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Chapter 1.

Purpose and Goal


The main starting point of this dissertation is that much of the reception history of Dvořák outside of Bohemia (now the Czech Republic) proceeds from cultural and biographical stereotypes that have very little to do with what he actually wrote.  If one examines the music, it becomes clear that the usual picture of him as a nationalist who perhaps wrote some nice tunes, but who is really just poor-man’s Brahms, or the “greatest of the secondary composers”
 is inaccurate, to say the least.  Indeed, the more one explores his works, the more one becomes aware that the musical mind behind the creation of even populist pieces like the Slavonic Dances or the “New World” Symphony is a mind with the musical depth and complexity one usually associates with a composer like Beethoven (or Brahms).  A comprehensive analytical overview of his sonata structures has already been completed by David Beveridge; his doctoral dissertation, Romantic Ideas in a Classical Frame:  The Sonata Forms of Dvořák
, is a landmark account of Dvořák’s sonata movements in general.  However, a detailed analytical study of one of his major works has yet to be published, and it is this lacuna in the theoretical literature which this dissertation seeks to fill.  The technique best suited to reveal the intricacies of tonal masterworks is that of Schenkerian analysis.  This approach has been employed by numerous musicians to illuminate the underlying complexities found in the works of the great tonal composers, including Bach, Mozart, Beethoven, Chopin, Brahms, et al.  Notably absent in the Schenkerian literature is the name of Antonín Dvořák.  I have been able to find only one article on anything to do with Dvořák from a Schenkerian perspective:  Timothy Jackson’s “The Adagio of Bruckner's Sixth Symphony: The Anticipatory Tonic Recapitulation in Bruckner, Brahms, and Dvořák.” 
, and even here, the main topic of the article is Bruckner, not Dvořák.  Jackson’s discussion of the first movement of the Eighth Symphony is very fine, albeit brief, and might have served as an impetus for other Schenkerians to explore Dvořák’s symphonies more thoroughly.  Unfortunately, this has not happened, so this present dissertation has the dubious distinction of being the first complete Schenkerian study of any major instrumental work by Antonín Dvořák.  A thorough accounting of all the reasons for this neglect would constitute a complete reception history of both the piece and the composer, and is beyond the scope of this dissertation.  In any case, Leon Botstein has already written the definitive article on the topic, where he accurately details most of the reasons for Dvořák’s marginalization by the musicological mainstream.
  Still, some general observations as to why Dvořák generally, and op. 70 specifically, have been so neglected are necessary in order to put this present study into historical context.
Dvořák the “Naive Nationalist”

From 1917 until the mid-1920s, the English theorist and critic Donald Francis Tovey wrote a series of programme notes for the Reid Orchestra of Edinburgh, which were later collected and published as a six-volume series called Essays in Musical Analysis.  In Volume Two, he begins his analysis of Dvořák’s op. 70, as follows:  “I have no hesitation in setting [this work] along with the C major Symphony of Schubert and the four symphonies of Brahms, as among the greatest and purest examples in this art-form since Beethoven”.
  This is an astonishing assertion, coming as it does from a scholar of Tovey’s stature.  Later in the article, he further observes that “the great works of the middle of Dvořák’s career [such as op. 70 and the other middle-period symphonies] demand and repay the study one expects to give to the most difficult classical masterpieces; but the composer has acquired the reputation of being masterly only in a few popular works of a somewhat lower order.  It is time that this injustice should be rectified.”
  Tovey was not one to give compliments lightly, and was taken very seriously as a distinguished and learned critic; therefore, it might be concluded that there was great promise of things to come in terms of Dvořák’s future cachet in classical musical circles.


Half a century later, in 1973, Donald J. Grout published the third edition of A History of Western Music.  In the section called “Music for Orchestra [19th century],” Schubert, Mendelssohn, Schumann, Berlioz, Liszt, Brahms, Franck, and Bruckner are separately listed, and given extended treatment.  At the end of the chapter, under the heading “Other Composers”, Dvořák is given one short paragraph, and op. 70 the following single sentence:  “Of Dvořák’s nine symphonies, the best is usually said to be No. 7 in D minor (1885), a work copious in thematic ideas and in a prevailingly tragic mood relieved only by the G-major [sic] trio of the scherzo.”
  The contrast of this terse, one-sentence (and misleading) précis with Tovey’s glowing endorsement is interesting, to say the least ... and probably depressing for those who might agree with Tovey.  It is important to remember that in North America, many of today’s practising musicians (i.e., performers, composers, and scholars) were introduced to college-level music studies through this edition of the Grout, so it is therefore reasonable to assume that much of the current thinking vis-à-vis Dvořák (at least in North America) has A History of Western Music as part of its genesis.


There is evidence that the situation in regards to the general perception of Dvořák has not changed in any significant way since Tovey wrote his article, and this is reflected in most scholarly publications, with the exception of journals such as Hudebni Veda that are devoted primarily to Czech music.
  However, between 1990 and 1996, three anthologies of articles came out in short succession that seemed to augur well for the future of Dvořák studies:  Dvořák and His World edited by Michael Beckerman, Dvořák-Studien edited by Klaus Döge and Peter Jost, and Rethinking Dvořák:  Views from Five Countries, edited by David Beveridge.
  Unfortunately, the expression “promises unfulfilled” characterises the subsequent course of non-Czech Dvořák scholarship up to the present time.  The joint SMT/AMS convention, which was held in November 2004 in Seattle, is emblematic:  during the year 2004, the centenary of Dvořák’s death, amongst all the abstracts of papers given at this conference, not only were there no actual papers on Dvořák, the name Dvořák does not appear even once in the abstracts themselves.


Clearly the “injustice” identified by Tovey has not come close to being rectified, which means the way in which nineteenth-century music is generally perceived (and taught) is seriously flawed.  All one has to do is hypothesise a scenario in which the history of the nineteenth-century symphony had been written with barely a mention of Brahms, and then ask oneself as to the veracity of such a history.  Similarly, the marginalizing of Dvořák should be seen to be just as critical an error.


The obvious question, therefore, is this:  if Dvořák is on the same level as Schubert and Brahms, why has he been so neglected (at least outside of the Czech Republic)?  One answer could be that, like Chopin before him, he had no musical pedigree, so it is easy to dismiss him as an unsophisticated tunesmith.  That he was a son of a butcher also plays very nicely into this stereotype.  Unlike Chopin, however, he did not write extensively for the piano, so it is not so easy for his advocates to propagate his work.  It is, after all, much more difficult (and expensive) to arrange a symphony concert than it is a piano recital.


