The second act consists largely of this 

play, and it contains much diegetic music. This is signalled in various ways, but none of it 

uses the galant schemata featured in this study. However, as the actor Canio breaks out of 

his character, having accused his wife of cheating and no longer able to bear the 
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pantomime, several schemata appear in quick succession. In doing so, Canio removes 

himself from the diegesis of the play-within-the-play, and what he now sings emerges as 

‘real’ music and is one of the emotional high-points of the opera. Nowhere would it be more 

crucial for the composer to write in his ‘true’ compositional voice. His choice to use these 

schemata here can therefore be read as an emphatic assertion of their artistic viability, even 

as late as 1892. Furthermore, even in this short passage we see them realised in ways 

ranging from relatively overt to more concealed, which suggests that generalisations about 

the tendency to conceal conventions may prove difficult to substantiate.  

Ex. 2.37 begins with a Monte, which Leoncavallo deploys quite overtly, with 

symmetrical phrase-construction and fairly clear end-rhyme. Following this are eight bars of 

dominant prolongation while the play’s audience expresses bewilderment at what is going 

on. When this dominant resolves to the tonic major of E♭ in bar 47, the music moves into a 

new cantabile espressivo section where Canio pours out his heart over a Pastorella, which, 

in this instance, is slightly atypical, or a case of Verfremdung. For one, its second structural 

melody note is harmonised with ii7, which may seem a critical difference, but in this respect 

is simply like the Sol–Fa–Mi schema whose second stage could be realised with either 

dominant or supertonic. Another atypicality lies in the manner in which the composer has 

skilfully manipulated the phrase structure: four bars are first given to tonic (bars 47–50), 

three to supertonic (51–53), two to dominant (54–55) and then one to the final tonic (56). 

This creates an asymmetrical, if neatly arranged, harmonic rhythm, which, nevertheless, is 

superimposed on what is essentially a symmetrical melodic construction of five + five bars, 

the first half being in the voice, the second in the cellos (not counting their ‘early’ entry in bar 

51). Leoncavallo follows this with a Fonte schema (bars 57–64), which may lack a 

discernible melodic sequence but is held together by a tight construction of four + four bars. 

From there, Canio’s music continues with a decisive ascending sequence and then a drive to 

the cadence (not shown). 

Given that this is a story about actors, not musicians, the distinction between diegetic 

and non-diegetic music is less significant than that between the diegetic acting of the players 
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and their ‘real-life’ speech. Yet, as this is an opera, all ‘speech’ is in fact sung,54 so 

Leoncavallo needed to find ways of setting the diegetic and non-diegetic forms apart, even if 

at times he deliberately kept things ambiguous. He seems to have determined to limit the 

emotional power of the diegetic acting, so as to keep reserves of intensity and lyricism to 

give voice to the passions of the actors themselves, which must perforce far exceed those of 

their characters. Ironically (and tragically, as it turns out), the onstage audience has not yet 

realised that Canio is no longer in character, although the fact that they are particularly 

impressed with his performance indicates that they, like we, recognise the increase in the 

emotional level and the seriousness of the monologue when compared with the earlier play-

acting. It is in the midst of this outpouring that the passage in Ex. 2.37 appears. One could 

certainly search for individualised dramatic meanings for each schema here, but we can also 

see how they fulfil a more basic role than that: Leoncavallo wanted a prolonged passage in 

the key of E♭ that was at once harmonically restless—apparently to match Canio’s emotional 

instability—yet that could also provide moments of tonal expansiveness for broad cantabile 

singing. 

To come back to the question I posed at the start of the chapter, perhaps it does not 

matter for this project what, if any, historical periods nineteenth-century composers may 

have associated with Gjerdingen’s schemata. In some cases, it is clear that historical 

associations were perceived, although we have also seen that these did not prevent 

composers from employing the same schemata in contexts that seemed to make no 

particular reference to the past. The individual histories of each schema clearly differ, and 

further research will be able to complement existing knowledge in providing more detail of 

these; but whatever their origins may have been, we do have some indication that these 

histories extended into the nineteenth century. This also makes perfect sense: their capacity 

to be fitted to a range of different situations, and accordingly to take on different 

connotations, might really reflect a more fundamental role of providing composers with ways 
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to arrange pitches and harmonies, shape phrases and structure longer sections of music. As 

building-blocks that could be strung together to create the framework for a musical passage, 

these schemata—along with comparable patterns—might simply be counted among the 

basic materials of composition, which stimulated a composer’s creativity and ensured his or 

her fluency in placing notes on a manuscript. In the hands of Leoncavallo, of course, as of 

countless other composers, that elementary nature is belied by the dramatic and emotional 

intensity with which he turned the schemata into sounding music. 

 

Ex. 2.37 Ruggero Leoncavallo, I Pagliacci (1892), Act 2, Finale, ‘No, Pagliaccio non son’, 

bars 31–64 

 



100 
 

 

 

 



101 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 



103 
 

Chapter Three 

Phrase-Structural Properties of Schemata 

 

 

Encouraged by the recent groundswell of research into partimenti as well as the surge of 

interest in galant schema theory, Felix Diergarten has suggested, in 2017, that ‘the time is 

ripe for carefully re-theorizing eighteenth-century music’.1 To him, this means ‘to move 

beyond a pioneer phase characterized by scholars “discovering” more and more schemata 

on which they plant their flags by giving them idiosyncratic and personal names. It means to 

proceed from a phase of reification of single schemata (something certainly necessary, 

especially for pedagogy) to a phase in which the entirety of tonal schemata can be seen 

against a rich eighteenth-century theoretical background’.2 Such an approach would 

certainly have immense potential to enrich our understanding of nineteenth-century music as 

well, and, at the same time, to confront generalising assumptions about the influence of 

Romantic ideology on the art and craft of composition. That said, would it really be 

necessary, or even advisable, to dismiss the ‘reification of single schemata’? On the basis of 

the examples shown in the previous chapter, in which single schemata seem to have been 

recognised as conventional patterns and therefore as discrete entities, we might infer that 

many nineteenth-century composers, as well as competent listeners, did in one manner or 

another reify those schemata, and doubtless many others. By presenting them in their own 

music in ways that were recognisable to informed listeners as realisations of 

conventionalised patterns, composers were essentially indicating that those schemata had 

become internalised and each taken on a more or less fixed identity in their minds. Indeed, 

Joseph Riepel’s assigning the names Fonte, Monte and Ponte to set patterns is evidence of 

                                                
1
 Diergarten, ‘Editorial’, 7. 

2
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that mode of thinking, although naming is of course not necessary for such 

conceptualisation. 

An important question that theorists face, however, is on what terms to comprehend 

those patterns. It seems that even though Gjerdingen’s schema theory has been well 

received in music scholarship, the term ‘galant schemata’ has produced some discomfort. 

Several authors have suggested alternatives such as ‘harmonic schemata’, ‘voice-leading 

schemata’, ‘scale-degree schemata’ and ‘harmonic-contrapuntal schemata’, each of which 

attempts to capture some essential technical aspect left unspecified by the word ‘galant’.3 

These largely follow Gjerdingen’s own poetic description of the schemata as a ‘pas de deux’ 

between treble and bass, which, choreography aside, characterises them as principally 

contrapuntal or harmonic.4 Others sometimes do away with any qualifier at all—indeed, that 

is a convenience I occasionally resort to as well—but may still associate the schemata with 

one or another music-theoretical parameter. Job Ijzerman, for example, considers them 

primarily as harmonic entities that could even serve as a basis from which to develop ‘a 

general and comprehensive approach toward tonal harmony’.5 

What none of these conceptions reflects, however, is the standard configuration of 

galant schemata as relatively short, discrete chunks of music that are able to be deployed in 

a linear fashion. This is a central aspect of Gjerdingen’s theory, for how that deployment is 

managed was supposedly integral to the art of courtly galant composition. His frequently 

evoked metaphors of gambit and riposte, developed more fully in his model of continuity 

through implication and realisation, place the galant listening experience squarely in the 

moment-to-moment evaluation of events. Accordingly, ‘the smooth succession of schemata 

                                                
3
 Respectively: Vasili Byros, ‘Topics and Harmonic Schemata: A Case from Beethoven’, in The Oxford 

Handbook of Topic Theory, ed. Danuta Mirka (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014), 381–414; 
Rice, The Heartz, 315, and Markus Neuwirth, ‘Is There a “Musical Task” in the First Movement of 
Haydn’s “Oxford” Symphony? Voice-Leading Schemata and Intrinsic Formal Functions’, Music Theory 
and Analysis 2/2 (2015), 194–203; David Temperley, review of Music in the Galant Style, by Robert 
O. Gjerdingen, Journal of Music Theory 50/2 (2006 [sic]), 278; David Jayasuriya, ‘Fonte and Monte in 
the Symphonies of Joseph Haydn’ (PhD dissertation, University of Southampton, 2016), 3. 
4
 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 65. 

5
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… show[s] a composer of refined technique and musical sensibility’.6 This emphasises the 

way galant schemata play out through time, which concerns matters of rhythm and 

especially phrase structure. 

Yet even while the alignment of schemata with phrase structure is integral to 

Gjerdingen’s theory, it is their least discussed aspect. Perhaps this is because it is for the 

most part tacitly understood; yet that means it has received little explicit attention, and it is 

presumably for this reason that scholars have not always observed it strictly in analysis. 

Specifically, the grouping boundaries that determine the extent and location of a discrete 

musical unit within a phrase or hierarchically comparable passage are often overlooked, and 

this has a direct bearing on how schemata are identified. Because a schema by definition 

must be perceived as a single entity, it should ideally be realised in music as a clearly 

discernible unit that is neatly coordinated with the grouping boundaries of the immediate 

context. 

Gjerdingen’s term ‘galant phrase schemata’ and Vasili Byros’s ‘phrase-level 

schemata’ do focus the attention on that lower level of musical structure, although they do 

not connote the specific structural profile of the patterns quite as much as they could.7 

Byros's term gives an appropriate indication of size but does not necessarily capture the 

position the schemata occupy within a phrase, and it is not clear whether Gjerdingen’s term 

means ‘schemata for use in phrases’, or ‘schemata which constitute phrases’. At times he 

uses the term ‘phrase’ to describe the span covered by a pair or group of schemata, and at 

other times he treats individual schemata as phrases in themselves, such as when he refers 

to them as ‘stock musical phrases employed in conventional sequences’.8 This confusion 

reflects the vagueness from which the word ‘phrase’ has suffered in musicological literature. 

In general, theorists agree that ‘phrase’ should, at a minimum, be taken to mean ‘a 

musical unit that expresses tonal motion leading to a point of rest’, and that in the later 
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eighteenth and nineteenth centuries it was typically four or eight bars, but that this could 

change on account of tempo and other factors.9 Whether or not a phrase is required to end 

with a cadence has been a more contentious matter, and the lack of scholarly consensus on 

the definition of a cadence has not improved the prospects of resolving the problem. While a 

cadence satisfies the condition of tonal motion most strongly, William Rothstein has found 

that a workable definition of the term ‘phrase’ does not seem to require that a cadence be 

present. His conception of a phrase is useful because it is simple: it should contain ‘a 

directed motion in time from one tonal entity [a harmony and/or melodic note] to another’, 

thereby conveying a discernible beginning, middle and end.10 

Although schemata contain directed tonal motion that normally culminates in a point 

of rest, we cannot always equate the realisation of a schema with a complete phrase, 

although in some cases—a Fonte, say—we could if it was appropriate in the context. As 

Rothstein demonstrates, a phrase can in fact easily span sixteen or thirty-two bars, whereas 

Gjerdingen’s schemata in most cases do not exceed eight and are often shorter than this. 

Nevertheless, a schema will often take up exactly a half or quarter of a phrase, so its role as 

an element in the architecture of a phrase and its position within it are important features. If 

we regard this segment of a phrase occupied by a schema as a ‘phrase unit’, then I will for 

the sake of clarity employ the term ‘phrase-unit schemata’ throughout this study. This not 

only reflects the structural role and characteristics of ‘galant’ schemata (and stays close to 

Gjerdingen’s ‘phrase schemata’) but also permits us to continue discussing their appearance 

in nineteenth-century music without the infelicity of having to retain the word ‘galant’, which 

is often not appropriate for my later repertoire. 

My choice to use the term ‘phrase-unit schemata’ is also intended to account for the 

contention that these schemata were part of a mode of musical organisation that saw them 

placed alongside other phrase units that were not necessarily occupied by conventional 
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patterns we have names for. The picture that that presents of a neat ordering of little blocks 

in a row might give the impression that I am adopting an unnecessarily rigid stance on the 

identification of schemata, one which would not permit me to apprehend the relationships 

they may have to longer-range plans or to recognise some of the more intricate interactions 

among schemata. However, that would be an unfair accusation. For one thing, that 

conception may in fact come close to reality for a considerable quantity of nineteenth-century 

music in particular, whose ‘groupings are often irresistibly drawn into a regular four-measure 

pattern’, as Edward Cone notes.11 And on a general level, the principles constraining the 

identification of schemata do not interfere with the perception of large-scale compositional 

strategies, nor do they in any way rule out the possibility of hierarchical orderings, 

overlapping phrase units or other structural complexities. 

The schema concept itself also presupposes that a certain level of flexibility is 

possible in analysis. But I would maintain that a flexible approach can only produce credible 

observations if it does not lose sight of the conditions that make the perception of schemata 

possible in the first place. This may sound like stating the obvious, but cases abound in the 

existing literature where schemata have been allegedly identified in musical works without, I 

would argue, the analysts in question having taken phrase-structural conditions sufficiently 

into account. Therefore, I explore these conditions in this chapter, each with reference to a 

number of those cases. I begin by presenting some of the basic principles presumed to 

guide the perception of grouping structures, and what they may mean for our conception of 

schemata. I then progress through a range of specific considerations—including harmonic 

functions, matters of size and the possibility of hierarchical embedding—that each play a 

part in what we choose to identify as realisations, and I end the chapter by discussing some 

of the broader implications of different approaches to the analysis of schemata. 
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Grouping 

 

The act of identifying any musical unit, whether while listening or score-reading, necessarily 

involves the creation or recognition of a cognitive hierarchy that helps us to process and 

organise the musical material we are presented with. For example, passing notes will seem 

subordinate to their adjacent chord notes, the downbeats of a series of four bars will be more 

salient than the weak beats, antecedent and consequent phrases will be perceived as parts 

of a whole period, sections that we discern within a piece are subsidiary to the piece as a 

whole, and so forth. The schemata in MGS are towards the smaller end of the scale, so I will 

not be concerned in this discussion with the cognition of large structures. But even on that 

relatively small scale, there are different ways in which we may hear relationships between 

musical events, including how we identify the pitch relationships that might give rise to the 

perception of a given schema. 

 Consider Ex. 3.1, from an analysis by John Rice: bars 7–8 present a two-bar idea 

whose melodic contour as well as textural and dynamic arrangement are repeated twice in 

succession, in bars 9–10 and 11–12. After that, bar 13 brings a change with an increase in 

surface rhythm, a new melodic idea and an increase in harmonic activity, with a rising bass 

line and a sustained forte dynamic. Bars 7–12 are therefore united by the similarity of their 

content and may form a discrete group, while bars 13–16 form another. But at the same 

time, the emphasis on the pitches ❹ and ❸ in bars 13–16 creates continuity across both 

groups, as those pitches appear to descend from the ❺ last heard in bar 11. The Heartz 

that Rice has identified in bars 7–12 conforms precisely to the grouping structure there as I 

outlined it. His Sol–Fa–Mi, however, does not, although it quite rightly recognises the 

melodic continuity across the span. As such, these two schema labels represent two 

different conceptions of the sort of entity that Gjerdingen’s schemata might be: the Heartz 

label takes the parameters that shape a grouping structure, as well as rhythmic and phrase-

structural evenness, to be as important as harmony and melody. On the other hand, the Sol–

Fa–Mi label recognises first and foremost melody and harmony, and is apparently indifferent 
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to the grouping boundary at the end of bar 12, as well as to the fact that the structure of the 

schema in this case is disproportionately weighted to prolonging the ❺. 

 

Ex. 3.1 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Symphony No. 7 in D major, K. 45 (1768), Mvt 1, bars 

5–16 (from Rice, ‘The Heartz’, 328) 

 

 

 

While Rice is no doubt correct to point out the extent to which eighteenth-century 

composers ‘depended on the Sol–Fa–Mi as a melodic framework’,12 it is important for the 

understanding of galant schema theory to recognise the difference between a melodic 

superstructure that crosses grouping boundaries and one that is contained within a single 

discrete unit. Maintaining that distinction enables us to focus on the way compositional 

procedures may have been conventionalised as phrase-unit schemata. After all, there is a 

high statistical likelihood in any tonal melody that a line will descend after a prominent ❺, 

though this may cover any range of rhythmic spans. But the Sol–Fa–Mi qua symmetrical 
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phrase-unit schema represents a specific manifestation of that tendency. The same may be 

said about a melodic ❶–❷–❸, which is rhythmically flexible when, for example, it traces 

what in Schenkerian terms is known as an initial ascent, whereas the Do–Re–Mi as a 

symmetrical phrase-unit schema again constitutes a far more particularised usage of that 

line. This difference can be seen in Exx. 3.2a–b. Both of these opening themes begin with 

two equally sized and complementary phrase units. In the symphony, the ❶–❷–❸ is 

contained within that pair of phrase units, whereas in the sonata, the ❸ appears only at the 

beginning of the subsequent group. It is obvious in both cases that Beethoven was quite 

conscious of building the opening of his melody on a ❶–❷–❸ melodic ascent, but put it to 

different effect by aligning it differently in each case with the organisation of phrase units. 

 

Ex. 3.2a Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in C minor Op. 10 No. 1 (1797), Mvt 2, bars 

1–7 

 

 

 

Ex. 3.2b Ludwig van Beethoven, Symphony No. 7 in A major, Op. 92 (1812), Mvt 3, bars 1–

18 
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 Strictly speaking, it is only the latter case, Ex. 3.2b, that instantiates the paired Do–

Re–Mi schema as it is described in MGS. The schema in that example is entirely contained 

within the two opening phrase units, which we are prone to discern as such during listening 

because of a cognitive predisposition to what psychologists commonly refer to as ‘chunking’. 

This describes a mode of perceptual processing whereby a stream of data is divided into 

chunks that constitute in themselves meaningful or internally coherent entities. That is, those 

chunks are not determined at random but in response to perceived relationships within the 

music. Given that we always make sense of new experiences in terms of prior ones, memory 

naturally also has a role to play in chunking. Gjerdingen writes that listeners familiar with 

galant music ‘hear in its compositions discrete chunks that match memories of meaningful 

gestures and phrases’.13 The ‘memories’, as it were, that I will be referring to will simply be 

the knowledge of schemata as Gjerdingen has codified them in MGS, but my primary 

concern in this chapter is to discuss factors affecting the brute cognition of chunks, 

irrespective of memory, as well as the influence on chunking of syntactical relationships 

within the music. Music can, of course, be composed in ways that make perception 

ambiguous, but in many cases, chunks will present themselves clearly to the listener.  

In order to describe in more detail the factors that might lead listeners to perceive 

how phrase units are demarcated from adjacent ones, I turn to Fred Lerdahl and Ray 

Jackendoff’s landmark study A Generative Theory of Tonal Music. Rather than speak of 

phrase units or chunks, Lerdahl and Jackendoff employ the general term ‘group’ to mean 

                                                
13

 Robert O. Gjerdingen, ‘Courtly Behaviors’, Music Perception 13/3 (1996), 380. 
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clusters of musical material that can range in length from a few notes to an entire piece.14 

Independent of any metrical considerations, indeed even of specifically musical concerns, 

the formation of groups is bound in the first instance by two types of rules that are consistent 

with the principles of gestalt psychology and that apply as much to visual as to auditory 

perception.15 First are the rules of ‘well-formedness’, which must always apply, and second 

are rules of preference, which only operate relative to other preference rules. 

The well-formedness rules govern basic, incontrovertible precepts. First, one may 

only speak of a group if it is made of contiguous pitch events. Second, adjacent groups must 

not overlap each other because that violates the supposed boundaries of each group. 

Elisions and overlaps are, of course, common but these are explained as surface deviations 

from an underlying, well formed grouping structure.16 Groups can be of various sizes, a 

precept which gives rise to the hierarchical ordering of groups, subject to certain conditions. 

Well-formedness rules do not in fact have anything to do with ‘the actual content of the 

music’, for which Lerdahl and Jackendoff then offer their ‘grouping preference rules’.17 As 

with the cognitive ordering of visual stimuli, groups in music are perceived in terms of 

similarity and (temporal) proximity among the elements of the group. Because of the 

disposition of individual elements in different situations, grouping may be more strongly or 

more weakly perceived. They are most strongly perceived when proximity and similarity work 

in concert, although dissimilar elements may be grouped if their proximity is enough to 

override the dissimilarity. 

                                                
14

 Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music (Cambridge, MA: MIT 

Press, 1983), 36–67. 
15

 However, Lerdahl and Jackendoff’s theory applies only to homophonic music where all voices can 

be accounted for in a single group. This poses no problem in the present context, as Gjerdingen’s 
conception of galant schemata is essentially as self-contained structures. Note that Paul Sherrill and 
Matthew Boyle specifically characterise Gjerdingen’s patterns as ‘homophonic phrase schemas’ that 
are distinct, purportedly in part on a textural basis, from what they call ‘recitative schemas of a 
monodic galant music’, although pursuing that line of argument is not their main concern; indeed, a 
discussion of differences on textural grounds would involve much more detailed terms of reference 
that understandably fall outside the scope of their article. Paul Sherrill and Matthew Boyle, ‘Galant 
Recitative Schemas’, Journal of Music Theory 59/1 (2015), 1, 3 (original emphasis). 
16

 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 60. 
17

 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 39, 43–49. 
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With music, listeners will locate boundaries between groups within the auditory 

stream on the basis of two types of evidence. The first of these is ‘local detail’, involving 

‘patterns of attack [or, note durations], articulation, dynamics, and registration’: a listener will 

perceive boundaries between groups wherever there is a change in one or more of these 

parameters, and more pronounced changes in those parameters permit the grouping of 

larger structures on a higher hierarchical level.18 These are elementary factors (and 

independent of, or prior to, metre), which for our purposes can be passed over without 

further reflection other than to emphasise the principle that we perceive a boundary at some 

level when we detect a change in the pattern of how a given parameter is used. For that 

reason, a boundary could be detected at the start of bar 13 in Ex. 3.1 above, chiefly on 

account of the change in rhythmic patterning (‘patterns of attack’). 

Of greater relevance to the subject under discussion is the second category of 

grouping preference rule, which relates to ‘the organization of larger-level groups’ and 

implicates such factors as ‘symmetry[,] and motivic, thematic, rhythmic, or harmonic 

parallelism’.19 The first of these, symmetry, states that we should ‘prefer grouping analyses 

that most closely approach the ideal subdivision of groups into two parts of equal length’.20 

Much of the strength of Gjerdingen’s listener-oriented approach in MGS is that many of the 

schemata embody precisely that symmetry and are therefore readily accessible to the 

listener. 

Nevertheless, this important aspect has at times been disregarded. Ex. 3.3 is a 

simplified presentation of a passage in which Byros sees a Meyer whose first stage lasts 

approximately five bars and the second three, an interpretation which does not recognise the 

preference for symmetry.21 His reading overrides the symmetrical construction of Mozart’s 

eight-bar phrase as two groups of four. In demarcating the two stages of the schema the 

way he has done, Byros has ignored one of the ‘central features’ of the schema according to 

                                                
18

 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 43. 
19

 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 49, 43. 
20

 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 49. 
21

 Vasili Byros, ‘Meyer’s Anvil: Revisiting the Schema Concept’, Music Analysis 31/3 (2012), 279–280. 
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Gjerdingen, namely that the two pairs of events are presented ‘at comparable locations in 

the meter’, which has the effect of making the duration of the two halves of the schema 

equal.22 Certainly, the ❼ and ❸ both arrive on downbeats, but they are not comparable 

from the point of view of hypermetre—that is, when we feel the downbeats of successive 

bars or groups of bars projecting a recurring series of impulses in the same manner as the 

beats in a single bar. Whether one imagines bars 1–8 as two hyperbars in 4/4 time, so to 

speak, or four in 2/4 time, the downbeat of bar 5 is always a strong hyperbeat whereas the 

downbeat of bar 8 is always a weak one. (The first four bars might instead be read as a 

Heartz schema.) 

 

Ex. 3.3 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Sonata for Violin and Keyboard in G major K. 301 

(1778), Mvt 1, bars 1–9 (after Byros, ‘Meyer’s Anvil’, 280) 

 

 

 

 

                                                
22

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 459. 
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 The second factor affecting larger-level grouping is parallelism on motivic, thematic, 

rhythmic or harmonic grounds. Rather than necessarily forming complete groups in 

themselves, parallel segments of music should preferably form parallel parts of groups at the 

relevant level of hierarchy. This enables segments that only begin with the same material 

(such as antecedent and consequent in a period) to be nevertheless regarded as parallel 

parts of a single larger group. On the basis of the violin’s syncopated motive in bars 1 and 5 

of Ex. 3.3, we may interpret those bars as each starting parallel parts of the eight-bar theme.  

 By the same token, when the opening melodic figure of Ex. 3.4 is transposed one 

step lower from the upbeat of bar 3, it gives rise to the perception of bars 1–2 and 3–4 as 

parallel parts of a group that spans all four bars. However, Gilad Rabinovitch suggests that 

bars 3–4 contain a modified Meyer (with ❶–❼–❷–❸ instead of ❶–❼–❹–❸ and ⑤–

① instead of, say, ①–②–⑦–①),23 which means understanding the schema as 

subordinate to the larger four-bar phrase. There is nothing to preclude this possibility in 

theory, but in this instance it arguably means disregarding the greater perceptual salience of 

the larger group. The subordination of the smaller unit to the larger group is perhaps most 

clearly understood in harmonic terms, with the dominant harmony expressing a strong 

syntactical tendency towards regaining the tonic first heard at the piece’s opening. It is here 

that Rabinovitch’s label fails most obviously: bar 3 is governed by V7, which gives the ❶ no 

harmonic support.24 Furthermore, the consistency in both the left-hand rhythm and the rate 

of harmonic change, as well as the presence of the motivic parallels, give rise to a consistent 

hypermetrical pulse throughout the passage. The downbeat of bar 3 is therefore stronger 

than that of bar 4, so the purported Meyer has differently weighted dyads on the level of the 

hypermetre and therefore lacks the internal symmetry of a normal Meyer. Justifying this 

‘unique use’ of the schema by appealing both to the supposed period of ‘decline in … 

                                                
23

 Gilad Rabinovitch, ‘“Schenker the Galant?” Tacit Knowledge, Contradiction, and Complementation 

in the Interaction between Gjerdingen’s Theory of Galant Schemata and Schenkerian Analysis’ (PhD 
dissertation, University of Rochester, 2013), 22. 
24

 To treat the ❶ as an added seventh to the ii chord in bar 2 is no better, as the schema should 
begin with a tonic. 
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typicality’ and to ‘Mozart’s artful manipulation’ reflects a circularity of logic that circumvents 

the need for exacting standards in analysis.25 

 

Ex. 3.4 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in B♭ major K. 333 (1784), Mvt 1, bars 

1–6 (from Rabinovitch, ‘“Schenker the Galant?”’, 58) 

 

 

 

 Symmetry and parallelism are often found together, although recognising the 

distinction between the two is useful for identifying where schemata might or might not be 

instantiated. The preference for symmetry simply means that our perception will tend to 

grant priority to groups that divide into two halves of equal length, even if they may be 

dissimilar in their content. On the other hand, recognising the exact or varied repetition of 

‘motivic, thematic, rhythmic or harmonic’ material ought, according to Lerdahl and 

Jackendoff, to trigger the perception that they form analogous parts of one larger group, 

although they may not necessarily form parts of equal size. 

This distinction may be observed in the opening theme from Haydn’s Symphony No. 

46 (Ex. 3.5). There, bars 1–2 and 3–4 are of equal length (not counting the upbeat to bar 3), 

so they may form two halves of a symmetrical group, even though they contrast markedly in 

their content. The art of managing contrast of course entailed many factors, but I will not go 
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 Rabinovitch, ‘“Schenker the Galant?”’, 22.  
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into these here. Because the idea that is then heard in bar 5 is a variation on that in bar 1, 

those two bars may be perceived as parallel, and thus as the beginnings of two parts of a 

larger group. As it turns out, however, this larger group does not appear to clinch the 

symmetry we might anticipate in listening to it. When bars 7–8 are repeated in bars 9–10, 

that creates a parallel relationship between those pairs of bars that ties them together as a 

group, albeit on a seemingly lower hierarchical level. A listener is likely to perceive this as a 

subordinate part of the whole theme group, which has been extended because of it. Finally, 

the tutti entry at the upbeat to bar 11 marks another boundary initiating a group containing a 

drive to the cadence. When the cadential arrival is elided with the onset of the next group in 

bar 13, a listener may perceive that the large group comprising the entire theme has closed. 

That group would then be made of parallel parts starting in bars 1 and 5, with a significantly 

extended second part. 

L. Poundie Burstein maintains that ‘a Quiescenza is found in the second phrase of 

the main theme’ of this movement.26 He does not give bar numbers, but he presumably 

means that the schema occupies bars 5–10. Isolating bars 5–8 as the schema would mean 

intersecting the group that occupies bars 7–10. That would not be an untenable proposition, 

for in real time a listener may, although it is unlikely, come to the halfway mark of bar 8 and 

assume a group boundary of sorts has been reached, motivated by the preference to 

perceive a boundary that would make bars 1–8 a symmetrical group, comprising two smaller 

symmetrical groups in bars 1–4 and 5–8. However, this hearing would quickly be adjusted to 

accommodate bars 9–10, which might then be heard as an echo of bars 7–8—that is, as a 

surface variation of an underlying symmetrical structure. Because a stronger sense of a new 

group begins in bar 11, it is not unreasonable to posit a grouping boundary directly before it. 

One should note, however, that any realisation of a Quiescenza in this passage would be a 

very weak one indeed: aside from the surface asymmetry, the third and fourth events would 

                                                
26

 L. Poundie Burstein, ‘“Functial Formanality”: Twisted Formal Functions in Joseph Haydn’s 
Symphonies’, in Formal Functions in Perspective: Essays on Musical Form from Haydn to Adorno, ed. 
Steven Vande Moortele, Julie Pedneault-Deslauriers and Nathan John Martin (Rochester: University 
of Rochester Press, 2015), 34 note 23. 
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appear over a dominant pedal that, arguably, is not resolved satisfactorily until the cadence 

is achieved in bar 13. This places bars 7–10 in a somewhat dependent position on bars 11–

13, which weakens the integrity of any supposed Quiescenza ending in bar 10. The final 

possibility would be for the schema to extend until the elided PAC in bar 13, but that would 

yield a highly asymmetrical structure for the schema, with ♮7 in effect from bar 7 until the end 

of bar 12, or six out of eight bars. For a passage such as this, one might allude to a fairly 

common practice of tonicising the subdominant early in a movement, but need not equate 

that harmonic move with the Quiescenza schema per se. 

 

Ex. 3.5 Joseph Haydn, Symphony No. 46 in B major, Hob. I:46 (1772), Mvt 1, bars 1–12 
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Harmonic Function 

 

The influence of harmony on grouping merits closer attention. Besides mentioning how it 

may affect parallelism, Lerdahl and Jackendoff do not actually include harmony in any of 

their rules for grouping, but do factor it into those that operate on our perception of metre. 

Indeed, many writers have stressed the major role harmony plays in determining metre and 

hypermetre. Where grouping in particular is concerned, harmony should likewise be 

considered an important parameter. To be able to consider harmony as an influence on 

grouping, one needs to have established when a given succession of harmonies belongs 

together and when not. Caplin’s treatment of harmonic function provides a useful framework 

for this.27 His categories of prolongational, cadential and sequential progressions are, in that 

regard, apposite to the analysis of schemata. Although in some cases a schema may serve 

different functions, as discussed with reference to the Prinner in Chapter Two, the harmonic 

                                                
27

 William E. Caplin, Classical Form: A Theory of Formal Functions for the Instrumental Music of 
Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 23–31. 
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function of each schema is generally speaking inscribed into our conception of it. This is a 

factor to be borne in mind when identifying individual realisations, but what I wish to argue 

for here is the need to recognise the influence that harmonic function can have on grouping 

structures, which may in turn contradict the alleged presence of a schema that would 

presuppose different, conflicting boundaries. By and large, the need to recognise harmonic 

prolongation has not proved to be especially problematic in schema identification (although 

cases can be cited, not least in Exx. 3.3–3.5), so I will concentrate the next two sections first 

on sequence then on cadence. 

 

 

Sequence 

 

Though referred to as harmonic, a sequential progression is more accurately described as 

contrapuntal, as its harmonies are, to quote Caplin, ‘arranged according to a consistent 

intervallic pattern among the individual voices of the chords’.28 These vary in disposition and 

complexity, but in all their forms present a coherence that may, when considered alongside 

other factors, determine the boundaries of a group. For instance, the melodic idea in bar 11 

of Ex. 3.6 is transposed down a third in bar 12 such that the outer voices form a 6–6–6 linear 

intervallic pattern. Rice claims that a boundary exists between these two bars, marked by the 

end of a Sol–Fa–Mi and the start of a Converging cadence. One can understand how the 

motivic parallel between bars 11 and 12 would lead him to identify a boundary between 

them, but the parallel sixths represent an agent of continuity that encourage us to perceive 

those two bars as a distinct unit (bar 12 certainly ends in a Converging cadence). In this 

reading, those two bars balance the two bars of the opening Heartz, such that the resulting 

four bars constitute a symmetrical group, which would be a perceptual preference. This 

reading is indeed preferable, for Rice’s Sol–Fa–Mi gives an unbalanced emphasis on the ❺, 

as had been the case in Ex. 3.1, and it also ends with the wrong harmonies (IV6/3–iii6/3). 
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Ex. 3.6 Leonardo Vinci, L’Ernelinda (1726), Act 2, ‘Sorge talora’, bars 9–12 (from Rice, ‘The 

Heartz’, 322. The intervals annotations in bars 11–12 are mine.) 

 

 

 

The next example (Ex. 3.7) concerns what Caplin has dubbed the ‘Lament’ schema, 

a stepwise descent in the bass from ① to ⑤ with no specified upper voice.29 This pattern 

contains some sequential activity in the form of descending parallel sixths, but the extent of 

that is not fixed. It is generally determined by whether the bass is diatonic or chromatic and 

by what the harmonisation is. In all cases, however, it is necessary to be able to discern 

start- and end-points, otherwise we would be unable to isolate the schema at all from the 

musical surface. Yet it is difficult to square that logical necessity with Caplin’s claim that ‘two 

successive lament bass schemata’ are present in Ex. 3.7 (each marked by the scale 

degrees from ⑧ down to ⑤ under the staff, and overlapping at the start of bar 12).30 

Rather, a continuous 7–6 linear intervallic pattern spans from the end of bar 10 to the end of 

bar 13. One might say a break is indeed present at the start of bar 12 by pointing to apparent 
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 William E. Caplin, ‘Topics and Formal Functions: The Case of the Lament’, in The Oxford 
Handbook of Topic Theory, ed. Danuta Mirka (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014), 415–452. 
30

 Caplin, ‘The Case of the Lament’, 437. 
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changes in rhythm and in descending intervals: that is, the left hand proceeds in semitones 

until it moves a whole tone from the C in bar 11 to the B♭ at the start of bar 12, and those 

two notes are each held for two beats in contrast to the prevailing pattern of change with 

every crotchet. However, this is simply a way of accommodating the semitone that exists 

anyway between C and B♮, for to continue the pattern strictly as established would veer us 

off towards double flats and outside of the diatonic ambit.31 The chromatic notes are really 

decorative passing notes (shown stemless and marked P in my reduction) in a regular 7–6 

intervallic chain. When the bass receives no chromatic diminution, those passing notes are 

provided by the lower voice of the right hand. As the 7–6 pattern is therefore uninterrupted 

over the entire descent, Caplin’s proposed junction at the start of bar 12 forces us to read a 

break where there is none.32 

 

Ex. 3.7 Joseph Haydn, Keyboard Sonata in E♭ major, Hob. XVI:52 (1794), Mvt 1, bars 9–14 

(from Caplin, ‘The Case of the Lament’, 439. The reduction is mine.) 

 

 

 
                                                
31

 Notwithstanding the B♭♭ in bar 110 of this movement! 
32

 Caplin is able to regard this passage as two successive Laments because his definition of the 
schema is flexible enough to allow it: it requires only the one descending line (typically in the bass), 
which may be either diatonic or chromatic and is open to different harmonisations; syntactically, it can 
serve beginning, middle and ending functions. As such, it does not offer much that is not already 
discussed at length by Peter Williams in his monograph The Chromatic Fourth During Four Centuries 
of Music (Oxford: Clarendon, 1997). Caplin acknowledges Williams’s book, but understates his 
indebtedness to it, not crediting Williams with having already either discussed or mentioned eight out 
of the nine pieces Caplin uses as examples of the chromatic Lament. In Williams’s case, he deals with 
both rising and falling lines, which is why he uses his more generic term. It should be added that he 
never frames his chromatic fourth by any terms of reference resembling Gjerdingen’s galant 
schemata, whereas Caplin is explicitly entering into that discourse. John Rice’s ‘Morte’ schema 
(mentioned below), also uses the same bass line, but refers to a specific usage and harmonisation, so 
it can rightly be regarded as a conventionalised application of that bass. 
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 In discussing the two preceding examples, I argued for the need to recognise how 

sequential activity may give internal coherence to a group, and that in such situations, it can 

be problematic to place a schema boundary within it. A slightly different issue on the subject 

of sequential progressions concerns the specific cases of the Fonte and Monte, as both 

schemata enshrine such a progression. The problem I wish to draw attention to here is less 

to do with how these schemata are seen to interact with grouping structures, but with how 

they are defined at all. I would argue this is especially needed for the Monte, whose usual 

manifestation as a symmetrical phrase unit seems to have been deemed less of a central 

feature than it might. For Gjerdingen, there exists a ‘wide range of Montes’, although 

apparently the preferred type in the music of the later eighteenth century is that featuring two 
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stages that tonicise the subdominant and dominant in turn.33 (Occasionally it was extended 

to a third stage over the submediant, although David Jayasuriya notes that Riepel ‘regards 

this construction as a schematic deception rather than a genuine Monte’.34) Each tonicisation 

creates a brief point of resolution, which demarcates the stages. This type of Monte sits very 

comfortably with the concept of the phrase-unit schema: it is symmetrically constructed from 

two (or three) evenly sized, motivically parallel, easily discernible and relatively stable 

stages. 

 However, Gjerdingen does not restrict himself to this one model, saying that the 

Monte ‘may continue the sequence through more steps’ and that there is ‘less specificity 

[than the Fonte] in the mode of each half’.35 Further to this, he includes under the same 

banner ascending sequences that do not involve any tonicisation but instead remain entirely 

diatonic throughout. Once all these options are added to the definition, virtually any 

ascending sequence may be called a Monte, irrespective of what scale degrees it passes 

through, how long it is, or whether or not it is internally punctuated by moments of 

tonicisation. To be fair, Gjerdingen does single out two specific ‘older types of Monte’ which 

he terms the Monte Principale and the Monte Romanesca (though his examples of the latter 

range from two to six events in length), but given that Sanguinetti identifies at least seven 

different types of ascending sequence in Neapolitan partimenti, it seems a selective decision 

on his part.36 Any ascending sequences beyond those two ‘older’ types are simply 

subsumed under the broader ‘Monte’ category, without regard for the palpable difference 

between the two-part phrase-unit type described above and intervallic chains that are not (or 

barely) punctuated with any points of rest, nor for how the schema relates to the immediate 
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 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 105. 
34

 Jayasuriya, ‘Fonte and Monte’, 15. 
35

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 89–90. 
36

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 97–98; Sanguinetti, The Art of Partimento, 135–158. Though 
Gjerdingen published his book five years before Sanguinetti’s, he was presumably familiar with some 
of its contents at the time of writing MGS. There is also a sizeable body of literature on sequences 
themselves, especially in German, of which Johannes Menke’s Historisch-systematische 
Überlegungen zur Sequenz seit 1600 (Saarbrücken: Pfau, 2009) may indicate something of a 
culmination. 
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tonal context. Gjerdingen’s ambivalence on these matters has been noted by Holtmeier and 

Jayasuriya, so the broad conception for his ‘Monte’ has evidently proved a sticking point.37 

By way of example, Gjerdingen assigns Monte labels to all the passages shown in 

Ex. 3.8, which cover a ‘wide range’ indeed. Exx. 3.8a–b are, according to Gjerdingen’s own 

annotations, diatonic 5–6 sequences ascending from ④ to ⑧ (or a 10–10 linear intervallic 

pattern in the case of Ex. 3.8a). In fact, in his Anfangsgründe Riepel compares the Monte 

with an ascending 5–6 (‘aufsteigende Quint–Sext’), saying each stage in the latter is too 

short for that sequence to be considered a Monte and lacks the necessary chromatic bass.38 

Ex. 3.8c is essentially a chain of interlocking seventh chords. Although a moment of chordal 

stability is achieved on the downbeats (more or less) of bars 66, 68 and 70, it lasts only one 

beat before a chordal seventh is added. My reduction beneath the staves suggests that on a 

middleground level the seventh chord overrides the initial triad in those bars. Finally, Ex. 

3.8d hardly merits being called a sequence as it is simply a Converging cadence. 

 

Ex. 3.8a Baldassare Galuppi, Concerto a quattro in B♭ major (no date), Mvt 1, bars 22–24 

(from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 221) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
37

 Holtmeier, review of Music in the Galant Style, 312; Jayasuriya, ‘Fonte and Monte’, 15. 
38

 Jayasuriya, ‘Fonte and Monte’, 60. 
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Ex. 3.8b Johann Joachim Quantz, Versuch einer Anweisung die Flöte traversiere zu spielen 

(1752), Adagio, bars 28–30 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 412) 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 3.8c Carl Ditters von Dittersdorf, String Quintet in G major K. 190 (1789), Mvt 1, bars 64–

73 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 247–248. The reduction is mine.) 
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Ex. 3.8d Baldassare Galuppi, Concerto a quattro in B♭ major (no date), Mvt 1, bars 49–54 

(from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 223) 

 

 

 

With the exception of Ex. 3.8d, these excerpts may well represent instances of 

commonly replicated ascending sequences, but to say that each of them is a Monte simply 

limits the usefulness of the term. When it is permitted to encompass so many different types, 

the label ‘Monte’ offers nothing more than saying ‘ascending sequence’. It is a wonder then, 

that Gjerdingen talks of the ‘quite specific scale degrees and tonal functions usually 

employed’ in the Monte.39 His main prototype of the schema as given in his appendix is 

indeed quite specific, but the problem lies in the untidy edges of his definition. Of course, 

one cannot stop others from employing the term with as much licence as they please, but 

offering a more exclusive definition—and insisting on the greater explanatory power that 

results—may discourage applying the label in instances that are yet further removed from 

Gjerdingen’s examples (such as Ex. 3.19 below). 

Similar concerns arise the moment one opens up the definition of a Fonte to other 

descending sequences beyond its accepted form as a two-stage minor-to-major phrase-unit 

schema with a clear point of rest between the stages. Consider Ex. 3.9, bars 44–47 of which 
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 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 95. 
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Byros describes as ‘Meyer (modulating)–Fonte Hybrid (x3)’, albeit without explaining how 

either of these labels maps onto the notes in the excerpt.40 In the case of the ‘Meyer 

(modulating)’, it is unclear where the schema might end, but irrespective of that, in locating 

its beginning at bar 44 Byros proposes that what should be regarded as a prolongational 

schema starts on a disruptive pre-dominant Neapolitan-sixth chord and thus offers no 

semblance of any prolongational function. From this vague labelling, we are left to guess 

where the ‘Fonte Hybrid (x3)’ begins. Presumably we are to take the bass sequence E–A–

D–G–C–F (circled in the example) to be the root notes of a three-stage Fonte, with local  

❹–❸ motions in the melody linking each successive chord. 

As with the Monte, allowing the Fonte to include sequences with three or more 

stages paves the way for the name to refer to any descending circle-of-fifths sequence, 

thereby subsuming the very specific form and common usage of the recognised two-stage 

pattern into a less meaningful concept. (Identifying a standard Fonte in bars 46–47 would 

also be inappropriate, as it would imply a grouping boundary within the single phrase unit 

marked out by the three-stage, or six-chord, sequence. Should one desire to label this three-

bar unit, ‘5–10 linear intervallic pattern’ or similar would be appropriate.41) Although Fontes 

sometimes appeared at or near the start of the development section in late eighteenth-

century sonata-form movements,42 they were not to my knowledge used as much further into 

the section. That impression is subject to verification, which, however, can only be carried 

out if we abide by a fairly strict definition of the schema. If ‘Fonte’ becomes synonymous with 

                                                
40

 Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 221. 
41

 In an analysis of the development section of the first movement of Haydn’s Symphony No. 41, 

Burstein uses the label ‘descending fifth sequence’ as part of a run of ‘conventional patterns’ that 
include Gjerdingen’s schemata. This may be a fairly unspecific name as far as categorising 
sequences goes, but it is not incorrect, and, it seems to me, is quite compatible with the labelling of 
conventional phrase-level patterns. L. Poundie Burstein, ‘True or False? Re-Assessing the Voice-
Leading Role of Haydn’s So-Called “False Recapitulations”’, Journal of Schenkerian Studies 5 (2011), 
27, 24 note 52. 
42

 Perhaps that helps to support Byros’s suggestion of a Fonte in bars 39–43, which is plausible but 
requires explanation. First, it is preferable to regard it as starting in bar 40, as per my bracket above 
the staves. Second, although bars 39–44 are bound by motivic repetition (as are 45–47) and a 
stepwise descent from G to D in the bass, the Fonte’s sequential harmonic pattern does not extend 
outside of bars 40–43 and the distinct voice-leading discontinuity between the downbeats of bars 39 
and 40 in the right hand justifies isolating bar 40 as the beginning of a new chunk. Form-functional 
association will be discussed in the next two chapters 



130 
 

all descending sequences, then one simply says in other terms what has already been 

stated many times in the literature: that development sections typically contain sequential 

activity. 

 

Ex. 3.9 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in C major K. 279 (1775), Mvt 1, bars 

39–47 (after Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 221) 
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Cadential Implications 

 

In tonal music, what I have been calling phrase units typically begin and/or end on a more or 

less stable harmony, relative to the immediate harmonic context. The tendency of an 

unstable harmony to move to a more stable one leads us to group together chords that 

perform such a progression, except where other factors would suggest otherwise. The 

prevailing or implied tonality of a passage generally determines the perceived stability and 

instability of diatonic harmonies, most clearly in the context of cadential progressions. In the 

case of an authentic cadence, for instance, the cadential dominant implies that resolution to 

the tonic will follow, just as a pre-dominant chord, such as ii6, is heard to lead to the 

dominant. A cadential progression should therefore be regarded as encompassing a single 

group, except if other contextual factors encourage the perception of different grouping 

boundaries. For this reason, the suggested Fonte in Ex. 3.10 seems implausible, as it 

terminates on a six-four chord that is a passing dissonant decoration of the cadential 

dominant: the six-four must group with the five-three to which it has the tendency to move 

and, likewise, the dominant itself groups with the ensuing tonic onto which it resolves. (To 

regard, alternatively, all of the last two-and-a-half bars as a Fonte would mean accepting a 

highly asymmetrical realisation, which would be undesirable.) 

 

Ex. 3.10 Johann Joachim Quantz, Versuch einer Anweisung die Flöte traversiere zu spielen 

(1752), his Fig. 4, Table 21 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 103. Bass provided 

by Gjerdingen.) 
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 A further instance of a Fonte being implausibly identified in a similarly cadential 

situation appears in Ex. 3.11, from an analysis by Matteo Magarotto. The final beat of bar 55 

presents the initial tonic of a complete cadential progression. That that tonic chord groups 

forward to bar 56 is made clear by the melodic descent that takes place over it and 

continues by step towards the cadential goal on the downbeat of bar 57. Accordingly, the 

schema is situated within what Magarotto describes as ‘the PAC-producing music’.43 As it 

stands, this ‘Fonte’ is also highly asymmetrical, and devoid of any melodic sequence. 

 

Ex. 3.11 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in B♭ major K. 570 (1789), Mvt 1, 

bars 52–58 (from Magarotto, ‘The Interaction of Sonata Form and Schemata’, 248) 

 

 

 

 The initial tonic is a cadential element that Caplin has seen a need to defend 

comprehensively, at least for ‘Classical’ repertoire.44 While he admits the possibility of an 

‘incomplete cadential progression’ that lacks either the initial tonic, the pre-dominant chord 

                                                
43

 Matteo Magarotto, ‘The Interaction of Sonata Form and Schemata Derived from Galant Practice in 
the First Movements of Mozart’s Keyboard Sonatas’ (PhD dissertation, University of Cincinnati, 2016), 
247. 
44

 William E. Caplin, ‘The Classical Cadence: Conceptions and Misconceptions’, Journal of the 
American Musicological Society 57/1 (2004), 51–118. 
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or, in rare cases, both, a complete progression contains both of those harmonies. As such, 

he persuasively argues that where a tonic precedes a cadential pre-dominant, it should be 

understood as belonging to the cadential progression. The influence this can have on 

grouping structures should therefore also be heeded when identifying schemata. In Ex. 3.12 

Gjerdingen proposes a Sol–Fa–Mi that would end on the I6 in bar 19 that actually forms part 

of a cadential progression involving a complete ascent from ① to ⑤ in the bass (paired with 

a ❺–❶ descent in the melody). To mark out a Sol–Fa–Mi as Gjerdingen has done (even if 

the dotted line that follows implies only a loose adherence to the schema) means suggesting 

bars 18–19 would be perceived independently of the cadential process. 

 

Ex. 3.12 Johann Christian Bach, Keyboard Sonata in B♭ major Op. 12 No. 6 (1774), Mvt 2, 

bars 17–27 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 269–271. The Roman-numeral 

annotations are mine.) 
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Byros, writing about the passage in Ex. 3.13, rightly observes that the appearance of 

I6 in bar 71 may be heard as the onset of a cadence, even quoting Caplin’s comment that 

this ‘conventionalized sign’ leads one to expect an ‘expanded cadential progression’, or, to 

remain with the terminology of MGS, a cadenza lunga.45 Focusing then on bars 72–73, 

Byros suggests the top line represents a Comma (‘L. [Long] Comma’ on the score) and the 

bass a ‘Passo Indietro’, repeated in bars 74–75. Aside from the dubious practice of reading 

the (Long) Comma’s bass progression into an upper line, the suggested Passo Indietro is 

problematic for reasons to do with the phrase construction of a cadential progression. The 

Passo Indietro is a clausula involving resolution of a local V4/2 to I6, or ④ to ③ in the bass 

(with ❼ to ❶ in an upper voice anyway). Those scale degrees are certainly present in the 

example, as Byros has noted, but there is no 4/2 chord. Rather, in bar 72 (and 74) the 

subdominant is active throughout the whole bar, with the first violin’s F♯ serving as a passing 

note in the melodic fill back up to the G that initiated the cadence’s upper line. (That also has 

the effect of reinstating the primacy of the F♯ after it had been flattened to make V6/5/IV in bar 

71.) The move from ④ to ③, then, is not part of a resolution, but instead represents a 

second and then third attempt to launch the complete cadential progression—an extremely 

common tactic in eighteenth-century music, especially in closing the second key area of an 

exposition, as is the case here.46 These interruptions to the cadential process create new 

grouping boundaries, and, as a result, the eight bars it takes Haydn to attain closure 

subdivide neatly into units of two, two and four bars. Byros’s Passo Indietro is thus out of 

                                                
45

 Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 236. 
46

 The example is in fact taken from its virtually exact transposition in the recapitulation. 
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alignment with the parallelism that emerges between bars 71 and 73 on account of the 

repetition of the two-bar unit. 

 

Ex. 3.13 Joseph Haydn, String Quartet in G major Op. 9 No. 3 (1771), Mvt 1, bars 69–81 

(from Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 239. The Roman-numeral annotations are mine.) 
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 Byros states that the ‘schema string composed of an Indugio, Long Comma and 

Passo Indietro ... often functions as a larger “punctuation formula” preparing an authentic 

tonic cadence’, and he gives Ex. 3.13 to illustrate this, although I have suggested reasons to 

disagree with his analysis. Furthermore, it is offered as a precedent for the ‘schema string’ 

that appears in bars 82–84 of the first movement of Mozart’s Keyboard Sonata K. 179, 

shown in Ex. 3.14, but in the absence of plausible supporting evidence, there is little sense 

in splitting into three individual schemata what is first and foremost a continuous intervallic 

progression of parallel sixths (see my annotations between the staves). 

 

Ex. 3.14 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in C major K. 279 (1775), Mvt 1, bars 

81–86 (from Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 237. The interval annotations in bars 82–83 are mine.) 
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Gjerdingen devotes an entire chapter of MGS to cadential patterns and punctuation 

formulas that he describes as ‘clausulae’. There is no doubt that all the various permutations 

of these patterns are of great importance in galant music, and in a number of areas of 

nineteenth-century music as well, but I have largely excluded these from special 

consideration in this study, for several reasons. One of these is simply practical: leaving out 

this ‘bestiary of subtly differentiated clausulae’ substantially reduces the sheer number of 

patterns I have to contend with.47 Another is that the many varied uses of cadences in 

nineteenth-century music show composers to have departed from galant practice in a 

number of significant ways (but to have hewn to it in others), such that the historical 

resonances of Gjerdingen’s ‘clausulae’ and other eighteenth-century cadential formulas 

would really warrant separate studies. The frequent use of root-position chords in some 

contexts also diminishes the relevance of patterns such as the Comma and Passo Indietro. 

Finally, the generally more substantial size of the schemata that I do concentrate on makes it 

easier to demonstrate the principle of phrase-unit schemata and of how they can be the 

basis for greatly varied musical invention (rather than the melodic ‘liquidation’ that often 

comes with cadences), although, when appropriate, I do refer to cadences in my analyses in 

a manner that situates them within a sequence of phrase units. 
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 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 141. 
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This may also be an apposite moment to mention that the Indugio schema is likewise 

largely left out of this study. I have found very few examples in nineteenth-century music that 

are manifested in a way that is analogous to the other phrase-unit schemata under 

consideration. With little in terms of a contrapuntal framework, the Indugio does not always 

appear to fit the phrase-unit conception so well. A prolonged use of ii6/5 ahead of a cadence, 

especially a Converging cadence, as was seen in Ex. 2.22, barely merits being called an 

independent pattern. On the other hand, Indugios featuring a rising and falling bass repeated 

in cyclic fashion would certainly have a sufficiently distinct profile and would be entirely 

consistent with the types of phrase-unit schemata discussed here. The absence of such 

patterns from the present study is merely a reflection of my own observations to date and 

should not be taken to represent a verifiable historical trend. 

 

 

Size 

 

None of the various pitch-oriented terms listed at the start of this chapter—‘harmonic 

schemata’, ‘voice-leading schemata’, ‘scale-degree schemata’, or ‘harmonic-contrapuntal 

schemata’—reflects the usual duration of schemata or their use as small-scale building 

blocks that may be deployed in succession. Because the word ‘schema’ itself can be applied 

to any replicated pattern, large or small, each of the above terms could equally describe as 

vast a structure as, for instance, the Schenkerian Ursatz. In fact, a number of commentators 

have noticed the conceptual similarity between Gjerdingen’s constructs and Schenker’s. 

Oliver Schwab-Felisch observes that ‘Schenker’s structures and Gjerdingen’s schemata 

resemble one another in certain respects. Both are melodic or contrapuntal shapes. Both are 

short: in each case they contain no more than a handful of elements. And both are subject to 

embellishment’.48 More specifically, Folker Froebe posits a categorical equivalence between 

                                                
48

 Oliver Schwab-Felisch, ‘The Butterfly and the Artillery: Models of Listening in Schenker and 
Gjerdingen’, Music Theory and Analysis 1/1–2 (2014), 107. 
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a Schenkerian Urlinie and a cadential schema described in Gjerdingen’s terms (discussed 

below).49 Even when they are presented as opposites, putting the two terms alongside one 

another can have the effect of emphasising their conceptual kinship over their dissimilarity, 

as when Nathan John Martin and Julie Pedneault-Deslauriers ask how ‘various voice-leading 

patterns ... might be correlated with [Caplin’s definitions of intrathematic] functions, whether 

those patterns be described in terms taken over from Schenker or from Gjerdingen’;50 or 

when Roger Moseley writes of ‘the reciprocal relationship between a schema (whether it be 

Schenker’s Ursatz, Joseph Riepel’s “Monte,” or Gjerdingen’s “Meyer”) and its realizations’.51 

In general, however, the relative brevity of the schemata is sous-entendu. Yet while 

there is a vague consensus on an upper limit for length, there is not the same agreement on 

its lower limit, or even on whether there should be such a limit. This arguably poses a 

problem in that it makes it possible to treat substantively different units as members of the 

same class, whereas longer and shorter manifestations of the same basic counterpoint may 

in fact represent quite different musical entities. Consider the two segments bracketed in 

bars 1–2 and 3–6 (repeated at 7–10) of Ex. 3.15. 

 

Ex. 3.15 Carl Ditters von Dittersdorf, String Quintet in G major K. 190 (1789), Mvt 1, bars 1–

12 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 244) 

 

 

                                                
49

 Froebe, ‘Schema and Function’, 128. 
50

 Nathan John Martin and Julie Pedneault-Deslauriers, ‘The Mozartean Half Cadence’, in What Is a 
Cadence? Theoretical and Analytical Perspectives on Cadences in the Classical Repertoire, ed. 
Markus Neuwirth and Pieter Bergé (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2015), 205. 
51

 Roger Moseley, ‘Entextualization and the Improvised Past’, Music Theory Online 19/2 (2013), §8. 
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Both segments labelled as Do–Re–Mi could certainly be regarded as realisations of 

the same contrapuntal or harmonic schema, one of a collection of many such fundamental 

patterns that would have been learned and internalised early on in a composer’s musical 

training.52 Their marked difference in length reveals an integral aspect of the phrase-unit 

schema, which is implicit in schema theory generally: the Do–Re–Mi in the larger segment is 

a middleground framework which Dittersdorf has individualised with extensive melodic 

diminution. On the other hand, the shorter segment is simply three crotchet chords. This 

makes it barely different from similar ‘noise-killers’ using ❶–❷–❸ in other works, because 

it has no diminution. Yet the capacity to receive diminution is precisely what makes a 

musical schema possible at all. It gives the schema sufficient flexibility to be given unique 

treatment each time it is instantiated.53 As a general rule, the smaller the phrase unit, the 

less likely it is that the contrapuntal framework will be embellished with much diminution, 

                                                
52

 See, for instance, Sanguinetti, The Art of Partimento, 196–199. 
53

 For this reason, the Cudworth cadence was a replicated pattern that did not have the same 
flexibility as the majority of the schemata in MGS. Consequently, while it was very popular, it only 
flourished for a comparatively brief period, as surface realisations had little scope to embellish the 
essential structure of the pattern. 
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although tempo, repetition and other contextual factors will naturally need to be considered. 

Some very small units also risk being subsumed within larger grouping units if those are 

perceptually more salient. 

On that basis, Rice’s claim that bars 25–28 of Ex. 3.16 contain six successive and 

partially overlapping Heartzes without melodic diminution is hardly tenable. At presto it would 

be surely impossible to hear the passage as anything more than a patter of rapid chords, 

and the passage is more likely to be heard as a single group split into two smaller groups of 

two bars (25–26 and 27–28) on account of the parallel deployment of the syncopated minim. 

By contrast, the examples of the schema given in Exx. 3.1 and 3.6 above are coextensive 

with larger grouping structures, and identifying them as Heartzes would plausibly represent 

real listening experience. 

 

Ex. 3.16 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Così fan tutte (1790), Overture, bars 25–29 (from Rice, 

‘The Heartz’, 330) 

 

 

 

As a point of clarification, diminution need not only occur in the upper part. Indeed, it 

occurs almost always in both parts and sometimes only in the bass, though this is far less 

common. An example is given in Ex. 3.17, where the construction as a four-bar phrase unit 

is evident, despite the virtual absence of upper-voice embellishment. Even with this 

example, the melody is decorated with a grace note on C, and, in fact, the Duo develops a 

brilliant concertante part for the cello, which Fiala, a virtuoso cellist, would have written for 

himself. 
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Ex. 3.17 Joseph Fiala, Duo Concertante in F major for Flute and Cello (no date), Mvt 1, bars 

1–4 

 

 

 

To return to Ex. 3.15, the shorter and longer uses of the Do–Re–Mi line each served 

a different role—initial hammer-strike ‘noise-killer’ and main theme respectively—but both 

manifested the common strategy of beginning an allegro movement with pitches that ascend 

by step from the tonic, be they in the foreground or middleground. A similar case concerns 

the Sol–Fa–Mi schema, which Gjerdingen maintains ‘was most common in movements of 

slow or moderate tempo’, because its descending melody was ‘perceived as perhaps less 

assertive than, say, a Do–Re–Mi’.54 Most of his slow-movement examples in MGS are taken 

from the openings of the movements, so when Dean Sutcliffe states that the Andante of 

Haydn’s Symphony No. 52 in C minor ‘begins with the Sol–Fa–Mi schema’ (Ex. 3.18), he 

places that within the supposed tradition of beginning slow movements in that way.55 

However, what Sutcliffe has identified in this instance as a ‘schema’ must, at the very least, 

be understood as representing a different type of conceptual entity from the slightly larger-

scale phrase-unit schema I have been advocating. We may also note, aside from the fact 

there is no melodic diminution here, that the ❺–❹–❸ begins a complete descent to ❶ in 

bar 4, which suggests a single four-bar unit, despite the intriguing phrase-structural 

disorientation which, as Sutcliffe illustrates, Haydn subjects us to thereafter, and in which the 

                                                
54

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 463. 
55

 W. Dean Sutcliffe, ‘Expressive Ambivalence in Haydn's Symphonic Slow Movements of the 1770s’, 
The Journal of Musicology 27/1 (2010), 99. 
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❺–❹–❸ motive plays an important role. What is more, the F in bar 1 is given a sparse 

harmonisation in the form of a dominant seventh without a third, making that note seem less 

a structural one than a passing note over a tonic arpeggiation in the bass. In short, to begin 

with ❺–❹–❸ in the melody may have been a common opening gambit for a slow 

movement in the galant style, but that need not mean its manifestations should in every case 

be understood as a ‘Sol–Fa–Mi schema’ in Gjerdingen’s sense. 

 

Ex. 3.18 Joseph Haydn, Symphony No. 52 in C minor, Hob. I:52 (1774), Mvt 2, bars 1–8 

 

  

Just as a phrase-unit schema’s melodic framework should be able to be given 

melodic diminution, so should it be possible to represent the structural notes on a level of the 

analytical middleground. This generally means that schemata deployed in succession should 

occupy a similar level to each other in the phrase-structural hierarchy, and one should not 

normally be so small that it would really be perceived as subordinate to the next. This is 

arguably not the case with the small group of notes that Byros labels as a Monte in Ex. 3.19. 

He locates this between the two sequenced iterations of the le–sol–fi–sol schema—named 

thus by Byros on account of those scale-degrees appearing (normally) in the bass—in bars 

1–4 and 5–8 (see the brackets above the score), rather than as nested within one of them. 

His annotation implies that they occupy the same hierarchic level, but this is questionable. 

Quite aside from the numerous harmonic and contrapuntal flaws with this label—he 

problematically regards this as a variation on the Monte (and the Fenaroli) with stages 
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separated by the interval of a third rather than a second—the last three quavers of bar 4 are 

lead-in notes, filling in what would otherwise be an empty second half of the bar.56 Despite 

the metre not being clear to a listener at the outset, the meandering lines of counterpoint 

culminate in a consonant six-three sonority on the downbeat of bar 4, which is the first point 

of relative repose (the same harmony at bar 32 is undercut by the viola’s offbeat A♮). The 

first three notes of Byros’s ‘Monte’ are then inserted before the next downbeat (which brings 

the schema’s final event), to which they are metrically and therefore structurally subordinate. 

These notes are in fact left off Heinrich Schenker’s middleground voice leading graph of the 

passage (Fig. 3.1). Although Byros critiques Schenker’s reading for its global view on tonality 

that misses out more localised implications of shifting key centres in Mozart’s famous 

introduction,57 the omission of these notes in the graph is an appropriate reflection of the fact 

this ‘Monte’ has no diminution whatsoever. 

 

Ex. 3.19 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, String Quartet in C major K. 465 (1785), Mvt 1, bars 1–

5 (from Byros, ‘Foundations of Tonality’, 515) 

 

 

                                                
56

 Byros, ‘Foundations of Tonality’, 326–327. His flexible interpretation of ‘Monte’ follows Gjerdingen’s, 
which I have critiqued above. 
57

 Byros, ‘Foundations of Tonality’, 327–329. 
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Fig. 3.1 Voice-leading graph of bars 1–9 by Heinrich Schenker58 

 

 

 

The same distinction between a phrase-unit schema and a fill or an Eingang may be 

seen in the four passages shown in Ex. 3.20a–d, which all feature the line ⑤–♯④–♮④–③ 

together with ❺–❻–❼–❽ (or ❺–♯❹–♮❹–❸ with ⑤–⑥–⑦–⑧). All of these examples 

possess the same (invertible) counterpoint, and all perform a shift from the dominant chord 

or key back to the tonic, yet their role within the phrase is markedly different. The first two 

merely fill in the gap between two larger units and are therefore subordinate to them, and 

neither features any melodic diminution. The second two, by contrast, constitute complete 

phrase units.59 Both applications of this two-voice counterpoint seem have been useful to 

composers in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, although for our purposes, it is 

important to maintain a categorical distinction between the two uses. In its form occupying a 

complete phrase unit, this pattern appears to have enjoyed a reasonable degree of 

replication in the second half of the eighteenth century and therefore could be considered a 

galant schema. It was also reproduced to a certain degree in the nineteenth. The pattern 

does not feature in MGS, and additional research would be needed to acquire a fuller 

understanding of its frequency, the patterns of its use and its history. Because the diverging 
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 From Heinrich Schenker, Harmony, ed. Oswald Jonas, trans. Elisabeth Mann Borgese (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1954), 346. 
59

 The same two applications shown in Ex. 3.20—phrase-end fill and phrase-unit schema—are found 

within the examples John Rice gives of what he has called the ‘Morte’ schema. John A. Rice, ‘The 
Morte: A Galant Voice-Leading Schema as Emblem of Lament and Compositional Building-Block’, 
Eighteenth-Century Music 12/2 (2015), 157–181. 
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or converging motion of the two lines creates a shape resembling a partially opened fan, as 

< or >, I will refer to the schema as a Fan-Schema. 

 

Ex. 3.20a Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in F minor Op. 2 No. 1 (1795), Mvt 2, bars 

1–5 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 3.20b Robert Schumann, Carnaval (1835), No. 1, ‘Préambule’, bars 44–52 

 

 

 

Ex. 3.20c Johann Nepomuk Hummel, 12 Minuets and Trios Op. 24 (1806), No. 3, bars 7–13 
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Ex. 3.20d Ludwig van Beethoven (attr.), 11 Wiener (or Mödlinger) Tänze, WoO 17 (1819), 

No. 1, Walzer, bars 9–16 

 

 

 

 The Fan-Schema’s pattern appears twice in succession, with the rising line in the 

bass, in a treatise by Giacomo Tritto (Ex. 3.21), where it figures as a method of harmonising 

an ascending scale with tonicisation not of the dominant, as was standard according to the 

rule of the octave, but of the subdominant. With the essential notes of the Fan-Schema’s 

counterpoint placed on the downbeats of a four-bar block, the pattern’s conception as a 

phrase-unit schema received pedagogical reinforcement. 

 

Ex. 3.21 Outer counterpoint of Ex. 3.20d in a treatise by Giacomo Tritto (no date [1816]) 

(from Sanguinetti, The Art of Partimento, 124) 
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Embedded Schemata 

 

The capacity of a phrase-unit schema to be varied by means of melodic diminution self-

evidently implies that different musical processes occur on different structural levels within 

the span of that one schema. It therefore stands to reason that that same principle of 

hierarchy should permit different schemata themselves to occupy different levels in the same 

passage, such as when one smaller schema is embedded into a larger one. This is 

consistent with Lerdahl and Jackendoff’s well-formedness rule which states that different 

sized groups may be hierarchically ordered. This rule states, however, that when a small 

group is embedded inside a larger one, the smaller group can only be wholly, not partially, 

embedded in the larger. 

These requirements may be tested on the analysis shown in Ex. 3.22, in which 

Magarotto identifies a hierarchical ordering of groups, with the brackets below the staves 

subordinate to that which has been drawn above the staves. What he has labelled as a Sol–

Fa–Mi in bars 20–21 has (essentially) the same right-hand boundary as the larger group that 

he identifies as a Fenaroli. Irrespective of his choice of schema labels, that arrangement of 

groups is consistent with well-formedness rules. On the other hand, his Do–Re–Mi in bars 

18–19 straddles the initial boundary of the ‘Fenaroli’, which is a logical impossibility as far 

the perception of groups is concerned. What occurs on a higher level of hierarchy cannot be 

contradicted by anything that occurs at a lower level, because the identification of higher-

level groups arises from perceived relationships among events on the musical surface. The 

‘Fenaroli’ bracket posits a grouping boundary in the middle of bar 18, but that boundary is 

overruled when the ‘Do–Re–Mi’ is named as a discrete group.  In some cases, it is possible 

to apply techniques of analytical reduction to demonstrate that a given pitch is effectively 

prolonged ahead of its sounding. Such a technique might enable us to push back the 

‘Fenaroli’ bracket to the start of the bar, thus aligning it with the start of the Do–Re–Mi, 

except in this case it would not be plausible, because the melodic ❼ would not receive any 

harmonic support from beat 1. In addition, this Fenaroli label is at odds with how Gjerdingen 
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has presented the schema, namely as one whose four events are ‘evenly spaced’, rather 

than as a schema made of two parallel halves separated by a marked internal division. 

 

Ex. 3.22 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in B♭ major K. 281 (1775), Mvt 1, 

bars 15–21 (from Magarotto, ‘The Interaction of Sonata Form and Schemata’, 112) 

 

 

 

Beyond the need to respect this well-formedness rule, we should still apply all of the 

same preference rules pertaining to the perception of groups as outlined above, irrespective 

of the hierarchical level. In addition, because a nested schema has the potential to be fairly 

small in size, it is easy to see how one might be inclined to identify one even when it has no 

melodic diminution; yet even at a small size, such diminution is still desirable, not only 

because it fulfils the criteria of a discrete phrase-unit schema, but also because the presence 

of the pattern is arguably of greater interest than when the framework notes are the only 

ones used. In Ex. 3.23, Rice proposes a Heartz within a Heartz within a Sol–Fa–Mi. The 

small Heartz has no melodic diminution, and it is worth noting that Handel’s figures change 

to 6/4 only in the third bar. The suggested Sol–Fa–Mi is also contentious: the break in 

texture after bar 4 implies a grouping boundary, and the ii6 in bar 5 initiates a cadential 

progression that is at odds with the prolongation function of the Sol–Fa–Mi.  
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Ex. 3.23 George Frideric Handel, Concerto Grosso in G minor, Op. 6 No. 6 (1739), Mvt 3, 

‘Musette’, bars 1–7 (from Rice, ‘The Heartz’, 319) 

 

 

 

Given that the identification of schemata is presumably beholden to the same set of 

schema-specific criteria no matter on what hierarchical level they are situated, it is logical 

that these should be respected in all instances. Yet in Ex. 3.24a Gjerdingen has suggested 

that there is a nested Meyer whose initial ❶ is only a passing note with no harmonic 

support, while in Ex. 3.24b the ❶ is part of a pre-dominant harmony that ultimately leads to 

a cadence. 

 

Ex. 3.24a Giuseppe Tartini, Sonata for Violin and Cello or Harpsichord in A major Op. 6 No. 

4 (ca. 1748), Mvt 1, bars 3–4 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 255) 
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Ex. 3.24b Wenceslaus Wodiczka, Sonata for Violin and Continuo in B♭ major Op. 1 No. 1 

(1739), Mvt 2, bars 18–21 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 115) 

 

 

 

 At the other end of the scale are structures that span long passages of music, such 

as an entire section or movement. Identifying phrase-unit schemata does not in itself rule out 

the possibility of simultaneously positing relationships defined in terms of long-range voice-

leading, such as a Schenkerian linear progression, whether one locates it in the background 

or some level of the middleground. It is perfectly reasonable to suggest that phrase-unit 

schemata may be ensconced within those larger voice-leading structures, and connected to 

them either directly or indirectly. The presence of such connections may have been implied 

in the comments I cited at the start of the previous section about the conceptual similarity 

that some scholars have perceived between Gjerdingen’s and Schenker’s constructs. 

However, maintaining a categorical distinction between them would permit and oblige us to 

recognise the significant differences both in scale and in the ways those structures are 

organised within the music. 

To that end, I would argue that the terminology for each domain is best kept 

separate. In discussing the interaction between levels in Mozart’s Allegro in B♭ major K. 3, 
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Froebe, by contrast, brings the different concepts onto the same plane when he says that 

the Schenkerian ‘“fundamental descent” … amounts to a Mi-Re-Do cadence’.60 He is stating 

his case somewhat metaphorically, to be sure, but he also applies the same principle lower 

down in the structural hierarchy, and that causes us to lose some of the clarity with which we 

distinguish between levels. In comparing Gjerdingen’s schema analysis shown in Ex. 3.25 

with his own Schenkerian one, he writes that ‘when the Prinner appears in m. 6 (starting with 

the third in the upper voice), the opening phrase [of which he prioritises the D in bar 1] 

undergoes a retroactive interpretation as the Prinner’s prolonged first chord’.61 He illustrates 

this with the voice-leading graph shown in Fig. 3.2. The principle at play is clear: by nesting 

one schema within another, the smaller one serves to prolong one of the chords of the larger 

one, something made possible by recognising a schema’s prolongational function. 

In terms of voice leading, it makes sense, but at the risk of making too fine a point of 

it, an alternative formulation would be to say ‘the D in bar 6 is prolonged from bar 1’. If one 

conceives of schemata as discrete phrase units contained within perceptually salient 

grouping boundaries, then saying ‘the Prinner spans bars 1–8’ means not only to admit a 

schema that is disproportionately weighted to the first event, but also takes it out of the 

hierarchical level it occupies as a two-bar unit. By using solid and dotted lines for the 

brackets in his graph, Froebe certainly distinguishes between what we might regard as the 

schema proper and the higher-level prolongation of its initial harmony, but by describing 

such prolongations with the names of Gjerdingen’s patterns—by proposing that we 

‘imagin[e] superordinated or large-scale schemata’62—he begins to conflate large- and 

small-scale phenomena in a manner that would have significant methodological 

ramifications, especially in that discussions about schemata would lose focus. A suitably 

more nuanced perspective is offered by Byros, who advocates applying the concept of a 

schema (in the general sense) to larger-scale structures, while staying alert to the 
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distinctions between patterns of differing scope so as to avoid ‘confounding ... hierarchic 

levels’.63  

 

Ex. 3.25 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Allegro in B♭ major K. 3 (1762), bars 1–14 (from 

Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 340) 

 

 

 

Fig. 3.2 Voice-leading graph of bars 1–12 by Folker Froebe (from Froebe, ‘Schema and 

Function’, 124) 

 

 

                                                
63

 Vasili Byros, ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”: Punctuation Schemas and the Late-Eighteenth-
Century Sonata’, in What Is a Cadence? Theoretical and Analytical Perspectives on Cadences in the 
Classical Repertoire, ed. Markus Neuwirth and Pieter Bergé (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2015), 
217. 
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Impossibility of Simultaneous Events 

 

It would seem beyond question that the events that make up a schema need to happen one 

after the other rather than simultaneously, yet judging by some recent references to the 

Meyer schema (cited as the 1–7...4–3 of A Classic Turn of Phrase) the point should perhaps 

be made explicit. Stephen C. Rumph, for one, regards bars 58–62 (he may mean 58–61) of 

Ex. 3.26 as an instance of the schema, in which the violins play ‘a [❹–❸] neighbor motion, 

balanced by [❼–❶] in the flute’ (at the same time!), in the temporarily implied key of A♭ 

major, although that would situate the schema over a dominant prolongation in the bass.64 

Already the fact that he has switched around the order of the schema’s ❶–❼ makes him 

wrong, but consider also the structural properties of the passage: while bars 58–61 do 

constitute a clear four-bar unit, it is made up of four of exact iterations of the same bar (does 

he mean there are four Meyers?) and does not divide into two complementary halves. 

 

Ex. 3.26 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Symphony No. 40, K. 550 (1788), Mvt 1, bars 56–66 
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 Stephen C. Rumph, Mozart and Enlightenment Semiotics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
2012), 33. 
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Jeffrey Swinkin takes the same liberty of switching around the order of the ❶ and ❼ 

and proposing that in bars 1–2 of Ex. 3.27 ‘the bass-soprano counterpoint of the opening 

instantiates the “1–7 … 4–3” schema’ while in bars 3–4 ‘the voices begin that way but are 

then contrapuntally inverted’.65 He argues that ‘this instance is somewhat atypical in 

sounding the scale-degree pairs simultaneously’, and appeals to ‘Gjerdingen’s claim that, in 

fact, “characteristic examples” of this schema are “seldom found after the 1840s”’.66 Being so 

far removed from the typical Meyer schema, however, the relevance of the comparison 

would require more extensive explanation than Swinkin gives, as one could by the same 

reasoning relate this opening to any one of dozens of other common contrapuntal patterns 

which happen to use these or related scale degrees. 

 

Ex. 3.27 Johannes Brahms, Variations on a Theme by Robert Schumann, Op. 9 (1854), 

Var. 10, bars 1–4 

 

 
 

These are both egregious misreadings, which I could simply have written off as 

failures to properly comprehend the schema. But there is a greater chance this sort of error 

can be circumvented by factoring the phrase unit into our concept of galant schemata, rather 

than only a collection of scale degrees which can be juggled around by analysts without due 

regard for their temporal deployment. 
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 Jeffrey Swinkin, ‘Variation as Thematic Actualisation: The Case of Brahms’s Op. 9’, Music Analysis 

31/1 (2012), 83–84 note 29. 
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Summary and Discussion 

 

In this chapter I have focused on principles governing how we group the musical information 

we hear in order to make sense of it. If galant schemata are to be recognisable to us when 

listening to music, then it is logical that they need to correspond structurally to the grouping 

of auditory information that the mind performs in accordance with elements of local detail 

(such as attack, articulation, dynamics and registration) and recognised patterns (including 

of metre, hypermetre, symmetry, parallelism and harmonic process). Of course, this 

describes only the identification of highly typical instantiations. My notion of the phrase-unit 

schema that conforms to grouping structures thus offers a ‘best-case scenario’, a standard 

against which supposed non-normative cases may be evaluated. From the point of view of 

phrase structure, these may include elision, overlap, stretching, compression or implied 

changes to the metre, although deviations from a schematic norm may also occur in the 

handling of other parameters while phrase structure remains standard. In any event, I am of 

the view that identifying supposedly atypical cases should always be done with caution and 

a measure of scepticism. Where an alleged schema instantiation conflicts strongly with the 

perceived grouping structure of the music, it is mostly likely that the grouping structure may 

be more readily understood in terms different from those of the proposed schema.  

 To illustrate this, I turn to an example (Ex. 3.28a) drawn from Gjerdingen’s chapter 

‘The Symphony in France’ in the first volume of the Indiana University Press series The 

Symphonic Repertoire.67 Where possible, I have annotated the example with scale degrees 

showing the schemata as Gjerdingen has described them in the text, as well as with some of 

my own. He identifies two Fenarolis in this passage, conceding that neither is a straight-

forward instantiation: the first is labelled a ‘quasi-Fenaroli’ on the score and the second 

(which is repeated) is described as a ‘far-from-obvious’ case.68 In fact, I consider both cases 

                                                
67

 Robert O. Gjerdingen, ‘The Symphony in France’, in The Symphonic Repertoire, Vol. 1, The 
Eighteenth-Century Symphony, ed. A. Peter Brown, Mary Sue Morrow and Bathia Churgin 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2012), 551–570. 
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to be too far removed from the norm to be regarded as plausible realisations, and that the 

passages are better explained without reference to the schema. I will discuss each in turn. 

First, the ‘quasi-Fenaroli’. A clear four-bar group occupies bars 24–27, as delineated 

by the perfect authentic cadence and grand pause in bar 23, and the change in texture, 

harmony and surface rhythm in bar 28. This and other four-bar groups that I take to be the 

salient grouping structures are indicated by my dashed brackets beneath the score. The 

‘quasi-Fenaroli’ is assumed, as per my solid brackets, to begin midway through this four-bar 

group and to extend not only beyond it but also past the half cadence and rest in bar 32. By 

this interpretation, the schema, even if it is presented as atypical, is allowed to override the 

evident grouping structures (including a cadence), meaning also that the hierarchically lower 

four-bar unit of bars 24–27 is only partially nested within the ‘quasi-Fenaroli’. The schema 

itself is implied as being rhythmically lopsided, with the ❷ disproportionately prolonged.69 

Claims of resemblance with the Fenaroli are further weakened by the lack of any 

corresponding voice in counterpoint with the melody and for having the ❷ mostly 

harmonised by ii6 instead of the usual dominant.70
 

 The second instance is a ‘double statement’ of the schema, with ‘the first statement 

in mm. 32–35 and then, with more decoration, mm. 36–39’.71 Gjerdingen compares the 

passage with an exemplar of a Fenaroli drawn from a treatise by Riepel (see Ex. 3.28b), 

                                                
69

 Burstein reminds us that analysts are sometimes divided over the question of whether a half 

cadence is a structural end in itself or whether it resolves into the ensuring tonic. Such disagreement, 
however, rests to a large extent on the degree of importance one places on grouping structures. The 
end of bar 31 in Ex. 3.28a represents not only a clear break in the phrase structure, but a decisive 
formal division on a larger scale. L. Poundie Burstein, ‘The Half Cadence and Other Such Slippery 
Events’, Music Theory Spectrum 36/2 (2014), 203–227. 
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is a ‘melodic cliché’ of ❸–❼–❶–❷ in bars 32–33. While the first three events there do conform to 
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those two bars would also ignore the sequence they contain: a rising pattern of outer-voice tenths on 
the downbeats embellished with local voice exchanges. Gjerdingen, ‘The Symphony in France’, 562. 
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saying that ‘entire measures in LeDuc correspond to individual tones in Riepel’.72 He does 

not, however, single out any notes from the passage as the relevant structural ones, no 

doubt because he stresses that these are not standard realisations. Certainly, the ①, ② 

and ③ on consecutive downbeats are typical, but a configuration of melodic pitches spaced 

at one event per bar would make little sense here: as my scale degrees with question marks 

indicate, they would appear on different beats in three out of the four bars (and not at all in 

bar 39), meaning a realisation of the schematic framework that is rhythmically irregular as 

well as out of line with the sequential transposition in bars 32–33 and 36–37. 

 For Gjerdingen, the salient connections between this passage and the Fenaroli seem 

rather to be in the ‘melodic cliché’ of bar 32 (see note 70 above) and in the alternation of 

tonic and dominant on successive downbeats in each four-bar block, although that pattern of 

harmonies is by no means unique to the Fenaroli. However, it is important to note that while 

these supposed Fenarolis are coextensive with four-bar groups, they contradict the cadential 

content of those groups. Bars 34–35 bring a Converging cadence decorated by a filled-in 

High ❻ Drop, a conventionalised melodic sign of half-cadential closure, and bars 38–39 

contain a PAC that is elided with the onset of the next phrase unit. Yet the Fenaroli is, or 

should be, a prolongational schema that is incompatible with these cadential processes. It 

normally contains no pre-dominant harmonies, which is what enables the dominant pedal to 

sound throughout and what makes the schema prolongational, not cadential, in function. 

Here, a long dominant pedal is indeed heard for much of the time, but it drops out in bars 34 

and 38, and the note A is altogether absent from beats 2–3 of bar 34 and the fourth 

semiquaver of bar 38, when the pre-dominant sonorities appear that are integral to the 

cadential motion. What these two cadences communicate on the next level up is a textbook 

instantiation of a parallel period construction—without any doubt a widely recognised kind of 

higher-level schema itself. Its I–V, I–V–I tonal arrangement contains an interrupted motion to 

cadence, which contrasts markedly with the way a standard Fenaroli enacts rhythmic 

continuity on a harmonic plateau. 
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Ex. 3.28a Simon LeDuc, Symphony in D major (ca. 1776), ‘a slow movement’, bars 28–40 

(from Gjerdingen, ‘The Symphony in France’, 563. The brackets, scale-degree annotations, 

voice-exchange lines and Roman numerals are mine.) 

 

 

 

 
 

Ex. 3.28b Exemplar of the Fenaroli in a passage by Joseph Riepel, Anfangsgründe zur 

musicalischen Setzkunst (1755–1757) (from Gjerdingen, ‘The Symphony in France’, 565) 
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 Both of these cases are by Gjerdingen’s own admission non-standard, and are 

presented in order to show how ‘the venerable French tradition of melody ... either replaced 

or was overlaid upon ... Italian phrase schemata’.73 Given his disclaimers, it may seem unfair 

to criticise the labels any further, but debatable interpretations can be very revealing, both in 

terms of how schemata are understood and in terms of what the exponents of galant 

schema theory hold to be its aims. Evidently, perceived phrase structure and harmonic 

function do not enjoy the same high status in Gjerdingen’s analytical approach as pitch. Yet 

that is very much at odds with his broader historical agenda in which ‘schemata constituted a 

musical medium of exchange between court artisans and their patrons’, an ‘aesthetic 

commerce' that ‘in some way depend[ed] on at least a general recognition of these patterns 

by many of the courtiers’.74 Although recognition relies on memory, it must first follow 

perception, and grouping structures must surely have perceptual primacy over larger-scale 

pitch configurations, at least during the act of listening, even if the latter may be discernible 

to a degree. Ironically, prioritising pitch or counterpoint invites the application of Schenkerian 

analytical techniques not only within phrase groupings (which is entirely apt) but across 

them, and thus enables precisely the sort of disregard for moment-to-moment activity that 

Gjerdingen so agitates against. 

Not every schema instantiation need be entirely conventional or immediately 

accessible. It is essentially built into the definition of schemata that atypical, even highly 

irregular, instances of a schema will sometimes be felt to occur. And, of course, the 

manipulation and even distortion of conventional patterns is central to a composer’s art. But 

these facts should not be taken to mean that explaining a passage of music as a deviation 

from a particular schema will always be valid or believable. Before making such claims, we 

must ask ourselves how far each element of a schema can be pushed before its plausibility 

is challenged by conflicting readings—or before the schema loses its capacity to provide 

insights that are not already covered by other generalities. In order to explain his 
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interpretation, Gjerdingen claims that, as in the exemplar from Riepel (Ex. 3.28b), ‘LeDuc’s 

melody [from bar 32] rises for three measures before falling to rise again in the 

restatement’.75 Why take that as a sign of the Fenaroli? Many antecedent and consequent 

phrases of a period do precisely that as well, so such a melodic contour is really no more 

than a general trend observable in a range of situations. The Fenaroli may well have 

manifested that trend in a specialised way, but it was not the only way to do that, and, 

indeed, others were more compatible with the harmonic plan of a period construction. 

In arguing that the Fenaroli underpins that passage, Gjerdingen also seeks to 

exemplify and support his assertion that the schema ‘was most common as a first statement 

in the “second” key’, but I have suggested that the passage does not serve as convincing 

evidence for this.76 Magarotto, in fact, likewise relates his choice to read a Fenaroli in Ex. 

3.22 (where it begins the second theme of that movement) to Gjerdingen’s claim, but there, 

too, I have put forward reasons to disagree with the label.77 I do not have cause to contest 

Gjerdingen’s statement, but find that it does not justify disregarding the principles governing 

grouping preference simply in order to say the Fenaroli schema underpins a passage in 

which it is ‘far from obvious’ how that may be the case. Indeed, descriptors like ‘far-from-

obvious’ and ‘quasi’ can be misleading, since they encourage us to see similarities, even 

merely superficial ones, and turn a blind eye to significant differences. 

The inclusion of fuzzy cases like these in schema-based analyses of galant music is 

understandable insofar as the exponents of the theory will have an interest in its being able 

to account for as much as possible within that repertoire. This may seem a contentious 

assertion to make in light of Gjerdingen’s avowal that his ‘goal is not to replace the tyrannies 

of modern musical analysis with a tyranny of galant schemata’.78 He writes that while ‘the 

recognizing and savoring of common schemata was part of the galant patron's aesthetic 

                                                
75

 Gjerdingen, ‘The Symphony in France’, 562. 
76

 Gjerdingen, ‘The Symphony in France’, 562. 
77

 Magarotto, ‘The Interaction of Sonata Form and Schemata’, 217 note 24. 
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experience, [he] would never claim that it was all of that experience’.79 These are wise 

words, but it would seem, from the examples of surveyed in this chapter, that Gjerdingen 

and others have not always been able to resist the urge to extend the reach of the theory. To 

adapt a phrase of James Webster’s, one is at times left with the impression that ‘the [galant 

schema] analyst abhors a “naked” cell no less than nature a vacuum’.80 I have shown 

numerous examples of analysts apparently feeling compelled to broaden the scope of what 

can credibly count as an instance of a schema. Elsewhere, Gjerdingen employs formal 

labels like ‘coda’ instead of ones that more obviously relate to voice leading, in order to 

accommodate passages of music that do not easily match any of the schemata in MGS.81 

The analyses of Byros appear to have been similarly motivated, as he applies 

schema labels at times with such licence as to denude them of any valuable specificity. Yet 

the fact that his mode of pointing out schemata sometimes falls on lists in tables rather than 

actual score annotations perhaps reveals that he recognises some difficulties in accounting 

for every moment in the music with reference to schemata. For instance, Fig. 3.3 shows a 

section of a larger tabulation of structures and processes in the exposition from the opening 

movement of Beethoven’s Second Symphony. The accompanying text makes no mention of 

these schemata (except simply to note the appearance of the last two), and the meaning of 

the ellipses and parentheses is not explained. In table form, the list of schemata is 

impressive, but when we transfer these labels to the score, they turn out to be less 

convincing, especially the ‘[...Monte…]’ and ‘Prinner…’, which bear little resemblance to 

those schemata (Ex. 3.29). 
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Fig. 3.3 ‘Structured integration of syntactic subschema’ in the first-movement exposition of 

Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2 (from Byros, ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”’, 230) 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 3.29 Ludwig van Beethoven, Symphony No. 2 in D major, Op. 36 (1802), Mvt 1, bars 34–

47 (after list in Fig. 3.3) 
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Focusing on phrase-unit schemata in both eighteenth- and nineteenth-century music 

does afford us the opportunity to reveal striking and important patterns of creative practice, 

but they cannot account for everything. Gjerdingen certainly accepts this, noting that on 

occasion galant composers ‘may have gone beyond the simplest types of schemata, may 

have reverted to a more note-to-note contrapuntal style, or may have blended schemata in 

ways that defy easy categorization. … Not everything was taken “off the shelf,” and many 

passages remain sui generis even if one has broad experience with this music’.82 

Furthermore, in the final paragraph of MGS, he acknowledges that ‘the art of eighteenth-

century court music extended beyond knowing all the schemata’, as one also ‘needed 

experience in writing fugues[ and] setting liturgical or operatic texts’.83 To this we might add 

writing recitative and fantasias, neither of which employed the sort of regularity of phrase 

structure that would support the use of phrase-unit schemata, but which also made 

extensive use of set devices.84 So his ‘phrase schemata’ defined only one aspect of the 

galant composer’s art. 

Given the contrasting facets of that art, which encompassed the tasks of writing for 

both church and court, Holtmeier questions ‘how productive [it is] to assume the existence of 

“autonomous” galant schemata’, and asks, rather, if ‘thoroughbass was in fact the 
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fundamentum of all composition’.85 That debate lies outside of my present concerns, 

although where those schemata played a demonstrably significant role in the invention of 

musical ideas and the construction of musical works, their conception as phrase-unit 

schemata—that is, as discrete, isolatable, replicable entities—does suggest they may indeed 

have existed in composers’ minds, if not quite as ‘autonomous’ schemata, then as fixed 

patterns they could put a finger on, and which it is not counterproductive to give names to. 
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Chapter Four 

Whole-Movement Form and Interthematic Functions 

 

 

Gjerdingen’s focus on small-scale patterns in MGS is intended to encourage his readers to 

direct their attention onto the local level of musical activity in galant compositions. By 

considering the ways composers handled the presentation and succession of common 

schemata, we are invited to observe how they would apparently demonstrate their 

knowledge of appropriate styles along with the ability to surprise their listeners, all without 

ever becoming either too predictable or too incomprehensible. As Gjerdingen sees it, ‘the 

real art of composition’ for galant musicians ‘lay in guiding their patron's and audience's 

moment-to-moment experiences’.1 He offers this perspective to remedy what he regards as 

a widespread insensitivity to the details of galant musical discourse that results from 

concentrating on such concepts as ‘sonata form’ and a ‘tonal hierarchy’,2 notions that he 

claims have been with us since the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries respectively. It 

is anachronistic, in his view, to analyse eighteenth-century music in terms of these 

theoretical constructs, as there is little to show that musicians of the time thought along such 

lines, whereas he does suggest evidence for alternative conceptions. Because ‘sonata form’ 

was not a term known to have been used by galant composers, he maintains it is ‘more a 

hindrance than a help in understanding how galant compositions were made and understood 

in their own time’.3 Similarly, the ‘nineteenth-century term tonality, which was never used by 

galant composers, was foreign to their more localized preoccupations’.4 

 Although Gjerdingen’s engagement with smaller structures and low-level detail has 

been positively received, his aversion to form and tonality as analytical lenses has been the 
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subject of some criticism. A major point of contention has been his inconsistent approach to 

sources of evidence, both positive and negative. Sutcliffe, for instance, points out that by 

eschewing modern theories in favour of treatises and other written sources from the time, 

Gjerdingen ends up having to be selective about his evidence. For instance, while he would 

have us ‘take writers of the time at their word when it comes to the absence of such 

concepts as “tonality” and “large-scale coherence”’, when his claims about matters such as 

the embedding of schemata are not corroborated by written sources, ‘our author turns to 

other, “purely musical” sources of support’.5 In a similar vein, David Temperley queries the 

logic of claiming that galant musicians thought in terms of small schemata but not large-

scale forms, even though there is in fact little in the way of explicitly verbalised evidence for 

either (besides Riepel’s Fonte, Monte and Ponte). That does nothing to undermine the 

validity of Gjerdingen’s treating his schemata as cognitive entities, but leads Temperley to 

argue that we need to appreciate more fully the nature of the material that is adduced as 

evidence. Because, he writes, the consciousness of one’s thinking varies to greater and 

lesser degrees, compositional thought should be considered as ranging from ‘declarative 

(learned by explicit rules, expressed verbally, and realized in deliberate actions)’ to 

‘procedural (learned by experience, nonverbal, and automatic)’.6 Declarative knowledge—

leaving aside questions of how we interpret it—may, for instance, be expressed in 

pedagogical treatises, while the evidence for composers’ procedural knowledge ‘is simply 

the music that they wrote’.7 Because the pervasiveness of schemata in galant music makes 

for ‘very compelling evidence’ that they represented procedural knowledge, by the same 

token ‘we could just as well make such an argument also for other modern theoretical 

constructs, such as functional harmony, sonata form, and Schenkerian structures’.8 

Indeed, treating musical scores as evidence that schemata were central to galant 

compositional practice places an ethical, or at least a logical, obligation on the analyst to 
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recognise that additional conclusions may be drawn from the same sources of evidence. 

Thus while the realisation and interaction of schemata at the local level may imply that galant 

composers catered to a ‘moment-to-moment’ mode of listening, the common occurrence of 

certain musical devices and strategies operating on a larger time scale ipso facto implies 

that galant musicians were concerned with engaging other degrees of temporal experience 

as well. Otherwise, Sutcliffe asks, ‘how would one explain, for instance, the clear statistical 

“rise” in the latter part of the century in strongly marked double returns’, or ‘the role of 

memory in Haydn, to name a composer who seems patently concerned with the affective 

power of large-scale structure?’.9 Indeed, if we accept that procedural knowledge of 

schemata was manifested in musical works, it is reasonable to claim, as Temperley does, 

that although ‘Mozart may never have used the term sonata form, ... its presence in his 

music is sufficient proof that this concept was operating in his mind at some level.’10 The 

same might be said of Francesco Galeazzi’s treatise on music, which appears to discuss 

sonata form and is made the subject of a chapter in MGS, ‘though Galeazzi never actually 

uses the term.’11 The absence of any explicit declarations by eighteenth-century thinkers of 

ideas conforming to modern theoretical concepts cannot be taken as proof that something 

resembling those ideas was not cultivated as procedural thought. Certainly, that has not 

obstructed the recent scholarly engagement with the notion of ‘topical discourse’ in late 

eighteenth-century music, for which little clear evidence exists in contemporaneous writings. 

Were such documentation even available, how complete and accurate a translation it would 

be of artistic goals and processes would remain highly debatable, given that for all the 

declarative knowledge composers may have possessed, much of their creative practice was 

surely ‘of a more intuitive, procedural nature’.12 Furthermore, one should ask to what 

analytical ends such evidence would be marshalled, were it available. As Peter Schubert 

writes, ‘the cumbersome apparatus that serves as “proof” is flawed and unnecessary’ 
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because what the analyst offers us is ‘insight, not “truth”’, so even if analyses ‘contradict 

what historical evidence we have, they may be intellectually viable’.13 

 But Gjerdingen never claims galant composers had no conception of form; on the 

contrary, ‘galant composers and writers about music understood it very well’.14 Rather, the 

appearance of an anti-formal stance results from his disparagement specifically of ‘the 

nineteenth-century codification of sonata form’15 and of the Schenkerian notion that long-

range unity is controlled by background voice-leading structures. And indeed he comes 

down hard on these views, both ridiculing Schenker by turning his own prose against him, 

and denouncing the analytical validity of ‘sonata form’, even at times in the same breath, 

despite Schenker’s own hostility towards Formenlehre. Gjerdingen’s Schenker resides in a 

‘metaphysical world’16 of ‘“theories and fantasies”’, and promulgates a ‘heavy-handed 

discourse of “the Will of Tones” and “the Spirit of Voice-Leading”’17 in the search for ‘the 

organic unity of the musical artworks produced by a small set of master musicians [as] a 

metaphysical solution to a self-inflicted problem’.18 Meanwhile, the sonata form Gjerdingen 

rails against is a rigid template crystallised in ‘the Romantic ideal of a three-part sonata of 

“exposition, development, and recapitulation”’.19 It is the product of ‘overly strong, 

dichotomous music theories’20 reflecting a ‘Romantic passion for taxonomies’21 that isolated 

‘the “second theme” and “second key area” [as] the fetish markers of the Classical sonata 

form as opposed to the reified Baroque practice of “spinning out” works without form’.22 

The nineteenth-century conception of form, according to Gjerdingen, was the 

invention of ‘the Romantics’, who had ‘lost touch with galant society’ after the ‘long series of 

dislocations and upheavals that weakened the galant social order’ following the French 
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Revolution.23 What had once been the ‘highly contingent, socially located musical behaviors 

of court musicians came to be received in some quarters as just pleasant patterns of sound’, 

as little as one or two generations later.24 Allegedly deaf to these embodied musical 

meanings, ‘the Romantics eviscerated galant content and named the hollow corpse “form”’.25 

That conception continued into modern times with the efforts of ‘a generation of Neo-

Romantic idealists active in the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries ... at pains to 

ground its deeply felt engagement with classical music in the quasi-magical properties of 

harmonically tonal forces and the Hegelian mysteries of sonata form’.26 Then, later in the 

twentieth century, the promoting of German music-theoretical thought in North American 

institutions led to the assertion ‘that all music from Corelli to Mahler should be understood 

through Schenker's totalizing ideology of a transcendent tonality’,27 while for those 

‘inculcated in the Romantic paradigm’,28 ‘“form,” and “sonata form” in particular, developed 

into fetish objects’.29 

 While MGS gives us ample reasons to agree that such ‘grand abstractions’30 and 

‘grand dichotomies’31 overlook a rich musical surface, Gjerdingen rather overstates his case. 

His entire discussion remains conspicuously aloof from the major efforts to revivify the study 

of form that have occupied a central place in the discipline of music theory in recent 

decades, especially in North America. It is of course understandable that James Hepokoski 

and Warren Darcy’s influential Elements of Sonata Theory gets no mention, because that 

publication dated from only one year before Gjerdingen’s.32 But very striking indeed is the 

almost complete omission of Caplin’s Classical Form, published nine years earlier and, not 

unlike MGS, motivated by the concern that ‘the standard textbooks, which surveyed a much 
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broader stylistic field, did not address many issues particularly associated with the music of 

Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven’.33 Gjerdingen’s core repertoire is certainly a different one, 

but his and Caplin’s projects have points in common, not least the music of Haydn and 

Mozart. That omission is all the more curious for the fact that Janet Schmalfeldt had 

proposed a sympathetic rapprochement of Caplin’s theory of formal function (building on his 

earlier essays) with Gjerdingen’s 1–7...4–3 schema in an article from 1991.34 Where smaller 

details are concerned, other recent music-theoretical work remains at times 

unacknowledged in MGS: for example, Gjerdingen is relatively liberal in his use of words 

such as ‘phrase’, ‘theme’ and ‘cadence’, whose inexactitude has been challenged and for 

which refinements have been proposed.35 

Regarding Schenkerian methods, the reliance of Gjerdingen’s schema theory on the 

principles of middleground voice leading has been noted by several commentators,36 and he 

himself recognises, in a passage from Koch’s Versuch einer Anleitung zur Composition, that 

a middleground melodic descent from ❺ could be held up as an exemplary way to control a 

musical structure, even if he pre-empts any supposition of Schenkerian sympathies by 

saying that it is ‘hardly the mythical Urlinie’.37 To be fair, this comment aims to stress the 

distinction between medium-range continuity and a background phenomenon that would 

supposedly span a whole movement, but his calling the Urlinie ‘mythical’ indicates his 

eagerness to keep his distance from the ideology he associates with Schenkerian analysis, if 

not the technical apparatus. Yet he surely exaggerates the influence of Schenkerian theory 

on current scholarship. He may not be alone in doing so, but that does not alter the fact that 

analytical engagement in recent decades with eighteenth-century repertoire has undoubtedly 
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concentrated far more on thematicism (itself potentially another target for Gjerdingen but 

which he strangely ignores) or on Formenlehre than on the Schenkerian method. Moreover, 

Oliver Schwab-Felisch contends that his view on that is outdated: 

 

Gjerdingen’s 2007 book gives the impression that [Schenker’s] Free Composition was 

written only yesterday and that its aesthetic premises are still entertained in current 

discussions. Of course, there can be no reasonable doubt about the “totalizing” claims 

Schenker makes. The current discourse around Schenker, however, understands him 

in full awareness of the nearly 80 years that have elapsed since his death. The 

historical figure of Schenker has become an object of historiographical work—an 

object, in addition, which is well illuminated with respect to both its problematic 

aspects and their preconditions. As a tool of current musical analysis, on the other 

hand, Schenkerian analysis has fundamentally altered in the direction of pluralization 

and pragmaticization over the last few decades. Gjerdingen’s Schenker is a ghost 

from the 1980s.
38

 

 

Rather than merely state that Gjerdingen’s stance on both form and Schenkerism is 

polemical, we might consider what lies behind it. In part, it is motivated by his desire to 

reconstruct a mode of historical listening, for his portrayal of Schenkerian listening works to 

make his picture of galant listening habits more vivid by contrast. His aim is for galant music 

to be heard ‘more as a Mozart might have heard it’,39 so he makes a point of associating the 

music with the social behaviours and cultural values of European courts in the eighteenth 

century, encouraging us to see how galant listeners—and galant composers—might have 

had their activities and perspectives conditioned by their social and cultural milieux. Thus 

apparently situated in historical reality, galant listeners differ markedly from Schenkerian 

ones whose music (mostly from well in the past) plays out in a ‘metaphysical world’. But as 

Schwab-Felisch points out, comparing a galant with a Schenkerian listener is not entirely 

apt, for the former was an actual denizen of the eighteenth century, whereas ‘the 

“Gjerdingenian” listener ... tries to reconstruct the galant listener’s listening’ (which, it must 

be said, Gjerdingen freely concedes).40 Both the “Gjerdingenian” and Schenkerian listeners, 
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therefore, examine compositions at a significant temporal remove from their inceptions, and 

do so with ‘the inclusion of a score, and the possibility of thinking over analytical decisions’.41  

Gjerdingen’s line of argument, founded on Leonard Meyer’s and championed by 

Byros, is captured in the latter’s assertion that ‘the replicated patternings directly observable 

in musical scores [may be interpreted] as instances of human behaviour and knowledge with 

regard to composition and listening’.42 Accordingly, the ability to recognise these patterns is 

not necessarily historically contingent. Even if the ‘cultural noise’43 produced by the different 

circumstances of a modern listener may complicate the effort to recreate ‘a historical mode 

of listening’,44 schemata may be accessed thanks to ostensibly universal precepts of human 

perception, because ‘the replicated patternings of a musical style have a direct consequence 

on the formation of mental categories’.45 Despite the gap of more than two centuries, then, 

‘the human capacity for inducing schemata, the naturally given ability, that is, to generate 

representations of historical particulars, serves as a sort of wormhole between eras—as a 

privileged means of overcoming historical distance’.46 Thus, the ‘paradoxical aspect’ that 

Holtmeier sees in Gjerdingen’s ‘counter-project to the conventional methods of analysis’ is 

that the schemata are not ‘the direct, practical historical models taught in thoroughbass or 

partimento teaching, but rather complex contemporary constructs that aim for universal 

validity’.47 

As discussed in the previous chapter, Gjerdingen’s focus on small-scale schemata in 

particular has its basis in empirical research in the field of music psychology, which has 

demonstrated that a process of cognitive ‘chunking’ occurs during listening. This shows that 

the mind is predisposed to making sense of a musical passage by segmenting it into units 

whose duration is comparable to that of his galant schemata, which he has kept within ‘the 
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practical limits of short-term memory’.48 The other side of the coin, however, is that the same 

research, at least according to Schwab-Felisch, ‘construes the perceptibility of non-adjacent 

global relations as dubious’,49 and that points to a possible disciplinary reason for 

Gjerdingen’s objecting to Schenker’s ‘grand structures’: ‘the galant listener of Gjerdingen’s 

kind is hardly a consequence only of the historical sources or of Gjerdingen’s archaeological 

method; this listener is also, to a considerable degree, a consequence of the back-projection 

of a theory of cognitive psychology that is internally constrained by its own research 

agendas’.50 

 Obviously that only offers a partial explanation for Gjerdingen’s position on the 

Schenkerian notion of unity achieved through long-range voice leading. The stance he 

adopts on both it and traditional sonata form are accompanied by a criticism of the 

‘dichotomous histories’51 that gave rise to both the ‘dichotomous music theories’ of form 

mentioned above and the periodisation of the so-called common-practice era into Baroque, 

Classical and Romantic periods,52 which the ‘galant world ... hardly fits into’.53 In the early 

twentieth century, he writes, that dichotomy would be expanded by a ‘theory-driven 

historiography’ into an ‘essentialist fantasy of “pretonal, tonal, and post-tonal” music’, in 

which ‘again, the galant style can find no place’.54 Galant music, in such histories, was 

subjected to ‘Romantic reinterpretation’: ‘having lost touch with galant society and its web of 

interdependent meanings, gestures, and modes of communication, the Romantics could do 

little else but reflect their own musical preoccupations onto an earlier music that was now cut 

loose from the culture that had nurtured it’.55 In consequence, ‘galant works would become 

judged by the degree to which they were amenable to Romantic reception’,56 and this meant 

failing to comprehend galant music in a historically appropriate manner. Thus, he seeks to 
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legitimise his project by making the bold claim that ‘many Romantics, rather like 

conquistadors who discarded the Incas' finest treasures—cloaks of intricate feather work—in 

their search for gold, colonized their eighteenth-century musical heritage, looting a few 

extraordinary items—late Mozart, some works of J. S. Bach—but discarding the works that 

had been the most highly regarded by the patrons of the ancien régime’.57 

Gjerdingen’s account of the reception of galant music and the writing of its history in 

the nineteenth century—encapsulated in particular by the metaphor of the conquistadors—

makes very clear what Schwab-Felisch describes as an ‘emancipatory motive’ behind MGS: 

a music that has been ‘misconstrued, estranged, and distorted will finally come into its 

own’.58 Because Gjerdingen believes nineteenth-century historiography has had far-reaching 

effects up to the present day—‘Romantic listening ... still dominates the reception of classical 

music’59 and ‘the popular view of the composer [is] a Romantic view inherited from the 

nineteenth century’60—he and others committed to the cause (behind which I gladly throw 

my own weight) see the need for a salvage project. In particular, his aim is to inspire a 

positive and informed reappraisal of those merely ‘pleasant patterns of sound’, which, 

quoting sociologist Norbert Elias, he says we have been ‘inclined to dismiss as trivial or 

superficial’ but which eighteenth-century courtiers would have experienced ‘with an intensity 

that we have largely lost’.61 This means that what has now become a ‘distant musical 

“language” may then require translation’,62 and to that end Gjerdingen seeks ‘to engage 

eighteenth-century writers and musicians through their own terms, concepts, and 

behaviors’.63 That he certainly does, but not without presenting galant music in opposition to 

the ideology of Romanticism, which Gjerdingen describes in terms that heighten the 

impression of difference and incongruity, and that reinforce the common notion of a decisive 

historical break between the two. His ‘emancipatory motive’ of wishing to restore our 
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appreciation for an overshadowed repertoire is therefore another reason for his rather 

caricatured portrayal of the modern-day engagement with both form and tonality in the 

discipline of music theory. 

Naturally, his bold and colourful pronouncements lend his argument greater rhetorical 

clout than if he had tempered it with more in the way of nuanced or concessive statements. 

However, in being so polemical, there is a risk of reinforcing the very essentialisms one is 

attempting to confront. If the popular conception of music history views galant music 

negatively as nothing more than pleasant yet superficial while it favourably regards 

‘Romantic’ music as profound, expressive and complex, then when Gjerdingen lampoons the 

pomposity of the latter and encourages us to hear instead the artfulness and sophistication 

of the former, he may well have taken steps towards a critical reappraisal of galant music but 

he has challenged the offending historical binarism on its own terms: the net result is that he 

has simply turned the binarism around and, in doing so, kept it very much intact. When he 

tells us that the galant composer was not a ‘struggling artist alone against the world [writing] 

tortured masterworks for posterity [that] express[ed] his deep personal feelings for all to 

share’, he does eloquently point out the irrelevance of that Romantic notion of creativity to 

galant music, but its appropriateness as a means of understanding nineteenth-century music 

does not appear to come into question.64 

Moreover, when the act of applying Schenker’s analytical apparatus to galant music 

is described as ‘training rusty artillery on a galant butterfly’ which may not do ‘justice to either 

the butterfly or the artillery’,65 Gjerdingen’s imagery again reinforces the dichotomous 

separation of galant and Romantic art by reducing them to diametrically opposing 

essentialisms: as a butterfly, the galant style is characterised as light, playful and delicate 

while Romantic (or Neo-Romantic) ideology prizes the heavy and monolithic. Moreover, the 
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metaphor of the artillery, cast as the instrument of ‘post-World War I’ theories,66 could be 

taken to suggest that Gjerdingen identifies a key source of opposition to the project of galant 

revival specifically in the ideologies of German Imperialism. Indeed, the historiography he 

tackles, was, he suggests, based on ‘German art-historical fashions’,67 while the theories of 

Arnold Schoenberg and Heinrich Schenker advanced ‘chauvinistically German doctrines’.68 

Were it not for the fact that Gjerdingen shows such an admirable cosmopolitanism in his 

historiography of eighteenth-century music (and often enough beyond), and for his 

recognition that Romantic ideas were not only voiced in Germany but also, for instance, in 

France, these more impulsive metaphors, should they be allowed to be taken further, would 

run the risk of appearing to reflect what Nicholas Cook (in an unrelated context) has 

described as ‘xenophobic essentialism ... erect[ed] into a historiographical principle’.69 

Gjerdingen most certainly cannot be accused of anything like that, but it can be salutary, in a 

study such as the present one, to be reminded of how criticising the coarseness or bias of 

binaristic histories can end up reinscribing them. 

Although Gjerdingen strongly believes a fascination with large-scale form obscures 

the local detail contained in schemata, the interaction between the two nevertheless remains 

a topic that merits further investigation. Julian Horton is of the opinion that ‘we need not, with 

Gjerdingen, dismantle entirely the concept of form’, for ‘we may perfectly well adapt modern 

theories, in situations where they do not conflict’ with one another.70 Indeed, to discard 

theories of form along with the Romantic ideologies that have apparently sustained them to 

the present would surely mean ignoring an important analytical concept. But it must be said 

that Gjerdingen does not go quite so far. He makes frequent and open references both to 
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whole-movement forms and to conventional ways of articulating internal points within them. 

A regular fixture in MGS is ‘the ubiquitous double-reprise form’71 whose ‘repetition scheme ... 

defined the ... norm for small instrumental movements’.72 This form, typified by the 

instrumental minuet, constituted something of a basic point of reference for other forms: he 

sees ‘a large measure of truth’ in Riepel’s claim that ‘large works in the galant style—

movements from sonatas, symphonies, concertos—were nothing more than expanded 

minuets’,73 and we are made aware of the structural similarity between the form of an aria 

‘and the two halves of a minuet or sonata’.74 Regarding elements within a movement, he 

makes numerous references to themes, tonality and structural cadences. On many 

occasions, he mentions ‘opening themes’, ‘first themes’ and ‘second themes’, both with and 

without scare quotes. References to the ‘home key’75 of a piece indicate he does recognise 

the existence of a global tonality, and by pointing out ‘the need to modulate to the key of the 

dominant’ in certain instances,76 he acknowledges that ‘harmonic expectation’ exerted an 

influence on creative decisions.77 One strategy worthy of note was the practice of 

recapitulating opening material in the subdominant, as was done in ‘many’ movements, 

which had the ‘practical purpose’ of ‘obviat[ing] the need to recompose’ the material that had 

modulated to the dominant in the first half of the movement.78 Lastly, in his description of the 

first movement of a Dittersdorf string quintet, Gjerdingen mentions how ‘a large Fenaroli 

helps build up energy for the drive to the main cadence’79—that is to say, not simply to a 

decisive cadence but to the main cadence—which resonates with what Hepokoski and 

Darcy have described as ‘expressive/dramatic trajectories towards generically obligatory 

cadences’ in sonata-form movements.80 
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A crucial part of Gjerdingen’s argument, however, is that while such formal 

conventions figured prominently in galant musical practice, they had little direct bearing on a 

composer’s manipulation of the small-scale events that he believes shaped a listener’s 

experience. In keeping with his thesis that ‘a hallmark of the galant style was a particular 

repertory of stock musical phrases employed in conventional sequences’,81 Gjerdingen 

argues that rather than being guided by a need to meet the generic expectations of whole-

movement forms, galant composers were primarily concerned with the immediate 

succession of schemata. A central metaphor in Gjerdingen’s description of this 

compositional objective is il filo, or ‘the thread’, named among the criteria that Leopold 

Mozart believed a good composition should meet (along with proficiency on the technical 

side of the craft). In Gjerdingen’s reading, il filo is the same as ‘die Ordnung’, which ‘refers to 

the choices made in the serial disposition of musical material’.82 When the composer placed 

that material ‘in a suitable order’, he or she created ‘the cognitive thread [that] guides the 

listener through a musical work’.83 What Gjerdingen takes to have constituted a ‘suitable 

order’ leans heavily on a kind of intersubjective abstraction of prior experience. Schematic 

successions that had been very frequently encountered by listeners would generate high 

expectations of their being heard again in that same order when an initial trigger was 

sounded. A good composer would thus play to these expectations, at times fulfilling them in 

tasteful ways, and at other times foiling them with calculated deviations. Building on some of 

his earlier work, as well as that of Meyer and Eugene Narmour, Gjerdingen expresses this 

interaction between the act of listening to music and prior knowledge of conventional musical 

devices (as well as attunement to such factors as harmonic syntax) in a model of implication 

and realisation, the former perceived by the listener, and the latter confirmed or evaded by 

the composer.84 
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Gjerdingen’s position is thus that the deployment of schemata was influenced far 

more by the apparent imperative to maintain good continuity over successions at the level of 

the phrase than by the supposed exigencies of any full-movement formal plans. It must be 

said, though, that he does suggest that certain schemata were commonly used in given 

formal situations, although he frames his observations more in terms of how a schema could 

be used than what a form might require. For example, he finds that the Sol–Fa–Mi was 

commonly ‘a “second theme” in fast movements’,85 which was supposedly the same with the 

Fenaroli (as noted in the previous chapter), and he states that ‘as the first schema for an 

Adagio, the galant Romanesca was so common as to be almost a cliché during the first half 

of the century’.86 Moreover, a recurring point in MGS is that the Fonte was ‘especially 

common immediately after the double bar in minuets or other short movements’.87 Following 

Riepel, Gjerdingen presents the Monte and Ponte likewise as conventional possibilities for 

use in that location, although he does point out that the Monte was less common there than 

the Fonte.88 Despite his general attacks on form as an inappropriate analytical tool for galant 

music, Gjerdingen certainly does seem to suggest that an awareness of a form/schema 

correlation such as this would have been indispensable for an informed analysis of music 

within that repertoire. And as far as the present study is concerned, it makes sense that 

knowledge of that formal convention would constitute relevant historical background 

information when examining music beyond the eighteenth century. 