Related to the question of Dvořák’s lack of pedigree is the notion that he was a “naive” composer who wrote intuitively, with little thought as to the craft of composition.  This view is given eloquent expression in the composer’s obituary written by Richard Aldrich for the New York Times on 8 May 1904.  Because the epithet “naive” is one that still haunts the reception of Dvořák,
 it is worth quoting exactly what Aldrich wrote in his article:


He [Dvořák] seemed, indeed, the last of the naive musicians, the direct descendant of Haydn, Mozart [!] and Schubert, rejoicing in the self-sufficient beauty of his music, and untroubled by the philosophic tendencies and the searching for new things to be said in a new way which animate the younger men of today ... Dvořák’s Schubert-like fecundity was not without its penalties ... his admirers ... would have preferred to hear less of the obvious, less of the first impulse, and more of the reflection that shapes and finishes to perfection [italics added].

We will leave aside the whole question of calling Mozart, Haydn and Schubert “naive”, and focus, rather, on the highlighted portion of the quotation which articulates an all-too-common view of Dvořák’s work habits; i.e., that he composed from instinct, with little regard to consciously worked-out craft.


John Clapham, in his article “Dvořák’s Symphony in D Minor – The Creative Process”,
 shows that if one examines the sketchbooks for op. 70, a completely different picture emerges from that articulated either by Aldrich or Dahlhaus.  The result of such an examination forms much of the content of Chapter 2 below, and indicates that throughout the composition of op. 70, there was a continual process of sketching, revising, and then revising again before Dvořák was satisfied with the end result.  An examination of the sketches for other pieces is not part of the present study, but this kind of labourious work is characteristic of Dvořák’s compositional practice generally, as David Beveridge makes clear:  “The general nature of the sketch [of the ‘Dumka’ from the Piano Quintet, op. 81] confirms what any student of Dvořák manuscript materials knows – that the common perception of him as a ‘spontaneous’ composer is false.  What seems spontaneous in its final version is often the result of many reworkings at every level, from melodic details to large-scale structure.”


The labelling of Dvořák as “naive” is related to the fact that he was Czech and therefore easy to consign to the category “nationalist trends” mentioned above; in other words, he was not German.  This issue is explored in great depth by Botstein, who shows that an anti-Czech, pro-German bias vis-à-vis Dvořák goes at least as far back as Hugo Riemann.  What Botstein calls Riemann’s “mix of condescension and dismissive judgment toward Dvořák as a ‘national’ composer who used folk material”
 is clearly illustrated in the following excerpt from Riemann’s 1901 history of music:


Ohne Frage die bedeutsamste Persönlichkeit unter den tschechischen Komponisten ist Anton [sic] Dworschak (Dvořak) [sic].  Zwar zwingt auch seine Musik oft genug zur Umlegung eines anderen Maßstabes, als des sonst für Kunstwerke höhern Ranges üblichen; rhythmische und melodische Monomanien von nicht endenwollender Ausdehnung stellen die Geduld des gebildeten Hörers oft auf eine harte Probe und sogar grobe Verstöße gegen die primitiven Satzregeln müssen mit in Kauf genommen werden; aber es steckt hoch in diesem nur halbkultivierten Wesen eine imponierende Willenskraft, ein wirklicher Zug ins Große, Dworschak versteht hoch fortzuspinnen und zu steigern.  Freilich heiß geht’s her, wenn der Höhepunkt erreicht ist, und selbst die Russen verstehen sich kaum so auf das Dreinschlagen wie deiser Tscheche.

An exploration of German-centric music criticism, even that which lacks the overt racism in Riemann’s work, will not be attempted here, but it seems clear that the problem is not in viewing Dvořák (or the Russians) as somehow being nationalist, but rather in viewing composers like Brahms or Schubert as not being so.  Both these composers, in their music, are just as Germanic as Dvořák is Czech.  Of course, the contrary is also true:  Dvořák is as universal as are Brahms and Schubert.  Botstein’s article explores this issue in depth, and gives a chilling picture of the reception history not just of Dvořák, but of non-Germanic composers generally:  “Dvořák was [seen as] a benign example of deviance.  He was exotic, not merely for his Czech nature and lower-class origins but for his demonstration of how, through music, the ‘other’ might be civilized rapidly.  The fact that rhythm in Dvořák’s work (the use of Czech dances from furiant to polka) and the use of harmony (in conjunction with folk melodic patterns) were tied to a folk and national culture that the English and Germans deemed less advanced only heightened the wonderment at Dvořák’s mix of the primitive and the complex.  Dvořák was a kind of talking monkey.”


Dvořák’s level of verbal discourse unfortunately plays very nicely into this stereotype of the sophisticated primitive.  As Milan Kuna puts it:


Dvořák was never taught Czech.  Not even Nelahozeves [where he attended the general school from 1847-53] was sufficient for him to learn his Czech thoroughly.  The children did learn to read and write but were hardly told about the rules of the normative language.  They usually wrote what they heard.  The entire system of education in Bohemia was dominated by German, while Czech was considered a dead and cultureless language, unable to meet intellectual needs, standing no comparison with those of the advanced European nations, notably Germans....  It was not until the 1860’s that some ‘principal schools’ were converted to Czech schools in which the Czech language gradually received the necessary attention.  Only the Land Legislation adopted on 18 January 1866 introduced to the national (elementary) schools equality of the two official languages – Czech and German.  This development had a favourable effect especially on cultural figures and intellectuals one generation younger than Smetana and Dvořák.

In other words, the only language Dvořák had for intellectual discourse was the one language he studied in school:  German; i.e., a language of which he was not a native speaker.  It is no wonder that he never achieved the level of prose expression of a Wagner or a Schumann; he did not have the verbal tools.  Again, this has had the unfortunate consequence of reinforcing his reputation as being highly gifted musically, but intellectually limited.


This brings us back to the music itself, and poses an interesting question:  if one accepts Tovey’s view that Dvořák is as great as Schubert and Brahms, given the neglect of his greatest works by both theorists and musicologists (again, with the exception of those whose specialty is Dvořák or Czech music), is there something in Dvořák’s writing that seems to resist both analysis and academic engagement?  Certainly, if one views Brahms’s or Schubert’s treatment of symphonic form as normative expressions of nineteenth-century romanticism, it is clear that Dvořák falls outside of the defined mainstream.  Besides the obvious examples of his using Czech folk idioms like the furiant,
 his voice-leading procedures are strikingly non-standard.  One example that comes to mind is the marvellous set of parallel fifths that happen in the Finale of the Symphony No.8 in G Major (mm. 132 ff.), which cause a sequence of cadences to chromatically and comedically misfire.  One can almost see him thumbing his nose at the theory pedants who taught him during his student days at the organ school in Prague:
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Figure 1.1.  Piano reduction of Symphony no. 8, 1st movement (mm. 132 – 141)
Figure 1.2 is an analytical sketch of the passage, and clearly shows the voice leading to be unusual, to say the least.  The square brackets indicate the fifths that give the writing its characteristic sound.
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Figure 1.2  Symphony no. 8, 1st movement (mm. 132 – 153), analytical sketch.


It is possible to dismiss this passage as a manifestation of Dvořák’s putative lack of sophistication.  This is certainly what Schenker did, and he treated this piece specifically, and Dvořák generally, with withering contempt, saying essentially that Dvořák’s procedures have nothing to do with symphonic writing.  In a journal entry of 1928, he wrote the following in response to a radio broadcast he heard of the piece:


... ein schwaches Werk von Dvořák, die Sinfonie in G dur, machte mir das Zuhören schwer.  – Die Technik dieses Stückes hat mit Sinfonischem nichts zu tun, kleinlich steuert alles auf lyrische Punkte und Pünktchen zu, die bis zu äusserster Kraft oder Schwäche wiederholt werden.

It could be that Schenker’s anti-Czech bias is showing here, and it is possible that he found Dvořák’s humour to be vulgar (i.e., Czech).


Even outside a comic context, this technique was a favourite of Dvořák’s.  In op. 70, a similar kind of parallelism (albeit between the upper and an inner voice) appears in the second subject of the 1st movement (mm. 93 – 95) and is discussed at length in Chapter 3 below.
  It might be easy to ascribe this voice leading to a lack of schooling, but this would be based on an inaccurate view of Dvořák’s musical background; as a student at the Institute for the Cultivation of Church Music’s organ school in Prague, Dvořák had a thorough grounding in all the theoretical subjects.  As Clapham relates:


[Dvořák] and the other thirteen students who qualified to take the advanced second-year course at the organ school were expected to become proficient in the disciplines traditionally associated with church organists, that is, organ playing, improvisation and various compositional techniques, including canon and fugue....  [W]hat he learned about musical theory (the basic technique of composition) at the organ school must have played an initial and very essential part towards equipping him to become one of the most outstanding and individual composers of his generation.


There are other kinds of schooling besides attending lessons or classes, and we must remember that in Prague, Dvořák played principal viola in the opera orchestra and performed a wide range of operatic and symphonic repertoire, including performances of excerpts from Wagner’s operas with Wagner himself conducting.  This kind of on-the-job training is something one cannot get in a classroom or in lessons.


Dvořák’s situation was similar to that of Schubert who learned on-the-job by conducting his father’s school orchestra.  They also had other things in common:  both were great melodists, both wrote operas they considered to be central to their art, and more to the point, both were compared unfavourably, in terms of their symphonic output, with another living composer.  What Maurice Brown, the great Schubertian, says about Schubert in relation to Beethoven could easily be said about Dvořák in relation to Brahms (except for the phrase “the new respect):  “... as late as the 1920s it was possible for a critic to write of the ‘dreary passage-work’ of the ‘Great’ C major Symphony.  The new respect for Schubert in the twentieth century is in part due to the realization that Beethoven’s way with sonata form is not the only, Heaven-ordained way, and with the realization Schubert need no longer be considered as a mere offshoot from his great contemporary.”
  As far as  Dvořák is concerned, when we go beyond the foreground detail, such as the parallelisms examined above, and if we look closely at his treatment of sonata structure, it becomes clear that his way is definitely not Brahms’s way.   This is no more clearly illustrated than in op. 70, and this dissertation will not only show that Dvořák’s techniques are highly individual, but more, that this symphony in particular has the complexity and musical depth which one usually associates with Beethoven and Brahms.  Again, Schenkerian analysis has emerged as the most useful way to reveal how this kind of depth is articulated via complex musical structures not immediately apparent upon surface examination, and will serve here to validate Tovey’s (and my own) celebration of this work as an artistic masterpiece of the highest order.

Secondary Sources

As was stated earlier, the published literature on Dvořák from a Schenkerian perspective is, for all practical purposes, non-existent, which makes assembling a bibliography of secondary sources for a Schenkerian dissertation a challenge.  The Schenkerian works listed in the bibliography (with the exception of the Jackson article mentioned above) cover various techniques related to op. 70 even though they are not about Dvořák specifically.  These include the articles and books by Jack Adrian, David Beach, L. Poundie Burstein, Edward Laufer, Carl Schachter, James Webster, and Schenker himself.  Other theoretical approaches were consulted, notably those of William Caplin, Harald Krebs and William Rothstein.  Caplin’s book, Classical Form:  A Theory of Formal Functions for the Instrumental Music of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, has nothing to say about Dvořák, but has served as a useful reference for formal terminology.  Both the Krebs and Rothstein books deal with the analysis of rhythm, and even though rhythmic analysis does not form a major part of this dissertation, both works were useful in terms of engaging a composer like Dvořák, especially in the Scherzo.  Surprisingly enough, even though Rothstein presents what amounts to a Schenkerian theory of rhythm, Krebs’s work was much more useful for the present study (see the analysis of the Scherzo in Chapter 5 below).


Richard Bass, Richard Cohn, Simone Heilgendorff, and Hans Kull have all applied their theories to one or more of Dvořák’s pieces, but their approaches do not offer much that could be incorporated into the present work.
  Kull, who writes on Dvořák’s chamber music, develops a theoretical model of musical intensity by means of diagramming what the author calls Entwicklungswellen, or “developmental waves.”  David Beveridge gives a succinct summary of Kull’s approach in his dissertation.


This brings us to Beveridge’s monumental study Romantic Ideas in a Classical Frame:  The Sonata Forms of Dvořák, and it would be hard to imagine a better example of how musicological scholarship and profound musical insight could be combined into one work.  Beveridge’s dissertation is a comprehensive survey of all the sonata-form movements found within Dvořák’s oeuvre, and necessarily does not go into a detailed analysis of any one piece.  However, his analytical commentary shows a deep, almost Schenkerian, understanding of musical structure, as in the following observations about Dvořák’s use of chromaticism:  “... [T]he listener may catch glimpses of a remote tonality through chords which are quite clear in their tonal implications but which are not allowed to establish themselves as independent harmonic entities.  Most often such chords arise through ‘accidents’ of voice-leading, and must be understood as ornamental sonorities in relation to the principal key.”
  The expression “‘accidents’ of voice-leading” is one which all Schenkerian theorists would understand, since a central tenet of Schenker’s theory of harmony is that a harmonic scale step (Stufe) is composed out by chords which would be improper to label with roman numerals (except on a general foreground level) since they are only “accidents” of voice-leading.   It would not be an exaggeration to say that Beveridge’s work has served as the principal guide to my own study of Dvořák’s instrumental works, and has provided a starting point for this present examination of op. 70.

Overall Plan

Chapter 2 deals with the primary sources, including an examination of the holograph, the cuts Dvořák made from the 2nd movement, and a complete transcription of the sketches.  The main objective of this part of the study is to reveal how the work’s genesis, from sketch to holograph, has implications in terms of an analytical study of the final version.  A large part of this chapter is a critique of John Clapham’s article “Dvořák’s Symphony in D Minor:  The Creative Process”,
 which is the principal study to date of the primary source material for op. 70.  Clapham’s work is fine, as far as it goes, but we will see that there are some serious gaps in his research as well as outright errors in his conclusions, particularily in regards to his assumption that Dvořák did not have a clear plan when sketching out the Finale.