A recent discussion by Susan Wollenberg of the slow movement of Schubert’s 

Symphony No. 5 illustrates the need for this awareness. Picking up a suggestion made by 

Donald Francis Tovey that the opening of this movement (see Ex. 4.1a) bears a strong 

resemblance to the opening of the Tempo di Minuetto movement from Mozart’s Violin 

Sonata K. 377/347e (Ex. 4.1b), Wollenberg proposes that the differences between the two 

passages (both of which, incidentally, begin with the first three events of a Romanesca) 
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might ‘serve to emphasize Schubert’s own “voice”’.89 She identifies one such case in ‘his 

chromaticizing of the move to the supertonic minor’ (Schubert’s bar 9, compared with 

Mozart’s bar 17), a procedure she finds ‘seem[s] to take Mozart’s template into the 

nineteenth century’.90 Both movements incorporate rounded-binary forms, with the 

aforementioned harmonic move occurring at the double bar, in Schubert’s case, and at a 

comparable point in the Mozart. Schubert’s tonicizing of the supertonic plainly follows the 

popular convention of using a Fonte in this location. His use in particular of the D♭ (♭❻ in F 

minor) in bar 9 hardly represents any special use of chromaticism on his part but rather 

stands very much in line with the common practice of descending from ❻ in each stage,91 

the only point of interest being that Schubert places it in the bass before it is heard in the 

melody, although I would be disinclined to regard that as especially idiosyncratic. 

It is Mozart’s treatment of the schema that is in fact the more unconventional of the 

two: the harmonic resolution of each of the Fonte’s dominants occurs, with somewhat 

ruptured voice leading, only after a very pronounced grouping boundary marked each time 

by two beats of complete silence. Consequently, those dominants should really be regarded 

as the destination harmonies of the two groups, preceded as they are by applied diminished-

seventh chords. What little sense of forward impetus those dominants might have gained 

from appearing in first inversion92 is counteracted not only by the ensuing rests but also by 

the absence of the seventh that normally appears in a Fonte’s dominants. These aspects 

significantly weaken the perceptibility of a Fonte in the Mozart passage, and it is only really 

the orthodox placement within the form that justifies our identifying the schema’s presence 

here at all. 

 

                                                
89
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Ex. 4.1a Franz Schubert, Symphony No. 5 in B♭ major, D. 485 (1816), Mvt 2, bars 1–12 

 

 

 
 

 

Ex. 4.1b Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Sonata for Violin and Keyboard in F major K. 377/374e 

(1781), Mvt 3, bars 1–29 
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The strength of this tradition—well attested for the eighteenth century93—makes it 

easy to trace its influence in the nineteenth. Works in binary form (whether simple or 

rounded) continued to appear in abundance, so the possibility that that particular 

form/schema association continued together with the ongoing cultivation of the form would 

present us with an obvious avenue for investigation. If indeed that usage of the Fonte and 

Monte94 can be identified, it would not only be quite reasonable to claim it represented a 

direct link to galant practice, but it would be implausible to suggest it did not. In fact, if we 

embark on a brief excursus into the repertoire, we can in fact find evidence of it with little 

difficulty. The excerpts from minuet movements shown in Exx. 4.2a–c stand in for what 

would have been hundreds or even thousands in the early decades: 
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 The Ponte was undoubtedly a popular compositional option at this point in the form, but I leave it 
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minuet forms, especially short ones, that the Ponte attains its strongest identity, as its clear function 
within the form and the form’s restriction on its size enable one to put a finger on it as a gestalt.) 



185 
 

Ex. 4.2a Ferdinand Ries, Piano Sonata in D major, Op. 9, No. 1 (1808), Mvt 2, ‘Tempo di 

Minuetto ma molto moderato’, bars 10–18 

 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 4.2b Franz Schubert, String Quartet in B♭ major D. 112 (1814), Mvt 3, Minuetto (Trio), 

bars 13–24 
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Ex. 4.2c Maria Szymanowska, 6 Menuets (pub. 1819), No. 4, Trio, bars 17–21 

 

 

 

 Picking up on the historical pastiche discussed in Chapter Two, we can see in the 

following series of examples (Exx. 4.3a–d), now from later in the century, composers 

appearing to have associated minuets with the eighteenth century or earlier, either explicitly 

as pastiche or more generally as a vehicle for an affectionate display of the airs and graces 

of that courtly dance. Consequently, their employing the old commonplace of a Fonte or 

Monte after the double bar (or the analogous position if repeats were written out) arguably 

showed a familiarity with the convention which, to adopt Temperley’s term, there is every 

chance would have figured at least as procedural knowledge. It is also worth noting that 

Dvořák (Ex. 4.3c) adds the galant touch of a High ❷ Drop to his Fonte, that Arensky (Ex. 

4.3d) embeds a Fenaroli in each stage of his Monte, and that Fauré (Ex. 4.3b) realises his 

Fonte through compound melody. In the Brahms (Ex. 4.3a), the expected return to major at 

the end of the schema is thwarted by his substituting the minor third, such that when the D♮ 

is reinstated in bar 38, the major mode appears all the more sunny. 
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Ex. 4.3a Johannes Brahms, Serenade No. 1 in D major, Op. 11 (1858), Mvt 4, Menuetto II, 

bars 32–38 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 4.3b Gabriel Fauré, Gavotte (1869), bars 99–106. Reused in Masques et bergamasques 

(1919), from which the example is drawn. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



188 
 

Ex. 4.3c Antonín Dvořák, Serenade in D minor, Op. 44 (1878), Mvt 2, Minuetto (Trio), bars 

93–108 
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Ex. 4.3d Anton Arensky, Suite No. 3 (Variations), Op. 33 (pub. 1894), Var. 4, ‘Menuet 

(XVIIIème Siècle)’, bars 9–12 
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 While minuets could, to greater or lesser degrees, be written to allude to the 

eighteenth (or seventeenth) century, one could not generally say the same of the scherzo, 

which more or less came to supersede the minuet in multimovement instrumental works. 

Certainly, some movements with that designation had appeared earlier, but it was by and 

large a nineteenth-century genre. The scherzo’s form was to all intents and purposes the 

same as that of the minuet, but idiomatically it was novel, so if the Fonte and Monte were 

used in the same manner there, they would seem to be components of a much more 

naturalised compositional vocabulary. For illustration, examples from two scherzos and an 

Allegretto Scherzando movement are provided in Exx. 4.4a–c. These two Montes and a 

Fonte each have something slightly unusual in their realisation, which could point to a 

process of renewal by Verfremdung: Czerny’s scherzo is in A minor and he uses a Monte 

centred on F major to imply a major submediant that never materialises. Mendelssohn uses 

a minor v for his second stage, and the end of that stage (bar 20) is cut off instead of 

corresponding exactly to bar 16. Schumann likewise deviates from the expected completion 

of his Fonte’s second stage, first by hinting at B♭ minor instead of major, and then 

deceptively steering the final resolution onto the tonic substitute of ♭VI. 

 

Ex. 4.4a Carl Czerny, Piano Sonata No. 2 in A minor, Op. 13 (ca. 1820), Mvt 3, Scherzo, 

bars 15–46 
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Ex. 4.4b Felix Mendelssohn, Sonata for Piano and Cello in D major, Op. 58 (1843), Mvt 2, 

Allegretto scherzando, bars 13–24 

 

 
 
 

Ex. 4.4c Robert Schumann, Symphony No. 4 in D minor, Op. 120 (1841), Mvt 3, Scherzo 

(Trio), bars 81–92 
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 From scherzos, it is only a small step to pieces that employ the same binary or 

rounded-binary form of the minuet in a context that has no connection to dance forms at all, 

even by association. This extends the range of contexts in which this tradition may be 

considered to have been operative. In Mendelssohn’s (Ex. 4.5a) and Schumann’s (Ex. 4.5b) 

pieces that follow, both the schema and the rounded-binary structure are entirely 

straightforward. Schumann’s choice to write his Fonte in IV (E♭) may seem unusual, but that 

is only going by eighteenth-century standards, and we saw Rimsky-Korsakov doing much 

the same in his Mozartean pastiche in Mozart and Salieri (Ex. 2.23). Ex. 4.5c shows part of 

Marguerite’s narration of the Roi de Thulé from Gounod’s Faust. Although the passage may 

be better understood with relation to specifically vocal forms (such as lyric form),95 its binary 

construction is clear, with a cadence in III (C major) at the end of the first half (bar 13), and a 

Fonte in that same key to mark the beginning of the second. When Marguerite breaks off 

from her narration in bars 14–15, she augments the division between the two halves of the 

form. 

 

Ex. 4.5a Felix Mendelssohn, Characterstücke Op. 7 (1824), No. 1, bars 7–17 

 

 
                                                
95

 On lyric form, see Steven Huebner, ‘Lyric Form in Ottocento Opera’, Journal of the Royal Musical 
Association 117/1 (1992), 123–147. 
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Ex. 4.5b Robert Schumann, Papillons, Op. 2 (1831), No. 5, bars 5–12 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 4.5c Charles Gounod, Faust (1859), Act 3, ‘Chanson du Roi de Thulé’, bars 13–23 
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 In each of these instances, the Fonte or Monte follows the midpoint of the form and 

constitutes a patent continuation of the convention. Where either of those schemata appears 

to have been realised in an atypical manner but occurs at the start of the second half of a 

binary-form piece, then it would be on the strength of this tradition that we could justify 

applying the label at all (justification is generally necessary with atypical cases). A minimal 

departure from the norm can be seen in Ex. 4.6a, where the tonicisation of ii is absent, 

resulting in a standard vi–ii–V–I progression. Moving further from a typical realisation, Ex. 

4.6b presents all the harmonies of a Fonte, but the only trace of any melodic sequence is the 

second A in the top line of bar 24. Even though in both examples one of the crucial features 

of the schema is missing, each comes after the double bar in a rounded-binary form (a 

minuet in Chopin’s case), so the affinities to the schema are made all the clearer by its 

contextual placement. Had these passages appeared elsewhere, we might not be able to 

come to the same conclusions quite as easily, especially for the Mendelssohn. That is to 

say, although the internal construction of the schema is deficient in some regards, the formal 

placement arguably shows the schema to have been the basis for the passage. (Note also in 

Ex. 4.6b the three-stage Monte used to get back to the tonic of E minor.) 

 A final example (Ex. 4.6c) features a two-bar unit tonicising and coming to rest on ii, 

directly after the double bar in a rounded-binary form. Following that, the music is then 

sequenced up a third, so we have neither Fonte nor Monte. Yet, the first two-bar unit 

corresponds exactly to a highly typical Fonte in its construction, its size and its relation to the 
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home key of G major. It would be very easy to imagine that unit being transposed down a 

step into G. Whether such an option actually occurred to Elgar is another matter, but this 

example, academic though it may be, shows the sort of insight that can be made possible by 

identifying a common association between a schema and a full-movement formal type. 

 

Ex. 4.6a Frederick Chopin, Piano Sonata No. 1 in C minor, Op. 4 (1828), Mvt 2, Menuetto, 

bars 17–20 

 

 

Ex. 4.6b Felix Mendelssohn, Characterstücke Op. 7 (1824), No. 6, bars 19–29 
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Ex. 4.6c Edward Elgar, Une Idylle, Op. 4 No. 1 (1884), bars 14–21 

 

 

 

 

Because featuring a Fonte or Monte after the double bar in a binary-form composition 

is demonstrably such a venerable tradition, it constitutes an exemplary case of a strong 

correlation between a schema and a formal type. Studies that concentrate specifically on this 

correlation should be able to proceed more or less unproblematically and should be 

rewarded with reliable, if narrowly focused, conclusions. On the basis of this particular 

convention, one could begin to form the argument that the use of specific phrase-unit 

schemata was not necessarily, or not only, determined by principles of succession and low-

level syntax. Indeed, that possibility has been pursued by scholars who have not been 

prepared to accept that such a major compositional focus as form should have had as 
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negligible a role to play in a composer’s choice of phrase-unit schemata as Gjerdingen 

seems to make out. 

Magarotto, in his study of the interaction of schemata and sonata form in the first 

movements of Mozart’s keyboard sonatas, concludes that, in that context at least, ‘the 

selection of schemata ... was noticeably influenced by the sonata template’.96 He finds that 

some schemata showed ‘a degree of specialization’, in that they were more commonly 

applied to one particular formal usage, while others were adaptable to a range of different 

locations within the form.97 That flexibility was not unconstrained, however, for according to 

what he regards as particular ‘scripts’ for the sequential ordering of events within a sonata-

form movement, each point in the sequence ‘allow[ed] for a number of choices among 

contents and procedures, but not any choice’.98 He contends that whenever Mozart chose to 

write in the ‘sonata genre’, the decision to do so would predispose him to select ‘those 

patterns whose voice-leading structure aligns with the harmonic and cadential layout’ of a 

given section of the form.99 

For example, he believes that Mozart may have seen the second half of an 

exposition as ‘an opportunity for working against the grain of the generic sonata requirement’ 

of accomplishing the necessary cadential closure, thereby leading him to select schemata 

that created ‘effects of lingering, evasion, or delay [such as the] Indugio, Quiescenza, 

Comma, and Passo Indietro’ with the aim of forestalling that closure.100 One might argue that 

such delay is less ‘working against the grain’ than the generic requirement itself, although 

that could equally explain the use of those schemata for that purpose. The narrow focus of 

his study does raise questions about the transferability of his findings (should we be 

prepared to accept them), not least because concentrating on sonata form means adopting a 

restricted view of what a galant composer’s art, or a galant listener’s experience, entailed. 

But there are good methodological reasons for doing so, and, however one defines it, 
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knowledge of ‘sonata form’ quite evidently played an important part in the cultivation of that 

art, and presumably of its contemporary reception. Indeed, that knowledge is a foundational 

assumption for Magarotto, who argues that for ‘a listener acquainted with Mozart’s sonata 

idiom’, the ‘specific interaction’ between the ‘ordering of schemata’ and the level of 

‘conformity with the conventions of the sonata genre’ constituted a ‘discourse’ that he or she 

would have recognised and responded to.101 

Presenting this ‘discourse’ as one which Mozart supposedly expected his listeners to 

be attuned to, Magarotto brings a high degree of local-level detail to the long-held view that 

listeners’ expectations were also factored into the way late eighteenth-century composers 

controlled large-scale formal activity, relying for effect on listeners’ prior knowledge of formal 

conventions. In recent years, this principle has received its most thoroughgoing elaboration 

in Hepokoski and Darcy’s so-called ‘Sonata Theory’, in which individual sonata-form 

movements are treated as being ‘in dialogue with’ established norms of formal construction. 

While the application of ‘Sonata Theory’ requires that we identify certain basic formal types, 

its authors demand that we strive to recognise that ‘the deeper sense of form ... is something 

to be produced ... through a dialogue with an intricate and subtle network of piece-

appropriate norms and guidelines … both for constructing compositions … and then for 

grasping how the composer was likely to have wished us to construe what he or she 

accomplished in the piece under consideration’.102 Even if Hepokoski and Darcy’s principle 

of ‘dialogue’ relates to a higher plane of musical activity than Gjerdingen’s notion of 

implication and realisation at the level of the individual schema, there are nevertheless 

significant conceptual similarities between the two, and both theories are built on 

assumptions that contemporary listeners were familiar with what they describe as stylistic 

conventions. 

To articulate the various points, or ‘action-zones’, that define a whole-movement 

form, Hepokoski and Darcy suggest that composers had recourse to a number of more or 
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less preferred options, which, as a loosely ranked set of norms, broadly reflected a social 

awareness of generic procedures. Whenever a composer is considered to have ‘stretch[ed] 

a normative procedure to its maximally expected limits or even beyond them’, that 

compositional decision is heard as a ‘deformation’, a deviation from expected choices that 

produces a ‘calculated expressive effect’.103  What such a ‘dialogic’ assessment rests on is 

precisely that social awareness, or ‘community-shared genre-system’,104 in which competent 

listeners—other composers not least among them—recognised the existence of various 

norms in certain generic conditions and the influence of those norms upon the expectations 

formed during listening or composing. Again, the focus is on sonata-form movements, 

although the argument can be made for any conventional formal type, plus, of course, these 

share many of the same formal principles. Although the norms presumed to condition 

expectation are described in broad terms such as those pertaining to tonality, dynamics and 

phrase structure, it is easy to see how the question arises of whether phrase-unit schemata 

might also count among those norms—that is, whether some schemata might have been 

commonly associated with particular moments or ‘action zones’ within a given formal type, 

such that their use inside those ‘zones’ would have confirmed general expectations, and that 

their use outside of them would have been perceived as unusual. 

That had been a driving force behind Magarotto’s investigation, and Byros pursues 

the question as well. He argues that it was indeed the case in certain situations, and even 

suggests that a schema’s conventional association with a formal procedure could serve as a 

key component in communicating the larger formal scheme of the movement itself. In his 

essay ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”: Punctuation Schemas and the Late-Eighteenth-

Century Sonata’ he makes the claim that phrase-level schemata could act as signposts 

indicating a position in a larger form, specifically those signposts signalling structurally 

important moments of cadential articulation in a sonata-form exposition. He bases his 

observations on Heinrich Christoph Koch’s concept of interpunctische Form, or ‘punctuation 
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form’, which Byros describes as ‘a cognitive hierarchy of different states of musical closure, 

punctuation, and rest’.105 In particular, he concentrates on the ‘hierarchically superordinate 

caesuras [which] Koch designated Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes (“principal resting points of 

the mind”)’ and which bring about the most decisive points of structural articulation.106 Yet, 

although they might serve as signposts at the highest level of a piece’s hierarchy, they are 

still communicated by processes at the level of the phrase, which Koch, furthermore, regards 

as conventionalised patterns each associated with one type of cadence. Byros devotes 

much of his attention to what he perceives as the interplay between and within these 

structural levels, which contributes to the formation, as well as the potential fulfilment, of 

generic expectations. To that end, he applies the concept of the schema, in its basic 

psychological sense as a mental representation of replicated phenomena, to the cognition of 

patterns present at those different levels, including the full-movement ‘sonata form’ itself. 

Akin to Hepokoski and Darcy’s conception, the high-level structural cadences—the 

Hauptruhepuncte—represent for Byros a ‘higher-level syntactic script: a predetermined, 

stereotyped sequence of actions on a large-scale level’.107 Such a script schematises a 

sequential view of successive actions on the same hierarchic level, but that is only part of 

the picture. As he explains,  

 

the mental organization of experience is a structured aggregate involving sequential, 

associative, as well as hierarchical relations among knowledge units. Schemata are, in 

essence, cognitive hierarchies built up of numerous, embedded subschemata, that 

define a broader concept through their interaction. ... As a global script schema, 

SONATA FORM emerges from but also inversely subsumes all other varieties of syntax 

as its embedded subschemata. ... The broader significance of this script-based 

conception is that higher-level subschemata, like the Hauptruhepuncte, have a top-

down influence on lower-level, embedded forms of syntax—or, from the other way 

round, lower-level forms of syntax have a bottom-up obligation to communicate the 

Hauptruhepuncte script.
108

 

 

                                                
105

 Byros, ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”’, 224. 
106

 Byros, ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”’, 225. 
107

 Byros, ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”’, 225. 
108

 Byros, ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”’, 222–227 (original emphasis). 



201 
 

 In Byros’s view, higher-level schemes and lower-level units exert a mutual influence 

on each other. Schemata, on any level, are not isolated and independent constructs, but are 

integrated with one another, either as active components of a higher-level syntax or as the 

controlling superstructure of lower-level events. In order to exemplify this principle, he 

focuses on the use of a half cadence to punctuate the rhetorical mid-point of a sonata-form 

exposition, and he proposes two candidates for the ‘formulaic, phrase-level signs’109 that 

mark that structural cadence: the le–sol–fi–sol as a means of attaining the cadence, and 

what he calls the ‘Fenaroli-Ponte’ (a Fenaroli schema with the dominant pedal in the bass) 

as a means of prolonging the half-cadential dominant before the medial caesura, to use 

Hepokoski and Darcy’s terminology. The fact that the medial caesura in Byros’s core 

repertoire was most commonly preceded by a half cadence (and emphatically signalled as 

well) makes that an obvious context to focus his attentions on, as it was one of the points at 

which a composer’s options were most limited by the apparent generic constraints of the 

available exposition ‘scripts’. When it comes to sections of a form other than the principal 

cadences—such as themes, transitions, retransitions, episodes or codas, among others—it 

would seem rather less self-evident exactly how, if at all, they might be correlated with a 

particular phrase-unit schema. After all, there may be, according to Hepokoski and Darcy, 

‘generically obligatory cadences’, but they do not speak of generically obligatory melodies, 

say, or generically obligatory sequences. 

Nevertheless, that context certainly gives Byros the ground on which to build a 

compelling argument, at least in principle, and he backs up his claims with impressive 

statistical data. The information he obtained for the use of the le–sol–fi–sol schema derives 

from his analysis of a corpus of around 3000 musical works over the period 1720–1840. 

Using over 700 instances selected from his investigations, Byros calculated that in 63% of 

cases the schema ‘articulates a half cadence’, a figure that remained roughly the same 

(65%) when he considered a smaller sample of specifically sonata-form uses (opening 

movements of Haydn symphonies). He found that approximately 70% of those le–sol–fi–sol 
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half cadences in the Haydn symphonies ‘are used to punctuate the [half-]cadential goal of 

the transition’.110 This means that 45%—almost one in two—of the le–sol–fi–sol realisations 

appearing in the Haydn sample are used in that role, which indicates a strong association 

between the schema and that role within the form, bearing in mind, of course, that the 

observation pertains to that specific context rather than the schema in general. 

For the Fenaroli-Ponte, he also offers a sizeable body of evidence. In an earlier 

publication, he had listed 127 examples (although that number had included some 

repetitions and transpositions within the same movement) in music by twelve composers 

from the second half of the eighteenth century, of which examples 92 are stated as following 

a half cadence, and 68 of those as a ‘transition-suffix’—that is, following a transition’s half 

cadence.111 In ‘“Hauptruhepuncte des Geistes”’ he then cites a part of this list in order 

specifically to probe its sonata-form usage. To that end, Byros notes 21 appearances of the 

schema in keyboard sonatas by Domenico Cimarosa, and states that, similar to the le–sol–

fi–sol, two thirds of the time it follows the half cadence or dominant arrival that marks the 

harmonic end of the transition. This again suggests the schema was quite frequently given 

that function in sonata-form contexts. Such, at least, is the conclusion we would draw if we 

were prepared to accept his list as relevant data. In fact, only one of those transition-suffix 

‘Fenaroli-Pontes’ in the Cimarosa sonatas has the characteristic contrary motion of the 

Fenaroli schema, while the rest generally employ parallel thirds rising and falling through 5/3, 

6/4 and 7/5 sonorities over ⑤ in the bass, as in Ex. 4.7. 
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Ex. 4.7 Domenico Cimarosa, Keyboard Sonata in A major C29 (ca. 1770s), bars 10–15 

 

 

 

Byros also regards the passage from Beethoven’s Second Symphony shown in Ex. 

4.8 as a ‘Fenaroli-Ponte’, with the Cimarosa sonatas serving as a stylistically representative 

background for his discussion of the passage. Here, however, the figure does correspond 

precisely to Gjerdingen’s Fenaroli, with only the minimal difference of having the dominant 

pedal in the bass. 

 

Ex. 4.8 Ludwig van Beethoven, Symphony No. 2 in D major, Op. 36 (1802), Mvt 1, bars 60–

68 
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 What I perceive here as a problem is not that the pattern in the Cimarosa sonatas 

differs from Gjerdingen’s Fenaroli but that Byros includes it under the name ‘Fenaroli-Ponte’ 

along with two other ‘variants’: one of them the standard Fenaroli with ⑤ in the bass (as in 

Ex. 4.8), and the other purportedly prolonging an initial 6/4. In combining all three types as 

subschemata of the overarching category, Byros conflates what may be more productively 

regarded as individual schemata. Like the Fenaroli, the pattern in the Cimarosa sonata (Ex. 

4.7) does alternate what we could call ‘tonic’ and ‘dominant’ sonorities, although the parallel 

motion and the minimal amount of diminution (and perhaps also the fact that the leading 

note is often not present in every ‘dominant’ event) set it apart from that schema. It appears 

in fact to have recurred sufficiently for us to count it as a schema in its own right, so setting it 

apart, conceptually, from the Fenaroli as described by Gjerdingen would mean to recognise 

the substantive differences between it and that schema. Indeed, the pattern is familiar from, 

among other contexts, Baroque solo string writing when the soloist climbs and falls in 

arpeggiated figures over a sustained or ostinato dominant pedal using an open string, as in 

Ex. 4.9. 
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Ex. 4.9 Jean Baur, Sonata for Cello and Basso Continuo in C major Op. 1 No. 1 (1751), Mvt 

2, bars 27–44 

 

 

 

Just as Byros included three subtypes in his longer list of Fenaroli-Pontes, the almost 

1500 instances of the le–sol–fi–sol that he counted in his dissertation comprise as many as 

109 different variants of the schema, although it must be said that a little under 40% of the 

1500 instances contain the ‘default harmonisation’, and ‘the three most frequent variants of 

the schema’ (including the default) account for 50%.112 However, my purpose here is not to 

discuss individual variants but to consider the possible association of schemata with form. 

Although very large samples provide excellent data, it is important to recognise that the 

explanatory power of such statistical information needs to be reckoned in terms of what 

exactly is being counted. A relatively inclusive definition of what a schema entails or how it 

may be realised may admit a level of inconsistency that has the potential to confound our 

investigations: the more variants we admit under the banner of a single schema, the further 

we move away from the usage trends of specific schemata and into the realm of broader 

musical generalities that may be explained without reference to schemata at all. 
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Schema theory does of course bank heavily on the possibility of variation in the way 

schemata are presented—and a typical form-functional usage can make up for atypicalities 

in other regards, as suggested above with reference to Exx. 4.6a–c—but limits must also be 

imposed on how far this can go. This was argued in the previous chapter with reference to 

the claims by Gjerdingen and Magarotto that the passages in Exx. 3.28a and 3.22 

exemplified the supposedly common use of the Fenaroli as a second theme, whereas I 

suggested they were better understood on other terms. If we can imagine placing different 

realisations of a schema along a continuum from more typical to less typical, we should also 

remember that that continuum is not infinite, or else we could, say, call a Prinner a highly 

atypical Fonte, which would be absurd, even though they both have four events, trace a 

descending line and end on a tonic chord. Similar constraints should ideally be placed on 

identifying schema variants. The pattern in Exx. 4.7 and 4.9 certainly has a characteristic 

profile, and further studies could easily show it enjoyed a high degree of replication in the 

eighteenth century. It simply needs a different name, and should preferably not be included 

in the same list as patterns that do conform to Gjerdingen’s Fenaroli schema.113 Otherwise 

the conclusions one could realistically draw from that list might not go much further than to 

state that it was common to prolong a half-cadential dominant by alternating it with chords in 

a 6/4 position. We do not need schema theory to tell us that. 

The excerpt from the Beethoven symphony in Ex. 4.8 plainly counts as a realisation 

of the Fenaroli schema proper, and the placement of the pedal ⑤ in the bass voice arguably 

has little effect on the schema’s harmonic function.114 In Byros’s longer list of ‘Fenaroli-

Ponte’ examples, moreover, there are a number of other cases featuring this version of the 

schema (some with ⑤ in the bass, some in another voice) as a suffix to the cadence ending 

the transition, so on that basis we could perhaps consider the ‘transition-suffix’ to have been 

a common sonata-form usage for the Fenaroli. Yet, as we have seen in Chapter Three, 
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Gjerdingen has suggested that the schema ‘was most common as a first statement in the 

“second” key’, which in MGS he frames by saying that ‘in terms of a nineteenth-century 

notion of sonata form’ the Fenaroli was ‘one of the earliest types of “second theme”’.115 

Although a ‘transition-suffix’ and a ‘second theme’ would be adjacent in a sonata-form plan, 

they represent potentially contrasting applications of the schema, especially in terms of 

harmonic context. This is of course understandable, because the schema typically alternates 

dominant and tonic in an almost non-hierarchical relationship, such that it can easily be 

made to prolong either. Byros’s specifically dominant-centred ‘Fenaroli-Ponte’ of course 

proposes a specialised subcategory of the Fenaroli, although if the pedal is not in fact 

always in the bass, as his examples show, then determining when to assign that label will 

not always be straightforward. 

The obvious way to reconcile Gjerdingen’s and Byros’s contrasting claims is that the 

strategies they describe would presumably both have their origins in the same earlier 

practice, one which did not employ a two-part exposition with both a transition-suffix and a 

second theme either side of a clearly articulated medial caesura. But if both sonata-form 

usages thus share the same origins, and supposing both came to be viable compositional 

options, then associating the schema with a specific element of a later sonata-form concept 

hardly bring us to any more of a detailed understanding of its usage than Gjerdingen’s more 

general observation that the Fenaroli ‘was most often introduced following a modulation to 

the dominant key’.116 But modulations to the dominant were not peculiar to sonata-form 

movements. Certainly sonata form is a valid object of study, although what interests us here 

is not the form but the Fenaroli. Notwithstanding the difficulties in fully accepting either 

Gjerdingen’s or Byros’s claims, if we were to treat one or both as established norms from the 

late eighteenth century with which to compare nineteenth-century cases, we would be 

limiting ourselves to only one particular contextual usage, just as we would with Fontes and 

Montes after the double bar of binary-form pieces. 
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Perhaps, then, a more productive frame of reference would be Caplin’s concept of 

‘interthematic functions’, which would not bind us to one specific formal type but rather to the 

role a schema may play within a form, with that role being generally identifiable across a 

range of formal types.117 The difference between ‘formal types’ and ‘formal functions’ for 

Caplin is that the former refer to atemporal concepts, while the latter express a sense of 

position within a form in relation to units conveying other formal functions. That is, because a 

musical work unfolds over time, we may say that we perceive moments of action and 

inaction or motion and stasis that shape the experience of that time, and these impressions 

are what formal functions convey. Caplin distinguishes between ‘interthematic’ functions, 

which are identified at the level of a form’s main thematic sections and relate to the 

movement’s overall tonal plan, and ‘intrathematic’ functions, which operate at a lower level of 

hierarchy. Interthematic functions such as ‘main theme’, ‘transition’ or ‘coda’, for example, 

may appear in a range of formal types, serving the same function in each instance. There 

are compelling reasons to look to the intrathematic level for the conventionalised functions of 

schemata, and I examine precisely that in the next chapter, but because my concern here is 

to address the relationships that schemata may have to large-scale form, I will keep the 

present discussion at the interthematic level. A specific configuration of interthematic 

functions is what gives rise to a particular formal type, and in that sense, a phrase-unit 

schema commonly associated with such a function could still be thought of as constituting a 

conventional generic procedure, as it had when linked with Hepokoski and Darcy’s model of 

dialogic form. This would then mean that irrespective of the formal type in which a schema 

like the Fenaroli is used, we have the possibility of identifying the interthematic function that 

it apparently served most commonly. 

Whether interthematic functions are considered in general terms or with reference to 

specific formal types, it is apparently not only for the purposes of comparative analysis, such 

as I had undertaken with Fontes and Montes above, that knowledge of conventional 

form/schema associations might serve us. Magarotto had suggested it could constitute the 
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basis for a ‘discourse’ arising from the interaction between schemata and form. For Byros, it 

can tell us how a historical listener would have responded to a given work. Knowledge of the 

supposedly conventional role a schema served within a given formal ‘script’ helped to 

consolidate that script and thus to guide a listener through a work, such that ‘subschematic 

violations [of the convention] at the foreground’ may prompt in the listener a ‘reorientation in 

the mental representation or cognitive map’ of the form, and may thereby have ‘affective 

significance’ and even take on ‘sublime qualities’.118 A similar notion is expressed by 

Poundie Burstein, who suggests that when a schema appears with a formal function that 

conflicts with its normative usage, it may, depending on other contextual factors, ‘send mixed 

signals’ and produce a ‘sense of dislocation’.119 Being able to identify such a normative 

usage, then, would provide us with a basis for hermeneutic readings. If that is a reason why 

we would seek to identify such a norm, then it also raises the stakes: we are no longer 

concerned simply with knowing what was common or possible but with finding a norm that 

was so established that other uses may be regarded as exceptional and striking. 

Could that be said of the Fenaroli as either a transition suffix or a second theme? It is 

not immediately clear, as the harmonic adaptability (or, at times, ambiguity) that enabled the 

schema to be used in both of those situations also meant it easily fitted into other contexts 

as well, as has been illustrated by other scholars. For one, Job Ijzerman, Burstein and also 

Byros himself have all shown the schema used at various points in sonata-form development 

sections, and not conveyed any sense of surprise at that.120 Markus Neuwirth has suggested 

it was unusual for a Fenaroli to be used in a retransition, and seems to have suggested that 

its being placed in the transition (before the cadence) was itself ‘a more normative contextual 

usage’.121 All told, we then have a range of conflicting claims about what was the normative 

formal function for this schema in late eighteenth- and very early nineteenth-century music.  
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This leaves us in a difficult position, not knowing who to believe. Gjerdingen speaks 

with the authority that comes with extensive experience of the repertoire, although given the 

analysis of the LeDuc symphony in Ex. 3.28, we have some reason to question the general 

applicability of his statement. (And to be fair, in MGS he does not say the second-theme 

usage was ‘most common’.) Byros supports his arguments with large statistical samples, but 

as discussed, I have found them to be problematic. Neuwirth’s claim that it was ‘more 

normative’ for the schema to be used in the transition than the retransition is supported with 

reference to two examples, but he also gives two counterexamples from retransitions, so we 

may wonder if he has prejudged the matter. His observations of course do not pretend to be 

conclusions drawn from comprehensive surveys but are meant to appeal to the reader’s own 

familiarity with the repertoire, with the few examples given intended to stimulate recognition. 

Yet if we wish to ascertain what a schema’s most typical interthematic function might have 

been, or whether it had one at all, surely the case would need to be argued more thoroughly. 

Consider also the Fonte, which has likewise been the subject of casual 

pronouncements about the interthematic functions (mostly made with reference to sonata 

form) that were normal or unusual for the schema. Neuwirth suggests that it ‘appears 

primarily ... in the exposition transition or in the developmental retransition’ (where its end is 

elided with the return of the main theme),122 and Byros has stated that it ‘normally occurs at 

the beginning of a transition, particularly in several compositions of Mozart that are tonically 

overdetermined’.123 With that in mind, Byros describes an instance of a Fonte beginning a 

second theme as ‘unconventional’, a usage which, as he points out, Hepokoski and Darcy 

also find ‘extremely unusual’.124 Contrasting somewhat with Neuwirth’s statement is 

Gjerdingen’s observation, pertaining to a sonata-form movement (although he avoids the 

                                                                                                                                                  
Mvt 1, bars 46–53. The other example, Haydn’s Keyboard Trio XV:6, Mvt 1, bars 20–24, acts as a 
‘transition-suffix’ but follows a tonic PAC and might more plausibly regarded as a Quiescenza. 
122

 Markus Neuwirth, ‘Fuggir la cadenza, or, The Art of Avoiding Cadential Closure: Physiognomy and 
Functions of Deceptive Cadences in the Classical Repertoire’, in What Is a Cadence? Theoretical and 
Analytical Perspectives on Cadences in the Classical Repertoire, ed. Markus Neuwirth and Pieter 
Bergé (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2015), 148 note 104. 
123

 Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 236 note 87. 
124

 Cited in Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 236 note 87. 



211 
 

term), that ‘a Fonte following the double bar could hardly be more traditional’.125 That point 

draws on the Fonte’s typical usage after the double bar in binary forms, while the other 

comments appear to be based on informal observations and a comparison of the intrinsic 

properties of the schema with the standard characteristics of the interthematic functions of 

sonata form, such as that the schema ‘can be used to destabilize the main tonality and bring 

about a modulation’.126  

Intuitively, it does seem believable that the beginning of a transition is the most likely 

place to encounter a Fonte in a sonata-form movement, but isn’t the entire agenda of 

‘emancipating’ galant music conceived to confront the very basis upon which we form those 

intuitions? How can we be expected to rely on intuition if we have ‘become deaf to the 

Prinner’,127 if the effect of the ‘mannerisms’ of galant music ‘is largely lost on modern ears’,128 

if galant music is full of detail for which ‘we seem to have developed cloth ears’,129 indeed, if 

the galant project ‘crosses and disrupts the categories in which we today are used to 

thinking of tonal music’?130 Naturally, our intuitions cannot stand for nothing—and indeed it is 

something of a paradox of Gjerdingen’s project that it is predicated on the inherent 

accessibility of schemata in the musical surface—but we must be prepared to scrutinise our 

assumptions with a certain amount of rigour. 

Some of the above assumptions, for instance, seem to be founded on relatively fixed 

views about the supposed stability and instability of given zones within a form. As a corollary 

of that, it may be that the Fonte’s inherent ‘instability’ is sometimes overstated. After all, it 

does ultimately prolong the tonic, and transpositions up or down a step are not uncommon in 

the ‘stable’ zones. Certainly the schema could have a clearly destabilising effect, but that 

was evidently stronger when, to quote Neuwirth again, it was ‘used to destabilize the main 

tonality and bring about a modulation’, an effect that is as much a result of the tonal context 
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as of the schema per se, if not more so. Indeed, three of the four examples Neuwirth cites of 

the Fonte’s supposedly normative use in transition sections are all used to modulate to the 

movement’s dominant key. (The fourth example is the one passage Byros identifies—

correctly, in my view—as a second theme.131 Byros does not support his claim about the 

usual transitional usage with any explanation or evidence.) If the schema is not being used 

to bring about a modulation, would its effect necessarily be all that disruptive? If only to 

challenge the somewhat arbitrary nature of these claims, Exx. 4.10a–d show four examples 

from the same general repertoire where the schema serves the supposedly ‘unconventional’ 

role of beginning the second theme. In all cases, the movement’s dominant has been 

secured and is now treated as a local tonic. 

 

Ex. 4.10a Ludwig van Beethoven, Symphony No. 1 in C major, Op. 21 (1800), Mvt 2, bars 

24–39 
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Ex. 4.10b Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in E major Op. 14 No. 1 (1798), Mvt 1, bars 

22–41 
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Ex. 4.10c Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Sonata for Violin and Keyboard in D major K. 306 

(1778), Mvt 1, bars 22–31 

 

 

 

Ex. 4.10d Joseph Haydn, Symphony No. 73 in D major, Hob. I:73 (1782), Mvt 1, bars 46–51 

(strings only) 

 

 

 

 It may well be that Fontes were statistically less common in second themes from this 

repertoire, but that alone hardly seems a sufficient reason to perceive a form-functional 

dissonance in these cases. In fact, Neuwirth also notes that Fontes ‘occasionally’ appeared 
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at the outset of a movement, ostensibly initiating a main theme function.132 The more 

supposedly unusual uses we can cite, the less reason we have to call them that. Certainly 

there will be situations in which the schema’s appearance does seem unusual, although that 

would arguably be either mitigated or exacerbated by other factors at play, such as 

prevailing tonality, as mentioned, as well as the size and internal structure of a particular 

realisation and its relationship to the immediate context, plus broader issues such as the 

movement’s genre or position within a multimovement cycle (or if as an allegro main theme it 

follows a slow introduction). 

Taking all of these factors into account can only confound our ability to make 

meaningful generalisations about the interthematic functions of phrase-unit schemata. Yet 

the endeavour to identify them seems to be predicated more on determining the existence of 

supposedly normative practices than accepting the enormous variety that was manifested in 

actual composition. It is true that schema theory aims to reveal commonly replicated 

practices; moreover, it stipulates that there is such a thing as a normal structure for a 

schema—and attractive arguments were mentioned above for perceiving sonata form in the 

same way as a kind of schema—but in seeking out preferred uses of a given phrase-unit 

schema in, say, a sonata-form movement, we should ask how much of that schema’s effect 

in each situation is created by its apparently intrinsic properties and how much comes from 

its interaction with the context. Even a schema used in an allegedly unusual way does not 

seem to impair one’s orientation within the formal plan: a Fonte beginning a second theme, 

however ‘unusual’ that might be, generally does not prevent the identification of the second 

theme or produce any great sense of dislocation, for, as Charles Rosen writes, ‘it is the 

structure [of the form] that confers meaning on the themes’ more than the other way 

around.133 Likewise, Hepokoski and Darcy observe that ‘there is no single standard “shape” 

for expositions, for instance, nor for its internal zones [primary theme, transition, secondary 
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theme and closing zone], although in a more general sense one is invited to recognize any 

individual exemplar of the possibilities when one hears it’.134 

Despite this objection, galant composers were obviously not completely unrestrained 

in their choice of phrase-unit schemata for every interthematic function. Some schemata 

would have been less formally flexible than others and therefore would have been given one 

function more often than another. Supposing that we could, then, speak in some cases of a 

normative practice in that regard, would it serve us in the analysis of nineteenth-century 

music? Theoretically it would, because, to cite a notion that has been reanimated but hardly 

invented by Hepokoski and Darcy in their concept of ‘deformation’, composers have always 

operated against a background of previously composed works, whether covering a wider or 

narrower range. Steven Vande Moortele argues that ‘this situation allowed for—or even 

invited—generalizations about the formal procedures present in those works’.135 However, 

for any assertion of such a normative practice to be useful and verifiable, a period of history 

and ideally a geographic locality would need to be stated as those in which that norm was 

supposedly operative. On account of historical particulars, there can be no universal formula 

for how long such norms remained active or what length of time may have existed between 

formative influences and actual practice. In broad terms, this may have been quite different 

between the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, for, as William Weber reminds us, up until 

the nineteenth century ‘contemporary taste had always dominated musical life’, meaning that 

galant composers had not related their work to a particularly old tradition (except to emulate 

the sacred polyphony of the stile antico, which had primarily pedagogical application).136 By 

contrast, as noted in Chapter One, the nineteenth century saw ‘the establishment—the 

triumph—of the Classical-music tradition’, in which Haydn, Mozart and Beethoven formed 
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‘the new pantheon of great composers’.137 These were then held up as exemplary and their 

works were widely studied. 

If we remain with sonata form as our focus—as it has mostly been the concern of the 

writers reviewed in this chapter—then it is fitting to note that it was in this historical climate 

that the first explicit theoretical models of sonata form emerged during the second quarter of 

the century in the work of Anton Reicha, Adolph Bernhard Marx and others, based on the 

music of these now canonical composers, especially Beethoven. It would be tempting to 

assume, then, that their various codifications of sonata form would have shaped the 

theoretical understanding of nineteenth-century composers, leading, ultimately, to their 

espousing a fairly standardised conception of the form. Indeed, Cone suggests some of the 

form’s earlier fluidity was lost by nineteenth-century composers, who viewed it ‘no longer as 

a principle but as a “form”’, and Rosen’s similar sentiment on this matter has already been 

noted.138 At the same time, any demonstrably normative strategies for using phrase-unit 

schemata in ‘Classical’ sonata-form movements could have been recognised as conventions 

that invited either replication or, to use Hepokoski and Darcy’s term, deformation. But for one 

thing, as Horton argues, the actual influence of the theoretical texts on composers is 

unknowable, even if it could be proven they studied them.139 Even where those composers’ 

works may reasonably be regarded as being in keeping with ‘Classical’ norms or as 

deformations of them, that may as much reflect their reception of earlier musical works as of 

more recent theoretical texts, and that reception may be at odds with that of a particular 

theorist. And for another, form in instrumental compositions obviously underwent significant 

change over the course of the nineteenth century, so we should not assume that models 

from the end of the previous century always held the same critical relevance, despite—or 

rather, because of—their long-standing prestige. Indeed, Vande Moortele finds that in ‘actual 

analytical practice, the classical norm [has been] remarkably stubborn’, continuing to be 
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invoked as an appropriate measure of ‘deformational character’ even in music as late as the 

early twentieth century, whereas he suggests it would be more appropriate to compare such 

cases with ‘a chronologically (and geographically) more specific set of conventions’.140 

Considered in the light of such variety of stylistic conventions, Gjerdingen’s comment 

about the Fenaroli’s use as a second theme in terms of ‘a nineteenth-century notion of 

sonata form’ is broad indeed, and, as much as that notion is not his own, it nevertheless 

presupposes a degree of consistency of practice on which to base his generalisation. Yet, as 

Horton notes, actually finding ‘a corresponding normative repertoire’ is not as straightforward 

as one might think, simply because 

 

the evidence for a body of work that fulfils rather than distorts the Formenlehre model 

(whatever that might be) remains patchy. It is, in truth, hard to find a canonical 

nineteenth-century sonata form that does not in some sense deviate from the models 

of Reicha, Marx or Czerny. We could, of course, assert that the normative repertoire 

exists in a hinterland of neglected works by neglected composers, and that an 

extensive digression into this terrain would render it visible. Yet [no relevant research] 

has thus far provided the statistical or analytical evidence to support this contention.
141

 

 

But the nineteenth century is well out of Gjerdingen’s main ambit in MGS, so his 

being broad-brushed in this instance is understandable. Byros’s, Magarotto’s and Neuwirth’s 

observations stated above pertain to late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century—

predominantly instrumental and largely Viennese—repertoire, which is by contrast a more 

circumscribed body of music. Nevertheless, one should be wary of implying that certain 

norms were as true of one composer as they were of another, let alone that they were more 

or less universally recognised by all composers and listeners active even at that time. Rosen 

asserts that ‘the stylistic unity of the late eighteenth century is often overstated’, so much so, 

in fact, that ‘statistically defined, “general practice” is pure fiction’.142 We may therefore ask 

ourselves exactly who perceived a certain practice as normative, or whose compositional 

knowledge a given set of statistics was meant to represent. If Neuwirth’s suggestions are 
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based on select works of Haydn and Mozart, does he mean only to identify what was 

normative for them, or also for their contemporaries, their predecessors or successors?143 If 

Byros could adduce an obscure group of sonatas by Cimarosa from (allegedly) the 1770s as 

evidence of a stylistic background for an analysis of Beethoven’s second symphony of 

1802—bearing in mind that modern musicological research has produced no evidence of 

Cimarosa’s sonatas ever having left Italy before the twentieth century, and that, as I showed 

above, they mostly instantiated a different pattern from the one in Beethoven’s symphony—

then is Byros leaving a little too much up to faith?144 Naturally, another body of works might 

have been advanced instead of Cimarosa’s sonatas, but we should not treat too much late 

eighteenth-century music as interchangeable in this manner. To ask such questions may 

seem like an excessively fastidious attempt to impose too many limits on the validity of 

asserted norms, but if at least some specificity is required by definition, then, by logical 

extension, that specificity could be taken to a high level of detail. 

Yet, therein lies a contradiction: of course, on the one hand, the more specifically an 

operative period and locality can be stipulated, the more credible the alleged norm can be; 

but on the other hand, the less transferable and therefore less informative it becomes, for the 

point of a norm is to describe general, not unique, practice. A middle ground between too 

specific and too broad would evidently be necessary, and, although the details may be 

debated for a long time yet, a putative norm that actually transcends the bounds of a 

particular time and place would probably better approximate historical reality than one based 

on the assumption that all formative influences on a composer derived directly from a 

narrowly delineated point of origin. But as it is always open to challenge from other 

observable facts, a proposed norm sitting in this middle ground relies on statistical data that, 

even if consistent, is ultimately selective, and one ends up asking exactly how meaningful 

that data is. For all the appeal of connecting schemata to specific interthematic functions in 
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 Magarotto’s conclusions remain specific to his repertoire, but the choice of that repertoire in the 
first place is an implicit assertion of its importance in the period. 
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 Nick Rossi, Foreword to Domenico Cimarosa, Complete Keyboard Sonatas, ed. Nick Rossi 
(Wellington: Artaria, 2010), iii. 
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late eighteenth-century music, and even though it is not unreasonable to do so in some 

cases, trying to identify a normative strategy requires isolating a sample that, by virtue of its 

exclusiveness, is automatically limited in what it can speak for. 

What is more, norms—however they may be conceived—are kept in a constant state 

of flux by the products of individual creative acts. Certainly, there is a social appeal in the 

replication of favoured norms, although this is limited. According to what Hepokoski and 

Darcy describe as ‘the paradox of art’, the recognition of a norm produces the expectation 

that works composed against the background of that norm should deviate from it in some 

regard, such that ‘in the case of sonata form ... it was perfectly “normative” to intersperse 

into the individual work instances of the “non-normative” or the rivetingly deformational’.145 

Assuming that is a fair representation of how form was approached, then even in a narrowly 

defined historical and geographical context, while a given schema might, hypothetically 

speaking, have appeared with greater statistical frequency in a particular section of a 

sonata-form movement (allowing for a fairly clear concept of that form), we would be wrong 

to assume that the use of that same schema in a different part of the form would have been 

perceived with a measure of surprise directly proportionate to that statistical frequency, if 

indeed any surprise was registered at all. Moreover, I have argued that even when a schema 

is used in an apparently atypical location, the presumed contextual implications leading to 

formal incongruity may, as Burstein points out, be ‘strongly counterbalanced by rhythmic, 

textural, and topical devices’ consistent with the actual location. In such cases, the schema 

could only weakly be perceived as out of place anyway.146 

To summarise, the idea that schemata could have had such formal associations has 

nevertheless been championed by numerous scholars, particularly with reference to sonata 

form. Byros has comprehensively argued the case, as already shown above; Magarotto has 

suggested that sonata-form ‘scripts’ had a notable influence on Mozart’s choice of schemata; 

Burstein treats the possibility of a schema’s normative position within a movement as a 
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measure for exploring the sense of formal ‘dislocation’ that might result when it appears 

elsewhere;147 Paul M. Sherrill, pondering the question of ‘how schemata might have 

meanings regarding a galant piece's form’, finds that MGS left room for further research into 

‘schemata's implications within broader contexts of genre and large-scale (e.g., sonata) 

form’;148 and Neuwirth, in his review of MGS, reproaches Gjerdingen for his ‘partial neglect of 

the formal context in which specific schemata frequently appear’, prompting him to advance 

his own observations on the subject.149 These efforts and appeals are made in the spirit of a 

healthy scholarly curiosity, but they also reflect an unwillingness to accept Gjerdingen’s 

findings in this domain. On the one hand, they may have been piqued by his hostility in MGS 

towards traditional theories of form, or motivated by a wish not to take Gjerdingen at his 

word and instead put his assertions to the test. On the other hand, they may also represent 

more of an allegiance to the recent and popular revival of Formenlehre than a desire to 

engage truly with Gjerdingen’s vision of the musical galant. Although Gjerdingen does take 

his reader up to the end of the eighteenth century with extended discussions of the music of 

Mozart, he situates his key repertoire within ‘the period of perhaps 1725 to 1785, peaking in 

the vicinity of 1765’,150 appreciably earlier than that of the Viennese ‘Classical’ composers 

whose instrumental music the aforementioned theories of form have been devised to 

illuminate (and what of vocal music?). Indeed, for all the interest MGS has generated, the 

only scholars to my knowledge who have produced work that is truly concerned with that 

earlier galant music are John Rice (though he too gravitates towards Mozart) and Sherrill.151 

The traditionally received notion of sonata form hardly applies to music from this 

earlier galant, hence Gjerdingen’s controversial disavowal of the concept. Quite contrary to 

the idea that he has neglected the formal context of schemata, however, his stance on form 
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may well reflect a pragmatic appreciation of how freely schemata could be used in his key 

repertoire, and it would seem his words may ring just as true for those late eighteenth- and 

early nineteenth-century instrumental works central to the analytical canon. Although he 

makes numerous claims about where in a piece a schema is likely to appear, those claims 

are generally not expressed with regards to a specific formal type (except ‘double reprise 

form’) and they present only one of a range of common options. Indeed, such an approach is 

suitably cognisant of the diversity of compositional practice. By contrast, it would encourage 

too narrow a conception of a particular schema if we were to inscribe a supposedly 

normative interthematic function into our general understanding of it, and especially if we did 

not survey a broad range of genres and formal types. Although others will no doubt 

investigate the question more in future, and inevitably in the context of sonata form, the 

endeavour to do so is arguably based on a relatively inflexible view of what phrase-unit 

schemata represented to composers as practical devices. If we are prepared to consider 

them as more basic entities, as simple patterns that provided small-scale answers to small-

scale needs, then we may see the rationale behind Gjerdingen’s assertion that a composer’s 

deployment of schemata ‘depended very little on the different formal schemes. One only 

needed to be aware of a few important forks in the road.’152 
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Chapter Five 

Intrathematic Functions 

 

 

A different approach to the formal function of schemata would consider not their 

interthematic functions through association with full-movement forms, but their intrathematic 

functions, which, by Caplin’s definition, are ‘the constituent formal functions of a theme (or 

themelike unit)’.1 Some observations in this respect have already been made, notably by 

Janet Schmalfeldt,2 although these predate MGS, and since then, others have remarked that 

this an area demanding further research. Caplin himself considers this a ‘pressing need’, 

and while he does not single out intrathematic functions, his own work on the Prinner 

schema is directed largely at this level, and is thus a contribution to what he sees as ‘the 

much-needed, broader project of providing form-functional interpretations to the various 

eighteenth-century schemata identified by Gjerdingen’.3 Nathan John Martin and Julie 

Pedneault-Deslauriers share this concern, and, as noted previously, call specifically for 

‘further reflection on the relationship between Caplin’s definitions of intrathematic functions, 

couched in largely harmonic and rhythmic/metrical terms, and the various voice-leading 

patterns that might be correlated with these functions, whether those patterns be described 

in terms taken over from Schenker or from Gjerdingen’.4 

One might ask, given how adaptable schemata seem to have been to a wide range 

of formal situations, whether correlating schemata with theme-types (by determining 

intrathematic functions) would be really any different from correlating them with specific roles 

in full-movement types (by identifying interthematic functions). The only thing that would 

really seem to change is the scale of the context. But there may be distinct merits in 

                                                
1
 Caplin, Classical Form, 255. 

2
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3
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pursuing the possibility, because that smaller scale is surely a critical point of difference. The 

conditions that need to be met for certain intrathematic functions to obtain involve matters of 

harmony and grouping structure, which correlate directly with where or how a schema could 

be used within a phrase or theme-type, and moreover, a phrase-unit schema will often be 

co-extensive with the unit of music to which an intrathematic function is attached in analysis. 

That said, it does not mean a schema could not be adapted to different roles, and a highly 

specialised notion of what intrathematic function a schema might normally serve would be 

limited in what it can explicate. It would also presumably be easier to generalise about the 

functions of some schemata than of others. 

I cannot, of course, undertake anything like the comprehensive and systematic 

investigation that the aforementioned scholars presumably envisage, nor would that be 

required for the purposes of studying schemata through the nineteenth century. While 

Caplin’s theory of formal functions is a useful tool for analysing the relationship between 

phrases and parts of phrases in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century instrumental 

music, and indeed much music besides this, its explanatory power is limited for many 

aspects of nineteenth-century composition. The adoption of other relatively tight-knit forms, a 

different approach to the hierarchical organisation of cadences, and the cultivation of 

alternative aesthetics of phrase syntax are all factors that either call for other specialist 

terminology or else only overlap with Caplin’s theory on the level of basic principles rather 

than of fixed concepts. Nevertheless, a number of specific Caplinian concepts do find wide-

ranging application, and I adopt these here because they have proved highly valuable for his 

own chosen repertoire and have flourished through twenty years of academic scrutiny and 

use. It would not be premature to say I have not found it feasible to pin down only a single 

main function on each schema, so in what follows, I will consider intrathematic functions 

schema by schema, beginning with those that appear to show a close correlation to a 

function in a sentence or period, the two principal theme-types in Caplin’s theory, and then 

progressing via larger theme constructions to those schemata that seem to resist theorising 

in all but the most general terms. 
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The Meyer and Other I–V–V–I Schemata 

 

Following the publication of A Classic Turn of Phrase, Janet Schmalfeldt noted a 

correspondence between the 1–7...4–3 schema and the sentence, as it had provisionally 

been theorised by Caplin. She observed that in ‘a great many’ of Gjerdingen’s examples, 

which had been ‘drawn from the beginnings of main themes, secondary themes and other 

relatively tight-knit thematic processes’, the schema functioned as a sentence’s presentation 

phrase.5 In Classical Form, Caplin later explained that the presentation in an eight-bar 

sentence comprises a two-bar ‘basic idea’ (b. i.) and its repetition, usually somewhat varied, 

which together prolong tonic harmony, most often in root position.6 In the case of the Meyer 

schema, as shown in Ex. 5.1, its two halves constitute a type of presentation that Caplin 

describes as ‘statement-response repetition’.7 

 

Ex. 5.1 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in G major K. 283 (1775), Mvt 1, bars 

1–13 
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Extending the scope slightly, Schmalfeldt showed how a ❸–❷–❹–❸ changing-

note pattern (later named the Pastorella) could serve the same purpose, as it once again 

exhibited a statement-response construction. She placed these two patterns in the larger 

category of sentences which begin with a ‘I–(V...V)–I statement-response design’.8  In MGS, 

Gjerdingen is quite censorious of analysts employing the general category ‘I–V–V–I’ for such 

schemata,9 but while there may be rhetorical or affective subtleties distinguishing the various 

melodic patterns contained under that rubric (whether as changing-note schemata or what 

we might call ‘paired linear-third schemata’, such as the Do–Re–Mi [see Ex. 5.2]), when it 

comes to formal function, they would appear to be identical.10 For the sake of economy, I will 

use the term I–V–V–I schema hereafter, when relevant. 

 

Ex. 5.2 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Horn Concerto in E♭ major K. 447 (?1787), Mvt 3, bars 

1–1411 

 

 

                                                
8
 Schmalfeldt, ‘Towards a Reconciliation’, 246. 

9
 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 119. 