The manner in which the primary sources impact an analysis of the final published version will be examined in detail.  This will include discussions of:  1) the omission of the repeat of the 1st movement’s exposition in the holograph; 2)  the cuts Dvořák made to the second movement after the premiere; 3) his decision in the Scherzo to compose an A1 section that is different from A, rather than using the da capo which is in the sketches; 4) his eventual idea to link the movements together by changing the endings so that each movement ends the way the next one begins.


It could be argued that irrespective of what one finds in the primary sources, an analysis of the final version needs only that:  the final version.  In other words, if one actually finds something of analytical significance in a finished score, then it is there, irrespective of how it got there.  There is some truth in this, but this position is overly simplistic.  Examining the primary materials can at the very least give the analyst a hint as to what direction he or she should go in their quest to understand a work’s structure.  Schenker himself considered autograph and sketch study to be indispensable, not only for the purpose of creating an authorative text, but also for the understanding of a work analytically.


As to the transcription of the sketches, it must be emphasised that it is in no way intended to replace the study of the actual documents, but it is necessary to include it in order to give the discussion of the sources a proper context.  This transcription is as accurate a reproduction as could be managed within the parameters outlined at the beginning of the chapter.


The central part of the dissertation is to be found in Chapters 3 to 6 with the analysis of the entire symphony, and includes complete foreground and middleground sketches of each movement as well as such commentary as is necessary to highlight important features of both the overall structure and critical details of the foreground.  This commentary will not be a bar-by-bar description of the analysis; a Schenkerian sketch should speak for itself, and in some ways a verbal commentary is redundant.  However, there are important elements which may not be immediately clear, so some verbal clarification is justified, especially in a work of such richness and complexity as the Dvořák op. 70.


Each of the analytical chapters will begin with a chart summarizing the overall form of the movement, followed by a middleground sketch.  Both will serve to orient the reader in the discussion of the foreground.  The complete foreground sketch of each movement will be found at the end of the corresponding chapter.


If this dissertation achieves only one thing, it is hoped that it will be to contribute to the process of putting to rest the portrait of Dvořák as a “naive” composer who worked only from instinct, not intellect.  Perhaps then the injustice discussed by Tovey in the article quoted at the beginning of this chapter can be rectified, with Dvořák taking his proper place as a musical and intellectual giant of nineteenth-century romanticism.
Chapter 2.

The Primary Sources 


The primary sources for op. 70 consist of the following documents, all of which are housed in the Czech Museum of Music – Antonín Dvořák Museum in Prague:  the holograph score (inventory number 1474), the sketches (inventory number 1477), and deletions from the second movement made after the London premiere (inventory numbers 1475 and 1476).  As was noted in Chapter 1, the most important work on the sources of op. 70 is John Clapham’s “Dvořák’s Symphony in D Minor:  The Creative Process”,
 and this present study is intended to supplement his article, rather than replace it.  However, as valuable as Clapham’s essay is to Dvořák scholarship in general and to that of op. 70 in particular, it nevertheless has some significant shortcomings which will be discussed below; consequently, this present commentary is largely a critique of Clapham’s work.


During the entire month of August 2006, the Dvořák Museum in Prague gave me virtually unlimited access to all the primary sources of op. 70.
  The original intention had been to do a detailed comparison of the holograph and the critical edition of the score;
 adjunct to this task would be an examination of the sketches and the second movement cuts.  When the degree of access to be granted to the documents was made clear, it became evident that a transcription of both the sketches and the cuts to the second movement could easily be completed, and this was an opportunity too good to ignore.  A complete transcription of the sources is the only way that a genuine context can be given to any kind of commentary, and with all due respect to Clapham, I found the lack of such a context to be enormously frustrating when trying to glean from his article exactly what it is that Dvořák wrote in either the sketches or the second movement cuts.  The availability of a transcription renders many of Clapham’s descriptive passages redundant, but will, nonetheless, serve to give his article the kind of context it presently lacks.


Even though both transcriptions were finished, only that of the sketches is included in complete form as part of this dissertation.  The reason for omitting the second transcription is that the new critical edition of the piece, which is to be published in the near future, is going to “include, for the first time, those sections of the second movement heard at the première but later excised by the composer.”
  Ethically, it would not be right to anticipate the publication of this edition by producing a complete transcription here; still, since there is no indication as to how the editors feel the cuts fit into a coherent whole (something which, incidentally, is not clear from the way the cuts are presently bound), I will therefore present an argument for what I think is the proper order of the excised pages, and what constitutes the original version of the movement as performed at the 1885 London premiere.


A complete study of all the primary sources would be a dissertation in itself, so what follows is not an exhaustive commentary on the documents.  Rather, the focus will be on those elements that have analytic import as well as errors and omissions in Clapham’s article.

The Sketches

Physical Description

The sketches for op. 70 are written on eleven sheets of oblong manuscript measuring 33 cm. wide by  22.5 cm. high, each page having 20 staves.  All the sheets are separated except for 6 and 7, indicating that they formed a bi-folio 66 cm. wide and 22.5 cm. high and folded in the middle; it is impossible at this point to determine the original gathering.  As is stated in Clapham’s article (104), the first sheet was originally pasted over the second and has since been separated, so 2 recto actually constitutes Dvořák’s first compositional thoughts on the piece.  On what is now 1 verso is a song fragment that has no relationship to op. 70; this probably shows that Dvořák, when rejecting 2 recto, used whatever manuscript sheet happened to be available at the time.  The archivist’s stamp is on the bottom right hand corner of the verso of all but two of the sheets; this may seem like a trivial fact, but as will be seen, the two cases where the stamp is on the recto side have muddied the waters in terms of the sheets’ proper ordering.  Dvořák’s pagination is not much help in this regard, since some page numbers are duplicated, and some are not numbered at all.
  Most of the writing is in black ink except for some annotations and music text written in purple pencil.  Dvořák’s is the only discernible hand.
Methodology

The transcribing of musical sketches always has major challenges, and this present work on Dvořák’s sketches for op. 70 is no exception.  The first hurdle encountered was that 20-stave manuscript paper was not available, and as a consequence, each page of the actual sketches on average takes up three pages of transcription.  To keep the ordering clear, each page of the transcription is labeled on the top right hand corner in square brackets, showing the sheet number, the side of the sheet, and the stave numbers.  For instance, the label “[3 verso St. 9 – 17]” identifies the transcribed page as “3 verso, staves 9 to 17”.  There is no standard methodology for transcribing sketches, in spite of some good work by scholars such as Emanuel Winternitz, Regina Busch
 et al., and the individual scholar must develop one that best suits the goals and purpose of the project in hand.

This question of purpose is central to some decisions made from the outset, and these decisions proceeded from two conflicting albeit overlapping goals; i.e., transcription versus facsimile.  The main goal of a transcription is to make as clear as possible that which in the original source may be unclear, and sketches by their very nature are often unclear to the point of illegibility.  The reason for this is obvious:  a sketch is usually meant for the composer’s eyes only, and much of its contents may consist of hastily written scrawls with accidentals on the wrong line or space, incorrect rhythms, omitted dots, wrong notes, passages that are heavily crossed out, crossed-out passages with a quick note (sometimes in a personal shorthand) indicating a change of mind, measures with too many or too few beats, etc.  All of these elements appear with great frequency in Dvořák’s sketches for op. 70.  The point is that much of the time, a sketch may serve only as a mnemonic to remind the composer of exactly what should (or should not) become part of the final score.  Again, if the goal is to produce an accurate transcription, clarity should be the guiding principle.  The question is, clarity of what?  Clarity of what is graphically written, or clarity of the composer’s explicit or implicit intent?  For example, Dvořák usually follows an accepted procedure of the day, which is to put downward stems on the right side of the notehead; today, downward stems go on the left side.  If the primary goal is to produce a facsimile, one should put the stems on the right side; if the primary goal is to make a transcription of the content, the decision is not so clear.  It could be argued that reproducing the stems as they appear in the document could confuse the easy apprehension of the text by a modern reader, and therefore changing the stemming to modern practice is the way to go; this is what was opted for in the present case.


This is not to say that the facsimile elements were ignored; on the contrary, the decision from the outset was to preserve as much as possible the look and feel of the original document without sacrificing the clarity of the content, since clarity and readibility were to be the primary guiding principles.  Often this involved hours examining the document with a magnifying glass in an attempt to glean exactly what was written in passages that were heavily crossed out.  Once this was accomplished, the goal was to reproduce the look of the passage, but with the notes clearly legible and the overlaying scribbles faint, rather than vice versa.  An example of this can be seen in 2 recto, staves 1 – 8.


All annotations added by myself are in square brackets, including any translations of Czech words and phrases; this is necessary since Dvořák sometimes wrote English words in the margins, most likely in an attempt to practice the language of those for whom he was writing the symphony (see, for example, 1 recto in the right margin between staves 6 – 9, where the words “leaf” and “leave” appear).  So again, any text not contained in square brackets is found in the original document.  The alignment of barlines from one system to another is preserved, as are the lengths of the barlines themselves.  As to the text (both musical and verbal), with the exception of the downward stems mentioned above, I have tried for the most part to reproduce as closely as possible the peculiarities of Dvořák’s calligraphy; this includes instances of writing chords with each note having a separate stem instead of as solid single-stemmed blocks, as well as his occasional use of diagonal beams.  Any words that are indecipherable are so indicated in square brackets.


There are some things besides the downward stems that have not been reproduced exactly as they appear in the original source; these include cases of “incorrect” accidentals or wrong notes where Dvořák’s clear intent may be misconstrued by a “faithful” calligraphic reproduction, and it is here that the tensions between the needs of a transcription versus those of a facsimile are most acute.  The ideal, of course, would be to produce a volume which has a colour facsimile of the document on the left page with a clear transcription of it (preferably using computer engraving software) on the facing page.  Needless to say, this is well beyond the scope of any dissertation, so for better or for worse, I chose what in my opinion is the only viable solution:  that of compromise.  What is reproduced here, therefore, is a “transcribed facsimile” where the look and feel of the original is preserved, but only to the extent that this does not obscure the clarity of what is written.  A proper publication of the sketches will render this present effort moot, but until then, this will have to do.

The following discussion deals primarily with the opening movement since it is here where the major problems in Clapham’s commentary occur.

1st Movement

Clapham’s account of the first movement is very good as far as it goes, but as was stated above, there are some shortcomings, mostly in terms of what he did not say, rather than actual errors.  There is, however, one small mistake in his account of the intial bars of 1 recto.  On page 105 he states that “... we notice in the three drafts of [the] opening bars ... Dvořák’s vacillation over rhythm, his inability to decide whether to write (a) [image: image3.jpg]


or (b) [image: image4.jpg]i (0 s )



 in the latter halves of the second, third, fourth and fifth bars of his theme.”
  He goes on:  “in his third draft [i.e., 1 recto staves 3 – 4 ff.] he decided on (a) in bars 2 and 3, and (b) in the other two bars, but altered his mind, making bars 2 and 3 have (b) and bar 4 have (a).”  When I looked at the sketch carefully with a magnifying glass, it became clear that Dvořák originally wrote (a) and changed it to (b) in what Clapham calls bar 4 of the theme (measure 6 of the sketch), not vice versa, and this is reflected in my transcription; if Dvořák had wanted (a), he probably would have crossed out the sixteenth rest.  The fact that he left sixteenth-note beams on the last two notes is reflective only of what was said above:  i.e., the sketch was meant for Dvořák’s eyes only and there was no reason to take the time to make the bar rhythmically correct since he would certainly remember what he intended.  Changing the sixteenth rest would have been a lot easier if indeed (a) were his final intention.


In addition to this misreading of the sketches there are some omissions in Clapham’s account which can leave the reader with serious misconceptions.  The first occurs on page 105, where he states that “the main theme of the symphony was inspired by witnessing the arrival in Prague of an express train from Budapest.”  Since this is the extent of his commentary on the matter, and since he is speaking at this point about the sketches, the reader might logically infer that Dvořák made some kind of annotation in the sketchbook.  The location of this annotation, however, is in the holograph, where Dvořák writes the following at the bottom of the first page:  “Toto hlavní thema mi napadlo při vjezdu slavnostního vlaku z Pešti v státním nádraží 1884.”
  Given the ominous-sounding mood of the opening, this is an interesting piece of information, since the train to which he is referring carried several hundred anti-Hapsburgian patriots.  Jarmil Burghauser, in his 1985 biography of Dvořák, gives a telling account of the event:


The main idea of the first movement – and actually the mood of the whole work – had originated ... in July, in response to a stimulus that was far from insignificant.  Given the politically-agitated mood of the time – and here we can see another factor contributing to Dvořák’s analogously-agitated state of mind – an event occurred that manifested opposition on the part of broad strata of the public to the rigid and stifling policies of the Habsburg government.  From Budapest a festive train was sent out for a performance at the National Theatre in Prague.  It carried more than four hundred Hungarian Czechs and free-thinking Hungarians, and was greeted along the whole route by enthusiastic crowds of people who thus showed both their support for the cultural-political efforts of the Czech nation and their hatred for the government.  At the ‘state’ train station in Prague one of the thousands who welcomed the train was Antonín Dvořák....  The balladic quality of the opening and of many other sections of the symphony corresponds to that of The Spectre’s Bride, but is more concentrated and still more powerful, because here the stimulus was a direct fact:  Dvořák’s deep patriotism.