10
 Some I–V–V–I schemata may be more melodically closed than others, but because their harmonic 

function is of tonic prolongation, they do not, strictly speaking, produce a cadence. This makes them 
interchangeable in the presentation phrase of a sentence. 
11

 This Do–Re–Mi appears in Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 87. 
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 Because Schmalfeldt’s observation was made on the basis of the large sample in A 

Classic Turn of Phrase, we can surely treat this usage of I–V–V–I schemata as highly 

conventional in later eighteenth-century instrumental music. In fact, Leonard Meyer likewise 

found, although he did not use the term ‘sentence’, that in the ‘Classic style’, changing-note 

schemata are normally only part of a theme structured as A A′ B, where A and A′ are the two 

halves of the schema.12 Ironically, as seen in Ex. 5.3, one of the two examples Caplin gives 

in Classical Form of statement-response repetition features a changing-note schema not in 

the presentation phrase but in the first half of the continuation. 

 

Ex. 5.3 Joseph Haydn, Keyboard Sonata in G major Hob. XIV:27 (1776), Mvt 2 (Trio), bars 

1–8 (from Caplin, Classical Style, 38) 

 

 

 

A similar application may be seen in Ex. 5.4, in which the Meyer is not part of a 

sentence but of a phrase with an A B B design, which Daniel Heartz notes became 
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especially popular in music from the middle and later parts of the eighteenth century.13 Here, 

the Meyer serves a comparable function to Caplin’s continuation, as it follows a longer tonic-

prolonging opening unit (a Heartz) and effects a low-level rhetorical closure. When both this 

and Ex. 5.3 are compared with the schema’s presentational form, it appears more 

compressed and, in the case of Ex. 5.4, without any internal melodic parallelism. 

 

Ex. 5.4 Leonardo Vinci, L’Ernelinda (1726), Act 1, ‘Sento che dice al core,’ bars 14–20 (from 

Rice, ‘The Heartz’, 321) 

 

 

 

Melodic parallelism is generally a component of I–V–V–I schemata, but that is absent 

here. We may note, however, that the two pairs of events (❶–❼ and ❹–❸) appear on the 

same beats of their respective bars, so the schema is still symmetrical in that respect. It is 
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 Daniel Heartz, Music in European Capitals: The Galant Style 1720–1780 (New York: Norton, 2003), 
89. 
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true that without the parallel construction, this Meyer is notably distinct from the 

presentational form. One could perhaps on those grounds argue that they should be treated 

as separate schemata, but as that is the only feature at which the two forms are at variance, 

a functional differentiation may be more appropriate. Both the similarity and difference may 

be observed in the juxtaposition of the two forms in Ex. 5.5. There, Haydn launches into the 

movement’s second theme with the upbeat to bar 25, and though this material is based on 

the start of the movement, it is now fashioned into a stable four-bar Meyer. The next two 

modules, which we could describe as having continuation function, appear to compress the 

presentational Meyer, keeping its structural voice leading unchanged but for the slightly 

varied bass notes and the register transfer of the initial melodic dyad.  

 

Ex. 5.5 Joseph Haydn, Keyboard Sonata in E♭ major XVI:49 (1790), Mvt 1, bars 18–33 
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As Schmalfeldt had noted, the most typical realisation of the 1–7...4–3 schema 

appears to have been its presentational one. It is theoretically possible (though doubtful) that 

that impression had arisen simply on account of the examples that Gjerdingen had chosen to 

present, but irrespective of what another sample may be able to reveal, the structural 

differences between these two forms of the schema (and by extension all I–V–V–I 

schemata) are just as significant and possibly more relevant to our conception of it. Arguably 

the main distinction is in their interaction with metre. Gjerdingen writes that the schema’s first 

event has a weak metrical accent while the second has a strong one.14 This relates to the 

level of the notated metre, as can be seen in the ❶ and ❼ in bars 25–26 of Ex. 5.5. 

However, if we consider that the four-bar block in bars 25–28 may project a duple 

hypermetre, then that stress relationship must in fact be inverted, assuming the first 

hyperbeat of that group to receive the stress of a downbeat (See Fig. 5.1). This phenomenon 

is more easily seen in Exx. 5.1–5.2, because the expected weak hyperbeat in bar 28 of Ex. 

5.5 could be heard as receiving a new impulse from the increased dynamic and new 

accompaniment figure, thus provoking a reinterpretation of the hypermetre. (For analytical 

purposes, the initial ❶ in Haydn’s presentational Meyer would be treated as being in effect 

from the beginning of bar 25.) This would mean, then, that a I–V–V–I schema assuming a 

presentational function would project a sense of duple hypermetre, whereas it would not do 

so when it has continuation function. In such cases, the schema’s events would only be 

structurally parallel at the level of the notated metre. (Note that this applies also in the case 

of Ex. 5.3, where the events in fact follow a strong-weak pattern, but they still do not give rise 

to a parallel structure on a hypermetrical level.) 
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Fig. 5.1 Duple hypermetre in a four-bar Meyer 

 

 

 

Rather than seek to identify the function that was statistically the most common in 

galant music, we might instead compare functions in terms of perceptual strength, and this 

we can gauge when we compare the schema in these two different functions in the context 

of a sentence theme-type. As presentation it amounts to half the theme, it constitutes a 

complete grouping unit that reveals a symmetrical structure on a hypermetric level, it is 

placed first, and it is generally subject to more diminution and is therefore more 

‘characteristic’. As a two-bar unit in a continuation phrase, on the other hand, the schema is 

subsumed into a larger phrase because it occupies only a quarter of the theme, which 

leaves less room for characteristic treatment. On this basis, I suggest that we can regard 

presentation function as that which would be most strongly associated with the schema, or, 

put another way, is associated with the schema when it appears in its most stable and well 

formed instantiation as a discrete phrase unit. 

Thus I propose pursuing a functional conception of schemata in which perceptual 

strength is potentially favoured over statistical prevalence. This prioritises aural accessibility, 

which, as far as approaching nineteenth-century music is concerned, would most 

convincingly show the continued importance of schemata. In this, we also reaffirm the 

importance of their being realised as well formed phrase units, as per the discussion in 

Chapter 3. There is of course no reason to rule out a I–V–V–I schema that is not realised like 

a presentation, although we would need to acknowledge that it would not be the strongest 

form of the schema. By accepting it, nevertheless, as a legitimate (if comparatively weaker) 
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manifestation, we may begin to develop a more detailed picture of how phrase-unit 

schemata might have been useful to composers precisely on account of their flexibility, in 

that the same contrapuntal structure could be moulded to suit different functional purposes. 

However, given that studying the use of schemata in nineteenth-century music takes us into 

largely uncharted waters, it makes most sense to focus on the most perceptually salient form 

that each schema could take. 

Outside of a sentence, other functional applications could certainly be identified, such 

as ending the first eight-bar phrase in Ex. 5.6, but again, there are perceptual weaknesses in 

this realisation compared with the presentation version: it features less in the way of melodic 

diminution and is subsumed under the larger eight-bar group, here being somewhat 

subordinate to a process of melodic arpeggiation begun at bar 2. It is worth mentioning that 

although this Aprile serves an ending role in the context of the eight-bar phrase, it has no 

cadential function (see note 10). Indeed, this eight-bar phrase is only the beginning of a 

larger 32-bar lyric-form aria structure (with the first two phrases labelled a and b above the 

score), expanded in this instance to 41 bars by two codettas. 

 

Ex. 5.6 Gaetano Donizetti, Lucia di Lammermoor (1835), Act 2, ‘Se tradirmi tu potrai’, bars 

1–21 
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 A number of studies have taken the architectural principle, if not the exact model, of 

the sentence to the analysis of nineteenth-century music, but these generally concentrate on 

a loosening of the paradigm and therefore suggest that the sentence as it appeared in its 

tight-knit form in countless works from Caplin’s ‘Classical’ repertoire was not nearly as 

central to composition in the following century.15 However, some of these modified 

sentences were by no means incompatible with stable and symmetrical presentation units. 

As one example, an adaptation that Steven Vande Moortele considers to be ‘more 
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25 (2011), 121–158; Stephen Rodgers, ‘Sentences with Words: Text and Theme-Type in Die schöne 
Müllerin’, Music Theory Spectrum 36/1 (2014), 58–85. See also essays by several contributors in 
Formal Functions in Perspective: Essays on Musical Form from Haydn to Adorno, ed. Steven Vande 
Moortele, Julie Pedneault-Deslauriers and Nathan John Martin (Rochester: University of Rochester 
Press, 2015). 
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characteristic of Romantic form [than] of Classical form’ is that which he proposes to call a 

‘large-scale sentence with periodic presentation’, which is longer than eighteenth-century 

precedents and has cadences in the presentation.16 Vande Moortele cites the passage in Ex. 

5.7 as an example, in which the eight-bar presentation is in fact larger than the subsequent 

continuation. He regards this as the movement’s ‘second subordinate theme’, although does 

not identify a Pastorella in it (which is based on the opening theme). In doing so, however, 

we recognise that the presentation does not in fact end with an IAC, for I–V–V–I schemata 

are entirely prolongational without any cadential articulation, at least by Caplin’s now widely 

accepted definitions. We might therefore simply treat this as an expanded sentence, without 

any periodic element. That said, identifying the Pastorella here relies to a large extent on the 

perfect parallelism and rhyming agogic accents in bars 67 and 71, while the initial harmony 

in each stage is to be inferred rather than located in the texture as such. 

 

Ex. 5.7 Franz Schubert, Piano Sonata in A minor Op. 45, D. 845 (1825), Mvt 1, bars 64–77 

(from Vande Moortele, ‘In Search of Romantic Form’, 417. The Pastorella label and scale-

degree annotations are mine.)17 
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 Steven Vande Moortele, ‘In Search of Romantic Form’, review of In the Process of Becoming: 
Analytical and Philosophical Perspectives on Form in Early Nineteenth-Century Music, by Janet 
Schmalfeldt, Music Analysis 32/3 (2013), 412–413. 
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 ‘B. I.’ (or ‘b. i.’) denotes ‘basic idea’, and ‘c. i.’ ‘contrasting idea’. These are discussed with reference 
to Ex. 5.11 below. 
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Although the sentence may have been loosened as a formal construct in the 

nineteenth century, this does not in itself present a problem for our categorising the I–V–V–I 

as most typically presentational, for it does not follow that I–V–V–I schemata were 

necessarily loosened accordingly. We have seen (in Chapter Two) that they also appeared 

in other formal contexts while retaining a form that was identical to the presentational one. It 

therefore makes little sense to associate the schema specifically with the sentence but 

simply with the function of presentation, which could certainly exist independently of the 

theme-type. As Matthew BaileyShea points out, ‘the statement and repetition of a musical 

idea is far too common in Western music to be associated entirely with a single formal 

concept such as the sentence’.18 

Contextual matters nevertheless need to be considered, for another feature of a 

presentation is that it has a beginning function. A piece of music may contain a great 

succession of phrases or sections that each contain beginnings and ends and possibly 

substantial middles as well. Composers often expressed these temporal roles with some 

nuance, but certainly a I–V–V–I schema’s initiating function is unequivocal if it begins a 

movement, either outright or following an introduction. Indeed, in Exx. 5.8a–c, the phrase-

structural properties make the schema as salient as it could be: design and syntactic 

function in these cases are mutually underpinning. Furthermore, functional meaning is 

intensified when it is compounded over multiple levels, as here, when a local beginning 

function doubles as a global one. It is worth noting how in all of these examples, the 
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 BaileyShea, ‘Beyond the Beethoven Model’, 22. 
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realisation of the schema spans eight bars (ten in the Spohr, counting the afterbeat 

formation at the end of each stage), which seems to lend the schema a greater sense of 

independence compared with the normative four-bar realisation in a Caplinian sentence. 

 

Ex. 5.8a Louis Spohr, Violin Concerto No. 8 in A minor, ‘in modo di scena cantante’, Op. 47 

(1816), Mvt 1, bars 1–1019 

 

 
 

Ex. 5.8b Gioachino Rossini, Il Barbiere di Siviglia (1816), Act 1, Cavatina, ‘Una voce poco 

fa’, bars 52–64 
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 This example appears in Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 237. 
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238 
 

Ex. 5.8c Josef Strauss, Dorfschwalben aus Österreich, Op. 164 (1864), Waltz No. 1 

 

 

 

 

 Further into the action of a piece of music, beginning function may again be 

communicated by new characteristic material that prolongs the (local) tonic, especially in a 

symmetrically constructed unit of at least four bars. For V. Kofi Agawu, the most important 

characteristic of a beginning (in ‘Classic’ music) is that of being ‘a detachable and internally 

complete abstraction, with a life of its own’.20 While he is speaking here of complete thematic 

units that enshrine Schenker’s Ursatz in miniature, his description is also quite fitting for a I–

V–V–I schema that is constructed as it is in a sentence presentation. In that form, the 

schema has the capacity to convey a beginning function in a range of locations, as illustrated 

                                                
20

 V. Kofi Agawu, Playing with Signs: A Semiotic Interpretation of Classic Music (Princeton: Princeton 

University Press, 1991), 62. 
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by the following examples. In Ex. 5.9a the PAC ending the overture’s main theme is elided 

with the beginning of the transition, at which point Rossini uses a Pastorella. The new 

section is immediately signalled by the sudden fortissimo dynamic and Sturm und Drang 

texture, the elision contributing to the sense of urgency. The composer then elides the end of 

the schema’s first half with the start of the second, which maintains that character and also 

gives the impression of overlapping five-bar groups (see the dashed brackets on the score). 

The textural and dynamic opposite marks the sense of a new beginning in Ex. 5.9b, where a 

Sol–Fa–Mi opens the second theme, following an emphatic arrival on V7 a bar earlier. I 

include that schema within this discussion of I–V–V–I schemata because it may also take on 

that harmonic configuration and its rhythmic construction is identical. Here, however, it 

appears in its other common form as I–ii–V7–I. Meanwhile, in Ex. 5.9c–d, we can see that 

Field has used a changing-note schema both to begin this sonata exposition’s transition 

section (Aprile) and its second theme (Meyer).  

 

Ex. 5.9a Gioachino Rossini, Il Barbiere di Siviglia (1816), Overture, bars 48–61 
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Ex. 5.9b Heinrich Marschner, Hans Heiling (1833), Overture, bars 110–127 
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Ex. 5.9c John Field, Piano Sonata in B major, H. 17 (1813), Mvt 1, bars 7–14 

 

 

 
 

Ex. 5.9d bars 32–39 
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 In the previous chapter, I argued that some schemata could appear relatively 

unproblematically in any number of locations in a full-movement form like sonata form. By 

showing the last few examples from different stages of an exposition, I would like to suggest 

that the reason for this contextual flexibility was that composers generally employed 

schemata to express not a specialised formal function but a basic syntactic one—whether as 

a beginning, a middle or an ending—which they could do in a range of situations. The formal 

process that a presentational I–V–V–I schema initiates need only be at a structural level 

roughly commensurate with its own size. Basic functions of beginning, middle and end 

operate at all levels of hierarchy, so neither a I–V–V–I’s sense of beginning function nor its 

salience as a schema is in any way compromised if it begins a transition or second theme 

rather than if it starts the exposition outright. 

Indeed, remaining with sonata form, even within a development section the schema 

could serve to initiate a new formal unit. In Ex. 5.10, a Meyer begins what Caplin calls the 

‘core’ of the development.21 Given that he describes this as ‘a themelike unit ... consisting of 

a relatively large model’ (which is usually followed by sequential repetitions and 

fragmentation), it is not difficult to see how a I–V–V–I schema could fit in this location.22 

Beethoven’s passage does precisely that, and furthermore features the forte dynamic and 

Sturm und Drang character that Caplin finds characteristic of a developmental core.23 The 

construction here is not the usual symmetrical one, but one in which the two halves of the 

schema overlap (shown with dashed brackets), as had been the case with Rossini’s 

Pastorella in Ex. 5.9a. The ‘early’ entry of the cello in bar 109 imitates the way the piano’s 

entry at bar 107 had been elided with the previous phrase’s PAC, and it also anticipates the 

                                                
21

 It has been suggested that this theme may be a reference to the viola da gamba solo in the aria ‘Es 
ist vollbracht’ from J. S. Bach’s St. John Passion, especially because Beethoven wrote ‘Inter lacrimas 
et luctus’ (‘Amid tears and grief’) on the copy he gave to the dedicatee, the Baron Ignaz von 
Gleichenstein. See, for instance, Angus Watson, Beethoven’s Chamber Music in Context 
(Woodbridge: Boydell, 2010), 164. However, Charles Rosen points out that motives descending 
stepwise from the fifth to the leading note were common in the eighteenth century, and not only as an 
emblem of grief, as Deryck Cooke had proposed. Charles Rosen, Music and Sentiment (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 2010), 15–19. 
22

 Caplin, Classical Form, 254. 
23

 These attributes are intensified in bar 115 (not shown), but given that bars 107–111 contain the 
material for subsequent development, we are justified in calling them the start of the core. 
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motive’s stretto treatment in the following bars. While this may result in a slight looseness of 

construction, this is offset by the clear sense of initiation that is conveyed not least by the 

new melody and new accompanying texture.  

 

Ex. 5.10 Ludwig van Beethoven, Sonata for Piano and Cello in A major, Op. 69 (1808), bars 

101–114 
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 With the foregoing examples I do not mean to suggest that a I–V–V–I schema can 

only be constructed like a sentence presentation or that it must be at least four bars long, but 

rather that the symmetrical four- or eight-bar statement-response construction is most clearly 

correlated with presentation function. Other manifestations of the schema were certainly also 

possible, and while they may be perceptually weaker (as when the schema assumes 

continuation function), they could still represent conventionalised usages in their own right. 

One of these may be identified in conjunction not with the sentence but the period. 

Schmalfeldt’s essay does not discuss how they might have been incorporated into this 

theme-type, even though, according to Caplin, it was ‘the most common tight-knit theme-

type in instrumental music of the classical style’.24 Because the processes that shape a 

sentence or a period produce ‘structurally’ and ‘aesthetically’ distinct theme-types,25 then 

when a I–V–V–I schema was used in a period, it ought to differ structurally (and perhaps 

aesthetically) from its use in a sentence presentation. While a sentence’s presentation 

phrase and a period’s antecedent phrase each begin with a basic idea, in the presentation 

that idea is repeated in some way, while in the antecedent it is followed by a ‘contrasting 

idea’ which brings a weak cadence. As there is no cadence in a I–V–V–I schema, it cannot 

form a complete antecedent on its own. However, it could serve as its basic idea, as it does 

in the range of instances shown in Ex. 5.11. 

The schema in these examples is again used at the beginning of the theme, although 

its length equates to only a quarter of the whole period and may therefore be perceived as a 

less independent form of the schema. True, that comparative brevity is somewhat 

counteracted by its being repeated in the consequent, but the basic idea is subordinate to 

the larger grouping structure that makes up the antecedent. Although each case in Ex. 5.11 

is individual, there are some general points of difference from the schema’s use as a 

sentence presentation. Broadly speaking, the schema would normally have less melodic and 

rhythmic diminution in this function, although still enough to be very individualised; it may not 

                                                
24

 Caplin, Classic Form, 49. 
25

 Caplin, Classic Form, 59. 
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project the same hypermetric stresses as a presentation (depending on tempo); and its 

internal division is weaker as the first notable moment of punctuation within the antecedent 

phrase comes directly after the schema. When it serves as a presentation, it is common for 

the points of resolution in each stage to be preceded by an appoggiatura or restruck 

suspension, which gives rise to a strong sense of end rhyme, but that is not often the case 

when it serves as a basic idea. An important point in common to both forms, however, is the 

general initiating function. The readiness with which a composer could employ I–V–V–I 

schemata with both basic-idea and presentation function can be seen in Ex. 5.11d by 

Schubert, where a paired Do–Re–Mi begins in bar 38. 

Note that in the passage from the Beethoven quartet (Ex. 5.11b), the schema 

appears at the start of a hybrid theme-type that Caplin identifies as antecedent + 

continuation; that hybrid turns out to be a large-scale antecedent in a sixteen-bar compound 

period, so there the schema constitutes an even smaller fraction of the theme. (In this 

example, the melodic ❶ and ❹ are dissonant at the time they occur, but I treat each as a 

late-sounding member of the preceding chord.) Also, the Jupiter in the Saint-Saёns concerto 

(Ex. 5.11f) has a more active harmonisation than a standard I–V–V–I as it places vi and ii 

between the two dominants, but I include it here nevertheless as it has the same phrase 

structure as the other examples and bears an evident kinship to them (and recall the Sol–

Fa–Mi’s use of the supertonic). What is more, when compared to the Mozart theme in Ex. 

5.11a, we can see that Saint-Saёns has likewise reached for the sixth scale degree in the 

contrasting idea. 
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Ex. 5.11a Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Symphony No. 41 in C major, K. 551 (1788), Mvt 4, 

bars 1–27 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 5.11b Ludwig van Beethoven, String Quartet in F major Op. 59 No. 1 (1806), Mvt 3, 1–22 
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Ex. 5.11c Felix Mendelssohn, String Symphony No. 11 in F major (1823), Mvt 4, bars 1–1426 
 

 

                                                
26

 This example is listed (but not shown) in Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 279. 
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Ex. 5.11d Franz Schubert, Momens Musicals [sic], D. 780 (1828), No. 1, bars 30–44  
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Ex. 5.11e Frederick Chopin, Waltz in B minor, Op. 69, No. 2 (1829), bars 1–2227 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
27

 This theme is not strictly a period in Caplin’s sense as the antecedent does not close with a 
cadence, but it is nevertheless strongly periodic in all other aspects. 
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Ex. 5.11f Camille Saint-Saёns, Piano Concerto No. 4 in C minor, Op. 44 (1875), Mvt 2 

(Allegro), bars 112–128 of the Allegro. Theme begins with C crotchet anacrusis in the 

melody (not shown). 

 

 

 

 The clarity with which the typical features of a given I–V–V–I schema may be 

discerned of course varies from one case to the next, and even if a basic idea only 

constitutes a quarter of a period theme-type, it may in fact be relatively substantial in a 

particularly expansive period. Moreover, although the presentational design is by and large 

the more prominent, the schema evidently played an essential role in many compositions as 

a period’s basic idea, so we may recognise that too as a theme-specific usage with the 

weight of convention behind it. 

 

 

The Heartz 

 

A schema that also appears to have performed the function of basic idea in a period is the 

Heartz. This form-functional usage could be treated as a convention that imparts additional 

meaning to a schema that some readers might otherwise find to have a fairly unremarkable 
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profile, especially outside of the early galant repertoire from which John Rice took many of 

his examples. Rice chooses not to define any of the schema’s phrase-rhythmic aspects, 

such as the metrical stresses or proportional durations of the different events, and in fact 

these vary substantially across his examples.28 However, when schemata are conceived in 

terms of discrete phrase units, it is preferable to have consistency in phrase-rhythmic 

structure, so in that regard I have restricted my definition of the Heartz to the form seen 

above in Exx. 3.6 and 3.23. First, that form is especially compatible with the division of music 

into two- and four-bar groups, which is extremely common in nineteenth-century music, and 

second, it is the one I have seen used most frequently as a well formed phrase unit in a 

range of music from that period. This form has the three events of the schema—5/3, 6/4 and 

5/3 above ①, or I, IV and I—on the downbeats of bars 1, 3 and 4 respectively (in a four-bar 

unit). As a two-bar unit, the schema retains these proportions at half the scale. This 

produces a design in which the first event lasts twice as long as the other two. Outer-voice 

counterpoint is for Rice an important aspect of the schema, in keeping with the way 

Gjerdingen defines the schemata in MGS, but if either or both of those voices are in an inner 

part, one still can have a clear sense of the schema being operative on account of the 

‘subdominant’ inflection of the tonic. Therefore, I do not treat a ❺–❻–❺ melody as 

necessary, although often enough, as Rice had noted of his examples, ‘both the melody and 

the bass begin and end on the same scale degree’.29 He describes the schema as featuring 

a tonic pedal throughout, but as I have already argued, the harmonic function remains the 

same when IV is used in place of the 6/4 above ①, and any potential difference in character 

comes as much from other parameters as it might from the bass part. Where nineteenth-

century composers opted for IV, it may simply reflect a more general tendency to employ 

harmonies in root position, which Caplin describes as ‘a standard characteristic of Romantic 

harmony’.30 

                                                
28

 Rice, ‘The Heartz’, 318. 
29

 Rice, ‘The Heartz’, 318. 
30

 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 53. 
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Rice also makes no comment about formal function, but most of his examples appear 

to serve an initiating role, which is consistent with my observation about the schema’s 

common role as the basic idea in a period. Some may still regard this schema as nothing 

more than a tonic pedal six-four, but that is a theoretical concept that composers needed to 

translate into a tangible form, and what I am showing here is a specialised application. 

Additionally, the association of this particular phrase-structural configuration with the period 

theme-type can be taken as an indication of the schema’s conventionality. Indeed, when we 

consider that most of the periods31 in Exx. 5.12a–f are sixteen bars long and that the Heartz 

is repeated in the consequent, then we ought to be less inclined to write it off as insignificant. 

In the context of an entire work like Les Préludes (Ex. 5.12c), a two-bar Heartz may seem 

dwarfed by the piece’s 419 bars, but it serves the same function here within a standard 

period as in the other examples, so we can cite that convention as an explanation for why 

the Heartz is there at all. Rice has observed that the schema’s melodic ❺–❻–❺ is often 

followed by a descent to ❹ and ❸, which can be seen in Exx. 5.12d (returning to an aria 

seen in Chapter Two) and 5.12f, leading to an IAC. As it is perhaps more common for an 

antecedent to end with a HC, we see in most of the other examples a descent to ❷. 

 

Ex. 5.12a Felix Mendelssohn, Songs Without Words Op. 38 (1835), No. 3, bars 6–24 

 

 

                                                
31

 In terms of cadence, some are not strictly periods in Caplin’s sense, although that may be moot in 

this later repertoire and the architectural principle is very much in evidence in each. Ex. 5.12d may 
also be better described as part of a lyric-form aria, but again the periodic design is clear. Periodic 
structure is also evident in Ex. 5.11e above (Chopin’s Waltz Op. 69 No. 2), even though the half 
cadence ending the antecedent plays out over a tonic pedal. 
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Ex. 5.12b Stanisław Moniuszko, Halka (1847), Overture, bars 55–73 
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Ex. 5.12c Franz Liszt, Les Préludes (1853), bars 68–79 
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Ex. 5.12d Giuseppe Verdi, La Traviata (1853), Introduzione, No. 4, ‘Un dì felice’, bars 181–

201 
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Ex. 5.12e Giuseppe Verdi, Un Ballo in Maschera (1859), Act 3, Scene 3, bars 201–216 
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Ex. 5.12f Antonín Dvořák, Piano Quintet in A major, Op. 81 (1887), Mvt 1, bars 1–18 
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Against the backdrop of these cases, we can see that the opening of the song in Ex. 

5.13 essentially manifests the same kind of antecedent, ending with ❷ over what initially 

sounds as a HC. After the fermata, Schumann returns to I, although until the pianist does 

that, what we have heard is still an antecedent ending on V. The basic idea has the same 

rhythmic proportions as the Heartz (in the way I have defined it) and the bass between the 

two downbeats merely fills in by step the interval between the root notes. Although we might 

expect a consequent to follow, the second-beat tonic in bar 4 may reorient our hearing, and 

as it is, Schumann does not continue with a consequent but instead repeats the antecedent. 

This means we are no longer dealing with a true period and our calling bars 1–2 an 

antecedent may seem somewhat artificial. Yet just as a presentation function could appear 

independent of a sentence, so an antecedent could be written without a consequent.  
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Ex. 5.13 Robert Schumann, Dichterliebe (1840), No. 2, ‘Aus meinen Tränen spriessen’, bars 

1–5 

 

 

 

Whether or not another tight-knit formal context for the Heartz could be proposed, its 

usage as a basic idea in a period can be taken as exemplary, without it implying an 

indissociable connection with that theme-type. While a I–V–V–I schema appeared weaker as 

a basic idea than a presentation, the Heartz does not rely on any internal division, so could 

be realised as a basic idea in a strong and comparatively more independent fashion.32 The 

same construction and initiating function should then be identifiable in other situations. This 

is clear in Ex. 5.14, where there is neither period nor antecedent, but the Heartz (here 

inflected with a ♭❻) assumes the same shape and initiating function as in the previous 

examples. The four-bar block in bars 110–113 certainly differs from the Heartz in ways that a 

‘contrasting idea’ might, but its arrival onto V/vi would result in the impossible scenario of a 

modulating antecedent, which would neither allow the tonic to be properly confirmed, nor 

create a strong expectation of a consequent. 

                                                
32

 This lack of clear internal division as well as its 2:1:1 proportions presumably makes it unlikely the 
Heartz (as I have defined it) was used much as a post-cadential device. Although alternating I and IV 
(or 5/3 and 6/4 over ①) was common for codettas, closing sections tended to involve symmetrical 
units, often repeated. 
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Ex. 5.14 Saverio Mercadante, Il Giuramento (1837), Act 2, Scene 2, ‘Alla pace degli eletti’, 

bars 105–117 

 

 

 

 

 

As we move away from the context of tight-knit theme-types, the vocabulary needed 

to describe a schema’s function shifts from Caplin’s specific intrathematic terms to more 

general temporal ones. Thus, while the function of ‘basic idea’ may show the Heartz in its 

most prominent usage, that term is not always apt, so instead we may speak on a more 

fundamental level simply of its serving an initiating function, provided the schema’s internal 

design is manifested in the same way. For instance, in Exx. 5.15a–b, what follows the initial 

Heartz is no contrasting material, but in fact a repetition. In an antecedent, a basic idea 

cannot be repeated, yet repetition has an effect of reinforcing what we have heard. Again, 

beginning function could appear at numerous junctures in a piece, even at the start of what 

would commonly be called a ‘closing theme’, as in the Mendelssohn (Ex. 5.15b). In both of 
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these cases, the second event is more densely harmonised, but still retains the same 

neighbouring function. In the Schubert (Ex. 5.15a) this is a 6/4/2 chord over a tonic pedal, 

while Mendelssohn uses the same chord but puts it into first inversion.33 Because ④ in 

Mendelssohn’s bass implies a (nonfunctional) subdominant in this context, I read the D♯ in 

the melody as a dissonant embellishment, a reading that derives some support from the 

return of that chord without the D♯ in bars 192 and 196, in both instances moving again to i. 

Note also that in bar 9 of ‘Einsamkeit’, the second event of the sung Heartz is not on the 

downbeat. That is hardly in itself a major deviation from the ‘norm’,34 but we can in any case 

read it as a rhythmic variation on the Heartz in the piano introduction, whose second event 

falls squarely on the downbeat of bar 3. 

 

Ex. 5.15a Franz Schubert, Winterreise, D. 911 (1828), No. 12, ‘Einsamkeit’, bars 1–16 

 

 

                                                
33

 Note that Liszt had also used a 6/4/2 chord in his Heartz in Ex. 5.12c. 
34

 In fact, the same happens in the pastiche Heartzes by Tchaikovsky and Berlioz seen in Exx. 2.5–
2.6a above. 
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Ex. 5.15b Felix Mendelssohn, Symphony No. 3 in A minor, ‘Scottish’, Op. 53 (1842), Mvt 1, 

bars 181–199 
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The Fonte and Monte 

 

So far, I have considered I–V–V–I schemata and the Heartz in the context of codified theme-

types, the sentence and period respectively, where they were realised in what I have 

considered their most exemplary manner in terms of design and function. It would certainly 

be convenient if we could do the same for all schemata, but as they serve a range of 

functions, we may need to cast our net more widely. The potentially great number of galant 

schemata results in ‘a theory of music which is very expensive’, as Byros neatly puts it, in 

contrast to the ‘profound economy’ of ‘“conventional”’ music theory.35 To gain a 

comprehensive understanding, we would need to examine each schema individually, but we 

do not need to do this here in the same detail as above, provided we apply the same 

principle of identifying the function of the most perceptually salient realisations. 

                                                
35

 Vasili Byros, ‘Unearthing the Past: Theory and Archaeology in Robert Gjerdingen's Music in the 
Galant Style’, Music Analysis 31/1 (2012), 122. 
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 One of the advantages of correlating phrase-unit schemata with theme-types is that 

the latter represent something of a microcosm of form. In practical terms, however, each 

theme-type contains different specialised manifestations of the basic temporal impulses of 

beginning, ending and (where applicable) middle functions. Therefore, while a number of 

schemata could certainly appear in a sentence or period, for some of them it is in other 

contexts that we find their most pronounced usages. Compare, for example, the medial role 

played by the Fonte and Monte in a sentence in Exx. 5.16a–b with the larger medial role 

they played in the binary and rounded-binary movements shown in Exx. 4.2–4.6 above. 

 

Ex. 5.16a Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in B♭ major Op. 22 (1800), Mvt 4, bars 1–9 
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Ex. 5.16b Anton Diabelli, Vaterländischer Künstlerverein (1819), Tema, bars 1–19. Two 

notated bars correspond to one bar of the sentence model. 

 

 

 

 

Although the examples cited from the previous chapter were from full-movement 

forms, those can easily be understood as (sometimes) expanded versions of theme-types 

that Caplin calls ‘small ternary’ (analogous to rounded binary without repeats) and ‘small 

binary’. In those contexts, the Fonte or Monte perform the intrathematic function of 

‘contrasting middle’, which Caplin notes was commonly articulated by means of sequential 
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repetition.36 On the other hand, using either of these schemata in a sentence’s continuation 

phrase may well have been conventional in its own right, at least in eighteenth-century 

music, but in that role the schema is subsumed into a larger grouping unit, not to mention 

that it is far shorter than in a (rounded-)binary construction. It is in the latter context that 

these schemata appear to be given their most stable and independent form. Note that, as 

with I–V–V–I schemata that express presentation function, the Fonte and Monte as 

contrasting middle will more often project a sense of hypermetre in that role than when they 

perform a continuation function. 

Some may see a potential conflict between the tightness of the phrase unit for which 

I advocate and the common characterisation of ‘middles’ as unstable. However, that 

instability is only relative to the surrounding material. Agawu expresses this relativity in terms 

of how much the sequence is ‘foreground[ed]’: sequence and other destabilising techniques 

‘are available for all portions of the syntagmatic chain (beginnings, middles, and endings), 

but it is in middles that they play a decisive characterizing role’.37 When the Fonte or Monte 

is presented as a discrete phrase unit, then it has sufficiently foregrounded the process of 

sequence and thereby ‘loosens the prevailing formal organization’.38 This it does well in the 

function of contrasting middle, but can barely be said to do so in a sentence continuation.  

 The fact that these schemata could appear in these two different contexts is perfectly 

understandable given that the use of sequence is common in both of them. I noted in the 

previous chapter that Fontes could also be used to open a movement. This may seem 

unusual, but if it appears as a sentence presentation, as in Ex. 5.17, it in fact manifests the 

common move of repeating a basic idea in sequence.39 The Fonte can therefore fulfil the 

role of sentence presentation in an entirely appropriate manner, even if the ‘off-tonic start’ 

might be a little disorienting at first. While the schema may be more pronounced in a 

                                                
36

 Caplin, Classical Form, 77. 
37

 Agawu, Playing with Signs, 65. 
38

 Caplin, Classical Form, 254. 
39

 Because the Fonte ultimately prolongs tonic harmony, it is adaptable to all situations with that 

harmonic function, whereas the Monte prolongs dominant, so is generally reserved for medial 
positions. As a Monte can prepare an extended passage in the dominant, it is not always applied in 
the same way as a Fonte. I have never seen a Monte in an initiating role. 
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presentation than a continuation, it is still the function of contrasting middle that provides the 

greatest scope for embellishing the schema’s framework and increasing the length of the 

unit. Eight-bar Fontes or Montes are perfectly common in this position but could never be in 

a tight-knit sentence presentation. 

 

Ex. 5.17 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in B♭ major K. 281 (1775), Mvt 3, 

bars 1–4 

 

 

 

If the function of these schemata in their most stable and independent form is 

essentially a middle function, or what Gjerdingen calls ‘digressive’, then how might we 

explain the use of relatively lengthy and well formed Fontes at the beginnings of second 

themes, as we saw in Exx. 4.10b–c above? The first thing to be said is that trying to 

determine one primary function for a schema provides us with a ‘strongest case’ scenario, by 

correlating a given function with what we might regard as a schema’s most well formed 

construction, which would especially involve the presence of symmetry, parallelism 

(potentially on a hypermetric level), ample diminution and a relatively large size. Those 

criteria obviously sit on a sliding scale, but it is clear that Beethoven’s Fontes and Diabelli’s 

Monte in Exx. 5.16a–b do not score highly in those regards. The rationale behind this 

approach is that a strong benchmark for a schema would direct us towards realisations in 

nineteenth-century music that most closely approximate it. These should in the first instance 
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serve as the best indicator of the schema’s prevalence, before we consider weaker 

examples. 

However, to resume a line of argument discussed in Chapter Four, identifying a 

schema’s most typical intrathematic function also provides an explanation for why we might 

perceive a schema’s use as occasionally being non-normative in music from both eighteenth 

and nineteenth centuries. When we hear a Fonte initiating a theme in a sonata-form 

movement, it may indeed strike us as creating a kind of formal dissonance, depending on 

contextual factors, but I would suggest this is not because we contrast it with another 

interthematic function or, as the case may be, a specific sonata-form usage that we take to 

be normative, but because we associate the schema principally with the digressive role 

exemplified in a ‘contrasting middle’ function of a binary theme-type or movement. Naturally, 

the statistical frequency of occurrences does play a role in our forming that association, so 

the dozens of times we have heard Fontes in minuets or other binary-form pieces will leave 

a far more vivid impression on us than the handful of occasions we have heard it in a 

sonata-form transition or development: sonata-form pieces are not the only basis for making 

sense of what we hear in other sonata-form pieces. In general terms, it may be the 

intrathematic, rather than the interthematic, functions that are the main source of any 

perceived form-functional dissonance. 

 

 

The Quiescenza 

 

We have remained so far within tight-knit theme-types, but for some schemata we need to 

look beyond their confines. The Quiescenza, for instance, is often (though not only) found 

following an authentic cadence, sometimes one that closes a tight-knit theme but most 

commonly one that closes a larger formal section. In Caplin's terminology, it would function 

as a codetta that, either alone or with other codettas, serves the intrathematic function of 

‘closing section’. More generally, we can speak of post-cadential function, which the 
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Quiescenza is able to express because it prolongs root-position tonic harmony. For the 

same reason, however, the schema was also found suitable for use in an opening position, 

which means we have two apparently contradictory functions. Is it possible that one of these 

was more strongly associated with the schema than the other? As we have done with other 

schemata, we could compare the internal designs of some Quiescenzas in those positions, 

but with the Quiescenza, it very quickly becomes apparent that we should not take too 

synchronic a view of the schema’s treatment. Gjerdingen suggests it was popular as an 

opening gambit in the early eighteenth century, that ‘by midcentury [it] had stabilized as a 

stock schema employed for closing rather than opening passages’, and that as an opener it 

once again ‘flourished throughout the 1770s and 1780s’.40 As far as I have been able to 

ascertain, the opening function was again generally less popular in the nineteenth century. 

As an opening device, then, the Quiescenza had a chequered history. On the other 

hand, it would seem that the schema’s viability in a post-cadential capacity never came into 

question. Several reasons might be offered for this. The harmonic content of the schema fits 

with the widely recognised tendency, at least in music of the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries, for post-cadential harmony to be steered towards the flat side of the tonic, creating 

‘a dynamic counterweight to the dominant harmony preceding the final tonic of the 

cadence’.41 For this reason, Agawu hears a flattened seventh scale degree as ‘an explicit 

signifier of ending’, and when Caplin explains that the tonic prolongation in a closing section 

often ‘features a local tonicization of subdominant harmony’, he is in effect describing an 

important element of the Quiescenza.42 In addition, his observation that the first codetta in a 

closing section is typically repeated, particularly at the end of a large formal group such as 

an exposition, finds resonance in the common practice of repeating a post-cadential 

Quiescenza.43 

                                                
40

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 183, 187. 
41

 Caplin, Classical Form, 261 note 23. 
42

 Agawu, Playing with Signs, 68; Caplin, Classical Form, 16. 
43

 Caplin, Classical Form, 122. 
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By contrast, Gjerdingen observes that as ‘an opening gambit’ the schema was 

‘usually not repeated’.44 He does show compositions that open with a repeated Quiescenza, 

though as these only go up to the 1770s, that comment presumably refers for the most part 

to music written after that point. Sometimes a Quiescenza would be replayed after a few 

intervening bars, but this constitutes a different sort of repetition. Immediately repeating a 

phrase unit will often draw more attention to it, double the duration it is in effect, and, in the 

case of a frequently replicated pattern, reinforce its status as a common schema. In later 

eighteenth-century music at least, opening Quiescenzas were realised in a variety of ways, 

sometimes involving techniques of phrase expansion, which would make it difficult to identify 

a standard intrathematic function for the schema in an initiating capacity. Nor should we 

assume that its only functions were opening and post-cadential. In Ex. 5.18, which Julian 

Horton describes as a ‘lavish sentence’, a Quiescenza is employed for the continuation, 

directing the theme back to C major after the last-minute deviation to A minor in bar 95.45 

The schema is given expansive and rhythmically even treatment with brilliant melodic 

elaboration, but it is only played once, and that lack of repetition may be part of what makes 

the continuational role an uncommon one for the schema.  

 

Ex. 5.18 Jan Ladislav Dussek, Piano Concerto No. 7 in C major, Op. 29 (1795), Mvt 1, bars 

89–109 (from Horton, ‘Formal Type and Formal Function’, 92. The Quiescenza label is 

mine.) 

 

 

                                                
44

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 460. 
45

 Julian Horton, ‘Formal Type and Formal Function in the Postclassical Piano Concerto’, in Formal 
Functions in Perspective: Essays on Musical Form from Haydn to Adorno, ed. Steven Vande 
Moortele, Julie Pedneault-Deslauriers and Nathan John Martin (Rochester: University of Rochester 
Press, 2015), 90. 
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With immediate repetition far more likely when the Quiescenza functions as a codetta 

than an initiating or continuational unit, it would seem safe to suggest that, when repeated, 

the schema is most readily associated with post-cadential function, at least as far as 

nineteenth-century cases are concerned. This means that when the schema appears to 

have been realised in an unusual manner, that could be offset by its enacting the standard 

post-cadential repetition. According to Gjerdingen, a hallmark of the schema in post-

cadential situations was its way of ‘exploit[ing] a moment of quiescence’ after a major 

cadence,46 creating the ‘recessive dynamic’ that Caplin finds to be ‘so characteristic of 

                                                
46

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 183. 
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codettas’.47 For Sanguinetti, writing about a Quiescenza in the slow movement of Schubert’s 

String Quintet in C, the schema’s sense of being ‘beyond’ the music (literally, beyond the 

cadence), ‘bestows on [the] phrase an otherwordly, transcendent character, of true 

aspirations to heavenly bliss’.48 Aesthetically, that could hardly be further removed from the 

crashing symphonic finale of Dvorak’s Sixth Symphony, where a Quiescenza confirms the 

work’s final cadence with fortissimo strings and low brass in unison (Ex. 5.19). On top of 

that, the bass has a moving line rather than a pedal, chromatic notes appear between the 

framework notes of the schema, and ii4/3 is heard in place of the usual IV or ‘IV6/4’. Yet, it 

follows the final cadence of the movement, cycles around the characteristic melodic notes of 

the schema and is immediately repeated. Also, while the timpani drops to ⑤ in bars 504 and 

507, the resulting chord may simply be read as a neighbouring harmony, not as a functional 

dominant in what is clearly a post-cadential context. 
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 Caplin, Classical Form, 261 note 23. 
48

 Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 361 (my translation). 
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Ex. 5.19 Antonín Dvořák, Symphony No. 6 in D major, Op. 60 (1880), Mvt 4, bars 502–514 

(winds omitted) 
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On the other hand, there is certainly a feeling of quiescence in Ex. 5.20, although the 

Quiescenza is in no way post-cadential. Coming near the start of the piece, we might assign 

it opening function, except that it follows bars 2–3 as a complementary unit, in relation to 

which it might very loosely be heard as expressing a local-level ending, but certainly not a 

cadential one. Once again, the schema is repeated, which augments its presence in the 

phrase. It is interesting to note that the feeling of quiescence comes in part from the Heartz-

like idea in bar 2, plus, of course, the Quiescenza itself, which is likewise grounded on the 

tonic and touches on its flat side. In bars 2 and 3, the hint of a 6/4 on the second beat 

(ignoring the B in the left hand) suggests Liszt associated the Heartz-like harmonic pattern 

with pastoral music just as Berlioz and Tchaikovsky had in Exx. 2.5–2.6a above.  
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Ex. 5.20 Franz Liszt, Années de pèlerinage Vol. 1 (1855), No. 3, ‘Pastorale’, bars 1–7 

 

 

 

From my own observations, there is almost certainly a far higher statistical 

occurrence in nineteenth-century music of Quiescenzas as codettas rather than in other 

functions, especially as the century progresses, yet statistics alone cannot account for the 

form-functional connotations the schema is able to project. As noted earlier, because its 

harmonic progression and symmetrical construction could equally serve to imply a sense of 

beginning, the schema was possessed of a dual functionality that made it easily adaptable to 

either role. We should therefore allow for the formal play that its placement could make 

possible, a play that relies on the Quiescenza’s not sounding wildly out of place at a 

beginning, thanks to its prolonging of root-position tonic. Burstein shows, for instance, how 

Haydn was attuned to this potential, using the same realisation of the schema (slightly 

atypical for its melodic asymmetry and lack of repeat) at both the start and end of the first 

movement of his Symphony No. 81, as well as within that movement’s development section 

in a somewhat altered form. For Burstein, the various appearances of the schema ‘follow a 
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type of narrative progression’, where the ‘conflict’ between schema and apparently 

normative post-cadential function is ‘resolve[d]’ at the end.49 I would add that Haydn could 

integrate the schema into these different positions so smoothly because its harmonic 

function was fully compatible with those positions. 

We can of course trust Haydn to have seen this dual or even triple functionality and 

exploited it. When Schumann does the same trick in the first movement of his Piano Quintet, 

we must be prepared to credit him with the same understanding, even if he may have picked 

it up from earlier music, quite possibly that of Haydn himself.50 Even though Schumann’s 

Quiescenza is very short, a possibility I argued against in the previous chapter, it appears 

there in both of the time-honoured locations of the start and end of the exposition. True to 

Gjerdingen’s observations about galant practice, the schema appears only once as a 

beginning (Ex. 5.21a) but is repeated, along with two adjoining bars, in its postcadential role 

(Ex. 5.21b). (Bars 5–6 do bring a harmonic variation of the opening Quiescenza for the 

beginning of the consequent phrase, but the repetition at the end of the exposition is 

essentially unaltered.) Composed against the backdrop of this tradition, the connection 

between Schumann’s theme and the Quiescenza schema is compelling. Indeed, if we leave 

formal function out of our understanding of a schema, and only factor in harmony, voice 

leading and phrase construction, then we are less well equipped to recognise such cases as 

this. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
49

 Burstein, ‘“Functial Formanality”’, 26. 
50

 It is tempting to think Schumann may have identified an earlier tendency, noticed by Sutcliffe, for 

composers to use the Quiescenza ‘at or near the openings of pieces in E flat major’. Sutcliffe, review 
of Music in the Galant Style, 469. 
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Ex. 5.21a Robert Schumann, Piano Quintet in E♭ major, Op. 44 (1842), Mvt 1, bars 1–30 
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Ex. 5.21b bars 103–115b 
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 This theme is also replayed at the dominant shortly after the start (bars 17–25 of Ex. 

5.21a), and there the functional role is somewhat ambiguous. As a restatement of the 

opening theme, it strongly projects a sense of beginning a new unit, especially in the new 

key, but as it is followed by a shift to an entirely new melody in G♭ major, bars 17–25 do not 

actually initiate any larger group. In fact, the arrival on B♭ major in bar 17 is the culmination 

of a four-stage stepwise ascent of the rising minor-seventh motive (see brackets in bars 9–

16), so in that sense it follows an arrival of sorts. Two other aspects are similarly in conflict: 

in repeating the Quiescenza here without modification, as at the end of the exposition, 

Schumann brings it closer to the apparently standard post-cadential treatment (even if the 

repeat is not immediate), but on the other hand there is no proper cadence into bar 17. Such 

supposed ambiguity arises precisely because the Quiescenza has the capacity to function in 

both roles. The potential to function as a true closing section is realised in Ex. 5.21b, where 

this time it follows a genuine cadence. 

 While a schema’s dual functionality can give rise to ambiguities that we may read as 

sophisticated manipulations of schema and context by an artful composer, we might at other 

times remain a little more matter-of-fact. If a schema was used for contrasting purposes, we 

could also think of that as simply reflecting a schema’s formal flexibility. In Ex. 5.22a, Haydn 
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ends the trio of this minuet-and-trio movement with a standard repeated Quiescenza. 

Although the PAC in bar 51 might be heard as slightly undermined by the melodic skip to A 

on the second quaver, both melody and bass arrive on the tonic, so closure is arguably 

achieved. Thus the Quiescenza still has a clear post-cadential role, even though it employs 

root-position chords rather than a tonic pedal in the bass. By contrast, when the same 

Quiescenza appears at the end of the first section of the trio (Ex. 5.22b), there has not yet 

been a cadence in the new key, so the schema is made to serve cadential function. Of 

course this is clever writing, and this might be one of the rare instances when we can speak 

of a Quiescenza bringing cadential closure, but before we go too deeply into hermeneutic 

readings of ambiguity, disorientation and reassurance, we might also consider the possibility 

that the schema was simply a very adaptable one. 

 

Ex. 5.22a Joseph Haydn, Divertimento in D major Hob. XVI:14 (1767), Mvt 2 (Trio), bars 44–

55 
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Ex. 5.22b bars 28–37 

 

 

  

 How strongly a Quiescenza is made to affirm its ‘own’ tonic within a larger harmonic 

context can also affect its perceived function. At the start of the ‘Jewel Song’ from Gounod’s 

Faust (Ex. 5.23), a Quiescenza is deployed on V after a tonicised half cadence. The A♯s in 

bars 103 and 107 maintain that tonicisation, but in the larger context the Quiescenza 

remains in the dominant. As much as prolonging a half-cadential dominant may not be so 

common for the schema, from the perspective of musical grammar it is still post-cadential, as 

what Caplin calls ‘standing on the dominant’.51 After a filled-in caesura in bars 108–111, the 

start of the song proper comes in bar 112 with a Sol–Fa–Mi in the tonic of E major in a clear 

presentational role. By that account, the Quiescenza ends the previous section and the Sol–

Fa–Mi begins the next. However, the establishment of regular metre, the full orchestral 

texture and the lively crescendo all convey the sense of a new start from bar 100: we are 

clearly out of the recitative and into the cabaletta. It thus can be heard to perform both 

functions.52 The idea of a schema having an intrinsic function should therefore not be taken 

                                                
51

 Caplin, Classical Form, 16. 
52

 As a bridge between sections, it could easily be heard as medial too, although middles are not 
strictly necessary in a formal unit. 
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too strictly. For James Webster, the beginning-middle-end paradigm is ‘too limited a 

“repertory” of the kinds of things that can happen in a complex musical work’,53 and an 

operatic scena is a good example of where those functions can be blurred. Function can 

certainly compensate for atypical features in a schema’s construction, but the reverse can be 

true too. Being well formed as a discrete symmetrical phrase unit affords a schema a level of 

independence that may allow it to operate without the need to express function 

unambiguously. 

 

Ex. 5.23 Charles Gounod, Faust (1859), Act 3, Cabalette, ‘Ah! Je ris de me voir’, bars 97–

121 

 

 

 

                                                
53

 Webster, ‘Comments on William E. Caplin’s Essay’, 48. 
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 Finally, in Ex. 2.24, from the overture to Wagner’s Die Meistersinger von Nürnberg, 

we can see the composer taking a more fluid approach still to the contextual function of the 

Quiescenza, albeit in a non-standard realisation. The two-bar unit in bars 27–28 may be 

heard as both a closing section and a new beginning. On the one hand, it follows a strong 

PAC and is repeated, as was common of post-cadential uses. On the other hand, a sense of 

a new idea starting comes from the marked change of character and the lyrical melody in the 
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woodwinds. There is also a similar harmonic relationship between the ‘key’ of the 

Quiescenza and that of the next thematic section, as there is between the Quiescenza and 

the Sol–Fa–Mi in the ‘Jewel Song’. While Gounod had employed his Quiescenza after a HC, 

Wagner has his follow a PAC in the dominant. Although the schema acts initially as a post-

cadential confirmation of G major as a new tonic, Wagner subsequently transforms G back 

into a local dominant to prepare the entry of the next theme (bar 41, not shown) in C major, 

the home key of the overture. This transformation happens after the Quiescenzas have been 

played, but Wagner seems to have taken advantage of the schema’s turn towards its 

subdominant as a way to return to the tonic of the overture, such that what initially might 

have been heard as confirming a G major tonic could become retrospectively understood as 

a dominant. 

 

Ex. 5.24 Richard Wagner, Die Meistersinger von Nürnberg (1867), Overture, bars 25–34  
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The Romanesca 

 

Just as the Quiescenza seems to have had different form-functional connotations at different 

points in its history, so too did the Romanesca—or at least two of the three forms Gjerdingen 

uses the name for, with the leaping Romanesca ‘more characteristic of the seventeenth and 

very early eighteenth centuries’ and the stepwise variant ‘more characteristic of the later 

eighteenth century’.54 The third type he considers to be a derivation of the other two, as 

depicted in Fig. 5.2. 

 

Fig. 5.2 Derivation of ‘Galant Romanesca’ from Stepwise and Leaping Variants (from 

Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 33. Figured bass in Roman type is mine.) 

 

 

                                                
54

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 32. 
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 This third variant was ‘the preferred type for most galant musicians’, so is the one 

Gjerdingen places the most emphasis on in MGS.55 In terms of function, he presents the 

‘galant Romanesca’ in an initiating role, drawing most of his examples from the very 

beginnings of pieces or movements. His characterisation of the schema ‘primarily as an 

opening gambit’,56 to be followed by a riposte that brings the phrase to a cadence or close, in 

fact inscribes the notion of formal function into his conception of schemata and how they 

figured in galant compositional practice, for as Paul Sherrill writes, such a term ‘implies that 

[a schema] has an appropriate position within the larger work’.57 Folker Froebe also finds 

that ‘the order in which Gjerdingen introduces his schemata in Music in the Galant Style 

implies statements about their typical functions in small-scale contexts’.58 In a broad sense 

these functions often hold true, but my intention here is to focus as much as possible on 

specifically intrathematic functions, and these are not made evident by referring only to 

general temporal positions. 

 Caplin has identified the intrathematic functions of an opening galant Romanesca 

and the following riposte as basic idea and contrasting idea respectively.59 This generally 

seems unequivocal (even if not in the context of an actual period), although one difficulty 

with the galant Romanesca is in knowing where it ends and where the next unit starts. In 

Ludwig Holtmeier’s estimation, ‘the all-important fourth chord does not belong syntactically to 

the [galant] Romanesca at all, but rather to the shape immediately following it’, a claim that 

would find support in Caplin’s observation that a cadential progression often begins with a 

first-inversion tonic chord.60 Gjerdingen’s own score annotations, in which the end of the 

Romanesca is frequently shown with a bracket dissolving into dashed lines, also leave open 

such an interpretation. Although that analytical symbol is apparently used to show that ‘this 

type of Romanesca almost always blended into a following schema, often a cadence’, it 

                                                
55

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 32. 
56

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 454. 
57

 Sherrill, review of Music in the Galant Style, 233. 
58

 Froebe, ‘Schema and Function’, 122. 
59

 As per various score annotations in Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’. 
60

 Holtmeier, review of Music in the Galant Style, 311. 
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arguably reveals some uncertainty about how to delineate the full extent of the pattern.61 

Indeed, the fact that the schema prolongs tonic function and ends with a forward-looking I6 

implies it can only serve in an initiating capacity and requires another unit to close it. It could 

be argued that this strong harmonic link between the Romanesca and the Prinner (or other 

riposte) also has the effect of binding the two halves of the phrase into a single overarching 

schema. The collocation of Romanesca and Prinner is therefore interesting for being a 

conventional pairing in itself. The opportunities it affords for a detailed investigation into 

schema adaptation and style change will be considered in the next chapter. 

 Given that the leaping and stepwise Romanescas are too long to serve as a basic 

idea, the question then arises of whether they really should be regarded as variants of the 

same pattern. It has been argued that Gjerdingen’s definition of the Romanesca is 

historically inaccurate, that the pattern known in the sixteenth century by that name does not 

appear as any of his three types.62 Be that as it may, what is of concern here is that the 

leaping and stepwise types do not seem to have had the same precise form-functional 

implications as the ‘galant’ one, and older historical sources may not necessarily supply 

useful information. For instance, the leaping Romanesca’s oft-cited earlier appearance in 

Pachelbel’s ‘Canon’ has the pattern as a recurring ground, which essentially negates any 

sense of temporal functionality altogether (although, because Gjerdingen only reads the 

schema in the first six of the ground’s eight notes, it is treated as a beginning schema). The 

frequent and multilevelled articulation of units expressing beginnings, middles and ends was 

less of a driving force in much music before the eighteenth century, so we are justified in 

turning to later uses to identify the functions that those variants of the schema served. 

However, we soon discover that the leaping and stepwise versions were not always 

associated with only one formal function. In terms of later eighteenth-century musical 

language, their sequential quality implies a medial role, although model-sequence technique 

is not in itself a formal function, and can be applied to a range of situations. Indeed, because 
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 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 32. 
62

 Neuwirth, review of Music in the Galant Style, 403–404. 
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sequential Romanescas prolong tonic they could in fact be made to serve an initiating 

function, and Gjerdingen provides examples of both types in an opening position.  

 These contradictory functions can present a problem for the hermeneutic 

interpretation of a work such as Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in E major Op. 109, which begins 

with the stepwise variant of the schema (Ex. 5.25). Should that simply be taken as a 

standard opening move, or, because of the use of model-sequence technique, a calculated 

effect of beginning in medias res?63 The answer to that question does not have to settle on 

either one or the other, however, and when we take a case like the opening of the first act of 

Verdi’s Rigoletto, which uses the leaping variant (see Ex. 2.11), the answer is surely both: 

the curtain rises on a party in full swing, and the schema’s capacity to convey a sense of 

‘being-in-the-middle’ makes it dramatically effective, while its history as an opening device 

makes it musically logical. 