Even if one does not accept Burghauser’s political interpretation vis-à-vis Dvořák’s reaction to the event (as is well known, Dvořák was an avid train spotter and could have been reacting to the poetic image of the train pulling into the station), Clapham, for the sake of completeness, should have at least revealed the source of his information, preferably in the form of a full citation with a translation.


A much more serious omission, at least from the standpoint of anyone interested in the music itself, happens three pages later:  “As in the case of the F minor trio he [Dvořák] intended at first to repeat the exposition, but later he decided that this would be inappropriate” (108).  This is all that Clapham has to say about the subject.  Not only does he neglect to tell us where he found the intended repeat (i.e., in the sketch or the holograph), even more troubling is that he does not provide any musical examples to show exactly where it fits in the piece, or whether there is a first and second ending.  As it happens, the repeat appears in the sketches (3 recto, staves 1 – 5)
, and from the standpoint of the work’s compositional genesis, this is important to know since it answers the question whether the repeat was part of the initial planning (clearly this is so), or if it was something removed after the piece was finished (i.e., from the holograph).  The analytical significance of this repeat (and its subsequent removal) will be discussed in the analysis; the point is that a mere statement of its existence with no reference as to where it occurs is insufficient for a serious study of Dvořák’s compositional methodology.

Clapham does provide full examples of the opening bars of the second subject from both the sketches (2 verso) and the finished score (mm. 73 ff), but he begins his discussion with the following:  “Comment is unnecessary on the shorter and weaker original version of the second subject theme as seen in the sketch, and the final version, both of which are quoted here” (107).  Indeed, comment is necessary, because what is missing in the sketch is the marvelous extension of the phrase found in bars 77 – 83 of the score (see Figure 2.1 below), a passage which Tovey said “would prove to a future civilization that Dvořák was a great composer.”
 Later in the article, Tovey says that it is “one of Dvořák’s greatest paragraphs.”
  It is possible that Clapham was unfamiliar with Tovey’s article, but it is still troubling that he seems unaware of the passage’s significance.  Bars 77 – 83 have, however, an importance which both Clapham and Tovey seem to have missed: i.e., the hemiola structure of mm. 81 – 82
 foreshadows a similar passage in mm. 16 – 17 of the Scherzo (Figure 2.3), and this connection is totally missing in the sketch because of its “shorter and weaker” version of the second subject.
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Figure 2.1.  Phrase extension of 1st movement 2nd subject (mm. 75 – 84).
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Figure 2.1 cont..
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Figure 2.2.  Re-beaming and voice leading of 81 – 82 to show hemiola.
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Figure 2.3.  Scherzo mm. 14 – 17; hemiola in mm. 16 – 17.


This is not the only point of commonality between the first movment and the Scherzo, nor is it the most striking.  In 5 recto mm. 3 ff. of the sketch, Dvořák writes what eventually will become mm. 290 ff. in the final score (Figure 2.4), and both the sketch and the definitive version are very close, motivically and in mood, to mm. 205 – 208 (Figure 2.5) and 214 – 223  (Figure 2.6) in the A1 section of the Scherzo.  What is most interesting is that because the sketch of the Scherzo has a conventional
 da capo (9 verso, st. 12 – 13), rather than a newly composed A1, this connection does not exist in the sketch itself; it is found only in the holograph.  Dvořák, at this point in his career, tended more and more towards a cyclic conception of symphonic structure, a technique which first appears at the end of the F Major Symphony
, and which has its clearest manifestation in the Symphony “From the New World”.
  Cyclic composition is more subtle in op. 70, and will be discussed in the analytical chapters, but it is apparent that he had not yet decided to introduce it into this work while sketching it.  Exactly when Dvořák chose to link the movements is a matter of speculation, but it is certain that the decisions to dispense with the conventional D.C. in the Scherzo and to extend the second subject of the first movement hypermetrically must have been connected with the introduction of cyclic elements, since it is only by this extension and by composing the A1 section of the Scherzo anew that these elements are introduced at all.  There may be a missing sketch,
 and the relatively pristine condition of the holograph argues in favour of this theory.  However, there is no proof one way or the other.
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Figure 2.4.  1st movement mm. 290 – 295; anticiptation of Scherzo.
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Figure 2.5.  Scherzo mm. 204 – 208.
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Figure 2.6.  Scherzo mm. 214 – 225.
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Figure 2.6 cont.


Another technique Dvořák uses to relate the movements is that of “linkage”.  In the final version (and the holograph), the ending of each movement anticipates the beginning of the next:  the first movement ends on d1, the second begins on d2; the second ends with a1 – f1, the third begins with a2 – f2; and most strikingly, the Scherzo ends on a, because of the recomposed A1 section, and the Finale begins with a – a1 .  In the sketches, none of these linkages occur:  the first movement ends on a not d (5 recto, St. 7 – 8), the Adagio ends on f not a – f (7 recto, St. 19 – 20), and, because of the da capo, the Scherzo ends on d not a (9 recto, St. 6 – 7).  So the question is, when did Dvořák decide to link the movements?  Again, as with the cyclic elements, there is no documentary evidence which answers this question.  What we do know is that in the first version of the holograph, the original slow movement (reconstructed from the cuts) did not have a linkage to the Scherzo, but rather, ends with an f in the soprano.  In the second version, this f is changed to an a, and it is only with the final incarnation that Dvořák writes the a – f link to the third movment.  All of this is documented below in the section on the second movement cuts.  The point is, it had not occured to Dvořák that each movement should link to the next one, even though he had already finished the entire piece as we now know it (except for the slow movement), including the cyclic elements elucidated above.  One possible theory is that, while reworking the second movement, he noticed the linkages between the first movement and the Adagio, and between the Scherzo and the Finale.  Given the cyclic elements that were already in place, he could have had some kind of epiphany that he should complete the process by linking the Adagio and the Scherzo.  This is certainly a plausible explanation, and it is supported by the documents as we have them, but it can remain only a theory unless further documentation is found.

As to the first movement’s overall structure, the sketch shows a conventional sonata-allegro plan, including the above-mentioned repeat of the exposition; also, there is a pianissimo recapitulation of the opening theme (3 verso, stave 9 – 10, mm. 7 ff.).
  The crucial question regarding this movement, however, and one which is addressed fully in the analysis chapter below, is the nature of the development section:  exactly which harmony is being composed out, V or VI?  In the exposition, the sketch of the second subject (2 verso, St. 19 – 20 ff.) proceeds very much as in the definitive version; i.e., in the key of B-flat major (VI) and then down to an apparent dominant.  The repeat of the exposition in the sketch, however, changes our whole perception as to what is happening.  Even if one argues that the V in the first ending (3 recto, St. 1 – 2 ff.) is a “back-relating dominant” (i.e., a dominant prolonging the initial tonic), it seems clear that the repeat cannot help but impress upon the listener a more significant role for the dominant than would be the case if the repeat were not there.  In this case the b minor [image: image13.png]


VI, which occurs in the development (3 recto, St. 7 – 8 ff. , and mm. 149 ff. in the score) would be interpreted as a neighbouring note prolonging V, not a chromatic neighbouring-note prolongation of VI, as will be argued is the case in the final version.  It is interesting to note in passing that the sketch, in the soprano, originally begins the development of the second subject with b2, not f[image: image14.png]


2, and that Dvořák crosses out the former in favour of the latter; this change is extremely important in that it allows for a neighbouring-note prolongation of the upper voice as well as the bass (i.e., scale-degree 2 is prolonged by means of an f[image: image15.png]


 neighbouring note, again assuming a composing out of the dominant at the sketching stage of composition).