 

Ex. 5.25 Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in E major Op. 109 (1820), Mvt 1, bars 1–11  

 

 

                                                
63

 Looking further ahead to bars 9–10, is the Fonte’s common functional role as a contrasting middle 

completely undermined (or upstaged) by the disruptive change of character brought on by the adagio 
section, or is it still heard as essentially normative, thereby reaffirming a hearing of the Romanesca as 
a straightforward opener because the two schemata together play out a standard order of events? 
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Context can, of course, clarify the function a schema takes on in a particular 

passage. In both of the following examples (Exx. 5.26a–b), the leaping Romanesca comes 

after the close of the initial thematic block and is followed shortly thereafter by a new 

theme.64 The schema in each excerpt therefore expresses a fairly clear medial function. That 

function appears to have nothing to do with the schema’s key centre: both follow a PAC, but 

while Schubert’s Romanesca continues in the tonic, Bruckner’s moves a diminished fifth 

away to G♭ major. One might additionally note a tactic of Verfremdung in each case: 

Schubert does not deliver the expected final event, instead turning the fifth chord towards a 

German sixth; and Bruckner adds an extra step of the sequence, thereby not confirming the 

‘key’ of the Romanesca. 

 

Ex. 5.26a Franz Schubert, Piano Trio in B♭ major, Op. 99, D. 898 (?1828), Mvt 1, bars 6–17 

 

 
                                                
64

 Schubert has the schema again perform the same task in the opening movement of his Piano Trio 

in E♭ major, Op. 100 , D. 929. 
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Ex. 5.26b Anton Bruckner, Symphony No. 8 in C minor (1884–1887), Mvt 4, bars 36–46 
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In other uses, the sequential Romanesca could be used towards the very ends of 

musical works, with the effect of hinting that the work will soon finish.65 An example by 

Hummel is shown in Ex. 5.27, appearing at bar 210 out of 236 in the finale. Another 

example, with only four events, was seen in Chapter Two (Ex. 2.21), where it figured, 

multiple times, only moments before the very end of Rossini’s Il Barbiere di Siviglia. 

Gjerdingen has suggested that the ‘cadenza lunga’, with its ①–⑥–④–⑤–① bass, may in 

fact have been derived from the Romanesca,66 so, conversely, the Romanesca may in these 

instances be suggestive of a cadence while at the same time ushering in a short new idea. 

In the context of the whole work, this usage of the Romanesca is experientially distinct from 

the transitional and beginning uses shown in the previous three examples, but it would seem 

that differentiation is almost entirely determined by context. To pin a specific intrathematic 

function on either of these forms of the Romanesca would mean ignoring that contextual 

flexibility. 

 

Ex. 5.27 Johann Nepomuk Hummel, Bassoon Concerto in F major (ca. 1805), Mvt 3, bars 

210–219 

 

 

                                                
65

 This appears to have been a particular conventional usage of the schema in music of the later 
eighteenth century, especially concertos. 
66

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 170. 
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Other than sharing the same first three chords and the same fourth bass note, the 

leaping (sequential) Romanesca and the galant Romanesca are quite different entities. Yet 

one point of rapprochement could be suggested by what appears to be a further version, 

featuring the chords I–V–vi–iii, which makes use of that shared bass line. This has the 

harmonies of the sequential Romanesca but the same number of events as the galant. It can 

therefore serve as half of a four- or eight-bar phrase, that is, as a basic idea. Exx. 5.28a–b 

feature this pattern at the start of a new melody (in the case of the Mahler, some seventeen 

minutes into the movement), serving as a two-bar basic idea that is given a varied repetition 

in the next two bars. In the Mahler, the schema initiates what may be regarded as an 

antecedent with a sentential design, while in the Mascagni (which we saw in Chapter Two) it 

begins a simpler construction resembling an eight-bar period. 
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Ex. 5.28a Gustav Mahler, Symphony No. 3 (1896), Part 1, Figs. 39–40 
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Ex. 5.28b Pietro Mascagni, Cavalleria Rusticana (1890), Intermezzo sinfonico, bars 20–29 

 

 

 

 

Yet because this four-event I–V–vi–iii pattern expresses a sequential progression, it 

was still adaptable to medial roles. Even within a tight-knit theme, it could perform that 

function by shifting it onto a different key centre. Exx. 5.29a–c all employ the same strategy: 

a Romanesca which takes the theme’s VI or III as its opening harmony is used to begin a 

sentence continuation. (Note that in the Brahms Scherzo, at Ex. 5.29a, only the 

Romanesca’s first three events are contained within the four-bar group in bars 54–57, with 

the schema’s final event beginning the next four-bar group. To bracket the pattern as I have 
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done would normally violate the grouping boundary between bars 57 and 58, but in this case 

the harmonic rhythm is derived directly from the basic idea at bars 46–49.) In the Grieg 

Waltz (Ex. 5.29c), the motivic fragmentation in bar 15 in fact continues the sequence such 

that a complete leaping Romanesca appears, although the melodic parallelism in bars 11–14 

places a grouping boundary after the schema’s fourth event. It is certainly appropriate to 

identify the whole sequence, though, as that boundary will be perceived as being in tension 

with the strong melodic, harmonic and motivic continuity over the passage. Ex. 5.29d 

features a minor-key Romanesca that starts on the supertonic of A♭. It follows a statement of 

the opening theme (a Heartz, a semitone higher than at the start of the movement), so can 

be heard as continuational, even though it is interpolated between that and the reprise of the 

theme’s original continuation. 

 

Ex. 5.29a Johannes Brahms, Scherzo in E♭ minor, Op. 4 (1851), bars 40–77 
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Ex. 5.29b Robert Schumann, Myrthen, Op. 25 (1840), No. 10, ‘Die Hochländer-Wittwe’, bars 

1–17 
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Ex.5.29c Edvard Grieg, Lyric Pieces Op. 12 (1867), No. 2, Waltz, bars 1–22 
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Ex. 5.29d Johannes Brahms, Sonata for Piano and Violin in G major, Op. 78 (1879), Mvt 1, 

bars 99–107 
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Whereas the Romanesca might not be able to perform this continuational role so 

satisfactorily if it had stayed in the tonic, a simple change of key enabled it to serve this 

function here. One could then regard this usage as the adaptation and importation of an 

earlier opening schema into a medial role, with the choice of VI or III for the Romanesca’s 

first event in Exx. 5.29a–c as an example of the popular nineteenth-century technique of 

shifting key centres by thirds. However, if we look to much earlier sources, we can find a 

similar usage in modal melodies. The traditional English tune ‘Greensleeves’ (Ex. 5.30) is set 

in the mode of G Hypodorian, meaning that the medial Romanesca begins on the mode’s 

third degree.67 Grieg had similarly shifted a third above the tonic to begin his Romanesca in 

Ex. 5.29c. Meanwhile, Brahms (in Ex. 5.29a) and Schumann moved the bass a third below 

the tonic for the first event of theirs, which could count as a nineteenth-century take on the 

older modal usage. Although the openings of their themes are obviously tonal, the pattern 

they used for their continuation phrases may well be an adaptation of the older Romanesca 

after all, instead of a galant one. Questions such as these deserve further research, as the 

pattern’s long history and the potentially problematic inclusiveness of Gjerdingen’s 

Romanesca category mean it is easy to fall into the trap of assuming a number of outwardly 

                                                
67

 Susan McClary, ‘Towards a History of Harmonic Tonality’, in Towards Tonality: Aspects of Baroque 
Music Theory, ed. Peter Dejans (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2007), 103. 
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similar patterns were variants of the same schema, whereas more thorough historical 

research might yield more accurate information. 

 

Ex. 5.30 Anonymous, ‘Greensleeves’ (by 1580) (from Susan McClary, ‘Towards a History of 

Harmonic Tonality’, 103) 

 

 

 

 

The Fenaroli 

 

It was noted in the previous chapter that the Fenaroli could be put to a range of uses in a 

full-movement form. While this challenges an attempt to pin a label of normative 

interthematic function on the Fenaroli, attempts to identify which intrathematic function may 

be most strongly associated with the schema are further confounded by differences in its 

apparent harmonic orientation. As was noted, it could prolong a dominant or tonic, and 

sometimes it is unclear which—and therein must have lain some of its appeal for composers. 

Gjerdingen suggests the schema ‘could be initiated on either event one or event two, so a 
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given event could be metrically weak or strong depending on the choice of starting point’.68 

The composer’s decision in this regard can help to clarify the governing harmony, as in Ex. 

5.31, where two Fenarolis appear either side of a le–sol–fi–sol half cadence. Functionally, 

these two realisations of the schema are different, with the second corresponding to Byros’s 

Fenaroli-Ponte, which assumes the role of a post-cadential standing on the dominant. The 

first, on the other hand, prolongs the local tonic of G major and its intrathematic, or simply 

syntactic, function is more open to interpretation. It does follow something of a pseudo-

cadence (IV6–V7–I in bars 114–118), although to call it post-cadential would be to ignore the 

sense of initiation that might be heard from its establishing a longer four-bar grouping unit 

that prolongs the (new) tonic. On the other hand, it continues of a process of motivic 

Fortspinnung, which then causes it to project something of a medial function that is 

reinforced retroactively by the music’s subsequent turn to cadence at bar 124. In this 

instance, then, the schema seems to resist functional categorisation. 

 

Ex. 5.31 Joseph Haydn, Symphony No. 86 in D major, Hob. I:86 (1786), Mvt 1, bars 114–

131 (strings only) 
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 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 462. 
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Both Fenarolis here are instantiated as a well formed group, with an immediate 

repetition, evenly spaced events and characteristic melodic treatment, yet with contradictory 

functions. Perhaps, then, there could be scope to distinguish between two subtypes of the 

schema, a ‘dominant-prolonging’ Fenaroli and a ‘tonic-prolonging’ Fenaroli. Byros’s Fenaroli-

Ponte sets out to categorise a particular subset of the first group, namely those that follow a 

half cadence or dominant arrival.69 In this sense, there is logic in his devising that name, as it 

specifically denotes dominant-prolongational Fenarolis (and they presumably always start on 

local dominant harmony), but by specifying the dominant pedal in the bass, it simply 

excludes many dominant-prolonging Fenarolis that do not literally have the pedal in the 

bass, including those that serve as a transition-suffix, as in Ex. 5.32. 

 

                                                
69

 Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 228. 
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Ex. 5.32 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in B♭ major K. 570 (1789), Mvt 1, 

bars 35–42 

 

 

 

 A dominant-prolonging Fenaroli could also serve other roles besides a post-cadential 

one, such as furnishing the contrasting middle of a binary structure, as in Ex. 5.33. 

 

Ex. 5.33 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, 6 Ländlerische Tänze, K. 606 (1791), No. 5 
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Additionally, although it may not be so common in eighteenth-century music, a 

Fenaroli may play out over its ‘own’ dominant pedal but not be prolonging the dominant of 

the immediate context. In Ex. 5.34 the ‘Ponte’ label would make no sense as V/vi is only a 

subordinate harmony in this phrase. For Byros, the harmonic orientation of the Fenaroli-

Ponte is ‘dependent on (hyper)metrical placement’, with the prolonged harmony occurring on 

a strong (hyper)beat.70 However, here it is V/vi that appears on the hyperdownbeat, yet it is 

ultimately vi that is prolonged. Otherwise we would be obliged to say that the larger 

harmonic progression in this passage is V/vi (bars 26–29) to ii6–V6/4–7/5/3–I (bars 30–33). 

 

Ex. 5.34 Gaetano Donizetti, Ave Maria, ‘per due voci uguali’ (no date), bars 24–33 

 

 
 

 

                                                
70

 Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, 220–221. 
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Even where there are no tonicisations, the rhythmic stress of the starting event is not 

enough to determine the harmony being prolonged. The two examples shown in Exx. 5.35a–

b, taken from MGS, each feature a Fenaroli used to begin the movement’s second theme. In 

order to favour grouping like material, I would suggest that the Fenaroli in Ex. 5.35a be read 

as starting from the downbeat of bar 24, rather than half a bar earlier as Gjerdingen has it. 

Of these two examples, the Fenaroli in Ex. 5.35a starts with its local ‘tonic’ event, going by 

my grouping suggestion, and that in Ex. 5.35b with its ‘dominant’ event. Yet both express 

tonic overall, confirmed later by the authentic cadence at the end of the theme group (not 

shown). Gjerdingen’s observation that the Fenaroli ‘was most often introduced following a 

modulation to the dominant key’—as both of these excerpts do—may not prove to be of 

much help for identifying the schema’s likely intrathematic function. There is, after all, a 

significant difference between a post-cadential function of standing on the dominant (cf. Exx. 

5.31–5.32) and one of initiating a theme, which on account of the schema’s repetition might 

in these cases be regarded as presentational, though not in a tight-knit sense. 

 

Ex. 5.35a Carl Ditters von Dittersdorf, String Quintet in G major K. 190 (1789), Mvt 1, bars 

22–30 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 245) 
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Ex. 5.35b Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in C minor Op. 10 No. 1 (1797), Mvt 2, bars 

21–31 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 238) 
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If a Fenaroli can prolong tonic and play an initiating role, then it would make sense to 

assume it can open a movement. While there is indeed no reason to rule out that possibility, 

we should not necessarily treat that as an equally significant function to those we have 

considered so far until we find strongly profiled realisations in that position. The start of Ex. 

5.36 exhibits a fairly high degree of irregularity from one event to the next, it relies on a voice 

transfer for the schema melody to be traced, and the final event ought perhaps to be 

grouped with the next unit as an upbeat. (An alternative reading placing the Fenaroli at bars 

12–31 would require the counterintuitive grouping boundary between beats 1 and 2 of the first 

bar.) We could easily call this a Fenaroli, but not a highly perceptible one and consequently, 

a realisation such as this would certainly not give us grounds for associating the schema 

strongly with an initiation function early in a movement. More fundamentally, we might ask 

whether the presence of the Fenaroli’s counterpoint should necessarily be taken as a sign of 

the phrase-unit schema proper. Tonic prolongation is standard at the beginning of a 

movement, and voice exchange—which does not need to be coterminous with grouping 

structures—is a common way to achieve that. 

By all accounts the Fenaroli seems not to be so frequently associated with the home 

key, particularly in music from the second half of the eighteenth century and later. One could 

entertain possible reasons why, such as that it did not leave sufficient room for ‘melodic 

“opening up”’ at the outset of a movement,71 but we should be wary of offering general 

pronouncements based on a particular style. If we recall that Gjerdingen has provided 

examples from the early 1700s of repeated Quiescenzas in an initiating role, then, as with 

that schema, we should resist adopting a synchronic approach to the Fenaroli. 
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 Caplin, Classical Style, 37. 
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Ex. 5.36 Franz Schubert, Piano Sonata in C minor D. 958 (1828), Mvt 2, bars 1–7 

 

 

 

At times, a Fenaroli will not unequivocally prolong one harmony or the other. In Ex. 

5.37 a Fenaroli begins on the downbeat of bar 5 with the arrival of dominant-seventh 

harmony and ends at the start of bar 8 on an emphatic tonic chord. Noting that bars 5–7 are 

a composing-out of V7 by means of a voice exchange (see the circled notes in those bars), 

we could certainly treat those bars as a dominant prolongation, although when we include 

the Fenaroli’s fourth event, it becomes more difficult to support that reading. One could take 

a broader view and say that the dominant remains in effect from bar 5 until the end of the 

slow introduction. On the other hand, given that a V7 chord implies the need for its own 

resolution, then bars 5–7 could be regarded as subordinate to the C major chord at the start 

of bar 8. From that perspective, the Fenaroli would ultimately prolong tonic. Given that the C 

major chord, which is the first tonic chord of the work so far, is the initial tonic of a cadential 

progression that moves through ii6 to a cadential six-four, it cannot be subsumed to the 

preceding dominant harmony. 

However, the ‘real’ answer may be a moot point anyway. Perhaps there is no 

Fenaroli here at all: the melodic pattern in bars 5–7 does not continue into bar 8, so a 

grouping boundary arises between bars 7 and 8 on motivic and textural grounds. Yet this, 

too, is unresolvable, for we could as easily speak of an elided final event, on account of the 
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strong voice leading connection between V7 and I. The schema is also not repeated. In any 

case, there is certainly no clear phrase-unit schema here, so as with Ex. 5.36, we might 

hesitate even to call this ‘a Fenaroli’ in the proper sense. Rather, it seems that the pattern of 

scale degrees encoded in the schema was often employed by composers simply as 

contrapuntal linkage, as a basic way of extending a harmony while maintaining a level of 

motion in the outer parts, and that may be all Beethoven was doing here. As such, we might 

also regard in the same way any ‘Fenarolis’ that are supposedly embedded into Fontes or 

Montes (as in Exx. 2.6b, 2.26b or 5.21a) rather than as proper, if miniature, phrase units. 

 

Ex. 5.37 Ludwig van Beethoven, Symphony No. 1 in C major, Op. 21 (1800), Mvt 1, bars 1–

12 
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 If we were to accept Ex. 5.37 as a dominant-prolonging Fenaroli, then its function 

would be one of standing on the dominant. Where it is neither tonic nor dominant that is 

prolonged, however, none of the form-functional terms we have used so far would be 

appropriate. In Ex. 5.38 a Fenaroli prolongs a pre-dominant harmony, thereby extending the 

consequent phrase of this compound period. With substantial diminution and a 

straightforward alignment with the grouping structure, this Fenaroli is clearly a phrase-unit 

schema, but one that prolongs IV, not I or V. 

 

Ex. 5.38 Felix Mendelssohn, String Quartet in E♭ major Op. 12 (1829), Mvt 1, bars 18–41 
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The schema prolongs different harmonies again in Ex. 5.39. A repeated Fenaroli 

follows a PAC in the home key of D major, although as the schema tonicises vi, it cannot be 

said to have a post-cadential function. Rather, it begins an extended cadential progression 

vi–ii–V6/4–5/3–I, in which the ii is transformed into ii6 by an additional single Fenaroli, albeit 

with the schema’s upper line concealed. It would be misleading to say the schema itself has 

a cadential function here, because that role really falls to the phrase’s harmonies, of which 

the Fenarolis prolong only two, and the schema is no longer present when the dominant is 

reached. We could call it continuational, but without an initiating unit that it continues from, 

that would not best capture the effect of the passage. There is some sense in which it could 

function as an initiation, as a new phrase after the PAC, but as it does not prolong tonic, that 

label would only refer to a rhetorical notion of beginning without factoring in harmony, and 

would actually not tell us anything about the Fenaroli per se.  

 

Ex. 5.39 Robert Schumann, Liederkreis Op. 24 (1840), No. 9, ‘Mit Myrthen und Rosen’, bars 

41–48 
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A further complicating factor in understanding functionality is that different harmonies 

can both participate in the same intrathematic function. This is especially pertinent when the 

Fenaroli is transposed for its repetition. In Ex. 5.40, first a Fenaroli in V then in I can be 

understood as making up the contrasting idea of what would be known in Caplin’s terms as a 

hybrid theme structured as antecedent + continuation. A contrasting idea ‘often contains 

characteristics of continuation function, such as fragmentation [and] an accelerated 

harmonic or surface rhythm (or both)’.72 This statement aptly describes bars 52–55, so if we 

regard them altogether as making up the contrasting idea, then that entails both the 

dominant and tonic versions of the schema. One could treat each Fenaroli separately here, 

but if all of bars 52–55 constitute a single contrasting idea, which is characterised by 

continuation function, then that means each individual Fenaroli expresses that same function 

as well. Moreover, repetition, whether it is sequential or exact, is an agent of cohesion within 

a group, increasing the schema’s prominence as the governing pattern for all of those four 

bars. 

 

Ex. 5.40 Franz Lachner, Orchestral Suite No. 1 in D minor, Op. 113 (1861), Mvt 2, bars 46–

63 
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 Caplin, Classical Form, 51. 
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If we are open to the possibility that a Fenaroli can prolong any harmony and that it 

can assume a number of functions without compromising its structural integrity, then that 

leaves us unable to propose a single most pronounced formal function for the schema. 

Indeed, to apply an observation of Matteo Magarotto’s, the prolongational effect of the 

Fenaroli causes the music to be ‘stalled from the standpoint of harmonic progression’, so 

because ‘the Fenaroli ... is not strictly “necessary” to lead the music toward particular formal 

events, it invites attention to musical discourse at a local level [involving] the canonic 

inversion of the schema, its permutational quality, [and] not so much its function in the 
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whole’.73 In short, a well formed Fenaroli will always sound like a Fenaroli, no matter to what 

end it is employed.  

However, the Fenaroli’s flexibility does not mean that more conventional formal 

functions have no role to play, as they can anchor unusual adaptations of the schema to a 

traditional practice. In these cases, however, we would have to prioritise counterpoint over 

harmony. Alternations of chords in a tonic-dominant relationship, even if in a ‘usual’ context, 

are simply too commonplace to count as transformed Fenarolis if there is not the distinctive 

imitative or contrary-motion interaction of voices. On the other hand, in the two following 

examples, a repeated Fenaroli prolongs a dominant seventh rather than the stable 

dominants we have seen in other cases. In Ex. 5.41b, it follows a dominant arrival before the 

‘Dance of the Daylight Hours’ from Ponchielli’s La Gioconda (seen in Ex. 2.2), and in Ex. 

5.41a, it serves as a contrasting middle in what corresponds to the double bar in a rounded-

binary form, the trio (not named as such) in Berwald’s scherzo-like ‘Stretto’ movement from 

his Symphony No. 1. A standard way to proceed, after a dominant-seventh chord, would be 

to resolve it and prolong the tonic. This possibility is shown in the top system of Ex. 5.41c. 

Neither Berwald nor Ponchielli does that, however. What is more, relative to the moving lines 

that they have used, neither has placed the pedal point on what would be the usual pitch (as 

in the lower system of Ex. 5.41c) but instead on a pitch one tone lower. Or, to put it another 

way, the pedal has been held over from the root of the preceding dominant-seventh chord, 

and the moving lines have been placed one scale-step higher than they normally would. If 

those moving lines may be heard as implying a kind a local tonic—B minor in the Berwald 

and F♯ minor in the Ponchielli, as indicated by the scale-degree annotations on the score—

then that is contradicted by the pedal. Despite this tonal conflict, the strong contrapuntal 

profile, the use of immediate repetition and the placement within a dominant prolongation all 

point to these two composers inventively adapting the Fenaroli. 
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 Magarotto, ‘The Interaction of Sonata Form and Schemata’, 78. 
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Ex. 5.41a Franz Berwald, Symphony No. 1 in G minor, ‘Sérieuse’ (1842), Mvt 3, bars 287–

306 (clarinets, bassoons and trumpets omitted) 
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Ex. 5.41b Amilcare Ponchielli, La Gioconda (1876), Act 3, Scene 2, ‘The Dawn Hours’, bars 

36–50 (tenors and basses omitted) 
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Ex. 5.41c Alternative placement of Fenaroli’s outer-voice counterpoint 

 

 

 

 

The Prinner 

 

Given the wide range of possibilities for each schema’s functional application as detailed 

above, some might find the current definitions of these schemata to be too inclusive. If 

formal function influences our perception of a musical unit, then would we not perceive 

contrasting uses of the ‘same’ schema as categorically distinct from one another? Perhaps 

that would be unlikely, as context can confer function on a schema as well as the reverse, 

and a schema’s adaptation to different contexts is a sign of both its flexibility (and, therefore, 

its importance) and a composer’s creativity. However, where those different usages entail a 

change to the actual notes of the schema, then it is beneficial to refine the definition by 

proposing specific subtypes. 

This is what Caplin has done for the Prinner, in the light of the one label being used 

for what are in fact different figures. As seen in Chapter Two, he has grouped the Prinner 
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into three categories on the basis of the harmonic progression, largely identifiable in the 

bass line, that each one expresses: prolongational, sequential and cadential (Fig. 5.3). The 

cadential types require special mention: for a Prinner to be cadential in Caplin’s strict sense, 

it must feature a dominant in root position, as well as a pre-dominant chord and initial tonic 

before that. To describe that function, Caplin uses the terms ‘Prinner cadence’ or ‘cadential 

Prinner’ interchangeably (see Fig. 5.3g–h). He also differentiates between this ‘Prinner 

cadence’ and an ‘imperfect authentic cadence (Prinner Type)’ (Fig. 5.3f), and regards the 

latter as a stronger cadence because its bass and treble lines are independent, whereas the 

Prinner cadence’s bass line ‘derives from a situation of parallel motion and is thus not as 

differentiated from the melody as a standard cadential bass’.74  

 

Fig. 5.3 Prototypes of prolongational Prinner (a–d), sequential Prinner (e), imperfect 

authentic cadence (Prinner type) (f), and cadential Prinner or ‘Prinner cadence’ (g–h). (From 

Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’. Not all possibilities are shown.) 
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 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 37–38. 
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These prototypes show harmonic functions, but what of intrathematic ones? In a 

basic syntactical sense, Caplin writes that ‘prolongational progressions engender a sense of 

formal initiation, sequential ones express medial functions, and cadential progressions 

create formal closure’.75 However, in reality the Prinner almost runs the gamut of syntactic 

possibilities in each of these harmonic functions, as Caplin is well aware. This potentially 

means that the three categories of Prinner will be fairly resistant to theorising on the matter 

of intrathematic function. For instance, Caplin notes that ‘the prolongational Prinner can 

function as a formal middle, one that is followed by a cadence of some kind’ or as ‘a non-

cadential end’; and the ‘medial formal positions’ occupied by a sequential Prinner ‘can range 

from simple continuation phrases of sentential theme-types to large-scale model-sequence 

patterns found in a development section of sonata form’.76 This accounts for some very 

different scenarios, and when we add to that the cadential Prinner, we find ourselves having 

to entertain the idea of a very diverse range of models and functions all operating under the 

name of ‘Prinner’. 

Caplin’s three categories very helpfully clarify important differences, but he 

expresses some reservations about how well that diversity is represented by a single 

overarching Prinner schema. For one thing, he queries ‘whether all complete circle-of-fifths 

sequences [involving ❻–❺–❹–❸] are best identified as Prinners’, rather than our sensing 

‘a broader category of “circle-of-fifths sequence” as the primary schematic identification 

rather than the Prinner per se’.77 For another, he wonders how far removed from the 

archetypal Prinner a figure can be and still count as a realisation, throwing into question the 

IAC (Pr) and the numerous bass lines considered for the prolongational variant.78 This is 

obviously a concern that applies to all schemata, but is particularly pertinent to the Prinner. 

 Indeed, it is perhaps over the Prinner that the claims of a psychologically oriented 

schema theory and of a historically informed Satzlehre come into conflict the most. On the 
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 Caplin, ‘What are Formal Functions?’, 34. 
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 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 55–56. 
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one hand, every form of the schema begins with the bass-soprano pairing of ④ under ❻ 

and ends with ① under ❸, with 5/3 sonorities at both ends. No matter what form the 

schema takes, the overarching ‘Prinner’ category represents the compositional procedure of 

moving between those voice pairs in a linear fashion, and, moreover, highlights how central 

such a move was to galant music by showing it to have been a common choice in a range of 

situations. Yet that move could be executed in many different ways, including in particular by 

drawing on a wealth of sequential models that, according to Holtmeier, ‘form the heart of 

thoroughbass and partimento theory [but are] insufficiently explored in Gjerdingen’s theory of 

schemata’.79 Whereas Gjerdingen’s Prinner ‘is tied exclusively to the appearance of at least 

one of the two outer voices’,80 Holtmeier argues in detail that a Prinner-like sequential 

passage may in fact be derived from a model with up to five voices.81 

Is such complexity even compatible with the premise of aural accessibility that 

underpins schema theory? Galant schema theory, like many theories of music, is caught 

between a theory of listening and a theory of composition, the former generally presupposing 

its subjects to have had a far lower degree of technical knowledge than in the latter, and it is 

when the level of assumed expertise increases that the broader schematic representations 

of musical processes begin to be less meaningful. That is not to suggest that a highly skilled 

galant composer could not have heard the similarities that link the different Prinner 

categories together—in the same way that pedagogical texts showed, say, dozens of 

contrapuntal models as elaborations of the same underlying I–V–I progression—but rather 

that their similarities called for recognition of their differences. This tension is also a product 

of different notions of what characterises galant music. If it is regarded as ‘natural’ and ‘free 

of artifice’, one might be inclined to give pride of place to patterns that are easily grasped 

upon listening. On the other hand, Holtmeier views galant music as incorporating both the 

‘supreme contrapuntal discipline’ of polyphonic sacred music and the ‘stile nuovo of the trio 

sonata’, and that leads him to state that ‘if one wishes to understand this highly artificial style 
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 Holtmeier, review of Music in the Galant Style, 319. 
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 Holtmeier, review of Music in the Galant Style, 316. 
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it is important, precisely because it constantly uses the same patterns, to gain an awareness 

of their subtle compositional details and the precise differences between them’.82 It is 

possible that galant schema theory will forever be caught between these poles of simplicity 

and complexity, of reduction and detail, informed as it is by both modern psychology and 

historical music theory. 

In terms of formal functions, Gjerdingen’s conception of the Prinner sits somewhere 

in this middle ground, and there is heuristic value in his adopting this position. In a sense, he 

defines the Prinner in its various capacities more in terms of syntactical function than of 

harmony, which means opening the ears of his readers to the different place each version 

often takes in the architecture of a whole piece, and thereby to the ‘moment-by-moment’ 

experience of the music. Roughly, his ‘Prinner’, ‘circle-of-fifths Prinner’ and ‘modulating 

Prinner’ correspond to phrase-ending, medial and transitional (also medial) passages 

respectively. Often this equation is borne out in analysis or listening, but there are too many 

exceptions for it to provide the basis for forming a general theory. By the time the reader has 

got to the point of trying, however, Gjerdingen’s mission to teach what he sees as ‘the 

courtly vocabulary and phraseology’ of galant music is basically accomplished, at least as far 

as stimulating curiosity is concerned.83 In fact, as this chapter has tried to show, an attempt 

to produce a theory that correlates schemata with intrathematic functions will in some cases 

come up against a myriad of possibilities. If one does comprehensively codify these, it would 

still be preferable not to lose sight of the common model shared by the various subtypes. 

While one might not choose to agree with Caplin’s assertion that the prolongational and 

sequential Prinners ‘demand their own detailed investigations of form-functional usage’,84 as 

that could get into unnecessarily specific interactions between models and contexts, he is 

surely right to recognise the Prinner’s ‘incredible compositional flexibility’.85 
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 When it comes to nineteenth-century music, theorising about even the cadential 

Prinner’s form-functional usage may be problematic. It is possible to identify cadential 

Prinners serving in a role other than ending a formal unit, without their exhibiting any 

semblance of the compositional play that so often characterises the ‘misplacement’ of 

cadences in later eighteenth-century music. In Ex. 5.42, the schema’s formal function is 

essentially one of continuation, even if its harmonic function is cadential. Following a strident 

paired Do–Re–Mi presentation, an acceleration of harmonic rhythm and increase in 

fragmentation lend bars 7–17 the quality of a continuation phrase, if a fairly extended one. A 

cadential Prinner in the dominant, entirely standard but for concealment of the usual melodic 

❻–❺,86 is played twice in bars 7–10 then repeated in the tonic in bars 11–12, only to be 

followed immediately by a rapid descent through the circle of fifths to vi halfway through bar 

13 (indicated by the circled notes on the score). From there, the music moves to a half 

cadence in vi via a protracted augmented sixth, concluding this sentential opening. 

 

Ex. 5.42 Franz Schubert, Wandererfantasie in C major, D. 760 (1822), bars 1–21 

 

 

                                                
86

 A prolongational Prinner with a similar melodic contour appears, as John Koslovsky has pointed 
out, from bar 46 in the final movement of Schubert’s String Quintet, where it begins the second theme. 
The ❻–❺ is at the top of the texture but lower than the subsequent ❹–❸, meaning that the melody 

jumps a seventh from the ❺ to the ❹. John Koslovsky, ‘Timeless Reflections: Form, Cadence and 
Tonal Structure in the Scherzo and Finale of Schubert’s String Quintet’, Music Analysis 33/2 (2014), 
181. 
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Finally, in Ex. 5.43 a cadential Prinner (featuring the traditional ‘la–to–sol flourish’) 

initiates a new unit following a PAC in the dominant key of this duet. With the heroine Anna 

commencing a solo line, there is a slight rhetorical sense of beginning, although that is 

hardly conveyed by the harmony. On a larger architectural level, the unit has a medial role, 

being in the middle section of the duet. Absent, however, is the syntactical sense of a 

phrase-level ending that is normally imparted by a cadential progression. 
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Ex. 5.43 Heinrich Marschner, Hans Heiling (1833), Act 3, No. 18, Duett, ‘Nun bist du mein’, 

bars 17–28 
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As ever, temporal functions play out on all levels here, and while this Prinner may 

serve as a kind of formal initiation at the level of the period (or, period-like structure), the 

sense of beginning is felt much less keenly than that of being in the middle of the duet. It 

would even be quite plausible to suggest that that medial function is itself felt less keenly 

than the impression that the whole Singspiel is drawing to a close, for this is the last number 

before the finale. This effect is not simply the product of one’s having sat through most of the 

performance, nor of the plot denouement, but also of the use of a melodic-harmonic device 

that forecloses too great an ‘opening up’ of melodic space and any expectations of long 

harmonic trajectories. 

At the same time, the brevity of the two-bar unit and the imperfect close on ❸ 

generate an expectation of forward motion that arouses a listener’s excitement. Those 

inclined to regard the progression as non-cadential might say that the suspension of the 

fourth above ② (which denies the ii7 its chordal third) was calculated precisely to avoid 

creating full closure. But there is no sense in calling it a ‘cadence’ as it is not the end of a 

longer formal unit. Even if we do regard the progression as cadential from a harmonic point 

of view (which I think we can),87 its temporal function is not one of ending. In a sense, it 

serves different functions at once. Balancing the implications of intrathematic or temporal 

                                                
87

 This may be a common strategy. See Exx. 2.14, 2.16 and 2.32c–d. 
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functions at different levels in order to control the pacing of musical events in a sophisticated 

manner is central to the craft of composition, arguably in general, and certainly in the broad 

period under consideration in this study. 

 

 

Concluding Remark 

 

While intrathematic function may be an important aspect of many phrase-unit schemata, a 

theory that insists on its systematic inclusion in a schema’s definition overlooks both the 

complexity with which composers shaped the experience of musical time and the fact that 

function is perceived in relation to context. As Webster writes, ‘context determines function 

as much as function creates context’.88 Put another way, composers were not beholden to a 

set formal function for each schema but were completely in control of their deployment. 

When a schema could be made to serve different functions, its construction sometimes 

varied in accordance with the function, as we saw with I–V–V–I schemata serving either 

presentation or continuation functions. There, the former version was more strongly 

perceived as an independent entity, the latter more weakly. In other cases, however, a 

schema could serve multiple functions and still be realised as the same well formed discrete 

phrase unit.  

 In a 2005 article, Caplin considered the relationship between formal function and 

topics, and found that ‘only a handful of topics have a determinate formal function and that, 

even with these, a given topic can reflect a good deal of formal variability’.89 I would suggest 

that similar conclusions could be drawn on the link between formal functions and phrase-unit 

schemata, especially for music of the nineteenth century but for much of the eighteenth as 

well. There are certainly some schemata with strong form-functional associations, and some 

work together to produce highly conventionalised collocations. Knowledge of these can 

                                                
88

 Webster, ‘Comments on William E. Caplin’s Essay’, 47. 
89

 William E. Caplin, ‘On the Relation of Musical Topoi to Formal Function’, Eighteenth-Century Music 
2/1 (2005), 124. 
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assist us in our analyses of nineteenth-century works by providing form-functional constants 

for some schemata, but we may also be limiting our understanding if we restrict our 

investigations only to cases where they perform certain formal functions. If we aim for total 

theorising of the supposedly normative intrathematic functions of schemata, we risk losing 

sight of their inherent flexibility and, with that, the creative approach composers took to 

deploying them in their works. At the end of his article, Caplin made an appeal to those 

working in the field, and I repeat a part of his final paragraph here:  

 

Finally, a word about what I discern as a kind of anxiety that some scholars betray 

when considering the possibility of defining a syntax for musical topics. Might the urge 

to discover principles of topical succession originate in some need to legitimize the 

general practice of topical analysis? After all, most of our successful analytical 

models—be they harmonic, metric or formal—are grounded in powerful syntactical 

principles. But if we find in the end that topical analysis has little, or even no, 

syntactical basis, there is no reason for regret.
90

 

 

If in the end we find that schema-based analysis has no consistent form-functional 

basis either, then I, too, say there is no reason for regret. 

 

                                                
90

 Caplin, ‘On the Relation of Musical Topoi to Formal Function’, 124. 
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Chapter Six 

Schema Decline: A Prognosis for the Prinner 

 

 

One of the principal motivations of this study has been to show that the use of schemata 

represents an element of continuity in compositional practice across much of the eighteenth 

and nineteenth centuries. To that end, I have promoted principles for identifying schemata 

that favour consistency in their phrase-structural properties. In part, this is because well 

formed schemata coextensive with clearly demarcated phrase units take perceptual priority 

over alleged structures that contradict those units. It is also partly because schemata 

constructed in this manner are most compatible with a mode of composition that takes the 

four-bar phrase as one of its fundamental organising units, a mode that was particularly 

prevalent in the nineteenth century, as scholars such as William Rothstein and Edward Cone 

have noted.1 Well-formedness, I have argued, is the most important aspect of a schema’s 

realisation and the most reliable constant when analysing music for schemata in later 

repertoires. Formal function, be it interthematic or intrathematic, would seem to be less 

dependable as a constant, not simply because the specific concepts they entail are not as 

readily applicable to music of the nineteenth century as they are to that of the eighteenth, but 

also because the form-functional role a schema could express in that earlier music was often 

too variable for us to be able to determine trends that are of much use in the sort of 

comparative analysis broached here. 

 Relatively consistent formal function can certainly be observed in some cases, and it 

may help us to explain quite plausibly, in the appropriate context, a given musical unit as a 

distortion of a particular schema. However, the more a passage differs from a standard 

realisation of a schema, the more difficult it becomes to argue persuasively that it is a 

                                                
1
 Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, 184–185; Cone, Musical Form and Musical Performance, 

79. 
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realisation of that schema at all. There are, in principle, no limits to what can be called an 

atypical or disguised example of a particular model, but in practical terms there must be. 

Other harmonies or scale degrees may take the place of the ‘prototypical’ ones if they are 

sufficiently similar, but if they are different to the point that the passage is now better 

described in other terms altogether, then the ‘original’ pattern may no longer be a relevant or 

especially revealing concept when analysing the passage. Alternatively, a schema may be 

compressed, extended or expanded structurally, such that its usual symmetry or rhythmic 

regularity has been distorted, but if the whole is subordinate to another, more salient 

structure, or if it is too short or too long to be perceived as a single schema, then 

suggestions that the schema has been subjected to such techniques of structural alteration 

will be difficult to substantiate in the face of competing evidence. 

 Consider, for instance, how the the following two excerpts by Schubert may each 

relate to the Aprile schema. Ex. 6.1a is extracted from Leonard Meyer’s Style and Music, 

where it is presented as an instance of the ❶–❼–❷–❶ changing-note schema’s ‘disguise 

through divergence’.2 The divergences Meyer lists include the supertonic harmony in bar 6 

rather than a dominant, and the ‘stretching’ of the phrase that results from this (because it 

requires additional harmonies before a cadence) and that ‘somewhat disturbs the parallelism 

between the parts of the schema’.3 Ex. 6.1b differs from a prototypical Aprile in that the vocal 

part has ❺ in place of the usual ❼ (although ❼ does appear in the piano’s right hand). The 

dotted motive in the bass in bar 8 slightly blurs the boundary between the two halves of the 

schema, but this does little to upset the clearly presentational role it serves in the song’s 

opening sentence. With Meyer’s interpretation in Ex. 6.1a, we are obliged to accept that a 

pattern normally structured as a sentence presentation is now ‘coextensive with the theme, 

not just part of it’.4 To be sure, Meyer does not place as much emphasis on phrase structure 

as I do in his conception of the changing-note schemata, but his assertion is unconvincing by 

                                                
2
 Meyer, Style and Music, 226. Meyer calls the schema a ‘1–7/2–1’ changing-note schema, which is 

the same as the Aprile.  
3
 Meyer, Style and Music, 231. 

4
 Meyer, Style and Music, 231. 
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the terms of this study. Rather than regard it as a divergent Aprile (or ❶–❼–❷–❶ 

changing-note schema), it is surely more relevant to note that the passage quite plainly 

instantiates another technique common for opening themes in the late 1700s and early 

1800s, whereby an initial statement in the tonic (with or without back-relating dominant) is 

repeated up a step in the supertonic before closing with a cadence.5 

 

Ex. 6.1a Franz Schubert, Piano Trio in B♭ major, Op. 99, D. 898 (?1828), bars 1–12 (from 

Meyer, Style and Music, 230) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
5
 Examples include: Schubert, String Quintet in C major, D. 956, Mvt 1, bars 1–19; Spohr, Violin 

Concerto No. 1 in A major, Mvt 1, bars 1–8; Beethoven, Symphony No. 1 in C major, Mvt 1, bars 13–
24; Mozart, Keyboard Sonata in D major K. 576, Mvt 1, bars 1–8; Haydn, String Quartet in C major 
Op. 33 No. 3, Mvt 1, bars 1–12. 
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Ex.6.1b Franz Schubert, Schwanengesang D. 957 (1828), No. 5, ‘Aufenthalt’, bars 6–16 

 

 

 

 

 Because the second example more closely resembles a typical Aprile, it can more 

reasonably be described with reference to the schema, whereas the first example differs to 

the extent that it is better understood in terms of another pattern altogether. There may be 

only a single point of difference between Ex. 6.1b and a standard Aprile, which might lead 

some to consider the example less interesting analytically than Ex. 6.1a (although the 

contrast between disjunct and stepwise voice leading in the melody can hardly be 

immaterial), but schemata themselves can only sustain so much modification before they are 

no longer recognisable as such. Yet should we not allow for a greater degree of distortion? 

According to the notion proposed by Gjerdingen in A Classic Turn of Phrase that a schema 

(in that case, the 1–7...4–3 schema) has a life cycle following a roughly bell-shaped 

distribution curve, the years of its downward trending are characterised not only by 

increasing disuse but also by a higher rate of transformation that weakens or conceals the 
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salience of the schema.6 By that token, the population decline is exacerbated by the drop in 

typicality. I would suggest that this can happen in a number of ways: either realisations are 

too idiosyncratic to be replicated, they are stripped of the features that make the schema 

sufficiently characteristic to maintain a special identity, or they may eventually coalesce into 

a new schema that branches off from the original. But we have also seen many cases of 

schemata well into the nineteenth century that are perfectly typical and suggest that a lower 

population (assuming that to be the case) in no way precludes such realisations. What is 

more, there is no reason to assume atypicality is more likely at the end of a bell-shaped 

curve than in the middle: even in the apparent heyday of a schema, in which it supposedly 

reaches its peak both in usage and typicality, variants and divergent instantiations must 

abound. It would stand to reason that in a time of high frequency, the number of divergences 

from a schema’s normal form would likewise be high, as they appeared at a time when 

comparison with the norm would be most relevant. These ‘divergences’ may not be very 

radical, but their relationship to the schema would be questionable if they were. 

 Despite the general objectives of this study, it would be misguided, as I suggested in 

my first chapter, to pretend that all the schemata that enjoyed such popularity among galant 

composers were favoured to the same extent in the nineteenth century, although we have 

seen them used in a consistent enough manner by a sizeable range of composers to believe 

they were useful—even fundamental—musical materials for those composers, especially 

when writing music that involved the serial deployment of discrete phrase units. But the 

undeniable changes in the musical environments within and between the two centuries 

means that we should also consider ways in which the schemata, too, may have undergone 

change. Processes of change were potentially more varied than the schemata themselves, 

so I will offer no general theories on the matter. Rather, in this and the following two 

chapters, I focus on three specific approaches taken to schemata, which I have chosen for 

how they represent different aspects of the compositional reception of galant schemata in 

the nineteenth century. 

                                                
6
 Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase, 229. 
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They relate to three general notions: 1) the decline, 2) the transformation and 3) the 

continued affirmation of schemata. Those notions are not presented as diachronic, nor 

should they be taken to represent sweeping universal changes. Rather, the historical impact 

of those processes could be—and, it would seem, often was—tempered by all three 

operating side by side throughout extended periods of the nineteenth century. Thus, while in 

the present chapter I discuss one treatment of the Prinner that arguably weakens its 

characteristic quality, I remind the reader that realisations preserving that quality remained in 

use. In the next chapter, I present a ‘new’ schema that can be understood as a 

transformation of the Quiescenza, although I stress that it does not supersede the latter, 

instead becoming an alternative that could serve the same function. Finally, in Chapter Eight 

I consider how the technique of repetition affirms the value of a schema (as well as how it 

serves other strategic needs), although, similarly, I make no claim that it becomes a 

predominant mode of realising any schemata in particular or in general. 

 

__________ 

 

As composers can depart from a schema by manipulating one or more parameters including 

harmony, melody, counterpoint, rhythm, length, parallelism, symmetry and formal function, 

discussion of adaptations or deviations can quickly become unfocused if we count changes 

in too many of those parameters at once, or if we switch from one parameter to another 

without singling out any constant elements. In this chapter, I take one of the most loosely 

defined schemata, the Prinner, and consider one approach taken by a range of composers 

towards realising it that arguably made it much less characteristic and salient than 

archetypal galant realisations. In order to do this, I have chosen the form of the schema that 

can end a phrase—what Gjerdingen terms a riposte, be it either cadential or 

prolongational—at the exclusion of the more expanded forms that might stretch over four or 

eight bars in a transitional passage or contrasting middle section, which also rules out circle-

of-fifths Prinners. Even as a riposte, Gjerdingen’s Prinner has, for better or worse, been 
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permitted a range of bass notes, which Caplin likewise accepted and accounted for in his 

functional categorisations. Accordingly, in this brief investigation I allow for the possibility of 

different bass lines while treating the melody as unalterable, and requiring that it be in the 

top voice where it is most aurally prominent. Had I opted for a different set of restrictions, I 

would have been able to examine different ways again in which the schema was treated. 

Those which I have adopted outline but one of multiple possible case studies.7 

 With the requirement that my Prinners end a phrase following an initial unit, and that 

they feature the melody prominently in the top voice, that leaves room for changes in 

harmonisation, bass notes (therefore, counterpoint) and rhythm. Yet because the schema 

must close a phrase, any change to harmonisation cannot be wildly different, functionally 

speaking, from the IV–I6–V4/3–I or IV–I6–ii7–V7–I that are most common in the Prinner qua 

riposte. In order to ensure harmonisation remains sufficiently similar, I have required that my 

Prinners express the functions of pre-dominant, dominant and tonic. This leaves rhythm as a 

final variable. In a relationship comparable to that of gambit and riposte, the two parts of a 

phrase will end up being more or less of equal length—often two lots of two bars in a four-

bar phrase—yet there is still room for important differences in rhythm. 

 Gjerdingen’s summary description of the schema has the four events occurring over 

a strong-weak-strong-weak pattern of metrical stresses, yet this can change when a ⑤ is 

added after the ②.8 Often that doubles the effective duration of the melody note in the third 

event, as can be seen with a glance back to Fig. 5.3h, and in such cases the rhythmic profile 

becomes strong–weak–strong–strong (or short–short–long–long). In both instances, the 

schema begins on a strong beat, and, indeed, hearing IV with ❻ in the top voice on a 

(usually mid-phrase) downbeat may well trigger in many experienced listeners the 

expectation of a complete Prinner. For that reason, the identification of half a Prinner in Ex. 

2.6a above cannot be dismissed as a schema analyst scraping the barrel, especially in that 

neoclassical context. Another rhythmic characteristic not brought up by Gjerdingen but 

                                                
7
 In ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, Caplin considers another possible avenue, in 

which the bass of the cadential Prinner is retained. 
8
 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 455. 
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evident in his examples is that the Prinner riposte in galant music frequently assumes a 

faster harmonic rhythm than that of the opening gambit. Ex. 6.2 shows both the placement of 

the Prinner’s first event on a downbeat, and the doubled rate of harmonic change in that 

schema vis-à-vis the Romanesca. 

 

Ex. 6.2 Benedetto Marcello, Sonata for Cello and Basso Continuo in F major Op. 1 No 1 

(1732), Mvt 1, bars 1–2 (from Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 48) 

 

 

 

If this rhythmic treatment of the venerable Romanesca-Prinner pairing is especially 

typical of the earlier eighteenth century, it comes as no surprise to see it replicated in a work 

so plainly fashioned after older models as Mendelssohn’s Elijah. The opening phrase of the 

arioso ‘For the mountains shall depart’ (Ex. 6.3a)—whose 6/4 time signature and F major 

key are both signals of a Baroque-style pastoral aria—begins with a Romanesca with bass 

notes that change once every dotted-minim beat. Bar 7 prolongs pre-dominant space with a 

5–6 intervallic expansion of ④ before in the Prinner riposte begins on the downbeat of bar 8 

(though with the melody entering on the upbeat). Like Marcello, Mendelssohn now doubles 

the rate of harmonic change in relation to the Romanesca. In amidst the thick texture of 

semi-independent lines, the Prinner here is somewhat disguised, and not least by the 
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registral break in the melodic line.9 How the schema is manifested in the passage is clarified 

a few bars later when the figure is repeated (Ex. 6.3b), now with the Prinner melody entirely 

in the vocal part, doubled an octave higher by the first violins, and with the non-harmony 

notes removed. Without this second Prinner to confirm our analysis of the first, it may be 

harder to argue the case, but when they are taken together, it becomes easier to see how 

Mendelssohn seems to have had the schema’s basic pattern in mind when working out the 

counterpoint. 

 

Ex. 6.3a Felix Mendelssohn, Elijah (1847), Part 2, No. 37, Arioso, ‘For the mountains shall 

depart’, bars 1–1010 

 

 
                                                
9
 But see Ex. 5.42 and note 86 in that chapter. 

10
 I am grateful to R. Larry Todd for drawing my attention to this arioso. 
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Ex. 6.3b bars 16–17 

 

 
 

 Similarly inspired by religious music sung in the early eighteenth century, especially 

Lutheran chorales, is William Henry Monk’s hymn ‘Eventide’ (Ex. 6.4). Although galant 

musical phrase construction is in many respects at a distant remove from that of chorales, 

the former must still have exerted an influence upon the composer, even if only indirectly, for 

we can see a Romanesca and Prinner appearing in much the same rhythmic configuration: 

the Prinner starts on a downbeat and speeds up the harmonic rhythm established by the 

Romanesca. The bass and harmonies for the middle events of the Prinner depart from 

galant norms, but the rhythmic acceleration and metrical accent on the initial event remain. 

 

Ex. 6.4 William Henry Monk, ‘Eventide’ (1861), bars 1–4 
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 It is interesting to see from the text-setting (at least in three of the four verses) how 

Monk appears to have regarded what I have labelled as the fourth event of the Romanesca 

as grouping forwards with the second half of the phrase, recalling Holtmeier’s comments 

cited in the previous chapter in which he advocated for precisely that division of the phrase, 

and which he had in fact illustrated with the Marcello excerpt I reproduced in Ex. 6.2.11 As if 

to bury the hatchet, Ferdinand Ries leaves the ‘all-important’ ③ out entirely in Ex. 6.5. Of 

course, Ries’s passage does not resolve the question, but for our purposes, it shows once 

again the same rhythmic properties as noted in the previous examples, not just present but 

intensified: by leaving out the ③, he has produced a rhetorical pause, after which the onset 

of the Prinner receives a greater phenomenal accent.12 Furthermore, the metrical stress on 

the Prinner’s first event is accompanied by an appoggiatura given both a dynamic and an 

agogic accent. The acceleration of harmonic rhythm is emphasised on the one hand by 

surface acceleration in rhythm and motivic fragmentation, which is quickened all the more by 

having to make room for the half cadence that follows, and, on the other hand, by the 

lengthening of the Romanesca’s first event, where a prolongation by I6 seems to delay the 

arrival of the second event’s V7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
11

 Holtmeier, review of Music in the Galant Style, 311. 
12

 A Prinner moving to a HC could well be a conventionalised procedure in itself, one which may force 

a certain rhythmic compression of the Prinner in order to arrive at the half-cadential dominant on the 
downbeat. However, the schema’s treatment in this sort of situation appears quite flexible in the wider 
eighteenth-century repertoire, so no single rhythmic configuration stands out. Gjerdingen and Caplin 
both accept it as a legitimate application of the Prinner schema. 
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Ex. 6.5 Ferdinand Ries, Piano Trio No. 2 in B♭ major, Op. 28 (1810), Mvt 3, bars 4–6 

 

 

 

 

 To return to Holtmeier’s point, there is certainly a growing amount of evidence that 

shows the Romanesca’s first three events alone (I–V(7)–vi) to have been treated in many 

instances as a schema in its own right. It is a defining characteristic of what Eric McKee has 

called a ‘sacred hymn’ topic, and which Olga Sánchez-Kisielewska, likewise pursuing a 

topical conception of the pattern, calls a ‘Sacred Romanesca’.13 Monk’s ‘Abide with Me’ must 

certainly be placed in this tradition, and I could advance further fitting examples from 

                                                
13

 Eric McKee, ‘The Topic of the Sacred Hymn in Beethoven's Instrumental Music’, College Music 
Symposium 47 (2007), 23–52; Olga Sánchez-Kisielewska, ‘Interactions between Topics and 
Schemata: The Case of the Sacred Romanesca’, paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Music 
Theory Society of New York State, New York, 2–3 April 2016. 
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nineteenth-century repertoires,14 but my focus here is on the Prinner. If we do accept a 

Romanesca with three events instead of four—which, after all, is harmonically more closed 

than one that ends with I6—then that may permit us to identify phrases in which the rhythmic 

arrangement of a subsequent Prinner is treated differently from in the previous examples. 

 Ex. 6.6 presents such a case from the slow, siciliano movement of Spohr’s first violin 

concerto. The siciliano had been a widely cultivated style from the early eighteenth century 

onwards, although it seems to have declined in popularity by the nineteenth. Irrespective of 

whether Spohr, writing in 1803, felt he was continuing an unbroken tradition or recalling a 

lost one in nostalgia, his realisation of the Romanesca-Prinner collocation departs in 

important ways from our galant exemplar in the Marcello sonata. Like Ries, Spohr has 

written no I6 at the end of his Romanesca, and instead he moves straight to a root-position 

IV, which, because it supports a ❻ in the melody, I am interpreting as the beginning of a 

Prinner. Harmonically, this realisation of the schema is different in that it contains a cadential 

six-four, but the rhythmic differences are arguably more significant, in part because quite a 

range of bass lines, and therefore harmonisations, seem to be allowable in the galant 

Prinner anyway.15 The first event of Spohr’s Prinner comes on a weak beat and the schema 

continues with the same rate of harmonic change in place since bar 1. A listener without the 

score may hear the passage not as four bars of 6/8 but eight of 3/8, although in that case the 

Prinner’s first event would arrive on a weak hypermetric beat, and thus would have the same 

effect. 

Even if this Prinner is of longer overall duration in proportion to the shorter 

Romanesca—spanning five beats instead of four, counting to the end of bar 4—I contend 

                                                
14

 Literal examples include Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le Prophète, Act 1, ‘Le Prêche Anabaptiste’, bars 
14–15, and Meyerbeer, L’Africaine, Act 4, ‘Nous jurons par Brahma, par Vishnou, par Shiva’, bars 1–
3. More speculatively, it is possible to consider some passages in Felix Mendelssohn’s Songs Without 
Words as employing the progression for a similar, quasi-religious effect. See, for example, Op. 30 No. 
1 in E♭ major, bars 1–3; Op. 38 No. 4 in A major, bar 5; and Op. 38 No. 6 in E major, bars 1–4. 
15

 To equate the galant Prinner with a cadence that ends with the tenor clausula (②–①) in the bass 
would mean to take a different view from Gjerdingen on what can and cannot depart from a schematic 
prototype in any one realisation. There are certainly valid arguments for either view, but because this 
chapter investigates changes in the ways schemata can be handled, there is nothing to preclude the 
bass from being subject to such a change. 
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that Spohr’s treatment of it gives it far less prominence within the phrase, and consequently 

does not ‘advertise’ the schema as much as Marcello or Ries do in theirs. It receives no 

initial metrical impulse to announce its entry into the phrase, and whereas a Prinner with a 

faster harmonic rhythm stands out by contrasting with the preceding unit, there is no such 

differentiation within Spohr’s phrase. 

 

Ex. 6.6 Louis Spohr, Violin Concerto No. 1 in A major, Op. 1 (1803), Mvt 2, bars 1–4 

 

 

 

If one agrees that this Prinner is relatively weak, then one might ask how we can 

justify calling it a Prinner at all, and not simply some cadential figure that coincidentally 

shares the same melodic line. But, aside from the fact it meets the requirements I set at the 

outset of this investigation, it also serves as riposte to a Romanesca gambit. Because 

Gjerdingen has amply shown this pairing to have been a galant commonplace, Spohr’s 

phrase must be understood with that convention in mind. Thus, the inherent ‘weaknesses’ of 

his Prinner are compensated by its adherence to that tradition. In fact, we can make the 

connection clearer still when we identify instances of the collocation that are slightly closer to 

our galant exemplar. The opening of the third movement of Haydn’s Symphony No. 44, for 

instance, comes close to the uniform rate of harmonic change in Spohr’s passage, by 
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changing mostly once every crotchet beat (even though this is varied by the surface rhythm), 

and it also contains a Prinner with a ④–⑤–⑤–① bass (Ex. 6.7). But it differs in having the 

schema begin on a strong beat, whose weight is further emphasised by the quaver upbeat in 

the violas and cellos. Haydn’s Prinner thus stands out more than Spohr’s. Indeed, we might 

also note that, barring the high E in the melody in bar 2 (arguably a decoration of the lower 

E), the melody has to rise to reach the Prinner’s ❻, making it the apex of the phrase. This 

rise to the ❻, also found in Exx. 6.2, 6.4 and 6.5, adds a melodic impetus to the schema 

that is absent from Spohr’s phrase. 

 

Ex. 6.7 Joseph Haydn, Symphony No. 44 in E minor, ‘Trauer’, Hob. I:44 (1772), Mvt 3, bars 

1–4 

 

 

 

I would certainly not suggest that Prinners like Spohr’s do not appear in eighteenth-

century music. On the contrary, it is quite likely that they do, not least because there are 

seventy years between the Marcello and Spohr; but what is of interest here are the reasons 

why a nineteenth-century composer might have gravitated towards this type of realisation. 

Haydn’s and Spohr’s phrases both come from slow movements—in which a Romanesca 

gambit ‘became something of a cliché’, according to Gjerdingen16—and the two composers’ 
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 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 39. 
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treatments of the Prinner give a small indication of how they envisaged different slow-

movement aesthetics for their two respective works. For Haydn, it is arguably to keep his 

listeners slightly on edge with what Dean Sutcliffe has called his ‘expressive ambivalence’, 

often resisting too comfortable a lyricism with ‘oddly timed events’.17 Although it is only a 

minuscule example, and the differences are subtle, we can see how Haydn’s Prinner is not 

as relaxed as Spohr’s. In ending the schema mid-bar, Haydn has allowed its third event to 

receive the metrical stress that comes from the downbeat, and consequently has assigned 

both the 6/4 and its resolution to the 5/3 to that beat. This now fulfils the implications of the 

previous ⑤ that the sparse melody had not clarified, but the result is in fact a more uneven 

harmonic rhythm over the bass line than in Spohr’s realisation. To this he has added further 

tension with an agogic accent in the melody and by his withholding the bass until the offbeat. 

This has the effect of a delayed resolution to the tonic, which gives the end of the schema a 

rhetorical accentuation that Spohr’s phrase does not have. Spohr, on the other hand, opts 

not only to have an even harmonic rhythm but also to place his final tonic on the downbeat, 

which means that he keeps tension very low, gratifying the listener by letting the harmonic 

resolution take the path of least resistance. 

If an even harmonic rhythm and a tonic on the downbeat of bar 4 were requirements 

for Spohr, or indeed for any other composer striving for the same effect, then it quickly 

becomes apparent that ending an initial Romanesca with I6 would have been incompatible 

with these conditions, as it either required compressing the Prinner’s harmonic rhythm in 

order to place its final event on the downbeat of bar 4, or allowing that event to finish one 

beat later, on a weak beat. Indeed, if we look at the start of the fourth Nocturne by Field (Ex. 

6.8a), we can see a Romanesca ending on I6, but no Prinner after it, even if he does end 

with ❸ in the top voice. (The right hand’s F♯–E in the middle of bar 3 could be treated as a 

Prinner’s ❻–❺, but they are arguably a foreground diminution of the B above, as indicated 

by the dotted slur.) Similarly, in Ex. 6.8b, when Schumann restates in bars 5–6 the cadential 

figure played in bars 1–2, he thereby maintains the same harmonic rhythm of the 

                                                
17

 Sutcliffe, ‘Expressive Ambivalence’, 85. 
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Romanesca in bars 2–3 and ends the phrase with a downbeat tonic.18 Although the ④/❻ 

pairing on the downbeat of bar 5 could indicate the start of a strong Prinner—among other 

possibilities, of course—Schumann has in this instance not opted to employ the schema, 

even though in other situations he did take that course of action (see Ex. 6.8c for an 

example). 

 

Ex. 6.8a John Field, Nocturne No. 4 in A major, H. 36 (1817), bars 1–6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
18

 Here the second chord of the Romanesca is a secondary dominant of the third. For two eighteenth-
century instances of this variant, see Robert O. Gjerdingen, review of Counterpoint and Partimento: 
Methods of Teaching Composition in Late Eighteenth-Century Naples, by Peter van Tour, Eighteenth-
Century Music 13/1 (2016), 123–129. 
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Ex. 6.8b Robert Schumann, Myrthen, Op. 25 (1840), No. 3, ‘Der Nussbaum’, bars 1–8 

 

 

 
 
 
Ex. 6.8c Robert Schumann, Carnaval, Op. 9 (1835), No. 1, ‘Préambule’, bars 15–24 
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 Pursuing nineteenth-century approaches to the Romanesca-Prinner collocation 

makes for intriguing analysis, and, as suggested in the previous chapter, it also raises 

questions such as whether these two schemata together sometimes constituted one of a 

number of larger schemata, or perhaps simply bass formulas, such as ①–⑤–⑥–③–④–

⑤–① or ①–⑤–⑥–④–⑤–⑤–①, with no clearly articulated internal division—quite likely 

if we are looking at cases in which the ‘Prinner’ is seemingly written so as to downplay its 

independence within the phrase. Yet with these larger ‘superschemas’, we would begin to 

drift away from the Prinner itself, which is the focus of this chapter. However, it is still 

necessary to widen our search beyond the Romanesca-Prinner pairing, for while in theory it 

serves as an excellent constant for tracking style change, in reality instances seem to be 

relatively rare in nineteenth-century music. This does not jeopardise our investigation, 

however, for while the collocation may be a quintessentially galant one, the Prinner was 

never any more tethered to the Romanesca than the other way round. Rather, the pairing 

illustrates in an exemplary manner the syntactical relationship between schemata that is so 

vital to Gjerdingen’s argument. While he may speak of a ‘standard sequence’ or a ‘typical 

order’ of schemata, his theory, like schema theory itself, ‘does not insist on … a canonical 

set of relationships’.19 As long as we remain with Prinners that close a phrase in the manner 

of a riposte to an opening gambit, the context remains functionally the same as the 

Romanesca-Prinner collocation. 

 Thus, the collocation as seen in our Spohr example has provided us with a 

realisation of the Prinner that we can use as a basis for further investigation, and we may 

now turn to examples that do not feature a Romanesca. In Ex. 6.9, we see the same 

syntactical relationship between the Prinner and the phrase-initiating Meyer.20 Although the 

change in texture and surface rhythm more clearly differentiates the two schemata than was 

the case in the Spohr concerto, we may still note similarities in the uniform rate of harmonic 

change and also in the Prinner’s ❻ continuing the descent from ❶ and ❼ in bars 96–97 

                                                
19

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 310, 417, 377. 
20

 The Prinner’s first event here is harmonised with a 6/3 chord rather than the normal 5/3, but the 
outer-voice tenths are unaffected. 
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rather than constituting the melodic apex of the phrase. Taken out of context, this phrase 

may appear to treat the notated half bar as a heard downbeat. However, this passage 

reprises the beginning of Lucrezia’s number, in which the first two notes are very clearly 

heard as a two-crotchet upbeat, so despite the entry of the orchestral accompaniment 

halfway through bar 96 which, on the face of it, may look like it will sound as a downbeat, the 

listener has already been primed to hear these notes as an upbeat. By this reasoning, the 

Prinner would also be heard as starting on an upbeat and finishing with a downbeat tonic. 

 

Ex. 6.9 Gaetano Donizetti, Lucrezia Borgia (1833), Prologue, Scene 3, ‘Com’è bello’, bars 

963–100 

 

 

 

 More direct integration into a descending melodic line can be seen in another aria of 

Donizetti’s, as shown in Ex. 6.10. Following an opening unit that prolongs tonic under a ❸–

❷–❶ melody, a Prinner continues the trajectory of that line, both parts of which are joined, 

albeit only on the surface, by the passing ❼ (B) in bar 3. Compared with that in Ex. 6.9, this 

Prinner is much less likely to be heard as an individual unit. Indeed, the melody of the 

Prinner itself is not made especially audible, with the ❹ essentially only implied by the 

accompaniment. In addition, we may note once more that the schema continues what is 
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essentially an even harmonic rhythm and it appears in the same metric position as our 

previous examples. When the theme is repeated by Nemorino, the Prinner’s melody is 

abandoned after the second event, with the ❹–❸ present at the right pitch only in the 

accompaniment and the ❸ resurfacing an octave higher at the end of the vocal phrase. 

 

Ex. 6.10 Gaetano Donizetti, L’elisir d’amore (1832), Act 1, Scene 1, ‘Quanto è bella, quanto 

è cara’, bars 1–9 

 

 

 
 

A similar situation can arise when a Prinner follows a Romanesca whose melody 

moves in parallel tenths with the bass, as at the beginning of Ex. 6.11. This phrase is hardly 

an unequivocal instance of the classic pairing, as the two schemata are not clearly audible 

as separate phrase units. But the connection is still clear, and we can see how Mendelssohn 
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has been able to use it in order to have an opening phrase that is tonally self-contained and 

expresses the syntactic relationship of an opening and a closing idea, while giving the 

impression of conveying a single broader idea through the continuous descending line and 

through his repeating the same rhythm in the melody every bar. At the start of bar 3, the 

fourth scale degree stands in where a galant Romanesca would have had a I6. This is then 

transformed into a ♯④, supporting viio7/V, which serves as the Prinner’s first event. As this is 

placed on an upbeat, the schema’s final tonic then lands on a downbeat. We may also 

observe a more or less constant rate of harmonic change across the passage, especially if 

we treat offbeat rhythms in the bass as surface variations on an underlying duple pulse. 

Finally, as the melody essentially starts only on the downbeat of bar 2, Mendelsohn is able 

to give something of an impression that it starts on the dominant, and thus seemingly in 

medias res, while the initial bar of vamp in fact provides a tonal, albeit not rhetorical, anchor. 

Whereas that puts the events of the Romanesca on the ‘wrong’ beat, so to speak, by 

expanding ii6 into viio7/V, Mendelssohn gains the beat needed to ensure the Prinner begins 

on an upbeat and ends on a downbeat. 

 

Ex. 6.11 Felix Mendelssohn, Songs Without Words Op. 85 (1841), No. 6, bars 1–5  
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 Schubert likewise uses an applied seventh chord to begin the Prinner in Ex. 6.12. 

Although the schema has the same syntactic function of closing the singer’s initial four-bar 

phrase, harmonically, it is used to take the music to the relative major. The first half of the 

phrase is made up of two statements of an idea we could regard as a Heartz in miniature. 

This has an uneven harmonic rhythm, and while the Prinner does not keep this up, it does 

not accelerate the rhythm either, for instead it marks the basic crotchet pulse, ending on the 

phrase’s final downbeat. This assertion may seem to be contradicted by the ♯④ appearing 

only on an offbeat, but the melody’s ❻ has already been in effect since the start of the beat. 

 

Ex. 6.12 Franz Schubert, ‘Der Jüngling am Bache’, D. 638 (1827) (2nd version, pub. as Op. 

87 No. 3), bars 1–10 

 

 

 

 Over the preceding examples, I have described a number of factors that, as I have 

argued, render the Prinner less characteristic—thus less discernible and ultimately weaker 

as a schema—than the galant exemplar shown at the beginning. The notion that the Prinner 

could thereby become relatively concealed within the immediate context is given virtually 

unequivocal support by next example. When Schumann famously quoted (we suppose) from 
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the last song of Beethoven’s An die ferne Geliebte in his C major Fantasie, what he quoted 

was a Prinner, but he altered it so as not to make it so apparent. Beethoven’s Prinner (Ex. 

6.13a, seen earlier as Ex. 2.32a) had taken the form of descending outer-voice tenths, with a 

④–③–②–① bass that began on a strong beat and ended on a weak one. In Schumann’s 

hands, the metrical accents have been shifted back a beat and the bass line replaced with 

♯④–⑤–⑤–① (Ex. 6.13b). As could be seen from Ex. 6.8c above, Schumann was perfectly 

happy to write Prinners closer to a galant norm,21 in terms of both rhythm and counterpoint, 

and the reason behind his decision to transform Beethoven’s original may be inferred from 

the quatrain by Friedrich Schlegel that Schumann included as a preface to the Fantasie: 

 

Durch alle Töne tönet 

Im bunten Erdentraum 

Ein leiser Ton gezogen 

Für den, der heimlich lauschet. 

 

Through all the sounds that sound 

In the many-colored dream of earth 

A soft sound comes forth 

For the one who listens in secret.
22

 

 

 Schumann never stated explicitly that he had quoted from Beethoven’s song, but 

then, his preface makes clear that he never was going to make such a revelation, and there 

is compelling enough evidence for us to believe that that was indeed his source.23 One might 

say there is a difference between disguising the quotation and concealing the actual unit 

within the phrase, but Schumann does do both to a degree. Certainly, the quoted figure 

arrives, after almost 300 bars, with great rhetorical weight and gives us, as Nicholas Marston 

writes, ‘the first unambiguous root-position tonic triad in the entire movement’.24 And R. Larry 

                                                
21

 See also Ex. 8.19 below, where Schumann realises the schema with a ④–③–②–① bass. 
22

 Translation from Charles Rosen, The Romantic Generation, 101. The quatrain is the last in 

Schlegel’s poem ‘Die Gebüsche’. 
23

 For discussion, see R. Larry Todd, ‘On Quotation in Schumann’s Music’, in Schumann and his 
World, ed. R. Larry Todd (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 93. 
24

 Nicholas Marston, Schumann, Fantasie Op. 17 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 
60. 
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Todd argues that the ‘veiled allusion’ to this melody made by Schumann earlier in the 

movement is ‘clarified as a quotation’ when it appears here at the end, such that ‘the implicit, 

concealed reference is unmasked to become explicit’.25 But, as observed, it is not identical to 

Beethoven’s passage and Schumann’s preface suggests the ‘soft sound’ is still deliberately 

concealed. 

 Indeed, Schumann has worked the quotation into the preceding material such that it 

seems to emerge out of it, thus at least blurring its beginning. The Prinner’s ♯④–⑤ comes 

as another in a series of chromatic neighbour notes hovering either side of the dominant 

(bars 2933–295), the schema preserves the harmonic rhythm in minims established by the 

bass from bar 292 (counting the 6/4 and 5/3 over ⑤ as two harmonies), the Adagio direction 

shows it to be the culmination of the four-bar rit. leading up to that point, and, from a melodic 

point of view, the schema is further integrated into the phrase in that the la–to–sol flourish 

recaptures the C played earlier in bar 292 (see the circled notes on the score). Neither is it 

simply for the form-defining cadence referred to by Marston that Schumann has employed 

the ♯④–⑤–⑤–① bass: as Todd noted, Schumann also alludes to the passage in the 

movement’s opening period (Ex. 6.13c), where the melody is more fragmentary but is 

nevertheless played over the same bass line and with much the same rhythmic disposition. 

We might also add that realising the Prinner with a cadential six-four appears to have been 

conventional in its own right in the early decades of the nineteenth century. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
25

 Todd, ‘On Quotation in Schumann’s Music’, 93. 
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Ex. 6.13a Ludwig van Beethoven, An die ferne Geliebte, Op. 98 (1816), No. 6, ‘Nimm sie hin 

denn, diese Lieder’, bars 6–10 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 6.13b Robert Schumann, Fantasie in C major, Op. 17 (1838), Mvt 1, bars 295–300 
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Ex. 6.13c bars 12–19 

 

 

 

 

The weakening effects of the techniques discussed in this chapter can perhaps be 

driven home most effectively when we see the pattern used in a context that lacks a 

Romanesca or other familiar galant schema (or a quotation) to bolster the Prinner’s 

identification by association. For instance, saying the phrase in Ex. 6.14 ends with a Prinner 

feels almost meaningless, for it has little of the characteristic contrapuntal or rhythmic profile 

of a galant Prinner riposte, and it does not appear alongside any other galant schemata. And 

while it does end the phrase, it follows three phrase units, not one, so it cannot be heard as 

a riposte to a single opening gambit. What is more, it is scarcely differentiated from the other 

units, as all four present small cadential figures, in E♭ major, C minor, C minor and E♭ major, 

respectively. Indeed, with that palindromic arrangement, and with the repetition of the 

descending melodic fragment that ends on G each time (labelled x above the score), we may 

be especially inclined to hear the homogeneity of the passage over any distinctions between 
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units. The strength of a passage’s internal relationships does not in itself preclude the 

possibility of hearing conventional formulas when they appear within it, nor need it make the 

presence of such formulas less relevant for the analyst, but the presence of internal 

repetition and motivic coherence become particularly clear as a competing mode of 

comprehension in a case such as this.  

Another reason one may not get a strong sense of there being a Prinner at the end of 

this phrase is that a line that rises then falls is probably the most common melodic shape 

there is. The Prinner is but one specialised formula for enacting the second half of this basic 

universal pattern, which means it needs to stand out if we are to recognise it as an individual 

schema. For the reasons discussed above, its treatment at the hands of galant composers 

generally meant that it did so in their music, but here it is so ensconced into the regularity of 

the phrase that little would compel the ear to single it out as a gestalt. 

 

Ex. 6.14 Antonín Dvořák, Piano Trio No. 1 in B♭ major, Op. 21 (1875), Mvt 3, bars 44–51 
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The fact remains, however, that in terms of counterpoint, rhythm and harmony, the 

pattern at the end of Dvořák’s phrase is identical to that seen in the Spohr (but for the ii6/5 

instead of IV) and Donizetti excerpts above. It does also have a phrase-ending role and it 

continues the even rate of harmonic change of the preceding bars. From a compositional 

point of view, then, this cadential pattern did essentially serve Dvořák in the same way it had 

served Spohr. But from a schema-theoretic view, the two must be distinguished. While it 

may be credible to say Spohr’s passage uses a Prinner on account of its role as a riposte in 

the conventionalised coupling with the Romanesca, the context created in Dvořák’s phrase 

is too different, and the pattern on its own insufficiently distinctive, for us to speak of a 

Prinner in his case. 

The aim of this short investigation is not exactly, in spite of my chapter title, to tell the 

story of the ‘decline of the Prinner’, nor indeed to suggest that such a story can even be told, 

teleologically, with a single narrative thread. The type of Prinner highlighted in this chapter 

did not outright replace realisations closer to galant norms. Rather, it represents a mode of 

realising the schema that would in theory (and presumably did in practice) ultimately come to 

a dead end, in that the less it was able to stand out as a singular recognisable entity, the 

more likely it would come to seem like it was ‘just another cadence’, although I would 

certainly not endorse such a reductive view. For one thing, phrases that close with a 

harmonically supported ❻–❺–❹–❸ melodic descent are hardly ubiquitous in nineteenth-

century music, and for another, such a dismissal would show ignorance of the need to 

differentiate among cadence types. Yet, in the absence of supporting contextual factors, 

there would be no compelling reason to relate it to the galant Prinner over and above other 

cadential forms. 

 One historical narrative on the Prinner is proposed by Caplin, who finds that the 

‘cadential Prinner goes into rapid decline [after] the galant era’, meaning before the late 

eighteenth century.26 Specifically, he is referring to the schema in the form shown in Fig. 

5.3g or 5.3h, so while a Prinner with ④–⑤–⑤–① or ♯④–⑤–⑤–① also achieves 

                                                
26

 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 50. 
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cadential closure, and could perhaps be regarded as an adaptation or an alternative, it 

nevertheless represents a different pattern from what he is describing. But the reasons he 

cites for this decline in the ‘high classical style’ may not be equally pertinent to all 

subsequent repertoires, and therefore we should not assume that there will have been a 

consistent downward trajectory in the popularity even of Caplin’s ‘cadential Prinner’. He 

writes that in ‘classical themes, the bass largely ascends to support a melody that descends 

to the cadence’, whereas ‘the Prinner cadence emerges from a prototypical situation of 

descending parallel motion’.27 Consequently, in the ‘high classical style, where the aesthetic 

of clear cadential goals reigns supreme’, the Prinner cadence loses its viability.28 

However, because much nineteenth-century music does not share this aesthetic, 

phrase endings with weaker cadential implications ought to have been favoured, which in 

theory makes it possible that the cadential Prinner would once again have been found 

desirable. Indeed, an intervening period of disuse can also be propitious to its renewed use, 

as it can thereby regain some of its novelty.29 At the same time, later styles differ markedly 

from the earlier galant, so we also ought to see some adjustments in how such a schema is 

used. To that end, some of the observations made in reference to examples over the course 

of this chapter may also be applicable to cases which do feature a cadential Prinner. 

A case in point is in the opening period of the più lento section of Brahms’ Fourth 

Ballade, which closes with that type of Prinner (Ex. 6.15). On its own, this schema is more 

distinctive than the ④–⑤–⑤–① version, as it traces the characteristic IV–I6–ii7–V7–I 

progression and receives the initial impetus that comes from beginning on a downbeat. Yet 

here, too, the composer has taken steps to conceal its presence within the phrase. Leonard 

Ratner has observed of this passage that ‘the melody is imbedded in a subtle flow of 

sound—low-pitched, resonant, covering the tune from below and above with broken-chord 
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 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 50. 
28

 Caplin, ‘Harmony and Cadence in Gjerdingen’s “Prinner”’, 52. 
29

 It is conceivable that this was the case with the Monte, which we saw, for instance, in Exx. 4.4a–b 
and 4.5a, all from roughly the second quarter of the nineteenth century. 
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figures’.30 These figures, combining triplets with duplets, produce a homogeneous surface 

rhythm as they run uninterrupted and unchanged for the entire eight bars (indeed, the entire 

più lento section). In addition, Brahms has established a harmonic rhythm in the first bar—

minim-crotchet-minim-crotchet—that remains in effect throughout most of the period, such 

that when the Prinner arrives in bar 53, it appears to preserve the harmonic rhythm of the 

preceding bars. (In bar 52, this lilting rhythm pauses on the harmonic front, but the melody 

keeps it up.) Thus the principle of maintaining an even rate of harmonic change is operative 

here as it was in the examples above. 

The melody itself is also an agent of concealment, although in a surprising way. 

Brahms has placed it in the inner voice of the right hand, and has specifically directed the 

performer to play ‘senza troppo marcare la Melodia’ (‘without marking the melody too 

much’). Nevertheless, it does remain prominent enough to discern as a melody, not least 

because for the most part it moves more than the top voice. Consequently, because we 

have been tracking the inner-voice melody for the whole period, we will probably continue to 

follow it through to the last bar, even if there is more motion there in the upper voice. A 

curious situation arises here in that even if the Prinner’s schematic melody is literally in the 

top voice, much of our attention is directed to the melody which plays ①–①–①–⑦–①, 

itself actually ‘the Prinner’s normal inner voice’.31 Thus the Prinner may be more obvious on 

paper than on the piano, an effect that is further enhanced by the ❻, ❺, ❹ and ❸ all 

appearing off the beat. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
30

 Leonard Ratner, Romantic Music: Sound and Syntax (New York: Schirmer, 1992), 156. Ratner 
mistakenly refers to this work as Brahms’s ‘Intermezzo, Op. 10, No. 4’. 
31

 Only ①–①–⑦–① in a four-event Prinner. Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 359. 
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Ex. 6.15 Johannes Brahms, Ballade in B major, Op. 10 No. 4 (1854), bars 47–55 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 What this excerpt makes clear is that when we contemplate the possibility of a 

schema’s decline, we ought to consider it from the perspectives of both production and 

reception. In this, as well as many of my other examples, techniques were used that resulted 
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in the Prinner’s being concealed within the phrase. One does not need to have developed a 

theory of listener attunement to schemata in the nineteenth century to see that these 

passages were written in such a way as not to draw attention to their constituent units. 

Because the listener here is not encouraged to identify and reflect on the use of individual 

schemata, we may from that perspective speak of decline, but, at the same time, the simple 

fact that these composers had decided to end their phrases with what we are calling a 

Prinner surely indicates that they continued to find it a useful schema for that purpose. 
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Chapter Seven 

Schema Transformation: The Panorama 

 

 

In his 2014 essay ‘Galanterie romantiche’ Giorgio Sanguinetti discusses the appearance of 

the Quiescenza in selected nineteenth-century works. On the one hand, he suggests how 

the schema can be read as a topic in some of these cases, and on the other, he identifies a 

manner of realising it that he considers to be characteristic of the nineteenth century. The 

latter entails the schema’s melodic line branching off into two after it reaches ❻, one line 

rising to ❽ via the (raised) leading note, the other descending to the flattened sixth scale 

degree, and thereafter past ❺ and ❹ to ❸.1 One of his examples, shown in Ex. 7.1, closes 

the first section of the Andante in Schubert’s String Quintet. (The use of chordal roots in the 

bass is incidental, as the tonic-prolonging effect is made evident by the post-cadential 

position.) 

 

Ex. 7.1 Franz Schubert, String Quintet in C major, D. 956 (1828), Mvt 2, bars 24–28 (from 

Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 360) 

 

 

                                                
1
 Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 356. 
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 Sanguinetti’s paper is more analytical than theoretical, and he only shows one further 

example of this ‘Romantic version’ of the schema.2 What is more, that example—the last six 

bars of the slow movement of Brahms’s Second Piano Concerto—differs slightly from the 

one just shown: the ♭❻ in the Schubert is a passing note that embellishes the ♮❻ such 

that, rhythmically, those two notes belong to the same event, while in the Brahms, the ♭❻ 

appears in the next event together with the ♮❼. This discrepancy aside, it seems beyond 

doubt that the ♭❻ is what gives the schema its ‘particular “Romantic” sonority’ in these 

cases, as it is a note whose use in the major mode is regarded as ‘one of the hallmarks of 

the Romantic style’.3 Through this change, nineteenth-century composers were able to adapt 

a schema prevalent in galant music to a style that made more frequent use of such modal 

mixture. The schema’s functional properties could be retained, along with the apparent 

tonicisation of the subdominant, with only a change of modal colouring rendering it more 

modern. 

 However, I would hesitate to call this a stage in a linear ‘evolution’ of the schema, 

simply because many composers (including Brahms and Schubert) continued to write 

Quiescenzas without a ♭❻. Perhaps some might be inclined to consider it a separate 

schema—a ‘Romantic’ Quiescenza, available to composers alongside the ‘galant’ one—

although before committing to that idea, one ought to examine more thoroughly the range of 

realisations to see if that status should not be conferred on a different entity again. This 

                                                
2
 Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 355 (my translation). 

3
 Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 355, 356 (my translation). Julian Horton also identifies a 

Quiescenza with ♭❻ in a nineteenth-century work—John Field’s Piano Concerto No. 2 (1810)—as a 

variant of the schema. Horton, ‘John Field and the Alternative History’, 58. 
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chapter presents observations that arise from precisely such an examination, systematically 

surveying a range of variants and considering at what point we could justifiably speak of a 

new schema altogether. For ease of discussion, I will in fact begin by introducing a pattern 

that departs further still from the galant Quiescenza than Sanguinetti’s examples, such that 

we could indeed treat it as a schema that was by and large peculiar to the nineteenth 

century. Again, I would stress that while this pattern may have been a transformed 

Quiescenza, it did not appear to replace the latter, but simply became an alternative that 

expanded the range of devices available to composers. As such, a large part of what follows 

will be concerned with realisations that share aspects of both it and the Quiescenza proper. I 

should point out that because I will be presenting a schema that has not, to my knowledge, 

been identified in any recent literature, I have supplemented the discussion with a surfeit of 

examples so as to paint as clear a picture as I can of the schema and its use. 

 I admit a number of harmonisations under the umbrella of this ‘new’ schema, and 

begin by showing the most piquant. My first example is drawn from the fourth movement, 

‘Panorama’, of Tchaikovsky’s Suite from the ballet Sleeping Beauty (Ex. 7.2). As with a great 

many Quiescenzas, the pattern here initiates the closing section that follows the movement’s 

concluding PAC. The similarity to the Quiescenza is made immediately apparent by 

Tchaikovsky’s addition of the flattened seventh above the tonic triad (bar 43). This note is 

the first in a clearly audible line that descends to the fifth scale degree: ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺. 

That line was also present in Sanguinetti’s examples, but here there is no second line that 

branches off back up to ♮❼. Instead, the parts above the bass all move in parallel as if in a 

thickening of that line, and while that may show a primarily contrapuntal conception, the 

schema can be understood harmonically as well. The ‘subdominant’ turn that a standard 

Quiescenza takes may similarly be discerned here, but coloured by chromatic movement in 

other voices, one of which has ❺–♯❹–♮❹–❸ and the other ❸–♭❸–❷–❶. The V7/IV 

does not lead to IV or ‘IV6/4’ but to a substitute, iiØ4/2 , in the third event. The effect that a 

Quiescenza has of throwing a tonic into doubt before reaffirming it is thus intensified here, 

with the thick chromaticism obfuscating the tonic of the preceding PAC all the more, until it 
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eventually comes to rest again on the 5/3. As was common with the Quiescenza, the pattern 

here also is repeated, this time one octave lower. 

 

Ex. 7.2 Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Sleeping Beauty Suite, Op. 66a (1889), No. 4, ‘Panorama’, 

bars 41–51 

 

 

 

 

 

With no leading note in the penultimate event, the succession of chords iiØ4/2 to I5/3 

gives a certain plagal inflection to the close of the pattern, which will become clearer in 
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subsequent examples. In the spirit of Gjerdingen’s project, and to facilitate discussion, I have 

adopted a name for this schema that pays homage to Tchaikovsky’s movement: the 

Panorama. Ex. 7.2 is not, however, shown as a perfect archetype of the schema; rather, it 

exemplifies what I consider to be its most richly harmonised form. As such, it represents 

perhaps the furthest a composer could push the schema within the bounds of nineteenth-

century harmony without compromising its identity. The name is also apt because the word 

was coined, from the Greek, only shortly before the turn of the nineteenth century, and would 

thus pass into currency in language at a similar time to the schema’s doing so in music. The 

first known usage of the term dates from 1791, having been invented to describe the 

relatively short-lived public attraction that featured a scene painted onto the inside of a large 

cylindrical surface that one would view from a central position.4 This specific meaning came 

to be overtaken in English usage by the more general one it is mostly known for today, 

denoting an uninterrupted view of an expansive area. 

 With its unbroken unidirectional lines, the schema can also convey a sense of 

breadth that might, with some interpretive licence, be thought of as somehow analogous to 

the pictorial meaning of the word. Perhaps the filmmaker Werner Herzog had made such a 

connection when he chose the quartet and chorus ‘A te, o cara, amor talora’ from Bellini’s I 

Puritani for the final scene of his 1982 film Fitzcarraldo, performed by the character of Enrico 

Caruso with an operatic troupe and orchestra aboard the ill-fated SS Molly Aida. For as the 

scene ends to the resounding strains shown in Ex. 7.3, we see Fitzcarraldo himself standing 

on the roof of his steamer, cigar in hand, proudly relishing the brief but spectacular fulfilment 

of his dream to bring opera to the jungle, and marvelling at the panoramic splendour of the 

Amazon river. 

 

 

 

                                                
4
 ‘panorama, n.’, Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford University Press). 
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Ex. 7.3 Vincenzo Bellini, I Puritani (1835), Act 1, No. 7, Quartet and Chorus, ‘A te, o cara, 

amor talora’, bars 42–47 (soloists omitted) 
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 Despite this analogy with landscapes, my use of the name ‘Panorama’ for what is 

nothing other than a musical device is not always meant to inspire visual associations; and 

from a dramatic point of view, it was by no means reserved for such sweeping valedictory 

moments as Bellini’s. As with all schemata, a composer could adapt the Panorama to a 

range of purposes. This flexibility is perfectly illustrated by Ex. 7.4, which comes near the 

start of the famous Waltz from Tchaikovsky’s Sleeping Beauty Suite, only a few moments 

after the Panorama that had brought the movement of the same name to a close in Ex. 7.2. 

The languid quiescence given to that realisation is traded now for a vigour created by the 

loud dynamic, fast tempo, and accented off-beats in the brass. Like the Quiescenza, the 
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Panorama could extend the arrival harmony of either an authentic or a tonicised half 

cadence,5 and here it is the latter. 

 

Ex. 7.4 Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Sleeping Beauty Suite, Op. 66a (1889), No. 5, Waltz, bars 

16–29 

 

 

 

 

 The three examples shown so far feature the same thick harmonisation of the line 

♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ with ❺–♯❹–♮❹–❸ and ❸–♭❸–❷–❶ (or ❸–♯❷–❷–❶ in the 

Bellini). In many cases, however, composers chose to pair the ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line only 

with ❺–♯❹–♮❹–❸, producing a string of descending minor thirds over the tonic pedal. 

This is shown in the following four examples (Ex. 7.5a–d). Once again, unlike Sanguinetti’s 

Quiescenza, the raised seventh is never restored after the first event has flattened it, 

allowing a pseudo-plagal progression, IV♭6/4–I5/3, to take place at the end of the schema. We 

can also see the schema fulfilling different structural uses here, for although all the examples 

follow a PAC, the Panoramas in Exx. 7.5c–d come at the end of their respective sections—a 

                                                
5
 For an example of a Quiescenza after a tonicised HC, see Ex. 5.23. 
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short narration in the Rossini, the entire opera in the Meyerbeer—while in Ex. 7.5a–b, the 

Panorama acts as a b section in a lyric-form aria. 

As with a Quiescenza, the initial ♭❼ of a Panorama may coincide with the start of a 

grouping structure (as in Ex. 7.5a), in which case the whole schema is contained within a 

symmetrical phrase unit, or it may begin after an initial tonic (as in Exx. 7.5b–d), in which 

case the resolution to the schema’s final 5/3 may extend the grouping unit. For the sake of 

consistency across the chapter, I have generally prioritised the events in the schema, rather 

than complete grouping structures, when placing brackets above the scores in my examples. 

 

Ex. 7.5a Gaetano Donizetti, L’Elisir d’amore (1832), Act 1, No. 3, Cavatina, ‘Della crudele 

Isotta’, bars 42–606 

 

 

 

                                                
6
 The repeated D♯ in the quaver motive within this Panorama may be heard as an active leading note 

in bars 50 and 54, although one may also hear it as a neighbour note, as that had been its function in 
the preceding bars. This ambiguity is discussed again with reference to Ex. 7.17 below.  
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Ex. 7.5b Gaetano Donizetti, Maria Stuarda (1835), Act 1, Scene 2, No. 4, Cavatina, ‘Ah! 

rimiro il bel sembiante’, bars 39–44 
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Ex. 7.5c Gioachino Rossini, La Cenerentola (1817) Act 1, Quintet, ‘Signore, una parola’, 

bars 231–240 

 

 

 
 

Ex. 7.5d Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le Prophète (1849), Act 5, Finale, bars 204–211 
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 Exx. 7.6a–b show the Panorama used as the first half of a longer phrase, and 

therefore exhibiting slightly less independence. A further departure from my other examples 

is that the bass has a moving part rather than a pedal. Ex. 7.6a has the line ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ 

in the bass and the ❺–♯❹–♮❹–❸ a sixth above in the top, with the tonic pedal in an inner 

voice. In Ex. 7.6b, the two lines do move in close thirds, while the bass drops out (although it 

may be understood as implied). Nevertheless, while the bass may seem relatively active in 

these two cases, and although the schema has less independence as a phrase unit, the 

Panorama still follows the final structural PAC of the number, and therefore performs the 

same post-cadential function as the previous two examples. 

 

Ex. 7.6a Giuseppe Verdi, La Traviata (1853), Act 2, Scene 1, Aria, ‘O mio rimorso’, bars 62–

68  
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Ex. 7.6b Giuseppe Verdi, Il Trovatore (1853), Part 3, Scene 1, Trio, ‘Giorni poveri vivea’, 

bars 256–272 (voices omitted) 

 

 

 

 

 

 All the preceding excerpts are from opera or ballet, but the Panorama was by no 

means a schema used only in music for the stage. Exx. 7.7a–b feature it in instrumental 

music, and many more such examples, employing a slightly different realisation again, will 

be shown below. In Ex. 7.7a, the second iteration of the schema is denied resolution by the 

sudden G♭ major chord in bar 174 (prefigured slightly by the first violin’s non-harmonic G♭ in 

bar 169), although this chord can in fact be understood as the result of the bass moving 

while the D♭ and B♭ of the ♭6/4 chord in bar 173 (see piano, left hand) are held on into the 

next bar. The Panorama is presented as the first of a pair of two-bar units in Ex. 7.7b, and 
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features the schema’s descending minor thirds inverted as major sixths. Extracting a 

Panorama from this internally coherent four-bar unit may seem to violate the grouping 

structure, but while continuity is achieved with the further descent of the parallel sixths, the 

four bars still divide into two through the change in the bass and the introduction of the 

syncopated E♭ pedal in the right hand. The four-bar block is then played again, thereby 

repeating the schema. With these two examples, we can see more of the Panorama’s formal 

flexibility, for neither follows a strong cadence (although there is certainly a syntactical close 

in the Chopin). If the schema was more commonly selected for a post-cadential role, that is 

because its (local) tonic-prolonging function made it a desirable device for use in such 

situations, but it was by no means confined to those. 

 

Ex. 7.7a Antonín Dvořák, Piano Quintet in A major, Op. 81 (1887), Mvt 3 (Trio), bars 166–

180 
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Ex. 7.7b Frederick Chopin, Ballade in A♭ major, Op. 47 (1841), bars 7–16 

 

 

 

 

 At one remove further still from the version of the Panorama I showed first in works 

by Tchaikovsky and Bellini is a form that has no raised fourth, but couples the ♭❼–❻–♭❻–

❺ line simply with ❺–❹–❹–❸. As such, this is only one pitch away from the mixed-mode 
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Quiescenza identified by Sanguinetti, but because the ♮❼ is absent, the pattern still has the 

plagal quality noted in the patterns so far. If anything, that quality is most noticeable in this 

form of the Panorama, because the second event registers much more as a ‘subdominant’ 

than 6/♯4 does. From the perspective of chordal inversions, that event features the major 

triad of IV, albeit in second inversion, while the third event is then simply coloured minor. Of 

course, the 6/4 is as much a passing chord as the 6/♯4, but the major triad may cause the 

pattern to be heard as more similar to a normal plagal progression. 

 A range of formal uses is illustrated in Exx. 7.8a–f. Ex. 7.8a follows an eight-bar 

pastoral melody with a four-bar Panorama. Ex. 7.8b begins the entire work, just as a 

Quiescenza sometimes did. In Ex. 7.8c, the schema, in A♭ major, is elided with a strongly 

expected cadential resolution to C minor, such that the sudden change of key and character 

bring an ominous oracular tone. Exx. 7.8d–e also come very near the end of their respective 

numbers, with the Panorama not strictly used in a post-cadential manner, but following a 

stretch of stable tonic prolongation. Ex. 7.8f differs slightly from the preceding examples in 

that the schema’s first event is held twice as long as the other events and the tonic pedal is 

at the top of the texture (Violin 1 and 2) rather than in the bass. It is therefore not a standard 

realisation, but aside from the harmonic similarity, the passage prolongs tonic at the end of a 

major section, something which continues with the formulaic alternation of 5/3 and (♭)6/4 

with a dotted rhythm in bars 308–309. Schumann’s placement of the Panorama also neatly 

prefigures the return of the theme from the first movement for a fugal treatment starting a 

few bars later (not shown), for that theme is itself based on a Quiescenza (see Ex. 5.21a 

above). 

 

 

 

 

 



381 
 

Ex. 7.8a Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Orchestral Suite No. 3 in G major, Op. 55 (1884), Mvt 4, 

Var. 10, bars 41–49 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 7.8b Johannes Brahms, Deutsches Requiem, Op. 45 (1868), No. 1, ‘Selig sind, die da 

Leid tragen’, bars 1–7 
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Ex. 7.8c Jacques Offenbach, Les Contes D’Hoffmann (1881), Act 3, Trio, ‘Tu ne chanteras 

plus?’, bars 3–9 

 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 7.8d Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le Prophète (1849), Act 4, Finale, ‘Le voilà, le roi prophète’, 

bars 166–181 
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Ex. 7.8e Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le Prophète (1849), Act 2, No. 1, ‘Valse Villageoise’, bars 

141–155 
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Ex. 7.8f Robert Schumann, Piano Quintet in E♭ major, Op. 44 (1842), Mvt 4, bars 295–310 

 

 

 

 

 In all of those examples, the Panorama appears only a single time, but composers 

sometimes chose to repeat this version of the schema as well. For instance, Mendelssohn 

wrote two Panoramas after a protracted dominant pedal near the end of the finale of his 

String Octet (Ex. 7.9). In it, he skilfully balances the ‘winding-down’ effect of a post-cadential 

Panorama with the high-energy momentum of his finale. The cadence promised by the 

massive dominant pedal is evaded in bar 355, at which point Mendelssohn begins a 
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Panorama that appears to follow the impetus of the first-inversion tonic to begin a cadential 

progression, as it moves from there to a root-position subdominant in bar 359 via an applied 

dominant. However, the bass then drops back down to ①, and the expected 5/3 for the 

Panorama’s last event is abandoned. A new attempt at cadence comes in the following 

eight-bar block (bars 363–370), which is achieved in harmonic terms (bar 371), although the 

immediate re-entry of the Panorama at that point with its thematic material and loud 

dynamic—forte, con fuoco—once more causes that cadence to be undermined as well. This 

second Panorama is again thwarted, and it is perhaps to compensate for that that 

Mendelssohn continues after this with two variations on the schema (bars 388–395 and 

396–403), with new harmonisations first of ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ and then of ♭❼–❻–❻–❺) 

and ultimately concludes with a diatonic plagal progression (bars 414–419, not shown), 

which obviously also relates back to the first two Panoramas. The frenetic rhythmic activity, 

loud dynamics, cadential evasion and phrase repetition all drive the music forward to a high-

energy conclusion, while the Panorama’s harmonic deflection away from the tonic—which 

had been so eagerly anticipated during the extended pedal before this excerpt—confounds 

the security of the key, only for it to be restored in the end. In a post-cadential role, the 

Panorama, like the Quiescenza, thus has an effect of dramatising the attainment of tonal 

closure. 
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Ex. 7.9 Felix Mendelssohn, Octet in E♭ major, Op. 20 (1825), Mvt 4, bars 352–410 
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388 
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Mendelssohn likewise repeats a Panorama at the close of the slow movement of his 

Fifth String Symphony (Ex. 7.10). In total contrast to the Octet finale, the mood here is 

subdued. As the schema enters, the semiquavers drop out from the inner voices, and in 

order to slow down the pace at the very end, Mendelssohn stretches the second event of the 

schema when it is played the second time around, thereby also allowing the final tonic to 

land on a downbeat. 

 

Ex. 7.10 Felix Mendelssohn, String Symphony No. 5 in B♭ major (1821), Mvt 2, bars 75–83 
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 Having surveyed a range of harmonisations of the basic ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line over a 

tonic pedal, I now propose a general description of the Panorama schema. In order to 

accommodate the variants noted so far, this description is flexibly conceived. This flexibility 

is possible because the peculiar character of the schema is recognisable in a range of 

realisations. Additionally, because it is possible to regard the Panorama as a transformed 

Quiescenza (although not exclusively), that flexibility also captures some of that apparent 

process of transformation. 

 

Fig. 7.1 Representation of Panorama prototype 

 

 

 

 As with the other schemata in this study, I principally consider the Panorama as a 

discrete phrase unit of two to eight bars (depending on contextual factors such as tempo), 

yet its harmonies are so distinctive, that when they appear in even a single bar without any 

melodic diminution, it is hard to hear them as anything but a shorter version of the schema. 

Two examples from Chopin’s Nocturnes and one from Alkan’s Esquisses illustrate this point 

(Exx. 7.11a–c). In all instances, the composers have used the schema in order to move from 
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minor to major. Leonard Meyer contends that the most common plagal progression in 

nineteenth-century music features motion from a minor subdominant to a major tonic, which 

is essentially what the end of the Panorama enacts, only over a tonic pedal in most cases.7 

The popularity of that plagal progression may therefore reflect the popularity of the 

Panorama,8 and it is precisely to achieve that progression that Chopin and Alkan have used 

the short Panoramas in these examples. In Ex. 7.11a, the pattern makes the link to the tonic 

major for the start of the next section, and in Ex. 7.11b–c it leads to a tierce de Picardie 

ending. Ex. 7.11b has the fifth missing from the first event (though this is certainly implied) 

and the ❹ is transferred from an inner voice to the top of the texture, but it is otherwise a 

straightforward realisation of the pattern. Ex. 7.11c, which follows a short but heavy fugue in 

A minor, has ❹–❸ suspensions added to the Panorama in keeping with the learned style 

of the fugue, whereby the second suspension (D in the final event) resolves to a first-

inversion tonic major chord that initiates an upward motion in the bass towards a rather 

eccentric variant of a plagal cadence. Alkan does this by preceding the final tonic with iiØ4/3, 

which is in fact the same chord, in second inversion, as the penultimate event in the 

Panoramas from Exx. 7.2–7.4 (by Tchaikovsky and Bellini). 

 

Ex. 7.11a Frederick Chopin, Nocturne in C minor Op. 48 No. 1 (1841), bars 23–25 

 

 

                                                
7
 Meyer, Style and Music, 288. 

8
 That statement calls for a word of caution: just as Meyer does not state that plagal progressions 

became more common than authentic cadences, so I have no evidence that the Panorama overtook 
the Quiescenza in frequency of use. 
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Ex. 7.11b Frederick Chopin, Nocturne in G minor Op. 37 No. 1 (1838), bars 87–91 

 

 

 

Ex. 7.11c Charles-Valentin Alkan, Esquisses, Op. 63 (1861), No. 6, ‘Fuguette’, bars 62–66 

 

 

 

 These composers will of course have encountered the tierce de Picardie on many 

occasions in the music of Baroque composers, especially that of J. S. Bach, in whose 

chorale preludes the same sonorities as the Panorama frequently figured at the end, as in 

Ex. 7.12a. The major sixth does not seem to have been a very common addition before a 

tierce de Picardie ending, at least in Bach’s organ works, although the pattern also featured 

in music written in the major mode, in which the lowered sixth was then a chromatic 

embellishment of the counterpoint. Two excerpts from the Well Tempered Clavier (Exx. 

7.12b–c) illustrate this in contexts where the harmonies are given a somewhat similar 
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rhythmic evenness to that which the Panorama in the nineteenth century frequently 

displayed. A later composer who dedicated himself to studying the music of Bach was 

Reger, and it would seem that he perceived this pattern as one that was indeed highly 

typical of organ preludes, for his own works in the genre make extensive use of it, albeit 

more as elements of free counterpoint than as controlling middleground events of a larger 

phrase unit. Ex. 7.12d does, however, show an instance where the schema is treated in 

roughly that manner, in that the framework notes are placed on the same hierarchic level as 

the notes of the chorale melody (not shown), and made to proceed at the same rate of 

change with the same degree of diminution. Especially in the context of intensely chromatic 

works like Reger’s and, of course, Bach’s before him, one can hear the Panorama (or the 

same notes without that label) seeming to claim victory at last over an elusive tonality. 

 

Ex. 7.12a Johann Sebastian Bach, ‘Jesus Christus, unser Heiland’ BWV 665 (no date), bars 

48–52 
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Ex. 7.12b Johann Sebastian Bach, Well Tempered Clavier, Book 2 (ca. 1740), Prelude in E 

major, BWV 878, bars 50–54 

 

 
 

 

Ex. 7.12c Johann Sebastian Bach, Well Tempered Clavier, Book 1 (1722), Prelude in E♭ 

major, BWV 852, bars 67–70 

 

 

 

 

Ex. 7.12d Max Reger, Chorale Prelude Op. 67 No. 15 (1902), ‘Jauchz, Erd', und Himmel, 

juble!’, bars 35–36 

 

 
 

 Further research would be required to gauge better the extent to which the chromatic 

aspects of the nineteenth-century Panorama (aside from the schema’s obvious connection 
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to the Quiescenza, especially when realised as a symmetrical phrase unit) can be traced to 

music of the eighteenth and even seventeenth centuries, although it seems unlikely that the 

schema was derived only from a study of the works of Bach. To name but a few examples 

penned by composers in the intervening period, a similar procedure can be heard at the 

ends of some works of Haydn, such as the slow movements of the ‘Surprise’ Symphony (No. 

94) and the ‘Emperor’ String Quartet (Op. 76 No. 3), and, as an indication of what may be a 

traditional association of the pattern with organ preludes, Ex. 7.13a–b show two such 

examples by Kraus. Then, in Ex. 7.13c we see what appears to be a continuation of that 

tradition in the nineteenth century, with the Panorama used to end an offstage ‘hymn in the 

chapel’ in Marschner’s Hans Heiling. We may also recall that Meyerbeer had written the 

Panorama in Ex. 7.8d for organ and solo voice. 

 

Ex. 7.13a Joseph Martin Kraus, Chorale-Prelude for Organ VB 197 No. 4 (1792), bars 22–26 

 

 

 

Ex. 7.13b Joseph Martin Kraus, Chorale-Prelude for Organ VB 197 No. 5 (1792), bars 20–26 
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Ex. 7.13c Heinrich Marschner, Hans Heiling (1833), Act 3, No. 17, ‘Gesang in der Kapelle’, 

bars 202–207 

 

 

 

Just as the Panorama’s characteristic harmonies make it easy to hear the schema’s 

influence on such short segments as those by Chopin in Exx. 7.11a–b above, so a longer 

passage such as Ex. 7.14a, one of the themes from Liszt’s Les Préludes, can likewise be 

heard as closely linked to the schema, even if the rhythmic distribution of the events is 

different. Here, the 6/4 and ♭6/4 are compressed into the same duration as each of the other 

two events. In addition, the notes of a V7 chord appear above the tonic pedal at the end of 

bar 47 (and 51), but this can simply be heard as passing between the harmonies on the first 

and second downbeats of the theme. While not strictly a Panorama as I have defined it, 

there is nevertheless an obvious resemblance. As was common for the schema, the theme 

is repeated, and Liszt in fact adds a further repeat in E major, which is elided with the end of 

the second statement. That then leads, after a few intervening bars, to the next theme, which 

was shown at Ex. 5.12c. The 6/4 and ♭6/4 are similarly compressed in Ex. 7.14b, where the 

pattern appears in the brief coda to this Song Without Words by Mendelssohn, not coming 

immediately after the PAC, but grafted onto a recollection of the work’s chorale tune. Before 

it is repeated, Mendelssohn covers the last chord with a dissonant passing G (♮❼) in the top 

voice which leads to the G♭ (♭❼) that begins the repeat. Also, the resolution to the tonic at 

the end of the second ‘Panorama’ is deferred in the upper voices until halfway through bar 

48.  
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Ex. 7.14a Franz Liszt, Les Préludes (1855), bars 47–55 
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Ex. 7.14b Felix Mendelssohn, Songs Without Words Op. 38 (1836), No. 6, bars 43–51 
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On the strength of Tchaikovsky’s other uses of the Panorama noted earlier, the 

closing bars of his Romeo and Juliet Fantasy Overture (Ex. 7.15) can also quite plausibly be 

regarded as a variation on the schema, even if the ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line is not shadowed by 

minor thirds below. (The harmonic interpretation using roman numerals given up to bar 514 

in the example assumes a tonic pedal to be implied by the bass B that is reiterated at the 

start of each two-bar group.) Unlike normal instantiations of the schema, the second event is 

vi rather than IV, and the final two events are shortened in duration. Nevertheless, the ♭❼–

❻–♭❻–❺ is very prominent, and the applied dominant seventh of IV and the half-

diminished supertonic chord are both strongly suggestive of the schema. The placement at 

the very end of the piece, just before a mixed-mode quasi-plagal cadence, is also highly 

typical of how the schema is used. 

 

Ex. 7.15 Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Romeo and Juliet Fantasy Overture (?1878), bars 509–

521 
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 Each harmonisation of the Panorama introduced above came gradually closer to a 

standard Quiescenza, with the third variant (featured in Exx. 7.8–7.10) lacking only the 

raised leading note needed for it to be equivalent to the mixed-mode Quiescenza seen in the 

Schubert Quintet at the start of the chapter. Yet because the Panorama has such a 

distinctive profile—distinctive enough for us clearly to discern the schema’s close 

relationship to Exx. 7.11–7.15—we might ask ourselves whether we could still justifiably use 

that label even where the raised leading note has been added. In Ex. 7.16, for instance, ♮❼ 

comes only on the very last quaver of the schema. Certainly, the last-minute arrival of ♮❼ is 

actually not uncommon in Quiescenzas and here it could prompt a retrospective 

reinterpretation of that bar’s iio as viio6/5. However, the remainder of the passage arguably 

has more in common with the Panorama. The first two events are not typical of either 

schema—with an implied (viio6/5)–ii progression in place of the usual (V7)–IV6/4 (or (V7)–IV6/♯4) 

in bars 94–95—but as Hensel has written three descending lines of parallel thirds in the 

upper parts of the left hand, her pattern comes close to the first variant of the Panorama I 

showed in Exx. 7.2–7.4. 

 

 

 

 



401 
 

Ex. 7.16 Fanny Hensel, Vier Lieder für das Pianoforte, Op. 2 (1846), No. 3, bars 89–106 

 

 

 

 

 

Another ambiguous usage of ♮❼ appears in the nocturne by John Field excerpted in 

Ex. 7.17. There, it sounds as a neighbour note to ❽ (C) throughout bars 74–75 (and 78–79) 

and may therefore continue to be heard as such even in the schema’s final event, and not to 

gravitate strongly to the tonic. Alternatively, one could say that because the ♮❼ is heard on 

every other quaver over the whole passage, it may also exert a strong influence on the 

listener’s perception of the harmony, and consequently encourage the identification of a 
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Quiescenza. However, like Hensel, Field has not only made the ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line 

especially prominent, which is one of the principal hallmarks of the Panorama, but also 

raised the ❹ the second time around (bar 79), a chromatic inflection seen in the first 

examples of the chapter. 

 

Ex. 7.17 John Field, Nocturne No. 7 in C major, H. 45A (1821), bars 71–82 
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With the preceding two examples, it may appear that I am asking whether a given 

passage is a Quiescenza with a ♭❻ or a Panorama with a ♮❼, which is, by those terms of 

reference, surely an unresolvable question on account of perception varying from one 

person to the next, notwithstanding any potential problems with the historical relevance of 

the taxonomy. In any case, if the distinction hinges only on those two notes, then both are 

obviously correct. But, with reference to specific cases, it can be beneficial to probe areas of 

overlap between the two schemata that involve more than harmony alone. Even then, as we 

begin to examine such cases, the reader might wonder whether anything is gained by even 

treating the Panorama as a separate entity, given that the Panorama could be understood as 

being derived (at least in part) from the Quiescenza, and also given that in Chapter Four I 

queried the need to single out the ‘Fenaroli-Ponte’ as a special variant of the Fenaroli. 

However, I do believe I am justified in this case, for two main reasons. The first is 

that, unlike the Fenaroli and Fenaroli-Ponte, the actual notes of the two schemata are 

different. To say nothing of the modal mixture, one schema ends as if with a plagal 

progression, the other with an implied dominant-to-tonic motion. Strictly speaking, neither 

progression can be said to take place even in the standard versions of the two schemata 

because of the presence of a tonic pedal. Where the penultimate event has both ♭❻ and 

♮❼, a plagal progression is further ruled out by the ♮❼, and while the resulting ♮7/♭6/4/2 

chord could be thought of as viio6/5 over ①, that sonority can hardly be said actually to have 

dominant function in this situation, even if it has a strong voice-leading drive to the tonic. 

Consequently, the impression of a plagal or a dominant-to-tonic progression is just that: an 

impression. Individual factors may lead us to hear one more than the other, and sometimes 

we may hear both at once. From a harmonic point of view, then, what would incline us more 

towards hearing a Quiescenza would be if the composer has given greater prominence to 

the ♮❼ than the ♭❻, as is the case to varying degrees in Exx. 7.18a–d. In all of them, the 

♮❼–❽ is plainly situated at or near the top of the texture, while ♭❻–❺ is in an inner voice. 

And in the first three examples, the ♮❼ is also sounded on the beat, at the beginning of the 
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event and held until its resolution to the ❽. In terms of voice leading, Ex. 7.18a has the 

Quiescenza’s ♭❼–❻–♮❼–❽ plainly in the violins, while in Exx. 7.18b–d, ♭❼–❻ is 

beneath the melody and ♮❼–❽ in the highest voice. In those cases, we can see the 

‘branching off’ of melodic lines that Sanguinetti had noted. (This ‘branching’ may span 

separate registers.) Beethoven’s ♮❼ has a slightly weaker presence than in the other three 

examples here, because it only comes halfway through the event and may also be heard as 

subordinate to the melody’s D that sounds twice in the second half of bars 17 and 19. 

  

Ex. 7.18a Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le Prophète (1849), Act 2, No. 8, ‘Pastorale’, bars 75–82 
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Ex. 7.18b Felix Mendelssohn, Piano Trio No. 2 in C minor, Op. 66 (1846), Mvt 4, bars 341–

353 
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Ex. 7.18c Richard Wagner, Rienzi (1842), Act 2, Pantomime, No. 5, ‘Festlicher Tanz’, bars 

778–790 
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Ex. 7.18d Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in B♭ major Op. 22 (1800), Mvt 1, bars 16–

21 
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In each of these examples, the ♮❼–❽ was given priority over the ♭❻–❺, indicating 

that the composers sought the melodic closure imparted by the rising semitone instead of a 

more prominent ♭❻–❺ that would hint at a plagal ending and would have a weaker sense 

of melodic resolution. That scenario will be evident in most examples from here on. Before 

continuing, I will bring into the discussion my second reason for treating the Panorama and 

Quiescenza as separate concepts. It is often the case that a Panorama clearly presents a 

unit that covers a single continuous span, as conveyed by the stepwise descent of the upper 

voices and, frequently, the organisation of melodic or motivic material into 1+1+1+1 bars or 

1+1+2 bars. By contrast, a common feature of the Quiescenza in galant practice was the 

schema’s division into two parallel parts. For Gjerdingen, the complementary relationship 

between the two halves informs his conception of the schema, such that ♭❼–❻ and ♮❼–

❽ are ‘standard pairings’, where one pair ‘answer[s]’ the other in the manner of a ‘ri[s]posta’ 

to a ‘proposta’.9 We may therefore observe an aesthetic difference between the two 

schemata not simply in harmony, but also in structure: the Quiescenza is based on a 

principle of symmetry and complementarity, the Panorama on one of continuity and greater 

length. 

If these aesthetic principles may be thought of as generally relating to (later) 

eighteenth- and nineteenth-century composition respectively, one might infer that the 

Quiescenza ‘belonged’ more to the previous century and the Panorama more to the latter. 

That line of reasoning naturally follows if one considers, as Rosen does, that later 

                                                
9
 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 189. 
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eighteenth-century music was characterised by ‘a heightened, indeed overwhelming, 

sensitivity to symmetry’, and that ‘the question of balance asserted itself with greater clarity’ 

than it had in the Baroque, hence the galant predilection for paired stages in a Quiescenza.10 

Likewise, if Verdi’s praise of Bellini’s ‘melodie lunghe, lunghe, lunghe’ (‘long, long, long 

melodies’), Schumann’s admiration of the ‘heavenly length’ of Schubert’s Ninth Symphony, 

and Wagner’s striving to create ‘endless melody’ could all be taken to point to a widely 

upheld aesthetic of continuity and long melodic arcs, then, even if those comments do relate 

to a different scale from that of an individual Panorama, it could nevertheless indicate a 

general value that applied to the use of the schema as well. However, these equations are 

somewhat simplistic: in making such an inference, one would fail to appreciate that the 

Quiescenza, even when realised with manifest symmetry, continued to ‘belong’ as much to 

the nineteenth century as it had to the previous. By that I do not mean that the schema was 

necessarily replicated just as frequently, but that its symmetry seems often to have been 

regarded as no less stylistically acceptable than the Panorama’s continuity. 