The idea that Dvořák originally extended the dominant is given further credence by what happens a little later in the sketch when the first subject reappears (3 recto, St.  19 – 20 , the last three measures):  here, the reintroduction of the first subject is in the key of the dominant; in mm. 173 ff. of the score, Dvořák writes this part in the minor submediant, what Clapham calls “the ‘mysterious’ key of B-flat minor” (109).  In fact, there is nothing mysterious about it at all, if one views the development in the final version as a large-scale extention of VI; i.e., the key of the second subject.  


To summarize, Dvořák’s initial conception of the first movement involved a conventional extension of V, not VI, and somewhere between the sketch and the holograph, he made the crucial decision not only to omit the repeat, but to cast the development of the first subject in the key of the submediant, rather than the dominant.  Unfortunately, as with his decision to link the movements, there is no existing documentation which links the two versions (i.e., how the movement evolved from the sketch to the definitive version).

2nd Movement

Most of the discussion for this movement will be reserved for the commentary on the second movement cuts, since Clapham’s account of the sketchbook is accurate enough, though as has already been pointed out, he does not discuss the significance of the changes Dvořák made to the ending.  Besides the final bars, the most important difference between the sketch and the definitive version is that the A1 section (6 verso, St. 5 – 6 ff.) consists of a full recapitulation, which, unlike the score, includes both the initial eight measures of the first subject as well as the “horn” theme (7 recto, St. 4 – 5).  What the sketch does not have is the marvelous quasi deceptive cadence in A major of “V7 to [image: image16.png]


VI” which one finds in the final version (mm. 69 ff.); rather, the sketch approaches the beginning of A1 with a conventional V7 – I  in F major, since the B section, after proceeding in a similar manner to the score, works its way, via further development (7 recto, St. 5 – 6 ff.), back to the dominant of F major (i.e, the home key), rather than to that of A major, as is the case in the score.


One final item of interest occurs in 7 recto, staves 12 – 14 ff.  Here the first part of the first subject appears over a tonic pedal as it does in measures 95 ff. in the score, but with the crucial difference that the melody starts on f (scale-degree 1). The predominance of a (scale-degree 3) in the score is very important in that it not only serves to set up the a – f in the last measure more effectively, it also leaves the final closure of the line less strongly emphasized.  As will be seen in the analysis below, this ambiguity is very important not only for its effect on the transition from this movement into the Scherzo, but also for how this movement fits into the overall plan of the symphony.

3rd Movement

Clapham summarizes his account of the sketch for the Scherzo as follows:  “At the end are written ‘D.C.’ and the date, 18 91 85,
 which, together with the lack of evidence in the scherzo sketch, shows that at that time Dvořák had no intention of breaking off short twenty-nine bars from the beginning and writing a long coda in which the pathos of bar 30 is emphasized and bars 76 – 92 are repeated with more fury than before” (115).  As was pointed out above, the recomposed A1 section has a formal significance for the symphony as a whole in that it creates a cyclic connection with the first movement.  It also has a structural importance for the movement, specifically in terms of achieving closure of the fundamental line.
  Suffice to say, however, that Clapham’s account of the movement’s genesis is generally accurate.


Earlier in this chapter, it was said that the archivist’s stamp was on the verso of all but two sheets of the sketches, and that this inconsistency results in some confusion as to the proper ordering of the pages.  The first instance occurs in the sketch for the Scherzo.  The initial page is obviously 7 verso, but if one examines the contents of the next two pages, it becomes apparent that 8 recto does not follow 7 verso; rather, it is 8 verso that should come next.  Again, the cause of this mixup is that the archivist’s stamp is on the wrong side of the sheet.  As Clapham correctly points out, and an examination of the contents confirms, “crossed-out bars and a sign indicate that a cut was to be made from fifteen bars after the beginning of the sketch [i.e., 7 verso, staves 4 – 5, m. 4] to the next page [i.e., 8 verso, staves 1 – 2, mm. 1 ff.]” (114).  The reason for the archivist’s confusion is clear.  The first page, 7 verso, is marked by Dvořák as page 11 and, as can be seen, the entire page is crossed out.  Since the sketch just tapers off to nothing, it seems reasonable to assume that the composer might have decided to start the movement over again, and this is what happens in 8 recto; significantly, Dvořák also marks it as page 12, which seems to give credence to the view that 8 recto is the next page of the sketch.  Likely this is what the archivist thought, since he put his stamp on the reverse side (i.e., 8 verso).  The problem is that he was wrong.  Not only do the contents of 8 verso follow the cut mark in 7 verso, but, moreover, both pages are crossed out in exactly the same manner and have the same scratched-out barlines which indicate the original time signature of 3/4, which Dvořák strokes out and replaces with 6/4.
  The logical inference is that Dvořák wrote and then rejected both pages together, after which he restarted the movement on what is now called 8 recto.  The proper order for the sketch of the Scherzo, therefore, is as follows:  7 verso (marked page 11), 8 verso (marked page 12), 8 recto (page 11), 9 recto (page 12), and finally 9 verso (page 13).  In other words, the recto and verso of sheet 8 need to be reversed for the proper order of the pages to be restored.  In this present study, I have kept the ordering as it is found in the archive so as to avoid creating any more confusion about which page is which than has already been caused by the archivist’s mistake.  The main lesson to be learned from this is that it is dangerous to make bibliographical decisions without first carefully examining the actual contents of the music.  Unfortunately, as will be seen in the fourth movememt below, this is not the only error in the archivist’s ordering of these sketches.
4th Movement