To take but one example,11 we can see in Ex. 7.19 how Schumann very clearly opts 

for a proposta-risposta relationship to the two halves of the Quiescenza (as indicated by the 

slurs) near the end of the first movement of his First Symphony, even while the steady 

descent in melodic register means that the ♮❼–❽ is given less emphasis than the ♭❼–❻. 

At the same time, Ex. 7.19 shows the schema realised, as in many cases, with the same 

harmonic resources as the galant version, so while the Panorama may satisfy those who 

look for chromaticism and modal mixture as a sign of nineteenth-century developments in 

musical language, the stylistic importance of those elements should not be overstated. 

Indeed, the varying levels of chromaticism possible in a Panorama show that effect to be, as 

the word describes, one of adding colour to a harmonic structure that remains fundamentally 

very similar to that of a Quiescenza. 

 

                                                
10

 Rosen, The Classical Style, 58. 
11

 Many more cases of Quiescenzas with a clear internal symmetry can be found in a wide range of 
nineteenth-century music. Examples can be seen at Ex. 5.23 above and Ex. 8.5 below. 
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Ex. 7.19 Robert Schumann, Symphony No. 1 in B♭ major, ‘Spring’, Op. 38 (1841), Mvt 1, 

bars 461–475 

 

 

 

 

 Symmetrical division of the phrase unit was also evident in Exx. 7.18a and 7.18c: as 

noted, the melodic dyads in Meyerbeer’s Quiescenza were deployed in completely 

schematic fashion, and even while the two halves of Wagner’s were not motivically parallel, 

he nonetheless maintained a palpable separation between the ❽–♭❼ and ❻–♮❼ dyads. 

This can be seen in the way he divided the four bars of the schema into two by giving the 

violins and piccolo dotted rhythms in the first half and semiquavers in the second, while 

having the rest of the orchestra maintain relatively consistent rhythms throughout (not clear 

in the reduction). However, it is arguably not the symmetrical construction alone, but that 

coupled with the prominent ♮❼ which made each of those two cases more like a standard 

Quiescenza than a standard Panorama. By contrast, when the ♭❻–❺ is made to stand out 

more than the ♮❼–❽, even a melody organised into parallel halves may sound less like a 

proposta and risposta and more like a single line. 

As a case in point, we could call Ex. 7.20a a Quiescenza, but its realisation also 

resembles that of a Panorama. The melody elaborates the ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line, which is 

placed at the top of the texture and consequently makes the continuity of that line very clear, 
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in spite of its being broken into two motivically parallel halves. Even when, in the second 

iteration of the schema, that melody is near the bottom of the texture and the ♮❼–❽ 

appears above it, the ♭❻–❺ remains more salient on account of the strong thematic profile 

of the melody, and, of course, because we hear the phrase as a repetition of the previous 

one. In Ex. 7.20b, there is a high level of contrast between the melody and a rhythmically 

uniform accompaniment that is entirely devoid of any thematic identity, so the ♭❼–❻–♭❻–

❺ line again creates more of an impression of a single four-bar group than one divided into 

two halves. Certainly, it is made of two halves, but, according to Lerdahl and Jackendoff’s 

axiom that a parametric change will lead us to hear a grouping boundary, we will tend to 

group together notes that follow a consistent melodic direction, while a change of direction 

would encourage the perception of a new group.12  

 

Ex. 7.20a Antonín Dvořák, Serenade for Strings in E major, Op. 22 (1875), Mvt 1, bars 75–

85 

 

 

                                                
12

 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 46. 
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Ex. 7.20b Ludwig van Beethoven, Symphony No. 5 in C minor, Op. 67 (1808), Mvt 2, bars 

202–215 

 

 

 

 

 

We have seen passages that we could describe as Quiescenzas with elements of the 

Panorama added, and vice versa, but it is important to stress that those two schemata are 

only analytical constructs. It would be misguided to assert that nineteenth-century 

composers had the two schemata as distinct concepts in their heads, and an absurd and 

indefensible claim to say that the Panorama sometimes influenced composers in how they 
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realised the Quiescenza, or vice versa. Yet in ‘overlapping’ cases, we can hold up the 

Panorama as symbolic or indicative of the changes that were sometimes wrought on the 

Quiescenza. Familiarity with the Panorama proper can draw our attention to trends in how 

the Quiescenza could be realised in the nineteenth century that might not be fully apparent 

without the stylistic context that the Panorama provides. It enables us to situate the two 

schemata at either end of a continuum, to recognise them as the outer limits of a far broader 

range of realisations of a larger, all-encompassing Panorama/Quiescenza pattern, while at 

the same time allowing the differences between the ‘purer’ forms of the schemata to be 

codified in the two separate concepts. 

To reiterate my earlier point, it is important that these concepts are understood in 

terms of more than harmony alone. In point of fact, Gjerdingen had already noted that a 

Quiescenza with a ♮7/♭6/4/2 chord for the penultimate event appeared in compositions and 

teaching materials from the 1780s. This was for him a ‘darker version’ of the schema, which 

is a reference to its harmony but says nothing of its structure.13 On the other hand, if the 

Panorama’s single continuous line indicates a change in stylistic orientation from the 

complementary halves of the galant Quiescenza, then we can identify that same change 

even in works that substantially predate many of the more archetypal Panoramas like those 

of Bellini, Donizetti and Tchaikovsky noted above. For instance, it may make better sense—if 

one wished to put a stake in the ground—to regard the passage from Beethoven’s Fifth 

Symphony (Ex. 7.20b) as more Quiescenza than Panorama because it was written very 

early in the century, in 1808. That said, further research into the history of what may be 

treated as antecedents of the Panorama may reveal different lines of influence. 

 If symmetry and continuity were two available options for how a composer realised 

the Quiescenza, it is obvious that a composer could choose also to have it both ways, as 

Brahms does in Ex. 7.21. On the one hand, symmetry comes with the division of the melody 

into two parallel halves (bars 80–81 and 82–83), the second of which brings a ♮❼–❽ close 

in the top voice. On the other hand, Brahms has brought out the ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line by 

                                                
13

 Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, 193. 
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writing the first three notes in minims that are each to be played with an accent. Even though 

factors creating symmetry and continuity are both present, it is perhaps the continuity that is 

most apparent in the end: the schema comes as the culmination of the preceding intervallic 

sequence, continuing its melodic descent from E (❸) in bar 73; and in the final three bars, 

which bring the rit. to adagio, Brahms partially repeats the schema, leaving out not just the 

♭❻ and ♮❼ but the quaver melody. In repeating the unit, he abandons the Quiescenza’s 

symmetry and lets the Panorama’s continuity leave the final impression. 

 

Ex. 7.21 Johannes Brahms, Piano Sonata No. 1 in C major, Op. 1 (1853), Mvt 2, bars 72–85 

 

 

 

 

It makes sense that melodic continuity should have been regarded as desirable for 

the very final bars of a slow movement, where it could contribute to a sense of the music 

dying away, along with such factors as a thinning of texture, a quieter dynamic, a slowing of 

rhythmic activity, and liquidation of the melody. It is quite understandable, then, that 

composers should have found the qualities of the Panorama to be especially suitable when 

they wished to create such an effect. The end of Glinka’s Nocturne in E♭ major, for example, 
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is marked with a diminuendo from pp to ppp, the indications morendo and ritardando, and 

has the rhythms slowing down in the last three bars (Ex. 7.22). As part of this effect of dying 

away, Glinka has introduced the Panorama’s ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line into the repeat of his 

Quiescenza. 

 

Ex. 7.22 Mikhail Glinka, Nocturne in E♭ major (1828), bars 77–83 

 

 

 

 

 

Glinka and, to a greater extent, Brahms modified their repeats as part of a process of 

dying away. We had also witnessed this, for instance, in Ex. 7.9, from the end of 

Mendelssohn’s Octet; it could also be seen in the Panoramas in Exx. 7.2, from 
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Tchaikovsky’s ‘Panorama’ movement, and 7.5c, from Rossini’s La Cenerentola, in which the 

repetition was played an octave lower as part of the gradual subsiding of the music. At other 

times, composers did away with the repetition altogether, so as to permit the ending material 

to wind down sooner. The two examples from Meyerbeer’s Le Prophète in Exx. 7.8d–e are 

single Panoramas in passages that die away: in one, Jean’s quiet (if deluded) epiphany 

slowly sinks in during a moment of reverie before the prostrated crowd, and in the other, the 

villagers all leave the stage after the country dance that opened the second act. In the 

former, the Panorama is followed by short codettas overlaid with church-style suspensions 

played by the organ alone, and in the latter, by motivic fragmentation that involves a 

reduction in instrumental forces, all pianissimo, and a melodic descent through the tonic 

triad. 

 A sense of slowing down is in fact built into Mendelssohn’s realisation of the 

Panorama itself in Ex. 7.23, which follows the movement’s final PAC. The composer has 

created an effect of deceleration by extending the schema’s last two events to three bars 

each (see the dotted brackets beneath the staves), which allows the schema to be the final 

idea in the movement and obviates the need to add any further tonic chords to secure the 

final closure. 

 

Ex. 7.23 Felix Mendelssohn, String Symphony No. 7 in D minor (1822), Mvt 2, bars 135–145 

 

 



418 
 

 However, it seems to have been more common that when a schema with a clear 

♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ was part of a dying-away process, it either led on to additional shorter 

codettas or was situated within a longer line that would come to rest on a point beyond the 

end of the schema (or did both). In those cases, the aesthetic of continuity was generally 

preferable to that of symmetry. The Panorama had in fact been used as part of a longer 

melodic descent in some of the examples shown above, but mostly in energetic endings and 

quite clearly segmented within the phrase structure.14 In an ending that dies away, the 

integrity of the phrase unit itself becomes weakened, but, as with Exx. 7.11 and 7.14 above, 

it is the distinctiveness of the harmonies involved as well as the clear linear trajectory that 

make it easy to identify the Panorama as playing a strategic role in the passage. 

In my final three examples, we see the Panorama almost concealed within the 

general downward direction of the notes. In the first two of these, one can see something of 

the longer descent to ❸ mentioned by Sanguinetti in connection with the slow movement of 

Schubert’s String Quintet shown in Ex. 7.1, albeit extending past the schema proper. The 

last five bars of Ex. 7.24a use minims marked from ritard. to adagio to dissolve the martial 

energy of the Marseillaise to which Schumann set the last two stanzas of Heinrich Heine’s 

ballad. This ending begins with what is essentially a Panorama with ♮❼, plus a passing ♭❺ 

in the first event. After the schema, the last two events are repeated with varied voicings 

such that ❺ moves to ❹ and then to ❸, the latter covered by the appearance of D in the 

top voice. In Ex. 7.24b, a largely parallel chromatic descent in several voices extends the 

decorated PAC in bars 40–41, arriving in bar 48 at a repeat of that cadence (with the motive 

labelled x now an octave lower). In bar 49, a Panorama (again with ♮❼) begins in such a 

way that it seems to have emerged from the chromatic descent of the previous bars and to 

flow into the ever-deepening bass of the last bars. 

Finally, the sense of abatement that comes at the end of Schubert’s ‘Ave Maria’ (Ex. 

7.24c) is emphasised by the composer’s making the melodic line move up to the phrase’s 

high point for the beginning of the Panorama, from which the subsequent descent, 
                                                
14

 See Exx. 7.6a–b (Verdi), 7.7b (Chopin), 7.11c (Alkan). 
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accompanied by a diminuendo, is all the more pronounced. The schema here also includes 

a ♮❼ but the clear ♭❼–❻–♭❻–❺ line in the top voice shows Schubert opting at this 

juncture for an aesthetic of continuity and of a long melodic arc, not one of symmetry. In fact, 

in order to establish a mood of tranquility at the start of his song, Schubert employed the 

same material for the two-bar introduction (thus we see the schema, like the Quiescenza, 

serving both opening and post-cadential functions),15 and because the Panorama at the end 

of the song appears before the repeat sign, it also serves as a framing device between 

stanzas. 

 

Ex. 7.24a Robert Schumann, Romanzen und Balladen Vol. 2, Op. 49 (1840), No. 1, ‘Die 

beiden Grenadiere’, bars 77–82 

 

 

 

Ex. 7.24b Robert Schumann, Davidsbündlertänze, Op. 6 (1837), No. 18, bars 40–59 

 

 

                                                
15

 Recall also the Panorama that opens Brahms’s Duetsches Requiem (Ex. 7.8b). 
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Ex. 7.24c Franz Schubert, ‘Ellens Gesang III: Hymne an die Jungfrau’ (‘Ave Maria’), D. 839 

(1825), bars 13–17 

 

 

 

  

 With its linear melodic trajectory and harmonic grounding on the tonic, the Panorama 

certainly lent itself well to use in (or adaptation to) musical passages designed to die away, 

but it did not exclusively or even primarily connote a sense of subsiding. Even though it 
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exhibits certain features that make it compatible with such an effect, it could just as well be 

adapted to different situations. As with other schemata, I would also avoid describing the 

Panorama in any topical terms, or suggesting that it was of a fixed character. In his essay, 

Sanguinetti had suggested that the Quiescenza could be read in religious terms, first by 

connecting motion towards the subdominant with ‘religious experience’, as epitomised in the 

Amen plagal cadence, and then by treating the Quiescenza’s subsequent ascent through the 

raised leading note to the tonic as symbolic of ‘a renewed spiritual striving for the heavens’.16 

Even without the leading note, the Panorama could likewise convey the impression of 

religious experience, as at the start of Brahms’s Deutsches Requiem17 (Ex. 7.8b) and in 

Jean’s reverie from Meyerbeer’s Le Prophète, in which he thinks he is the son of God (Ex. 

7.8d). Yet, glancing back at our other examples, we have seen the schema express 

triumphant joy in I Puritani (Ex. 7.3), oracular gloom in Les Contes D’Hoffmann (Ex. 7.8c) 

and a smitten suitor’s love in Maria Stuarda (Ex. 7.5b), while in Ex. 7.8e it concludes a 

boisterous village dance and is part of a high-energy finale in Exx. 7.8f and 7.9. The efficacy 

with which the schema seems to perform equally well each of these dramatic effects recalls 

John Butt’s notion of music as a ‘promiscuous signifier’.18 Considered as such, it is only too 

natural to credit the Panorama itself with the creation of those effects, because its pattern 

sounds so distinctive, even though parameters such as tempo, dynamics and 

instrumentation will play as much, if not more, of a role in that. 

 The Panorama was a highly adaptable schema, and while its modal mixture and 

chromaticism gave it a sonority that is particular to the nineteenth century, that adaptability 

must reflect the similar flexibility enjoyed by the galant Quiescenza, from which it appears to 

have been partly derived. That derivation quite plausibly passed through a stage of 

transformation that we might identify in some of the frequent cases of overlap between the 

two schemata, especially in earlier compositions. But those overlapping cases continued to 

                                                
16

 Sanguinetti, ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 357 (my translation). 
17

 This work is cited by Sanguinetti. He does not discuss any excerpts, but states that the ‘sonority of 
the Quiescenza pervades the first and last movements’. ‘Galanterie romantiche’, 358 (my translation). 
18

 Butt, ‘Bach’s Metaphysics of Music’, 48. 



422 
 

be written, like more prototypically galant Quiescenzas, alongside the Panoramas. Many of 

the works from which I drew examples of the Panorama in this chapter also include standard 

Quiescenzas or realisations of something between the two. As such, the Panorama should 

be thought of not only as a schema in itself, but also as emblematic of the wider range of 

realisations available for the Quiescenza in nineteenth-century music. Such a 

transformation, then, does not replace the earlier schema. On the contrary, by enabling 

composers to employ a device that is a functionally identical alternative, the Panorama 

extends the period of usefulness of the Quiescenza itself by making it less prone to stylistic 

exhaustion. 
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Chapter Eight 

Schemata Affirmed: The Use of Repetition 

 

 

In some form or another, repetition figures in the constitution of numerous schemata or in the 

way they were used. An entire schema could be repeated, as was often the case with the 

Quiescenza and Fenaroli. A schema could feature a part that was repeated by transposition, 

as in the Fonte, Monte and sequential Romanescas. In other cases, a schema may have a 

bipartite construction with parallel stages, which is often described by Gjerdingen as one 

stage ‘answering’ the next. There, repetition is of a more varied form, although still typically 

involving parallels in phrase structure and motivic material, and often incorporating end 

rhyme. This produces a reciprocal relationship between two halves, as may be noted in 

changing-note schemata, paired linear-third schemata and, often, in the Quiescenza. When 

a Quiescenza is repeated, what is in many cases an internal two-part construction is echoed 

on a larger scale by the twofold presentation of the schema. 

While these modes of repetition may reflect general periodic syntax as much as any 

supposedly intrinsic properties of schemata, they bring to music qualities of balance and 

reciprocity, which are widely regarded as defining characteristics of galant or ‘Classical’ 

style.1 By contrast, it is often maintained that nineteenth-century composers favoured 

continuity in both melodic and harmonic processes, which largely ruled out the galant 

practice of frequently punctuating the stream of sound with brief cessations of musical 

activity that could draw attention to the presence of relatively closed phrase units deployed in 

a symmetrical fashion. As processes such as Fortspinnung make clear, however, audible 

punctuation is not in itself a corollary of repetition, whereas symmetry in phrase construction 

and motivic parallelism are, and the simple fact that phrase-unit schemata were used at all in 

                                                
1
 Gjerdingen also sees that relationship between schemata, as in the Romanesca gambit and Prinner 

riposte considered in Chapter 6, but given that relationships such as these do not feature any overt 
repetition, I will not discuss them further here. 
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the nineteenth century generally indicates a continuation of the same principle of repetition 

underpinning the use of schemata by galant composers. Immediately following a schema 

with its literal repetition is, of course, the most explicit indication of that principle being 

upheld. In this final chapter, I consider different approaches taken by a number of 

nineteenth-century composers to the repetition involved in using schemata, and discuss 

some of the reasons that may have lain behind those approaches. 

The subject of repetition has many facets and implicates aspects of composition on 

numerous levels, yet it is also a phenomenon of music that, at least as it occurs in the 

Western art tradition, is relatively underappreciated and frequently ignored in analysis. It has 

received some attention from music psychologists, but the aesthetic side of repetition, 

especially in nineteenth-century music, has been the object of very little dedicated study. It 

has been common for analysts to gloss over repeated sections or reprised musical material 

in the belief that, in terms of a piece’s structure, it ‘adds little to the apparent meat of musical 

discourse’, as Lawrence M. Zbikowski puts it.2 One obstacle to investigating repetition in 

music in a concentrated manner is that the word can be, and has been, applied to 

phenomena that differ on an experiential level and even on a conceptual one. Even though 

some have made the useful distinction between repetition (which is immediate) and return 

(after intervening events),3 the former has still been granted a very general purview. 

Repetition may describe, for instance, such varied propositions as the recurrence of a tactus 

that gives rise to the perception of metre, the reiteration of motivic or thematic material,  the 

replaying of a section as directed by repeat signs, the return to the first section of a da capo 

aria, or the recapitulation of the exposition in a sonata movement. In addition to these 

phenomena, Elizabeth Hellmuth Margulis has described ‘repetitions’ that take place outside 

of the confines of a single work, including when we listen to the same pieces of music more 

than once, or when composers reuse patterns such as the schemata discussed in this 

                                                
2
 Lawrence M. Zbikowski, review of On Repeat: How Music Plays the Mind, by Elizabeth Hellmuth 

Margulis, Music Theory Spectrum 39/1 (2017), 128. 
3
 See, for instance, Leonard B. Meyer, Explaining Music: Essays and Explorations (Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 1973), 49. 
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study.4 In a similar vein, Emanuele Senici also regards the adoption and metamorphosis of 

Rossini arias into Italian folk song as a kind of repetition.5 Although Margulis offers 

compelling arguments to support her assertion that there is a ‘fundamental connection 

among diverse types of repetition’,6 detailed discussion of repetition as a musical technique 

would benefit from a more limited application of the term. 

The type most pertinent to the present study is that which occurs with the immediate 

repeating of phrase units, and while such related matters as hypermetre and the recurrence 

of low-level grouping structures have been thoroughly explored in technical literature, the 

repetition, especially literally, of a phrase unit’s content has not been the object of any 

sustained inquiry.7 Yet that compositional move is an extremely common one. There is very 

little, if any, music in the nineteenth century that does not involve ideas at that structural level 

being subjected to an immediate repeat in one way or another. It is therefore surprising that 

few commentators appear to have been curious about the fact that composers in the 

nineteenth century (not to mention in other epochs) so often deemed it right to say things 

twice, or indeed, how that might represent an element of continuity with the preceding 

century. 

 Perhaps certain tacit values rather than only a want of curiosity lie behind the relative 

lack of engagement with this general phenomenon. Elaine R. Sisman, writing about the 

similar neglect of variation technique in the musicological literature, offers a reason that 

undoubtedly applies here as well: a series of repetitions of the same ‘short, discrete 

segments’ of music would seem to be ‘incapable of a sustained organic structure, and thus 

[to] violate one of the central tenets of German Romanticism’.8 From that perspective, 

repeating an idea that has already been heard constitutes an impediment to progressing 

                                                
4
 Elizabeth Hellmuth Margulis, On Repeat: How Music Plays the Mind (Oxford and New York: Oxford 

University Press, 2014), 5–6. 
5
 Emanuele Senici, ‘Rossinian Repetitions’, in The Invention of Beethoven and Rossini: 

Historiography, Analysis, Criticism, ed. Nicholas Mathew and Benjamin Walton (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2013), 250–252. 
6
 Margulis, On Repeat, 5. 

7
 Margulis, On Repeat, 46. 

8
 Elaine R. Sisman, Haydn and the Classical Variation (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 

1993), 1. 
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through the development of that idea. Senici notes that ‘repetition and development are 

generally considered two opposite principles of musical construction’, and, pointing to the 

same ideological roots, suggests that regarding repetition as a salient characteristic of 

certain pieces of music ‘could be taken to imply that they are not very good’.9 This belief was 

taken to the extreme by Arnold Schoenberg, who wrote that a composer should not ‘offend 

[the audience] by repeating over and over what can be understood at one simple hearing, 

even if it is new, and let alone if it is stale old trash’.10 

 For those who subscribe to the belief that a piece of music should be in a process of 

constant development, repetition would then be a feature either to turn a blind eye to or to 

write off as an aesthetic shortcoming, unless the composer has markedly altered the 

material on the repeat. Certainly very fine examples can be identified where composers have 

done that, and although I will mainly focus on more or less straight repetition, this chapter 

would feel incomplete if I did not also consider some techniques for modifying schemata, or 

parts thereof, when repeating them. My first example employs the Quiescenza, which, as 

mentioned earlier, was a schema that often appeared in a twofold presentation, especially 

following an authentic cadence, where it was in any case standard to repeat codettas. Using 

the schema in this capacity therefore meant that repeating it was likely, and this could be 

taken as an opportunity for variation. Near the end of Fauré’s Fourth Nocturne (Ex. 8.1), 

after a harmonically attenuated but rhetorically strong ‘authentic’ cadence, a Quiescenza is 

played out over two bars in a relatively standard manner, with only the raised seventh being 

introduced slightly early (beat 2 of bar 85) as a neighbour note that points back to the scale 

of E♭ major ahead of the final event (a D♭ would have kept the music ‘in IV’ at that point), 

before being transferred into an inner voice where it then takes on structural importance. 

Fauré also adds a fifth above the bass throughout the schema, and while that clashes 

momentarily with the ‘subdominant’ sonority of the third event, if anything, the double pedal 

offers an even stronger harmonic grounding than the tonic pedal alone. However, when the 

                                                
9
 Senici, ‘Rossinian Repetitions’, 236, 237. 

10
 Quoted in Senici, ‘Rossinian Repetitions’, 237. 
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composer comes to repeat the schema, he turns what had been a B♭ at the start of the first 

Quiescenza into a C♭, thereby replacing the schema’s first chord with the unexpected tonic 

substitute of the flat submediant (C♭ major). Further chromatic inflections modify this 

repetition of the schema, and then the final event is drawn out for an entire extra bar (bar 88) 

where the downbeat tonic is omitted, allowing the dominant pedal to gain prominence that 

might lead to the impression of a root-position dominant-seventh chord. The end of the 

schema is also somewhat concealed, for the leading note is suspended over the resolution 

to the tonic at the start of bar 89, and the music steered away from E♭ before the suspension 

can be resolved—which ultimately only happens in the last few bars of the nocturne. In this 

example, then, the schema is altered primarily through harmonic substitution, and the 

rhythmic extension in bar 88 also weakens the apparent connection of the repetition to the 

model, while the harmonic manoeuvres in bar 89 function to keep the music moving, even 

though the piece is drawing to an end. 

 

Ex. 8.1 Gabriel Fauré, Nocturne No. 4 in E♭ major, Op. 36 (1884), bars 80–98 
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The use of transposed material in a Fonte meant that it, too, contained repetition that 

could be subject to alterations. The first section of Enrico’s aria ‘Cruda, funesta smania’ from 

Donizetti’s Lucia di Lammermoor (Ex. 8.2), is, like many Italian arias from the time, 
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structured as a lyric form whose sixteen bars are divided into four-bar phrases that may be 

glossed as a–a’–b–c. The b phrase brings a contrasting middle, and was a common location 

for Fontes in lyric-form arias. In bars 68–69, there is a two-bar unit that tonicises A minor, the 

aria’s supertonic. Bar 70 then follows as a near-exact transposition of bar 68 down a step, 

generating strong expectations of a complete Fonte, but in bar 71, there begins a chromatic 

linear progression in which the bass prolongs the dominant (shown by the dashed slur), 

causing the b phrase to fuse with the closing c phrase. The chromatic prolongation of the 

bass note D creates an energetic forward drive, assisted by a crescendo and offbeat accents 

(bar 71), that intensifies the progression to the cadence. The cadential six-four on which the 

prolongation terminates (bar 73) then permits the singer to close with an emphatic cadenza. 

Donizetti thus avoids the sectional nature of a standard Fonte by extending the second stage 

both rhythmically and harmonically, such that its completion is deferred until the end of the 

form itself, in bar 75. Consequently, the aria takes on a highly directed quality. 

 

Ex. 8.2 Gaetano Donizetti, Lucia di Lammermoor (1835), Act 1, Scene 1, ‘Cruda, funesta 

smania’, bars 67–76 
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Deviations from standard procedures always make for fascinating close reading, but 

the concerns of schema theory are primarily with understanding broader patterns of style, 

and this requires concentrating on the norms far more than the exceptions (although these 

can, of course, prove the rule). Unless they become common enough tactics that they end 

up being conventional in their own right, the means by which a composer deviates from a 

schema are essentially specific to each single instance. That is not an observation only 

about nineteenth-century music, but about interaction with schematic materials generally. 
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Even then, one must not forget how a deviation keeps alive the very procedure it departs 

from, as the concept of Verfremdung illustrates. In the two preceding examples, Fauré used 

a varied repeat—not no repeat—and Donizetti composed the start of the second stage of his 

Fonte as obviously parallel to the start of the first stage, which leads the listener to predict 

full transposed repetition. The success of the aria’s closing phrase can be attributed in large 

part to the longer melodic arc that is produced by Donizetti’s withholding the expected 

completion of the schema, an anticipation made possible entirely by the act of repetition. 

Besides the perceived imperative, mentioned above, to reveal processes of organic 

development through analysis, further underlying values may also motivate mistrust in the 

aesthetic value of repetition as a musical element. In reference to variation movements by 

Haydn and Mozart, Sisman notes that the techniques those composers used to transform a 

thematic model ‘are considered “surface” features, failing to penetrate and transform the 

thematic model like “deeper” contrapuntal, characteristic, developmental, or transformational 

techniques’.11 The metaphor of depth has, like organicism, been central to the reception of 

German Romantic thought, and, as Holly Watkins has demonstrated, it was of literally 

spiritual significance, with roots in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Pietism.12 Needless 

to say, ‘deep’ transformation of motives or larger-scale pitch structures is entirely absent 

from literal repetition. From the perspective of those ‘deeper’ techniques, any literal repetition 

is altogether redundant, as is conveyed by the standard practice among analysts, alluded to 

above, of excising literal repetitions from voice-leading graphs. To be sure, such analytical 

pursuits require a certain narrowness of focus, but the long-standing privilege enjoyed (at 

least until more recent times) by harmony and counterpoint over rhythm, phrase structure 

and the real-time experience of musical action, repeats and all, itself reflects a core set of 

implicit values that largely treats repetition as redundant because it is deemed inessential for 

comprehension. Perhaps such beliefs are not dissimilar to those that lie behind the 

prioritising of pitch over phrase-structure in the identification of schemata, which had been 

                                                
11

 Sisman, Haydn and the Classical Variation, 1–2. 
12

 Holly Watkins, ‘From the Mine to the Shrine: The Critical Origins of Musical Depth’, 19th-Century 
Music 27/3 (2004), 179–207. 
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the subject of Chapter Three. Yet if repetition is a significant factor in how they were 

constituted and used, then we have all the more reason to treat the concept of the phrase 

unit as central to our understanding of schemata, because it factors in precisely the 

structural units that were so often subjected to phrase-level repetition. In turn, that would 

oblige us to confront the idea that musical repetition is inherently redundant. 

The notion of redundancy stands diametrically opposed to that of ‘economy’, an often 

covertly valued principle which Janet Levy had identified as a corollary of the metaphor of 

the (apparently economical) organism,13 and which Senici argues is implicated in the 

negative reception of musical repetition.14 Even the positive stance adopted by such 

defenders of musical repetition as Cone and Meyer seems to be underpinned by belief in the 

value of economy. For Cone, ‘there is no such thing as true redundancy in music’, an 

assertion that can be explained with Meyer’s reasoning that, from a psychological 

standpoint, a repeated passage will assume a different quality because ‘being a repetition in 

itself qualifies and changes the event which is reiterated’.15 A sonata exposition, for instance, 

is preceded by silence and followed by its repeat, while that repeat is preceded by the first 

statement and followed by the development. According to that argument, these contextual 

differences affect how the exposition is heard. Redundancy seems to be treated here as 

something to argue against, and repetition is justified because it offers a different experience 

from the initial statement. Dispensing with it would alter the object of contemplation. That is 

undeniable, although Peter Kivy draws a more matter-of-fact conclusion that makes more of 

the sameness inherent in musical repetition: it is precisely because a passage and its 

repetition are outwardly the same that they can ‘have the aesthetic effect they are supposed 

to have, of being the same except for their relationships to what they precede and what they 

succeed’.16 

                                                
13

 Levy, ‘Covert and Casual Values’, 7–9. 
14

 Senici, ‘Rossinian Repetitions’, 237. 
15

 Cone, Musical Form and Musical Performance, 46; Meyer, Explaining Music, 51 (original 
emphasis). 
16

 Peter Kivy, The Fine Art of Repetition: Essays in the Philosophy of Music (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1993), 341 (original emphasis). 
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 However, in order to understand better why the phenomenon of repetition has been 

generally sidelined, the notion that it was deemed an aesthetic shortcoming according to 

certain readings of German Romantic ideology may be less telling than the fact that it is a 

musical feature which causes the organism model, as well as other conceptions of the 

artform, to fail. As Kivy argues, the organism model is incapable of accounting for repetition, 

for at no point in the growth of an individual organism is an earlier stage of development 

repeated.17 Doubtless Robert P. Morgan is correct in asserting that the organism model was 

never taken so literally and was only ever understood in a metaphorical sense,18 but the very 

tendency to conceptualise music metaphorically has arguably had a part to play in the 

dismissal of repetition as one of its essential elements. It has also been common for music to 

have been understood through linguistic models, often described in terms of literary or 

dramatic action, and these too Kivy discredits as unable to account for repetition for the 

same reason that the action is never returned to an earlier point of time and made to run its 

course exactly as it had the first time, which would also be broadly true of poetry with 

recurring refrains, possibly otherwise the closest linguistic analogue to music. Well before 

Kivy, in fact, no less than Heinrich Schenker had recognised that the phenomenon of 

repetition was a point of crucial difference between music and the literary arts (even if he 

does hang on to the language model): 

 

Our understanding of musical technique would have advanced much further if only 

someone had investigated the questions of where, when, and how its most striking 

and distinguishing feature—namely, the feature called repetition—incorporated itself 

into the art of music. Clearly, all the arts that relate or represent a story have no 

reason to repeat individual motives. … The question is: Where did music get the idea 

of subjecting portions of melodies—some short, some long—to repetition, when 

language, its model, prefers exactly the opposite—namely, a continuous nonrecurring 

flow?
19

 

 

                                                
17

 Kivy, The Fine Art of Repetition, 338–339. Kivy explains his decision to use the term ‘organism’ 

rather than the more common ‘organic’ because the latter tends to mean ‘not much more than well 
organized in some way’, while the former captures the ‘specific metaphor of biological development or 
growth’ (331). 
18

 Robert P. Morgan, ‘The Concept of Unity and Musical Analysis’, Music Analysis 22/1–2 (2003), 25. 
19

 Quoted in translation in Zbikowski, review of On Repeat, 124. 
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For Margulis, repetition is even a universal essential element, ‘a fundamental 

characteristic of what we experience as music’.20 She notes that the music of all documented 

human cultures is known to employ repetition, and she suggests that the works of Western 

avant-garde composers who sought to avoid it are ‘consciously set … against a standard 

practice and generally require the cultivation of special attitudes and ideas to appreciate’.21 

Far from being redundant or inessential, then, repetition would appear to be an integral 

aspect of music, although, again, because repetition can happen at many levels, even within 

a single genre, there will always be problems in trying to generalise about how or why it 

figures as a compositional element. Even if on a specific topic, generalisations not only court 

falsification but also run the risk of misrepresenting the diverse range of styles and genres 

found, in our case, throughout the nineteenth century. What I will offer in the remainder of 

the chapter, therefore, are no sweeping statements, but rather observations and 

interpretations pertaining to specific instances in which schemata have been repeated, either 

in their entirety or in part. Yet because I range across the work of numerous composers, we 

arguably see indications of trends that were not peculiar only to one individual’s style but 

may have constituted more widely adopted compositional strategies. 

The impulse to repeat material is, as I noted at the outset of this chapter, embodied 

in many schemata, most evidently when a whole schema is sounded twice in succession. 

The fact that that was typically the case with the Quiescenza (especially when used post-

cadentially) and the Fenaroli means that it is possible those schemata were learned and 

internalised by composers as a twofold statement. Yet if, according to received wisdom, 

certain nineteenth-century composers would have resisted the need to repeat material, then 

that surely conflicts with the idea that repetition is simply a fact of music, and it would 

therefore behove us to consider how those composers may have reconciled these two 

imperatives. In actuality, this supposed predicament is grossly overstated, for phrase-level 

repetition was generally no less a feature of much nineteenth-century music than it was of 

                                                
20

 Margulis, On Repeat, 5. 
21

 Margulis, On Repeat, 5. 
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galant—if anything there was more of it. Additionally, in any composition there will naturally 

always be broader strategic reasons for a schema’s having been repeated, meaning that 

repetition itself would have been regarded as of more decisive importance than any need to 

maintain a supposedly normative practice of deploying these schemata in twofold 

statements. 

Reasons for repeating material vary according to the situation, and the effect can 

differ on account of both contextual factors and the type of repetition employed. Lerdahl and 

Jackendoff suggest it must either create relaxation or build tension, because ‘absolute 

stasis’—which would be the implied effect of regarding a repetition as redundant—is 

‘impossible to hear … if only because events take place in time and hence form rhythmic 

relationships that produce tensing or relaxing effects’.22 The extent to which such effects are 

experienced obviously depends on the scope and structural function of the material being 

repeated, but on the level of the phrase, it can be quite pronounced. Consider the following 

two excerpts, both of which use repetition to prolong a tonicised half-cadential dominant, one 

increasing tension, the other diffusing it. Verdi (Ex. 8.3) has written a crescendo from ppp to 

f, augmented by his gradually adding more instruments and placing every iteration of the 

Panorama schema in a higher register. The cumulative intensity of the repetitions 

underscores Violetta’s mounting agitation as she listens to Germont’s insistence that she 

break off her scandalous relationship with his son. On the other hand, the Fan-Schema 

(introduced in Exx. 3.20c–d) that Rossini uses in Ex. 8.4 descends in register over the 

course of the repetitions, maintaining a constant pp dynamic, and thus the effect is one of 

relaxation, slowing the momentum of the overture’s slow introduction so as to heighten the 

impact of the new tempo in the immediately ensuing allegro vivace. In both cases, matters of 

proportion would have influenced the length of these post-cadential spans, but repetition was 

deemed so integral to the desired effect as to occasion not two but four statements of the 

same schema. 

 

                                                
22

 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 184. 
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Ex. 8.3 Giuseppe Verdi, La Traviata (1853), Act 2, Scene 1, Duet, ‘Pura siccome un angelo’, 

bars 175–183 
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Ex. 8.4 Gioachino Rossini, Il Barbiere di Siviglia (1816), Overture, bars 18–24 

 

 

 

 
 

Of course, effects of tension and relaxation frequently ebb and flow in what Lerdahl 

and Jackendoff describe as ‘the incessant breathing in and out of music in response to the 

juxtaposition of pitch and rhythmic factors’.23 In Ex. 8.5, both effects can be heard, again in 

the context of a prolonged half-cadential dominant. Following an opening that is itself 

designed as a statement and harmonically varied repetition—in the form of a Folia (which 

can only start on a minor chord) followed by a Romanesca, which starts on a major chord—a 
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 Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music, 179. 
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half cadence in the relative major is soon reached in bar 16. The repetition of the 

Quiescenza schema that follows creates the usual relaxation associated with its post-

cadential function. However, after a short joining device (the pattern of the Fan-Schema as a 

lead-in in bar 21), all of bars 16–21 are repeated with the bass down a fifth and the melody 

up a fourth, which now has the effect of increasing tension on account of the wider intervallic 

space between outer parts and especially the progression to a new key: confirmation of the 

key by the first pair of Quiescenzas is replaced with uncertainty about the harmonic direction 

when we hear the second. (It is interesting to note that, in the process, Flotow has, like 

Rossini and Verdi, produced a fourfold statement of a single schema.) The symmetry 

between pairs of phrases—Folia/Romanesca, both pairs of Quiescenzas—is offset in both 

cases by the progressive motion of the harmonies, as had long been common in slow 

introductions. 

 

Ex. 8.5 Friedrich von Flotow, Martha (1847), Overture, bars 1–38 
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The upward transposition of the melody in this passage gives the impression of 

forward motion, and thus of tension. The use of rising harmonic sequence—also generally 

up a fourth—as a mode of repetition was similarly used with the Fenaroli schema, as seen 
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previously in Ex. 5.40, the standard literal repeat being substituted by a transposed one. This 

is doubtless a technique that had been used by galant composers, although as it has not 

been discussed in any literature, and as we will encounter it again later in this chapter, I will 

illustrate it briefly here. 

While in some instances a sequential realisation of the schema would generate no 

more than a sense of melodic expectancy, it could also serve to create palpably 

melodramatic tension. In Ex. 8.6, the young bride-to-be Anna is threatened with grim 

retribution if she does not return her betrothed, Hans Heiling, to his mother, the Queen of the 

Gnomes. The schema here appears in a texture made ominous by an agitated piano quaver 

figure (essentially a slow trill) whose lower chromatic neighbour notes make the entire eight 

bars from 92 to 99 seem somewhat like an unanchored rising chromatic line. The use of a 

⑦–①–②–③ bass for each Fenaroli results in an unbroken stepwise ascent across both, 

and the lack of melodic parallelism in the Queen’s part24 between bars 92–93 and 96–97 

helps to conceal the repetition, although analysis makes clear how the repeated schema 

structures the passage and contributes to its growing tension. 

 

Ex. 8.6 Heinrich Marschner, Hans Heiling (1833), Act 2, Scene 1, Aria with Chorus, ‘Aus der 

Klüfte Schlund’, bars 90–101 

 

 

                                                
24

 An exact transposition would actually have taken her part beyond the range Marschner chose for it. 
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 A context that builds a similar intensity without an explicit dramatic scenario is found 

at the beginning of Beethoven’s ‘Tempest’ Sonata (Ex. 8.7). The six-three chord that is 

slowly arpeggiated in bar 1 is reprised up an octave at the beginning of the Allegro and, with 

the addition of the G on the second quaver, is made into a six-five chord. This begins a 

Fenaroli with ❹–❸–❷–❶ as its upper line, a straightforward variant of ❹–❸–❼–❶ that 

produces total contrary motion against the bass’s ⑦–①–②–③.25 This Fenaroli is repeated 

first at pitch and then, as in Marschner’s aria, up a fourth. In order to energise the motion 

towards the Phrygian half cadence in bar 6, the transposition of the Fenaroli is accompanied 

by a crescendo that culminates in a sforzando.  
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 Fenarolis featuring ④–③–②–① in either their upper or lower lines have been given their 
schematic label without further comment in Gjerdingen, Music in the Galant Style, Exx. 16.18, 25.8 
and 27.7, and in Byros, ‘Trazom’s Wit’, Ex. 14. 
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Ex. 8.7 Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in D minor, Op. 31 No. 2 (1802), Mvt 1, bars 

1–12 

 

 

 

The processual nature of the Fenaroli is instrumental in giving the allegro much of its 

unstable quality, as is the asymmetry that results from having two Fenarolis on the tonic but 

only one on the subdominant. The same asymmetrical use of repetition—twice at pitch and 

once in sequence, also up a fourth—was seen in Schumann’s ‘Mit Myrthen und Rosen’ (Ex. 

5.39 above), where the sequenced repeat brought the melodic apex of the phrase and 

initiated the motion to the cadence. The sequential Fenaroli need by no means have been 

confined to turbulent or sinister passages like the previous two examples, because 

something as simple as reaching the highest note in a phrase can likewise be characterised 

as a moment of tension, so that treatment of the schema was just as applicable in more 

docile music, including, of course, in the major mode. The excerpt in Ex. 8.8, for instance, is 

taken from a prayer sung by Elijah in Mendelssohn’s oratorio of the same name. In the 

second half of bar 75, a new phrase begins with a Fenaroli on the tonic that is repeated up a 

fourth on the subdominant. Mendelssohn has partially veiled the underlying counterpoint 

(there are alternatives to my ④–③–②–① bass reading), deceptively moved to vi on beat 2 
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of bar 76, and used a modified transposition of the Fenaroli, but the use of the schema in 

sequence is what drives the melody upwards to the C♯ in bar 77 that is the high point of the 

phrase. What follows is a complementary descending line, whose piano dynamic counters 

the crescendo in bar 76. 

 

Ex. 8.8 Felix Mendelssohn, Elijah (1847), Part 1, No. 8, Duet, ‘Was hast du mir angetan, du 

Mann Gottes?’, bars 73–78 

 

 

 
 

For a final example, the first section of Schumann’s tender and optimistic song 

‘Widmung’, from Myrthen (Ex. 8.9), reaches its highest melodic point in bars 8–9, at the end 

of a sequential Fenaroli that again uses the ④–③–②–① line, but this time clearly in the 

bass.26 Again, the transposition is up a fourth. The high G♭ in bars 8–9 is preceded by a 

                                                
26

 A Fenaroli with ④–③–②–① in the bass employs the same harmonisation that those scale 
degrees commonly receive according to the Rule of the Octave. I still class the pattern as a Fenaroli 
because of its prominent outer-voice counterpoint, which is not a feature of standard realisations of 
the Rule. There is also a contrapuntal similarity between this variant of the Fenaroli and the 
prolongational Prinner, which employs the same bass line. The connection is most noticeable when 
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crescendo and followed by a diminuendo, as the music begins its descent to the authentic 

cadence in bar 13.27 

 

Ex. 8.9 Robert Schumann, Myrthen, Op. 25 (1840), No. 1, ‘Widmung’, bars 1–13 

 

 
 

 

                                                                                                                                                  
the last two events are written in outer-voice tenths, although because the first event does not support 
a 5/3 chord, it would be inappropriate to treat this in the first instance as a variant of the Prinner. 
27

 An issue that is tangential to the current discussion but central to schema theory arises when we 
consider these sequential Fenarolis: do we have a Fenaroli that has been repeated sequentially, or a 
sequence that has been realised with a Fenaroli? That is, is it the pair of smaller schemata or the 
single larger structure that takes perceptual priority, supposing we would wish to settle for one? It has 
already been noted that composers sometimes wrote Fontes (or Montes) with a Fenaroli embedded 
into each stage. Often in such cases, the Fenaroli is not completely coextensive with each stage of 
the Fonte, so is hierarchically subordinate to the more salient Fonte, a point I had touched on in 
Chapter Five. Even where they are coextensive, one could argue that the Fonte is still the more 
prominent schema on account of its characteristic harmonies and, if applicable, conventional usage. 
By contrast, the above examples feature a transposition of a rising fourth (or descending fifth) through 
the chords I–IV, V–I or vi–ii, motions that are perhaps too common to register as particularly 
noteworthy. Also, with such a large interval of transposition, further sequential implications are unlikely 
to be felt. Nevertheless, I do not pretend that this is a question that will always be resolvable. It is a 
matter of perception, and some cases will be clearer than others. 
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 In many cases of non-sequential repetition, however, the creation of tension or 

relaxation does not seem the best explanation for why a schema is repeated. Furthermore, 

by focusing on sequence, which alters at least the pitches and harmonies of the original unit, 

I would run the risk of appearing to indulge the anti-redundancy stance, on account of 

ignoring the issue of literal repetition. Considering possible explanations for the latter may 

require turning to ideas that are relatively prosaic in comparison with those ascribed to 

German Romanticism as discussed above. One is simply that it improves comprehensibility. 

Repetition automatically segments the auditory stream into smaller units that are clearly 

defined and more easily grasped by the listener than when that segmentation is not present. 

Each repetition of the segment then gives us a further chance to process and retain the 

contents of the unit when listening to a piece of music in live time. As Kivy puts it, repeats 

‘perform an obvious and vital function in that they are the composer’s way of allowing us, 

indeed, compelling us to linger; to retrace our steps so that we can fix the fleeting sonic 

pattern’.28 But he goes on to argue that comprehension in itself is not the only objective, for 

otherwise we would remove all repeats when replaying music we already know. The 

repetition of an idea certainly aids in the grasping of patterns, but ‘by definition, pattern is 

that very repetition, and to dispense with the remainder after it has been grasped would be 

to dispense with it, whereas it, the pattern, is the whole point of the exercise’.29 

Even if it is not widely expressed in music scholarship, surely that ‘exercise’ is 

ultimately, or at least very often, one of enjoyment (a concept we might fruitfully contrast with 

                                                
28

 Kivy, The Fine Art of Repetition, 352. 
29

 Kivy, The Fine Art of Repetition, 353 (original emphasis). 
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‘comprehension’) and repetition plays a part in that. Sisman quotes from a 1776 essay by 

Christian Gottlob Neefe in which he says that a listener will desire to hear an attractive 

musical idea more than once: the composer ‘must repeat an interesting, flattering thought 

with which the soul can be satisfied’.30 Unlike visual and literary artworks, which viewers or 

readers can scrutinise at their leisure, music ‘goes by quickly’, so does not provide that 

opportunity. Therefore, a listener ‘can lose much that he would not like to lose, if the 

composer does not recoup it for him by repetition’.31  

Neefe’s words substantially predate my chosen historical time frame so may seem 

irrelevant, but it is certainly clear that some music of this later period seems to relish the 

restatement of material, and dance music most obviously. For example, much of Carl 

Czerny’s four-hand introduction and variations on a waltz by the Austrian ballet composer 

Count Wenzel Robert von Gallenberg (Ex. 8.10) can be regarded as little more than the 

continuous repetition of a single idea. The theme begins with a four-bar paired Mi–Re–Do 

(itself a schema made of two parallel statements of one idea), which is immediately repeated 

with an added melodic figure at the end (bar 35) to give this second iteration of the schema 

the function of rounding off the larger eight-bar phrase. That phrase is then entirely repeated: 

in the variations that follow, this is indicated by repeat signs; in the theme, it is written out so 

as to share the tune between the two players as well as to change register. The second half 

of the theme transposes this idea, with a few embellishments, up a third so that we may 

label it a paired Sol–Fa–Mi (bars 45–48). In order to bring the whole theme to a close, the 

following four-bar unit (bars 49–52) effects a melodic descent to ❶. This descent is 

structured as another paired Mi–Re–Do and continues to use the same thematic material as 

the previous unit. As with the first half of the theme, these eight bars are again repeated by 

the other player, with the final four bars receiving further melodic embellishment. In addition 

to the repetition-laden theme—itself a borrowed, presumably well known tune whose use by 

Czerny constitutes a different kind of repeating, or rehearing—the remainder of the work is a 

                                                
30

 Quoted in translation in Sisman, Haydn and the Classical Variation, 17. 
31

 Quoted in translation in Sisman, Haydn and the Classical Variation, 17. 
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set of six variations on the same, until a coda introduces some new material amid further 

restatements of the theme in slightly varied form. 

 

Ex. 8.10 Carl Czerny, Introduction et Variations Faciles sur une Valse de M. le Comte de 

Gallenberg, Op. 87 (ca. 1825), bars 29–60 
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This would be a rather excessive case of a composer’s ‘recouping’ an ‘interesting, 

flattering thought’ if we were to apply Neefe’s explanation, so while there is some good 

sense to it, his assertion also remains somewhat simplistic. Surely not just occasional ideas 

but everything in a piece of music is intended to be enjoyed, yet some ideas are repeated 

while others are not (or at least not all in the same manner). Furthermore, his comment 

implies that it is the musical idea itself that demands the repetition, irrespective of its 

position, function or hierarchical level in the overall form, or of the effect that repetition would 

have on the internal proportions of the work—factors which are clearly influential on a 

composer’s decision to repeat material or not. I find similarly limited Margulis’ passing 

suggestion that if a composer at work is ‘unsure about what to do next, the least demanding 
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solution may simply be to repeat the previous material’.32 Although she is apparently more 

concerned with the basic creative impulse in humans regardless of maturity, ability or 

context, deeming that scenario likely for nineteenth-century European composers would 

mean implying, ultimately, that they worked in a vacuum with no connection to other music, 

and therefore without the influence that that other music would have had on their own 

creative decisions. Yet that notion would be very much at odds with the theory of musical 

schemata, which not only posits that composers had recourse to an extensive range of 

different conventions (far more than those I discuss in this study), but that because those 

conventions played a large part in constituting the wider stylistic context, we can assume 

many of these were always present at the front or back of a composer’s mind. 

In galant music, playing a short unit twice in succession—whether as a literal or 

varied repeat, as a transposition of the first unit, or as a harmonically differentiated statement 

and response—is the sort of practice that might be seen to typify the Enlightenment’s 

musical ideals of balance and symmetry: the presentation of a single idea is 

counterbalanced by its restatement, and two contiguous units of equal length and content 

perfectly manifest the principle of symmetrical construction in music. So much are symmetry 

and balance regarded as aesthetic qualities central to galant music, however, that one can 

hardly imagine the same procedures in nineteenth-century music very often being said to 

exemplify the same principles. Yet when the procedure is the same, the effect, too, is the 

same, so why would we not consider that symmetry and balance continued to be held as 

fundamental aspects of the aesthetics of musical structure, at least at the level of the 

phrase? We may have seen, in the previous chapter, that the Panorama schema 

represented an ideal of melodic continuity, but I also argued that its popularity does not 

seem to have diminished the apparent validity of symmetrically organised material, nor was 

the schema itself incompatible with such a mode of organisation, as the Verdi example 

above demonstrates (Ex. 8.3). Indeed, it has been shown by Leonard Ratner how symmetry, 

especially in period structures, was in fact of central importance to nineteenth-century 
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 Margulis, On Repeat, 20. 
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composition, and Rothstein has demonstrated how the interrelationship between ‘tonal 

stability and rhythmic stability’ was not only ‘one of the foundations of the Classic style, [but] 

survives to the end of the 19th century’.33 Furthermore, when it comes to schemata in the 

nineteenth century, we see not just the continued use of some inherently symmetrical 

patterns, but sometimes also composers creating symmetry by subjecting to immediate 

repetition a schema that was not typically repeated by galant composers.34 In Exx. 5.15a–b, 

we saw the Heartz in a twofold presentation. More interesting still is when a composer 

repeated an already symmetrical schema, thereby adding a further layer of symmetry to the 

music. This can be seen in Ex. 8.11: not only is the internal symmetry of the schema made 

plainer by Meyerbeer’s allocating one half to each singer, but the whole Meyer is repeated 

immediately in the relative major. 

 

Ex. 8.11 Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le Prophète (1849), Act 4, No. 23, Duo, ‘Dernier espoir’, bars 

121–134 

 

 

                                                
33

 Ratner, Romantic Music, 153–166; Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, 99–100. 
34

 The practice of repeating schemata that were not typically repeated is not without precedent in 
galant music. See, for instance, the following examples in MGS: Meyer in Ex. 25.22; Paired Do–Re–
Mi in Ex. 17.2; Fonte (transposed) in Ex. 15.1. 
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One might say that precisely because this is a duet, Meyerbeer chose thus to divide 

up and repeat the material between the two singers. Indeed, the first section of this duet is 

comprised entirely of the singers taking turns in this way, while the second section (not 

shown) has them singing together, almost always in sixths and thirds. A similarly genre-

specific reason might be given for Glinka’s choice to repeat a Meyer—literally, this time, 

rather than transposed—in Ex. 8.12, with the repetition representing the participatory ethos 

of chamber music. A well meaning (but not entirely accurate) commentator might call it the 

democratic distribution of material, or one might simply say that different instrumental forces 

of the group (piano and first violin) have been pitted against each other through the repetition 

of the schema, which is the first unit of the Allegro’s opening theme. 
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Ex. 8.12 Mikhail Glinka, Grand Sextet in E♭ major (1832), Mvt 1, bars 8–19 
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If that explanation has any validity, then what of the repeated Aprile in Ex. 8.13, a 

solo piano work, and the repeated paired Sol–Fa–Mi (another I–V–V–I schema) in Ex. 8.14, 

entirely from the solo part of a concerto? 

 

Ex. 8.13 Carl Maria von Weber, Aufforderung zum Tanze, Op. 65 (1819), bars 16–27 
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Ex. 8.14 Louis Spohr, Violin Concerto No. 8 in A minor, ‘in modo di scena cantante’, Op. 47 

(1816), Mvt 3, bars 46–57 

 

 

 

 

 

Naturally, as with the Meyerbeer and Glinka (Exx. 8.11–8.12), genre-specific reasons 

could also be suggested as having motivated the repetition in these last two examples: 

continuity in a waltz necessitates repetition and a repeated segment in a concerto gives the 

soloist a further opportunity to demonstrate his or her virtuosity. Similarly, one might put the 
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repetitiveness of the theme used by Czerny in Ex. 8.10 down to the nature of waltz 

composition, and hold the demands of variation form accountable for the constant recycling 

of the theme. Yet forms do not have the agency to ‘demand’ anything, and even with as 

repetitive a work as Czerny’s, the composer evidently had reason to believe there would be 

a market for a work of this character. What is more, it seems a trifle convenient to claim that 

these repetitions should all have been motivated by the exigencies of a genre. Is it pure 

coincidence that the same procedure is evident in all the examples? Or, taken together, 

could they point to a general stylistic tendency?  

One of the simplest observations to make at this point is that repeating a phrase unit 

keeps it in effect for twice as long. It is widely recognised as a development of music in the 

nineteenth century that works in certain forms or genres became longer than their 

counterparts generally were in the eighteenth, but duration for duration’s sake can hardly be 

the motivating objective in these, or indeed any, cases. One potential advantage in repeating 

phrase units in longer works is that it curbs what might be perceived as the excess of 

different ideas. As Neefe had put it, a piece of music would become ‘a monstrosity … if we 

piled up idea upon idea without connection’.35 Again, however, we should not be too quick to 

let Neefe’s thoughts from the 1770s represent the various compositional concerns of the 

nineteenth century. His interest here is in preserving the unity of affect, a line of argument 

that could not be justly pursued without placing criticism and composition into a far more 

detailed historical context, and without exploring the origins and implications of the concept 

of ‘unity’ in music or relativising terms such as ‘excess’ and ‘connection’. On a more logistical 

level, a general discussion of this particular effect of repetition would be hampered by the 

great variety in the durations of musical works and therefore by the inability to speak 

productively of a subject that deals with something so relative as length. 

More relevant is how repetition can give rise to a clearer sense of hypermetre. By 

definition, this emerges simply with the recurrence of phrase units that are of equal size and 

that have regularly spaced accents, but the actual content of those units also plays a part. 

                                                
35

 Quoted in translation in Sisman, Haydn and the Classical Variation, 17. 
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As Cone states, the perception of hypermetre is ‘especially likely to occur whenever several 

measures in succession exhibit similarity of motivic, harmonic, and rhythmic construction’.36 

In the most common hypermetric scenario, groups of four notated bars form the recurring 

pattern. Cone finds this to have been a particularly prevalent mode of organisation in the 

nineteenth century, to the point that he claims its composers laboured under ‘the tyranny of 

the four-measure phrase’.37 Similarly, Rothstein suggests there was a ‘danger [of 

composers] submitting too complacently’ to that very ‘tyranny’, without relieving or varying 

the regularity of a duple hypermetre.38 This had implications for both the control of 

hypermetre and of the internal organisation of phrases, and we might in fact consider 

consistency in the latter to have been in some measure accountable for the diminishing 

salience of some of the Prinners discussed in Chapter Six. Considering that complacency to 

be at the heart of what he called ‘the Great Nineteenth-Century Rhythm Problem’, Rothstein, 

like Cone, then proceeds to demonstrate how composers devised ways of avoiding it.39 

The solutions they devised often resulted in music that is certainly highly satisfying, 

both artistically and analytically, but let us also consider what could be gained by a regular 

hypermetre. Margulis suggests that the repetition of small units is ‘pleasant’ for the listener 

because it ‘often serves to elevate hypermeter … to an object of enjoyment and experience 

in and of itself’.40 When it came to hypermetric regularity, the Great Rhythm Problem was not 

one of avoiding it altogether but of achieving a balance between conforming to it and 

departing from it. Thus the opposite of Rothstein’s problem would be the risk of a musical 

surface that was too metrically or hypermetrically irregular, and, indeed, there are countless 

instances in which composers appeared to have felt the need to restore a sense of 

(hyper)metre that had either been lost or never established. Many operatic arias, for 

example, could be thought of as fulfilling this need, such as when they follow extended 

                                                
36

 Cone, Musical Form and Musical Performance, 79. 
37

 Cone, Musical Form and Musical Performance, 79. 
38

 Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, 185. 
39

 Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, 184. 
40

 Margulis, On Repeat, 41. 
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passages of unmeasured recitative. But even operas that were conceived to resist those 

very structures tended not to dispense with them entirely. 

One such work was Rimsky-Korsakov’s one-act opera Mozart and Salieri (Ex. 8.15). 

The passage from this work which was discussed in Chapter 2 (Ex. 2.23) was a pastiche of 

a Mozartean sonata, but with the opera’s dialogue taken straight from Pushkin’s play without 

having been turned first into a libretto, no part of the text is ever repeated and consequently, 

there is a notable lack of forms used to organise lines of sung text. Much of the work is 

through-composed and freely modulating, rarely establishing enough rhythmic regularity to 

give rise to any sort of sense of metre. Indeed, the opera’s several passages of diegetic 

music serve to balance the absence of a discernible pulse or rhythmic uniformity in the 

dialogue sections.41 Some passages in which the character of Mozart has longer passages 

of dialogue, however, feature multiple regular repetitions of the Fan-Schema encountered in 

Ex. 8.4 above and in Chapter 3 (Ex. 3.20c–d). In bars 1–5 of Ex. 8.15, the schema appears 

four times in succession, sequenced each time by reinterpreting ❸ of one unit as ❺ of the 

next. Repetition continues with smaller units in bars 5–7 with a Passo Indietro played twice 

and then repeated another two times in its inverted form as a Comma. Later in the excerpt, 

the Fan-Schema returns three, two and again three times in sequence (bars 12–15, 19–21 

and 28–31). The motive figures in the characterisation of Mozart, and may therefore come 

across as symbolic of his musical style, but that impression is very weak, if nonexistent, 

when compared with the other pastiche in the work. Rather, from a sensory perspective, 

these immediate repetitions momentarily provide a sense of metre, again compensating for 

the lack of it elsewhere in the work, while the return of the schema after snatches of 

recitative provides motivic continuity. However, the use of sequential rather than literal 

repetition makes the passage tonally unsettled, an effect enhanced by the chromaticism in 

the schema itself. This is in keeping with the meandering tonality of the work in general. 

 

                                                
41

 It is significant that Alexander Dargomïzhsky’s opera The Stone Guest, an earlier experiment in the 
same ‘realistic’ style, also made use of diegetic songs with recurring phrases of regular length. Mozart 
and Salieri was dedicated to the memory of Dargomïzhsky.  
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Ex. 8.15 Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, Mozart and Salieri (1897), Scene 1, ‘But, Salieri, you’re 

out of sorts just now’. Bars numbered from rehearsal figure 19. 
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 While repetition here (briefly) establishes a sense of regular metre, it can likewise 

assist in the emergence of hypermetre, as in the next example, from Chopin’s B♭ minor 

Scherzo (Ex. 8.16). Prior to bar 309, what had been a relatively clear succession of four-bar 

units becomes disrupted at bar 297, and from there the sense of hypermetre is weakened 

considerably. Even metre at a lower level is undermined (note the slentando marking, the 

performer’s interpretation of which will influence the degree of metrical perception), first in 

bars 297–302 and then perhaps again in the miniature cadenza in bars 307–309. From bar 

310, however, a Fenaroli stated four times in succession now allows the listener to wallow in 

four-square hypermetre, an aural comfort after the rhapsodic stopping and starting of the 

previous stretch of music. Then, what is initially two iterations of the same four-bar Fenaroli 

becomes, on account of the sequential repetition, two eight-bar blocks separated by key. (I 

have marked the Fenaroli on the score as occurring one bar ahead of the four-bar groupings 
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in order to keep together the notes that belong to the one key. Dashed brackets beneath the 

staves show what I take to be the main pattern of grouping structures at that level, and I 

maintain that these groups project a hypermetric regularity that is not disrupted by their slight 

non-alignment with the Fenarolis. If anything, the change of key in bar 317 gives that bar the 

impetus to sound as a strong upbeat to the next block of eight bars.) The repetition of the 

eight-bar block enlarges the grouping spans onto which listeners fix their attention, or, in 

other words, it engages a higher level still of the hypermetre, for which the faster rate of 

metrical stresses at the low level is traded for the slower rate higher up. The listener’s 

entrainment to broad hypermetrical spans that is facilitated by Chopin’s use of repetition 

arguably consists of a technique used to create what Richard Taruskin, writing about the 

Romantic aspiration to states of personal inwardness, has called ‘the music trance’.42 

Taruskin identifies this effect largely in tonal devices—notably the use of extended passages 

in the flat submediant—but hypermetric regularity, especially through the repetition of a 

single idea, surely also figures in the strategies for making this possible, as it demands less 

attention be paid to lower-level detail and instead allows the music to ‘wash over’ the 

listener.  

 

Ex. 8.16 Frederick Chopin, Scherzo in B♭ minor, Op. 31 (1837), bars 288–33243 

 

 

                                                
42

 Taruskin, The Oxford History of Western Music, Vol. 3, 73. 
43

 Bars 309–324 of this excerpt appear as Ex. 16.18 in MGS, 239. Gjerdingen’s bars are numbered 
differently from mine. 
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Considering this hedonic aspect of repetition, we might reflect once more on Exx. 

8.10–8.14: rather than assume the repetition there was motivated by any supposed 

exigencies of the genre, we should allow for the possibility that it was, at least in part, purely 

for the enjoyment of the music on the broader hypermetric level. Indeed, we might even think 

of highly repetitive and hypermetrically regular genres such as waltzes, variations and the 
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like less as genres whose strict requirements could excuse a composer who failed to deviate 

from them, and more as a pretence for indulging in precisely that regularity and repetition. 

But even irrespective of genre and even of pleasure, the recurrence of regular 

phrases is, as Charles Rosen writes, ‘a system of controlling large-scale rhythm’, and, 

therefore, ‘it seems a bit odd that deviating from this system should be considered more 

creative than using it’.44 Whether or not the various phrase units in a work are all the same 

length, their repetition can help to establish and maintain a broad scope in the music. This 

can be seen clearly in the first movement of Beethoven’s ‘Pastoral’ Sonata, Op. 28 (Ex. 

8.17). The first theme group lasts 39 bars but contains really only two ideas, the first of which 

is a Quiescenza spanning ten bars and played twice. A new eight-bar idea is played at bar 

21 and then repeated at bar 29, and its ending portion played once more from bar 36. A 

drum bass in the left hand marks time throughout while the repetition of phrases controls the 

large-scale rhythm by setting the pace of change on that higher level: going from ten to eight 

to four bars, the units get progressively shorter over the course of the theme. This creates a 

sense of acceleration and intensification which is assisted most notably by raising the 

register on the repeats (bars 11–20 and 29–36), and, in the second part of the theme, 

speeding up the harmonic rhythm, directing it towards a cadence, introducing more dynamic 

agitation, and by overlapping the final unit with the end of the previous one (from which it 

takes its material). A new idea is then introduced in the transition (bar 40) that can be 

regarded as being based on a Prinner, its ❻ and ❺ placed in the alto voice and its first 

event sounding as a ii6/5 rather than the usual IV. This unit lasts only four bars, thus 

appearing to continue the process of shortening the phrase units, before it is then repeated a 

fifth higher (a fourth higher in the recapitulation). However, because the repetition occurs in 

sequence, the entire eight bars from bar 40–47 can also be heard as a single cohesive unit, 

a hearing confirmed by those eight bars being repeated in bars 48–55, now unified by the 

flowing quavers with which the melody is varied. The last two bars are then repeated twice 

                                                
44

 Charles Rosen, ‘Ritmi di tre battute in Schubert’s Sonata in C Minor, D. 958’, in Convention in 
Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-Century Music: Essays in Honour of Leonard Ratner, ed. Wye J. 
Allanbrook, Janet M. Levy and William P. Mahrt (Stuyvesant: Pendragon, 1992), 113. 
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before the medial caesura, a brief hiatus on E (not shown), after which the second theme 

itself continues the trend of repeating thematic units. 

 

Ex. 8.17 Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in D major Op. 28 (1801), Mvt 1, bars 1–60 
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Even while this is among the longer first movements of Beethoven’s piano sonatas, it 

achieves its duration without ‘piling up idea upon idea without connection’, to echo the 

caution issued by Neefe, his teacher in Bonn. Although Neefe was airing a common 

complaint about the music of his day, the admonition would still seem to have held twenty-

five years later, and I would suggest, far longer than that too. The effect of the repetition on 

this sonata is not simply to avoid creating an incomprehensible ‘monstrosity’, but also to 

engage the listener on a level higher than that of the units it repeats. Beethoven’s repetition 

of the Quiescenza, for one, appears less as a realisation of common practice (around that 

time, repeating it was apparently infrequent in an opening function anyway) than as a means 

of establishing the breadth of scope. Then, the fourfold statement of the Prinner gives rise in 

fact to two larger pairs of Prinners, enabling the listener to perceive with ease—and even to 

fix onto—the musical action in spans not of four but eight bars at a time in that section. That 

was also was evident in the Chopin Scherzo just seen (Ex. 8.16), and the same principle 

was to some extent at play in the Rossini and Flotow excerpts shown in Exx. 8.4–8.5, which 

all involved the fourfold statement of a single schema but grouped into two pairs on account 
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of a change in register or key. In the Rossini, particularly, the greater breadth produced by 

these longer grouping structures meant that the post-cadential relaxation could play out on a 

larger scale. 

In the Beethoven sonata, the Prinner was repeated first in sequence, then with that 

pair repeated. Composers sometimes did essentially the same thing with Fontes. That is, the 

idea that was played first in a minor key would be transposed down a step into major before 

the whole Fonte was replayed, causing the single idea to be heard four times in all. This can 

be seen by looking back to Ex. 4.10b, where the Fonte served as a sonata exposition’s 

second theme. When it was repeated, the schema was played down an octave and 

embellished with an imitative texture. A similar example of this treatment can be seen in Ex. 

8.18.45 At the beginning of the coda of his Valse Brillante Op. 34 No. 1, Chopin introduces a 

Fonte, presumably for the tonal digression it brings about. At eight bars long, the schema is 

not insubstantial, but in the context of this fast dance, which has already lasted almost 250 

bars until this point and featured a large amount of repetition, those eight bars drown in the 

proportions. Chopin therefore repeats the whole Fonte, which he does an octave higher. 

This registral separation effectively makes the eight-bar phrase more easily grasped than the 

four-bar, all the more because the composer has kept up the surface rhythm through the 

resolution onto ii (bars 249 and 257). 
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 Further instances are discussed in my Master’s dissertation, ‘The Nineteenth-Century Fonte: The 

Continuing Tradition of a Galant Musical Pattern’ (MMus Dissertation, University of Auckland, 2013), 
158–164. 
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Ex. 8.18 Frederick Chopin, Waltz in A♭ major Op. 34 No. 1 (1835), bars 243–267 

 

 

 

 

 

 



469 
 

Others have noted how the repetition of ideas at the level of the phrase unit has a 

direct bearing upon the perception of a larger level of musical activity. Ratner writes how 

‘double statements’ of an idea create a ‘breadth [that] establishes long trajectories’ and that 

‘the doubling of the micro figure generates the growth of the macro action’.46 Meyer suggests 

that ‘low-level events [that] are relatively regular and persistent ... can be, if not ignored, at 

least more or less taken for granted, so that attention can be directed to the larger patterning 

of the musical structure’.47 The product of small-scale repetition will not always be to 

‘generate’, or to draw attention to, large-scale processes of development, which Ratner’s 

and Meyer’s comments both describe, for some music, such as dances and variations, may 

eschew those processes. In all cases, however, the broader time spans are brought more 

clearly into focus. Margulis, discussing the related scenario of repeated exposures to a 

musical work, finds that that sort of repetition ‘trigger[s] an attentional shift from more local to 

more global levels of musical organization’.48 If we apply her conclusion even to the 

theoretically venerated first hearing, phrase-level repetition must similarly make the music 

seem not like it is ‘coming at the listener in small bits, but rather laying out broader spans for 

consideration’.49 

These broader spans for consideration are not simply a strategy for managing 

increased duration, but represent an aesthetic in their own right. For instance, repetition of 

schemata is no less important an organising principle in the following song by Schumann, 

which is a very short, if slow, work (Ex. 8.19). Starting in bar 3, a four-bar phrase provides a 

complete opening idea, the first half based on a Heartz (the piano plays a passing 

dissonance on the second beat of bar 3, but note the schema’s 2:1:1 proportions) and the 

second a simple cadence. A middle section then begins at bar 7, lasting twelve bars until the 

opening idea returns in bar 19. Although this middle section is three times as long as the 

first, it, too, only uses two ideas. The first of these is based on a Prinner with its upper line 

                                                
46

 Ratner, Romantic Music, 162–163. Ratner’s comment is drawn from a discussion of the opening 
period of Mendelssohn’s Hebrides Overture. 
47

 Meyer, Explaining Music, 54. 
48

 Margulis, On Repeat, 9. 
49

 Margulis, On Repeat, 9. 
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shared between piano and voice and partially covered at the end by a ❼ rising to ❽ in the 

piano’s right hand, although the timbre of the voice brings out the schema’s ❹–❸. This 

Prinner is immediately repeated, and then that pair of Prinners is repeated up a minor third. 

The schema is thus heard four times in succession, amounting to basically a third of the 

entire song. Repetition again shows its importance in bar 15, where a minor-key 

Romanesca—the middle section’s second idea—lasts two bars and is then repeated in 

sequence down a major third, with only the final event changed to a major chord (bar 18) so 

that it functions as a half-cadential dominant before the reprise of the opening material and 

the final phrase of the song. 

 

Ex. 8.19 Robert Schumann, Zwölf Gedichte Op. 35 (1840), No. 11, ‘Wer machte dich so 

krank?’ 
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This song is the eleventh out of the twelve in the Op. 35 set, and the twelfth is in fact 

an exact repeat of this one, now with the direction ‘Noch langsamer und leiser’ (‘even slower 

and softer’) and a new text under the title ‘Alte Laute’ (‘old sounds’), referring to the memory 

of the previous song. Thus the repetition within ‘Wer machte dich so krank?’ is itself 

repeated in the next song, sounding the musical ideas multiple times like a memory that 

plays itself over and again. Although the tempo of these two songs is probably too slow for a 

listener to sense the hypermetre, the repetition of the Prinner and Romanesca that occupy 
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the core of each song contributes to a mood of meditative simplicity, which invites 

contemplation at a slower pace. 

 Unlike the Prinners in the ‘Pastoral’ sonata (Ex. 8.17) and the Fenarolis in the Chopin 

Scherzo (Ex 8.16), the Prinners in Schumann’s song were first given an immediate repetition 

and then a sequential one. Returning to music with rather more motoric rhythms, we see that 

very technique applied in several instances to the Fenaroli schema. Ex. 8.20 appears near 

the beginning of the development section of the first movement of Beethoven’s ‘Waldstein’ 

sonata, employing as motives two similar fragments of the main theme. While the motives 

themselves are very short, the passage from bar 96 to 103 effects a broader sweep, for 

several reasons: the very similar motives are used consistently (and therefore more or less 

predictably) in their rhythmic and registral placement, the ostinato bass in semiquavers 

initiates the passage and continues unabated throughout, and each pair of Fenarolis goes 

from p to f. In Exx. 8.6–8.9 above, we saw cases where the Fenaroli was repeated 

sequentially, and the same treatment is applied here to the double statement of the schema. 

Likewise moving up a fourth, this transposition yields a progressively ascending bass line 

across the four statements, adding another agent of cohesion to the passage as a whole. 

Beethoven uses this passage to begin the ‘core’ (to use Caplin’s term) of his development 

section, just as he had employed the Meyer in Ex. 5.10 for the same purpose in his A major 

Cello Sonata. In compositions such as this, the ‘core’ is generally characterised by instability, 

and, certainly, these eight bars are not stable in the way a tight-knit theme might be. 

However, they are structured in a rhythmically regular way, with each half anchored to the 

keys of G minor and C minor respectively, such that a clear sense of hypermetre emerges. 

Thus the fourfold statement of the schema brings about a gradual broadening of scope, 

especially after the sequenced repeat begins in bar 100. Indeed, as Rothstein has noted, the 

use of sequence emphasises hypermetre, and in parts of a form that were traditionally fairly 

unstable, techniques such as sequence, ‘rather than the actual abandonment of duple 
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structures, … create the necessary sense of fluidity and motion’.50 (Although the four-bar 

grouping structures clearly begin on the downbeats of bars 96 and 100, on account of the 

change to left-hand semiquavers and the drop to a piano dynamic respectively, I have in fact 

identified the schema’s counterpoint as beginning a beat earlier. As in Ex. 8.16, dotted 

brackets beneath the staves show the two-bar grouping structures that project the 

hypermetre. This non-alignment was evidently possible because, as discussed in Chapter 

Five, the Fenaroli could begin on either a ‘tonic’ or a ‘dominant’ event, an aspect of harmonic 

flexibility that also enabled the schema to be flexibly coordinated with the prevailing metrical 

organisation.) 

 

Ex. 8.20 Ludwig van Beethoven, Piano Sonata in C major Op. 53 (1804), Mvt 1, bars 93–105 

 

 

 

                                                
50

 Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, 100. 
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 Ex. 8.21 features a similar use of the Fenaroli, appearing in another of Beethoven’s 

development sections, but in this case following a fermata (bar 135) which would seem to 

signal the start of the recapitulation. The suggestion of thematic return is met with this 

fourfold statement of the schema, which maintains a ‘developmental’ character by dint of its 

sequential treatment, among other factors, while the four-bar length and stepwise 

construction of its melodic idea bestow a relative, if slightly uneasy, lyricism on the passage. 

The repetition of this idea first literally then sequentially (again up a fourth) enlarges the span 

of this lyricism. 
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Ex. 8.21 Ludwig van Beethoven, Sonata for Piano and Violin in A minor Op. 23 (1800), Mvt 

1, bars 126–152 

 

 

 

 

 

As was noted with the second statement of the Fonte up an octave in Ex. 8.18, the 

sequenced repeat of the pair of Fenarolis, especially in faster tempos, can have the effect of 

making the immediate literal repeats seem less noticeable by drawing attention to the points 

of difference between the larger blocks. These include the change of key centre, and, in both 

the last example and the following one by Mendelssohn (Ex. 8.22), a change of 

instrumentation. Where such changes are present, writes Margulis, it is possible that for the 
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listener ‘the higher-level contrast obscure[s] the lower-level similarity’.51 The change of key 

centre is more noticeable yet in Ex. 8.22, as the composer moves the pattern down a 

fourth/up a fifth rather than up a fourth/down a fifth, causing the cello the leap down by the 

interval of a diminished seventh from A♭ to B♮ (bar 150). 

 

Ex. 8.22 Felix Mendelssohn, String Quartet in E♭ major Op. 44 No. 3 (1838), Mvt 4, bars 

142–155 

 

 

 

In my final example (Ex. 8.23) we see Chopin presenting four successive statements 

of the schema in a way that combines the uses of repetition both within and between pairs of 

Fenarolis. (As with Ex. 8.21, the schema is clearest in the bass line; my analysis simply 

shows one among a few possible readings for the upper line.) The repeating of successively 

larger units here subtly but continuously broadens the scope of the passage. Chopin begins 

with a two-bar unit, as marked out by his phrasing slur in bars 29–30 (and every two bars 

                                                
51

 Margulis, On Repeat, 40. 
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thereafter), which contains a dotted motto rhythm on the Fenaroli’s dominant pedal. This unit 

is played again in bars 31–32, although because the bass and alto voices change, all of bars 

29–32 may now be heard as one larger four-bar group. The E♯ in the bass in bar 33 signals 

a change to the key of F♯ minor and, on that basis, a new grouping structure, while the 

repetition of the previous motive may lead us to predict, and in fact hear, another four-bar 

group. The same happens once more in bar 37, with a return to the key of C♯ minor and a 

further climb in the right hand. The principle of expanding symmetrical organisation 

underpinning the eight-bar group heard so far now suggests that we may hear another eight 

bars of the same, which indeed Chopin gives us (bars 37–44). Repetition thus works to 

increase the spans of the perceived musical units from two to four to eight, and ultimately 

sixteen, bars. Yet the shift in perceived scope is managed very artfully by Chopin, who 

guides the player and listener from small to large scale in a steady and almost seamless 

transition: accompanying the progressively greater sense of breadth is a gradual and 

consistent crescendo, and an insistent rise in register which involves a single scalar traverse 

of two octaves in the bass. With these factors in play, the repetition also takes the music to a 

high degree of tension that is finally released over a sweeping eight-bar block (bars 45–52) 

first with the triumphant turn to E major, marked ff and appassionato, and then, in the second 

half, the equally surprising change to A♭ major, instructed to be played even louder and 

sostenuto. 

 

Ex. 8.23 Frederick Chopin, Nocturne in C♯ minor, Op. 27 No. 1 (1835), bars 29–52 
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Of course, writing a schema only twice likewise contributes to the shaping of time 

spans above the level of the individual phrase unit, although the point is made more strongly 

when it comes four times. This fourfold statement of schemata was not to my knowledge a 

feature of galant usage. I certainly would not rule it out, although it would be of no real 

consequence to this study if it were, for what is of interest is how it could serve the purposes 

of a nineteenth-century composer, and thus how it constituted a way in which schemata 

remained used and useful. In any case, in the absence of other evidence, such fourfold 

repetitions represent instances in which nineteenth-century composers seem to have used a 



479 
 

schema more, not less, than their eighteenth-century counterparts! I express this as if with 

surprise, although given some of the assumptions I debated in the very first chapter, perhaps 

I would be failing to heed my own arguments if I ended this dissertation with a statement 

implying a similar scepticism about the continued use of putatively galant schemata. After all, 

why should such usage be particularly striking, except insofar as it shows how assuming that 

the apparent ideals of Romanticism would have had a significant influence on all facets of 

composition is, in fact, problematic? We will never wholly be able to disentangle production 

from reception, but taking some steps in that direction can help us see with greater clarity 

what was entailed in the former. What Taruskin had called ‘the music trance’, for instance, 

may capture a distinctly Romantic fixation on interiority when listening to music, but 

composers themselves could hardly be in a trance when writing it. The ability to control 

materials such as phrase-unit schemata with techniques like the repetition shown in this 

chapter was, of course, as much a basic pragmatic requirement of the compositional 

process as it was of strategic value in being able to influence a listener’s mode of attention. 

Another basic point to be made about such repetition is that it increased the 

exposure that a schema would get, thereby helping to keep it current in musical vocabulary. 

In addition, non-immediate repeats, such as when a schema was placed at the beginning of 

both the antecedent and consequent phrases in a period, likewise increased the amount of 

airtime that schema could receive (see, for instance, Exx. 5.11–5.12). That fact alone is 

significant, for, as Ratner indicates, the ‘symmetrical period pervaded musical thought and 

practice’ in nineteenth-century pedagogy and composition, across virtually all genres.52 More 

important, however, is to recognise that there is a fundamental interrelationship between 

phrase-unit schemata and the technique of repetition, in one way or another. Some 

schemata are repeated, some have an internal repeat, some are preceded or followed by a 

phrase unit of equal size. All of the music under consideration in this study does not, to 

borrow a phrase of Kivy’s, ‘merely contain repetition as an important feature, but as a 

                                                
52

 Ratner, Romantic Music, 134. 
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defining feature’,53 and for this reason I would add it is essential to conceive of schemata as 

discrete phrase units that are compatible with, or even basic to, a mode of musical 

organisation that is built to a substantial degree on phrase-rhythmic regularity.  

Underlining the importance of these structural properties may be a fitting way to 

conclude, for it is all well and good to understand schemata in terms of counterpoint or 

harmony, but those aspects are bound up with tonality, which in turn is bound up with phrase 

rhythm. As Rothstein notes, the ‘loosening of traditional phrase rhythm’ only happened 

together with the ‘loosening of traditional tonal bonds’, a stylistic reorientation that did not 

have widespread effect until the fin de siècle.54 Even then, as can be seen in a number of 

examples over the preceding chapters, tonal stability and phrase-rhythmic regularity, and 

with those, phrase-unit schemata, retained an enduring appeal for many composers right 

throughout the nineteenth century and well into the twentieth. 

 

                                                
53

 Kivy, The Fine Art of Repetition, 359. 
54

 Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, 305. 



 
 

 

  



 
 

 



483 
 

List of Editions Used for Musical Examples 
 

The following list states the publication information pertaining to the editions used for the 

musical examples in the body of the dissertation, and are listed by example number. 

Complete bibliographic details are not always extant in the case of older editions, especially 

names of arrangers or editors. These are given where they are known. Publication titles, 

which sometimes differ from work titles, are listed below, except in the case of scores that 

were originally part of a collection whose full title was not available. In those instances, work 

titles are given in roman type in inverted commas. Sources not credited in captions in the 

text are given here. All of the sources listed below were obtained at www.imslp.org, except 

for Exx. 2.12, 2.16, 2.23, 2.26, 3.5, 3.18, 4.6c, 4.7, 4.10d, 5.14, 5.27, 5.31, 6.5, 7.3 and 

7.13a–b. 

 

 

Chapter Two 

 

Ex. 2.1 Transcribed from Jacques Offenbach, Orphée aux Enfers, vocal score (Paris: 

Heugel, no date [1858]). NB: This is the two-act opéra bouffe version. 

 

Ex. 2.2 Transcribed from Amilcare Ponchielli, La Gioconda, vocal score by Michele Saladino 

(Milan: Ricordi, no date [1876]). 

 

Ex. 2.3 Giuseppe Verdi, Rigoletto, vocal score by Luigi Truzzi (New York: Schirmer, 1902). 

 

Ex. 2.4 Transcribed from Umberto Giordano, Andrea Chenier, vocal score by Amintore Galli 

(Milan: Sonzogno, 1896). 

 

Ex. 2.5 Transcribed from Hector Berlioz, Les Troyens, vocal score (Paris: Choudens, after 

1889). 

 

Ex. 2.6a–b Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, The Queen of Spades, vocal score (New York: 

Schirmer, no date [ca. 1940]). 

 

Ex. 2.7 Gioachino Rossini, Il Barbiere di Siviglia, vocal score (Milan: Lucca, no date [before 

1891]). 

 

Ex. 2.8 Jules Massenet, Manon, vocal score (Paris: Heugel, 1891, rev. 1895). 

 

Ex. 2.9 Giuseppe Verdi, Falstaff (Milan: Ricordi, no date [1893]). 

 

Ex. 2.10 Giacomo Puccini, Manon Lescaut, vocal score by Carlo Carignani (Milan: Ricordi, 

1893). 

 

Ex. 2.11 See Ex. 2.3 

 

Ex. 2.12 Reduced from Hector Berlioz, Benvenuto Cellini, ed. Hugh McDonald, vocal score 

by Eike Wernhard and Martin Schelhaas (Kassel: Bärenreiter, 1999). 
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Ex. 2.13 Richard Strauss, Capriccio (Mainz: Schott, 1942). 

 

Ex. 2.14 Transcribed from Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Variations on a Rococo Theme for 

Violoncello and Orchestra, arr. for cello and piano by the composer, ed. Wilhelm 

Fitzenhagen (Moscow: Muzgiz, no date). NB: This is the standard version, edited by 

Fitzenhagen. 

 

Ex. 2.15 Franz Lachner, Andante de la 2me Suite, Op. 115, arr. for violin and piano by Robert 

Schaab (Mainz: Schott, no date [1866]). 

 

Ex. 2.16 Transcribed from Benjamin Britten, Simple Symphony (London: Chester Music, 
2009). 

 
Ex. 2.17 Transcribed from Edvard Grieg, Holberg-Suite (Leipzig: Peters, no date [1884]). 

 

Ex. 2.18 Charles-Valentin Alkan, Esquisses, ed. Elie Miriam Delaborde and Isidor Philipp 

(Paris: Richault, no date [1861]). 

 

Ex. 2.19 Transcribed from Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie X: Sonaten für 

Pianoforte, ed. Julius Epstein (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1888). 

 

Ex. 2.20 Reduced from Franz Berwald, Franz Berwald: Complete Works, Vol. 4, ed. Nils 

Castegren (Kassel: Bärenreiter, 1971). 

 

Ex. 2.21 See Ex. 2.7 

 

Ex. 2.22 Hector Berlioz, La Damnation de Faust, vocal score by Charles Malherbe (Paris: 

Costallat, no date [1911]). 

 

Ex. 2.23 Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, Motsart i Salyeri, vocal score by the composer (Moscow: 

State Publishers “Music”, 1972). 

 

Ex. 2.24 Reduced from Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, Première Symphonie (St. Petersburg: 

Bessel, no date [1891]). NB: This is the revised 1884 version. 

 

Ex. 2.25 Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, Streich-Sextett, ed. Maximilian Steinberg (Berlin: 

Russischer Musikverlag, no date [1912]). 

 

Ex. 2.26a–b Gaetano Donizetti, Le convenienze ed inconvenienze teatrali, Vol. 1, ed. Roger 

Parker and Anders Wiklund (Milan: Ricordi, 2003). 

 

Ex. 2.27a Gaetano Donizetti, L’Elisir d’amore, vocal score (New York: Kalmus, no date). 

 

Ex. 2.27b Gaetano Donizetti, Maria Stuarda, vocal score (Milan: Ricordi, no date). 

 

Ex. 2.28 Transcribed from Daniel-François-Esprit Auber, La Muette de Portici, vocal score 

(Paris: Troupenas, no date [ca. 1828]). 
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Ex. 2.29 Johannes Brahms, Johannes Brahms: Sämtliche Werke, Band 20: Mehrstimmige 

Gesänge mit Klavier oder Orgel, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf und 

Härtel, 1926–27). 

 

Ex. 2.30 Reduced from Hector Berlioz, Hector Berlioz: New Edition of the Complete Works, 

Vol. 16: Symphonie fantastique, ed. Nicholas Temperley (Kassel: Bärenreiter, 1971). 

 

Ex. 2.31 Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie XX: Sämtliche einstimmige Lieder 

und Gesänge, Band 4, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1895). 

 

Ex. 2.32a Ludwig van Beethoven, Ludwig van Beethovens Werke, Serie 23: Lieder und 

Gesänge mit Begleitung des Pianoforte (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [1863]). 

 

Ex. 2.32b Reduced from Robert Schumann, Robert Schumanns Werke, Serie IX: Grössere 

Gesangwerke, ed. Clara Schumann (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1885). 

 

Ex. 2.32c Robert Schumann, Robert Schumanns Werke, Serie XIII: Für eine Singstimme, 

mit Begleitung des Pianoforte, ed. Clara Schumann (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1879–

1912). 

 

Ex. 2.32d See Ex. 2.31 

 

Ex. 2.33 See Ex. 2.31 

 

Ex. 2.34 Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie XX: Sämtliche einstimmige Lieder 

und Gesänge, Band 2, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1894). 

 

Ex. 2.35a–b Giuseppe Verdi, La Traviata, vocal score by Berthold Tours (New York: 

Schirmer, 1899). 

 

Ex. 2.36 Pietro Mascagni, Cavalleria Rusticana (New York: Broude, no date [ca. 1950]). 

 

Ex. 2.37 Transcribed from Ruggero Leoncavallo, I Pagliacci, vocal score (New York: 

Schirmer, 1906). 

 

 

Chapter Three 

 

Ex. 3.2a Ludwig van Beethoven, Ludwig van Beethovens Werke, Serie 16: Sonaten für das 

Pianoforte (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1862). 

 

Ex. 3.2b Ludwig van Beethoven, arr. Franz Liszt, Franz Liszt: Musikalische Werke, Serie IV, 

Band 2–3: L. van Beethoven, Symphonien Nr. 6–9 / Klavierauszug zu 2 Händen, ed. José 

Vianna da Motta (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1922). 

 

Ex. 3.3 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Neue Mozart-Ausgabe, Serie VIII, Werkgruppe 23: 

Sonaten und Variationen für Klavier und Violine, Band 1, ed. Eduard Reeser (Kassel: 

Bärenreiter, 1964). 
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Ex. 3.5 Joseph Haydn, Joseph Haydn Werke, Reihe 1, Band 6: Sinfonien 1767–1772, ed. 

C.-G. Stellan Mörner (Munich: Henle, 1966). 

 

Ex. 3.9 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Sonaten für Klavier zu zwei Händen, ed. Carl Adolf 

Martienssen and Wilhelm Weismann (Leipzig: Peters, no date [ca. 1938]). 

 

Ex. 3.17 Transcribed from Joseph Fiala, ‘Duo Concertante in F major’, ed. Antonín Myslik 

(Basel: Kneusslin, 1979). 

 

Ex. 3.18 Joseph Haydn, Joseph Haydn Werke, Reihe 1, Band 5b: Sinfonien um 1770–1774, 
ed. Andreas Friesenhagen, Ulrich Wilker, Stephen C. Fisher and Clemens Harasim 
(Munich: Henle, 2013). 

 

Ex. 3.20a See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 3.20b Robert Schumann, Robert Schumanns Werke, Serie VII: Für Pianoforte zu zwei 

Händen, ed. Clara Schumann (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1879). 

 

Ex. 3.20c Johann Nepomuk Hummel, 12 Menuetten und Trios, Op. 24 (Vienna: Kunst und 

Industrie, no date). 

 

Ex. 3.20d Ludwig van Beethoven (attr.), Elf Wiener Tänze [WoO 17], ed. Hugo Riemann 

(Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1907). 

 

Ex. 3.26 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, ‘Symphonie No. 2’ [sic; K. 550], arr. for piano by Max 

Pauer (Mainz: Schott, no date [ca. 1915]). 

 

Ex. 3.27 Johannes Brahms, Johannes Brahms: Sämtliche Werke, Band 13: Sonaten und 

Variationen für Klavier zu zwei Händen, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf 

und Härtel, 1926–27). 

 

Ex. 3.29 Ludwig van Beethoven, Ludwig van Beethovens Werke, Serie 11: Trios für 

Pianoforte, Violine und Violoncell (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date). NB: This is an 

arrangement by the composer of his Symphony No. 2 for the listed combination. 

 

 

Chapter Four 

 

Ex. 4.1a Franz Schubert, Symphonie V, arr. for piano by Jan Brandts Buys (Vienna: 

Universal, no date [ca. 1902]). 

 

Ex. 4.1b Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Wolfgang Amadeus Mozarts Werke, Serie XVIII: 

Sonaten und Variationen für Pianoforte und Violine, Band 2, ed. Otto Goldschmidt, 

Joseph Joachim, Carl Reinecke, Ernst Rudorff and Paul Waldersee (Leipzig: Breitkopf 

und Härtel, 1879). 

 

Ex. 4.2a Ferdinand Ries, Deux grandes Sonates pour le Piano Forte, Op. 9 (Bonn: Simrock, 

no date [1811]). 
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Ex. 4.2b Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie V: Streichquartette, ed. Eusebius 

Mandyczewski and Joseph Hellmesberger (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1890). 

 

Ex. 4.2c Maria Szymanowska, Six Menuets pour le Pianoforte (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 

no date [1819]). 

 

Ex. 4.3a Johannes Brahms, Johannes Brahms: Sämtliche Werke, Band 4: Serenaden und 

Tänze für Orchester, ed. Hans Gál (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1926–27). 

 

Ex. 4.3b Gabriel Fauré, Masques et bergamasques, arr. for piano four hands by the 

composer (Paris: Durand, 1919). 

 

Ex. 4.3c Antonín Dvořák, Antonín Dvořák: Souborné vydání díla, Series 3: [Orchestral 

Works], Vol. 16: [Serenades], ed. František Bartoš (Prague: Státní nakladatelství krásné 

literatury, hudby a umění [State Publishers of Literature, Music and Art], 1956). 

 

Ex. 4.3d Anton Arensky, 3me Suite (Variations) pour 2 Pianos à 4 mains, Op. 33 (Moscow: 

Jurgenson, no date [1894]). 

 

Ex. 4.4a Carl Czerny, Seconde Sonate pour le Piano-Forte seul, Op. 13 (Vienna: Cappi und 

Diabelli, no date [ca. 1820]). 

 

Ex. 4.4b Felix Mendelssohn, Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdys Werke, Serie 9: Pianoforte und 

Saiteninstrumente, ed. Julius Rietz (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1874–82). 

 

Ex. 4.4c Robert Schumann, Vierte Symphonie, Op. 120, arr. for piano by August Horn 

(Leipzig: Peters, no date [ca. 1887]). 

 

Ex. 4.5a Felix Mendelssohn, Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdys Werke, Serie 11: Für Pianoforte 

allein, Band 1, ed. Julius Rietz (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1874–82). 

 

Ex. 4.5b See Ex. 3.20b 

 

Ex. 4.5c Charles Gounod, Faust, vocal score by Léo Delibes (Paris: Choudens, no date 

[1859]). 

 

Ex. 4.6a Frederick Chopin, Complete Works for the Piano, Book 9: Sonatas, ed. Carl Mikuli 

(New York: Schirmer, 1895). 

 

Ex. 4.6b See Ex. 4.5a 

 

Ex. 4.6c Edward Elgar, Elgar Complete Edition, Vol. 37: Music for Violin, ed. Clive Brown 

(Rickmansworth, Herts: Elgar Society Edition, 2007). 

 

Ex. 4.7 Domenico Cimarosa, Complete Keyboard Sonatas, ed. Nick Rossi (Wellington: 

Artaria, 2010). 
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Ex. 4.8 Ludwig van Beethoven, Beethoven: Symphonien für Klavier zu 2 Händen, Vol. 1, arr. 

for piano by Otto Singer (Leipzig: Peters, no date [1906]). 

 

Ex. 4.9 Jean Baur, VI Sonates pour le Violoncelle Avec la Basse Continue, Op. 1 (Paris: Mr 

Baur, Melle Castagnerie, Mr le Clerc, no date [ca. 1751]). 

 

Ex. 4.10a See Ex. 4.8 

 

Ex. 4.10b See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 4.10c See Ex. 4.1b 

 

Ex. 4.10d Joseph Haydn, Joseph Haydn Werke, Reihe 1, Band 10: Sinfonien um 1780/81, 
ed. Heide Volckmar-Waschk and Stephen C. Fisher (Munich: Henle, 2016). 

 

 

Chapter Five 

 

Ex. 5.1 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Wolfgang Amadeus Mozarts Werke, Serie XX: Sonaten 

und Phantasien für das Pianoforte, ed. Otto Goldschmidt, Joseph Joachim, Carl Reinecke 

Ernst Rudorff and Paul Waldersee (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1878). 

 

Ex. 5.2 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, ‘Konzert Nr. 3 Es dur für Horn und Orchester’, K. 447, 

arr. for horn and piano by Henri Kling (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [ca. 1890]). 

 

Ex. 5.5 Joseph Haydn, Sonate für das Pianoforte, von Joseph Haydn. Nr. 7. Es dur, ed. 

Ignaz Moscheles (Stuttgart: Hallberger, no date). 

 

Ex. 5.6 Gaetano Donizetti, Lucia di Lammermoor, vocal score (New York: Schirmer, 1898). 

 

Ex. 5.8a Louis Spohr, Concerto in Form of a Vocal Scena (No. 8) in A for Violin with 

Accompaniment of Pianoforte, Op. 47, ed. Henry Schradieck (New York: Schirmer, 1896). 

 

Ex. 5.8b See Ex. 2.7 

 

Ex. 5.8c Josef Strauss, Strauss-Album, Band 1, arr. for piano (Vienna: Spina, no date 

[1874]). 

 

Ex. 5.9a See Ex. 2.7 

 

Ex. 5.9b Heinrich Marschner, Hans Heiling, vocal score by Gustav Friedrich Kogel (Leipzig: 

Peters, no date [ca. 1890]). 

 

Ex. 5.9c–d John Field, Field: Klaviersonaten, ed. Robin Langley (Munich: Henle, 1983). 

 

Ex. 5.10 Ludwig van Beethoven, Ludwig van Beethovens Werke, Serie 13: Für Pianoforte 

und Violoncell (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [1863]). 
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Ex. 5.11a Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Célèbres Symphonies de W. A. Mozart, arr. for piano 

by Wilhelm Meves (Braunschweig: Litolff, no date). 

 

Ex. 5.11b Ludwig van Beethoven, Ludwig van Beethovens Werke, Serie 6: Quartette für 2 

Violinen, Bratsche und Violoncell, Band 1 (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1862). 

 

Ex. 5.11c Felix Mendelssohn, Leipziger Ausgabe der Werke von Felix Mendelssohn 

Bartholdy, Serie 1: Orchesterwerke, Band 3: Jugendsinfonien IX–XII und Sinfoniesatz, ed. 

Hellmuth Christian Wolff (Leipzig: Deutscher Verlag für Musik, 1967). 

 

Ex. 5.11d Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie XI: Fantasie, Impromptus und 

andere Stücke für Pianoforte, ed. Julius Epstein (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1888). 

 

Ex. 5.11e Frederick Chopin, Friedrich Chopin's Werke, Band XIII: Nachgelassene Werke, 35 

Pianofortewerke, ed. Woldemar Bargiel (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1880). 

 

Ex. 5.11f Camille Saint-Saёns, Quatrième Concerto, arr. for two pianos by Gabriel Fauré 

(Paris: Durand, Schoenewerk et Cie., no date [1877]). 

 

Ex. 5.12a Felix Mendelssohn, Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdys Werke, Serie 11: Für 

Pianoforte allein, Band 4, ed. Julius Rietz (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1874–82). 

 

Ex. 5.12b Stanisław Moniuszko, Halka, arr. for piano (Warsaw: Gebethner and Wolff, no 

date [1864]). 

 

Ex. 5.12c Franz Liszt, Symphonische Dichtungen für grosses Orchester, Band 1, arr. for 

piano by Karl Klauser, rev. by Franz Liszt  (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [1885]). 

 

Ex. 5.12d See Ex. 2.35a–b 

 

Ex. 5.12e Giuseppe Verdi, Un Ballo in Maschera, vocal score (Milan: Ricordi, no date 

[1883]). 

 

Ex. 5.12f Antonín Dvořák, Antonín Dvořák: Souborné vydání díla, Series 4: [Chamber 

Music], Vol. 1: [Works for Piano Quintet] (Prague: Státní nakladatelství krásné literatury, 

hudby a umění [State Publishers of Literature, Music and Art], 1955). 

 

Ex. 5.13 Robert Schumann, Dichterliebe, Op. 48 (Leipzig: Peters, no date [1844?]). 

 

Ex. 5.14 Saverio Mercadante, Il Giuramento, facsimile ed. of the printed vocal score (Milan: 

Ricordi, no date), introd. by Philip Gossett (New York: Garland, 1986).  

 

Ex. 5.15a Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie XX: Sämtliche einstimmige Lieder 

und Gesänge, Band 9, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1895). 

 

Ex. 5.15b Felix Mendelssohn, Symphonies arrangées pour piano à 2 mains (Braunschweig: 

Litolff, no date). 
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Ex. 5.16a See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 5.16b Ludwig van Beethoven, Ludwig van Beethovens Werke, Serie 17: Variationen für 

das Pianoforte (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1862–65). NB: This source accessed for 

theme by Anton Diabelli. 

 

Ex. 5.17 See Ex. 5.1 

 

Ex. 5.19 Antonín Dvořák, Antonín Dvořák: Souborné vydání díla, Series 3: [Orchestral 

Works], Vol. 6: Symphony No. 6 in D major, Op. 60, ed. František Bartoš (Prague: Státní 

nakladatelství krásné literatury, hudby a umění [State Publishers of Literature, Music and 

Art], 1957). 

 

Ex. 5.20 Franz Liszt, ‘Pastorale’, publication details unknown. 

 

Ex. 5.21a–b Robert Schumann, Robert Schumanns Werke, Serie V: Für Pianoforte und 

andere Instrumente, ed. Clara Schumann (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1881). 

 

Ex. 5.22a–b Joseph Haydn, Sonaten für Klavier zu zwei Händen, Band 2, ed. Carl Adolf 

Martienssen (Leipzig: Peters, 1937). 

 

Ex. 5.23 See Ex. 4.5c 

 

Ex. 5.24 Richard Wagner, The Mastersingers of Nuremberg, vocal score by Otto Singer 

(London: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1911). 

 

Ex. 5.25 See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 5.26a Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie VII: [Trios, Quartets and Quintets 

with Piano], Band 2: Pianoforte Trios, ed. Ignaz Brüll (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1886). 

 

Ex. 5.26b Anton Bruckner, Achte Symphonie, arr. for piano by August Stradal (Vienna: 

Haslinger, no date [ca. 1887]). 

 

Ex. 5.27 Johann Nepomuk Hummel, Concerto in F Major for Bassoon and Piano, ed. 
Leonard Sharrow and Milan Turkovic (New York: International Music Company, 1973). 

 

Ex. 5.28a Transcribed from Gustav Mahler, III. Symphonie, arr. for piano duet by Josef 

Venantius Wöss (Vienna: Universal, no date). 

 

Ex. 5.28b Pietro Mascagni, Cavalleria Rusticana, vocal score by Kurt Soldan (Leipzig: 

Peters, no date [ca. 1935]). 

 

Ex. 5.29a Johannes Brahms, Klavierwerke, Band 1, ed. Emil von Sauer (Leipzig: Peters, no 

date [ca. 1910]). 

 

Ex. 5.29b See Ex. 2.32c 
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Ex. 5.29c Edvard Grieg, Edvard Grieg: Samlede verker, Band 1: Lyriske stykker, Hefte I–X, 

ed. Dag Schjelderup-Ebbe (Frankfurt: Peters, 1977). 

 

Ex. 5.29d Johannes Brahms, Johannes Brahms: Sämtliche Werke, Band 10: Klavier-Duos, 

ed. Hans Gál (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1926–27). 

 
Ex. 5.31 Joseph Haydn, Joseph Haydn Werke, Reihe 1, Band 13: Pariser Sinfonien, 2. 

Folge, ed. Sonja Gerlach and Klaus Lippe (Munich: Henle, 1999). 
 
Ex. 5.32 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Neue Mozart-Ausgabe, Serie IX: Klaviermusik, 

Werkgruppe 25: Klaviersonaten, Band 2, ed. Wolfgang Plath and Wolfgang Rehm 

(Kassel: Bärenreiter, 1986). 

 

Ex. 5.33 Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Wolfgang Amadeus Mozarts Werke, Serie XXIV: 

Supplemente, Band 1, ed. Gustav Nottebohm (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1886). 

 

Ex. 5.34 Gaetano Donizetti, Ave Maria (per due voci uguali), ed. Niksa Lendic (Editions 

Lendic, 2007). Creative Commons Attribution 3.0. Based on edition by Ricordi, Milan. 

 

Ex. 5.36 See Ex. 2.19 

 

Ex. 5.37 See Ex. 4.8 

 

Ex. 5.38 Felix Mendelssohn, Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdys Werke, Serie 6: Quartette für 2 

Violinen, Bratsche und Violoncell, ed. Julius Rietz (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1875). 

 

Ex. 5.39 See Ex. 2.32c  

 

Ex. 5.40 Franz Lachner, Menuetto & Trio, Introduction & Fugue, Nos. 2 & 4 from Orchestral 

Suite No. 1, Op. 113, arr. for organ by Herbert Stanley Oakeley (London: Schott, no date 

[1890]). 

 

Ex. 5.41a Franz Berwald, Franz Berwald: Complete Works, Vol. 1, ed. Lennart Hedwall 

(Kassel: Bärenreiter, 1976). 

 

Ex. 5.41b See Ex. 2.2 

 

Ex. 5.42 Franz Schubert, ‘Fantasie in C’, D. 760, Op. 15, ed. Christa Landon (Kassel: 

Bärenreiter, 1984). 

 

Ex. 5.43 See Ex. 5.9b  

 

 

Chapter Six 

 

Ex. 6.1b See Ex. 5.15a 
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Ex. 6.3a–b Felix Mendelssohn, Elias, ed. Hermann Kretzschmar (Leipzig: Peters, no date 

[ca. 1890]). 

 

Ex. 6.4 Transcribed from William Henry Monk, ‘Abide with Me’, unidentified hymnal [1861?]. 

 

Ex. 6.5 Ferdinand Ries, Trio Op. 28 for Clarinet, Cello and Piano, ed. Dieter Kl cker and 
Walter Genuit (London: Musica Rara, 1969). 

 

Ex. 6.6 Transcribed from Louis Spohr, Violin-Konzert No. 1, A dur, Op. 1, arr. for piano and 

violin by Henri Petri (Leipzig: Volksausgabe Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [ca. 1900]). 

 

Ex. 6.7 Transcribed from Joseph Haydn, Kritische Ausgabe sämtlicher Symphonien, Vol. IV, 

ed. H. C. Robbins Landon (Vienna: Doblinger, 1966). 

 

Ex. 6.8a John Field, 18 Nocturnes, ed. Louis Koehler (Leipzig: Peters, no date [ca. 1881]). 

 

Ex. 6.8b See Ex. 2.32c 

 

Ex. 6.8c See Ex. 3.20b (transcribed) 

 

Ex. 6.9 Transcribed from Gaetano Donizetti, Lucrezia Borgia, vocal score (Milan: Ricordi, no 

date [1869]). 

 

Ex. 6.10 See Ex. 2.27a 

 

Ex. 6.11 See Ex. 5.12a (transcribed) 

 

Ex. 6.12 Transcribed from Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie XX: Sämtliche 

einstimmige Lieder und Gesänge, Band 6, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: 

Breitkopf und Härtel, 1895). 

 

Ex. 6.13a See Ex. 2.32a 

 

Ex. 6.13b See Ex. 3.20b 

 

Ex. 6.13c See Ex. 3.20b (transcribed) 

 

Ex. 6.14 Antonín Dvořák, Antonín Dvořák: Souborné vydání díla, Series IV: [Chamber 

Music], Vol. 9: [Works for Piano Trio] (Prague: Státní nakladatelství krásné literatury, 

hudby a umění [State Publishers of Literature, Music and Art], 1955). 

 

Ex. 6.15 Johannes Brahms, Johannes Brahms: Sämtliche Werke, Band 14: Kleinere 

Klavierwerke, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1926–27). 
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Chapter Seven 

 

Ex. 7.2 Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Suite aus dem Ballet Dornröschen, Op. 66a, arr. for piano 

by Alexander Siloti (Moscow: Jurgenson, no date [1899]). 

 

Ex. 7.3 Vincenzo Bellini, I Puritani, vocal score (Milan: Ricordi, 1980). 

 

Ex. 7.4 See Ex. 7.2 

 

Ex. 7.5a See Ex. 2.27a 

 

Ex. 7.5b Gaetano Donizetti, Maria Stuarda, vocal score (Milan: Ricordi, no date). 

 

Ex. 7.5c Gioachino Rossini, La Cenerentola, vocal score (Milan: Ricordi, no date [1878]). 

 

Ex. 7.5d Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le Prophète, vocal score by Alexis de Garaudé (Paris: 

Brandus, no date [1849]). 

 

Ex. 7.6a See Ex. 2.35a–b  

 

Ex. 7.6b Giuseppe Verdi, Il Trovatore, vocal score (Milan: Ricordi, no date). 

 

Ex. 7.7a See Ex. 5.12f 

 

Ex. 7.7b Frederick Chopin, Œuvres complètes de Frédéric Chopin, Band 1: Ballades, ed. 

Karl Klindworth (Berlin: Bote und Bock, no date [1880]). 

 

Ex. 7.8a Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, ‘Suite No. 3’, Op. 55, arr. for piano by Max Lippold 

(Moscow: Jurgenson, no date [ca. 1901]). 

 

Ex. 7.8b Johannes Brahms, Deutsches Requiem, Op. 45, vocal score (Leipzig: Peters, no 

date [ca. 1920]). 

 

Ex. 7.8c Jacques Offenbach, Les Contes D’Hoffmann, compl. by Ernest Guiraud, vocal 

score by Auguste Bazille (Paris: Choudens, 1907). 

 

Ex. 7.8d–e See Ex. 7.5d 

 

Ex. 7.8f See Ex. 5.21a–b 

 

Ex. 7.9 Felix Mendelssohn, Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdys Werke, Serie V: Kammermusik 

für fünf und mehrere Saiteninstrumente, ed. Julius Rietz (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 

1874). 

 

Ex. 7.10 Felix Mendelssohn, Leipziger Ausgabe der Werke von Felix Mendelssohn 

Bartholdy, Serie I: Orchesterwerke, Band 1: Jugendsinfonien I–VII, ed. Hellmuth Christian 

Wolff (Leipzig: Deutscher Verlag für Musik, 1972). 
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Ex. 7.11a–b Frederick Chopin, Complete Works for the Piano, Book 4: Nocturnes, ed. Carl 

Mikuli (New York: Schirmer, 1894). 

 

Ex. 7.11c See Ex. 2.18 

 

Ex. 7.12a Johann Sebastian Bach, Bach-Gesellschaft Ausgabe, Band 25.2: Orgelwerke, ed. 

Wilhelm Rust (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1878). 

 

Ex. 7.12b–c Johann Sebastian Bach, Bach-Gesellschaft Ausgabe, Band 14: Clavierwerke, 

ed. Franz Kroll (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1866). 

 

Ex. 7.12d Max Reger, 52 Choral-Vorspiele für Orgel, Op. 67 (Leipzig: Lauterbach und Kuhn, 

1903). 

 

Ex. 7.13a–b Joseph Martin Kraus, Miscellaneous Keyboard Works (VB 190–VB 194 & VB 
197), ed. Bertil van Boer (Wellington: Artaria, 2002). 

 

Ex. 7.13c See Ex. 5.9b 

 

Ex. 7.14a Franz Liszt, Les Préludes, arr. for two pianos by the composer (Leipzig: Breitkopf 

und Härtel, no date [ca. 1856]). 

 

Ex. 7.14b See Ex. 5.12a 

 

Ex. 7.15 Transcribed from Pyotr Il’yich Tchaikovsky, Romeo et Juliette: Ouverture-Fantaisie, 

arr. for piano four hands by Nadezhda Rimskaya-Korsakova (Berlin: Bote und Bock, no 

date [ca. 1881]). NB: This is the 1880 version. 

 

Ex. 7.16 Fanny Hensel, Vier Lieder für das Pianoforte, Op. 2 (Berlin: Bote und Bock, no date 

[1846]). 

 

Ex. 7.17 See Ex. 6.8a 

 

Ex. 7.18a See Ex. 7.5d. Violin I part transcribed from Giacomo Meyerbeer, Le  ro   te, 

facsimile ed. of the printed orchestral score (Paris: Brandus, [1849]), introd. by Charles 

Rosen (New York: Garland, 1978). 

 

Ex. 7.18b Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, Trios for Piano Violin and Violoncello, ed. Joseph 

Adamowski (New York: Schirmer, 1922). 

 

Ex. 7.18c Richard Wagner, Rienzi, der Letzte der Tribunen (Berlin: Adolph Fürstner, no date 

[1880s?]). 

 

Ex. 7.18d See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 7.19 Robert Schumann, Erste Symphonie, Op. 38, arr. for piano by August Horn 

(Leipzig: Peters, no date [ca. 1882]). 
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Ex. 7.20a Antonín Dvořák, Antonín Dvořák: Souborné vydání díla, Series 3: [Orchestral 

Works], Vol. 16: [Serenades], ed. František Bartoš (Prague: Státní nakladatelství krásné 

literatury, hudby a umění [State Publishers of Literature, Music and Art],1955). 

 

Ex. 7.20b Ludwig van Beethoven, ‘Symphony No. 5 in C minor’, Op. 67, arr. for piano by 

Franz Liszt (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [1865]). 

 

Ex. 7.21 Johannes Brahms, Johannes Brahms: Sämtliche Werke, Band 13: Sonaten und 

Variationen für Klavier zu zwei Händen, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf 

und Härtel, 1926–27). 

 

Ex. 7.22 Mikhail Glinka, ‘Nocturno’ (Moscow: Muzyka, no date [ca. 1970]). 

 

Ex. 7.23 See Ex. 7.10 

 

Ex. 7.24a See Ex. 2.32c 

 

Ex. 7.24b Robert Schumann, Robert Schumanns Werke, Serie VII: Für Pianoforte zu zwei 

Händen, ed. Clara Schumann (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [ca. 1915]). 

 

Ex. 7.24c Franz Schubert, Franz Schubert's Werke, Serie XX: Sämtliche einstimmige Lieder 

und Gesänge, Band 8, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, 1895). 

 

 

Chapter Eight 

 

Ex. 8.1 Gabriel Fauré, ‘Nocturne No. 4’, Op. 36 (Paris: Hamelle, no date [1884]). 

 

Ex. 8.2 See Ex. 5.6 

 

Ex. 8.3 See Ex. 2.35a–b 

 

Ex. 8.4 See Ex. 2.7 

 

Ex. 8.5 Friedrich von Flotow, Martha, vocal score by Gustav Friedrich Kogel (Leipzig: Peters, 

no date [ca. 1914]). 

 

Ex. 8.6 See Ex. 5.9b 

 

Ex. 8.7 See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 8.8 See Ex. 6.3a–b 

 

Ex. 8.9 See Ex. 2.32c 

 

Ex. 8.10 Transcribed from Carl Czerny, Introduction et Variations Faciles pour le Pianoforte 

à quatre mains sur une Valse de M. le Comte de Gallenberg, Op. 87 (Leipzig: Probst, no 

date [ca. 1825]). 
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Ex. 8.11 See Ex. 7.5d 

 

Ex. 8.12 Mikhail Glinka, Gran Sestetto Originale (Moscow: Muzgiz, no date). 

 

Ex. 8.13 Carl Maria von Weber, Sämtliche Werke für Pianoforte, ed. Louis Köhler and 

Richard Schmidt (Leipzig: Peters, no date). 

 

Ex. 8.14 See Ex. 5.8a 

 

Ex. 8.15 See Ex. 2.23 

 

Ex. 8.16 Frederick Chopin, Friedrich Chopin's Werke, Band VII: Rondos und Scherzos 

(Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [1879]). 

 

Ex. 8.17 See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 8.18 Frederick Chopin, Friedrich Chopin's Werke, Band IX: Walzer (Leipzig: Breitkopf 

und Härtel, no date [1878]). 

 

Ex. 8.19 See Ex. 2.32c 

 

Ex. 8.20 See Ex. 3.2a 

 

Ex. 8.21 Ludwig van Beethoven, Ludwig van Beethovens Werke, Serie 12: Für Pianoforte 

und Violine (Leipzig: Breitkopf und Härtel, no date [1863]). 

 

Ex. 8.22 See Ex. 5.38 

 

Ex. 8.23 Frederick Chopin, Klavierwerke Instructive Ausgabe, Vol. V: Nocturnes, ed. 

Theodor Kullak (Berlin: Schlesinger'sche Buch- und Musikhandlung, 1881). 
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