As with the second and third movements, Clapham’s account of the Finale is accurate as far as is goes, but the waters again have been muddied by the archivist’s improper ordering of the pages.  The sketch starts on staves 15 – 16 of 9 verso, and proceeds through the entire exposition until 10 verso staves 8 – 9 where he breaks off and goes back to the end of the first movement, signaled by the phrase “Konec první věty”.
  Here he sketches out the material that will take the place of the original three-bar transition to the final statement of the first subject; this can be found in 4 verso staves 19 – 20 ff.  The new first-movement material finishes on staves 16 – 17 of 10 verso (at the point where this final statement begins in 4 verso), and it is here that the ordering of the pages becomes a problem.  Dvořák resumes working out the end of the exposition not in 11 recto, but rather in 11 verso.  Again the problem is caused by the archivist’s stamp being on the wrong side of the page.  Unlike with the Scherzo, however, there is no discernable reason for this mistake to have happened.  The material in 11 verso clearly follows from that in 10 verso (staves 3 – 4 measures 5 ff.) and, furthermore, there are no page numbers on either side of the sheet to cloud the issue as is the case with the Scherzo.  Also the material in 11 recto follows directly from that in the final measure of 11 verso, staves 15 – 16.  Therefore, the correct ordering for the sketch of the Finale is:  (i) 9 verso, staves 15 – 16  to 10 verso, staves 8 – 9 , where Dvořák breaks off with the reworking of the first movement coda; (ii) 11 verso which follows 10 verso, staves 3 – 4 m. 4, and which proceeds to staves 16 – 17 (the material on staves 18-19 being crossed out); (iii) 11 recto starting in staves 10 – 11 proceeding directly from the end of staves 16 – 17 of 11 verso, which in turn is preceded on the same page by a restatement of the Finale’s opening.


A question that immediately comes to mind is why Dvořák suddenly turned to the first movement while sketching out the Finale.  According to Clapham, “... the composer reached an impasse in the development at which point he turned aside to write the additional bars for the coda of the first movement” (115).  In fact, the whole of Clapham’s account of the Finale gives a picture of someone who is basically floundering around with no clear idea of where he is going and with no discernable plan for the movement as a whole.  The documents do not unequivocally support this view.  It is equally plausible that Dvořák, while starting to sketch out the development, has an epiphany as to how the first movement should proceed to the final statement of the first subject (i.e., 4 verso staves 19 – 20 ff.); he then breaks off his work on the last movement to commit his ideas to paper, after which he resumes his sketching of the Finale starting on 11 verso as detailed above.  That fact that he rejected the material after 10 verso staves 3 – 4 in no way shows that he reached an impasse.  Throughout the sketching of the previous movements, Dvořák constantly rejects and rewrites material; Clapham does not take this as evidence of his reaching an “impasse”, and there is no reason for him to have made this inference here.


The material before the first-movement interpolation is interesting from an analytical point of view.  As Clapham points out, “in the first sketch the contrasting theme in the tonic [i.e., 9 verso staves 19 – 20 mm. 3 ff.] appears rather early, in the twenty-fourth bar, without the [opening] theme having been restated.  In the full score it is delayed until bar 66, but we now notice that the opening bars [of  9 verso staves 15 – 16 ff.] bear a strong resemblance to bars 42 – 65 [actually, mm. 42 – 66] of the final version, and that the whole of the previous section [i.e., mm. 1 – 41 of the score] is missing” (116).  In the analysis below,
 the entire opening section of of the score (bars 1 – 66) is read as an extended dominant, with the actual tonic not making its first appearance until measure 67.  The abbreviated opening of the sketch cannot be read any other way than as dominant preparation; this reading supports the view that Dvořák intended an extended dominant in the opening of the final version.


One other point of analytical interest is the original sketch of the final cadence for the second subject (10 recto stave 16 mm. 8 – 9, mm. 129 – 132 of the final version).  The melody was to have originally had two e3s over the penultimate dominant going to the final a2; Dvořák crossed out the e3s and replaced them with the highly characteristic f[image: image17.png]


 leaping down a seventh to the g[image: image18.png]


 found in the final version (see Figure 2.7).  The importance of this change, besides its distinctive melodic flavour, lies in its making the descent of the line more ambiguous.  The original e can much more easily be heard as a substitution for the b (scale-degree 2 in A major), but would have made the subsequent final descent in the minor key (which begins later in 10 verso staves 1 – 2 mm. 6 ff., and in mm. 141 ff. of the definitive version) far less effective by strongly implying a descent in the tonic major.

[image: image19.jpg]132
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Figure 2.7.  End of the last movement’s 2nd subject, the sketch and the final version.


Clapham’s account of the development section is more explicit in its depiction of Dvořák’s not having any real plan for the movement:  “As for the development, it is clear that he became completely bogged [sic], and did not know which way to turn” (115).  This is a wholly gratuitous characterization and is based on 1) the differences with the final version, and 2) Dvořák’s apparent breaking off and restarting of the movement at the top of 11 recto.  As to the former, it is very dangerous to draw conclusions about a composer’s state of mind based on the sketches; even if they differ from the final version or are somewhat chaotic, this does not perforce indicate a corresponding chaos or confusion in the composer’s mind.  Sketches are not written for the convenience of musicological research; they are meant for the composer’s eyes only, and are often incomplete and chaotic to the outside observer (as anyone who has studied Beethoven’s sketches can testify; I know of nobody who would accuse him of chaotic or unclear thinking).  In any case, if one looks carefully at the sketches in question, it is equally plausible to conclude that Dvořák was working out, with clarity of purpose, his vision as to how the movement should ultimately go.  His mind was certainly clear enough to realize his mistake in 11 verso staves16 – 17 mm. 3 ff., where he makes an annotation to change the key to e minor.  As will be seen in the analysis, this section being in e minor has profound analytical implications for the structure of the entire development section.


As to Dvořák’s supposed breaking off with “a new sketch of the first thirty bars of the movement [followed by] a further attempt to complete the development” (115), there is another explanation for this page that is more consistent with the actual nature of the document.  As was stated earlier, the sketch immediately following this interpolation of the opening (i.e., starting in 11 recto mm. 9 – 10 ff.) follows directly from 11 verso.  If one examines the actual writing, it becomes clear that Dvořák did not interrupt his sketching of the movement to restart the Finale, since the writing style after the interpolation, including the ink and the use of purple pencil, is the same as that which one finds in 11 verso (i.e., the previous page).  The opening measures as sketched at the beginning of 11 recto have a completely different look; moreover, there is no use of purple pencil, as is the case starting in staves 10 – 11 of the same page.  A more plausible theory, therefore, is that at some point during the sketching of the Finale, Dvořák re-sketched the opening measures on a blank sheet of manuscript and, perhaps deciding not to waste paper, continued his sketch from 11 verso using the same page with the opening already on it; to avoid confusion, he marked the continuation of 11 recto with a large circle and an “x” in the margin.


As Clapham points out, the sketch breaks off before the onset of the recapitulation:  “[The final] pages are missing, so that it is not possible to see how Dvořák intended to reach the recapitulation, or what form the rest of the movement would have taken” (115).  The only issue I have here is with his use of the subjunctive, since the implication is that the final form of the Finale from the last bars of the development to the end of the movement is substantially different from Dvořák’s initial conception.  Based upon the available documents, there is no way to know whether this is true or not, and the only reason I can see that Clapham thought this was the case is his view that Dvořák had no clear plan of the Finale’s ultimate structure, a view which he bases on his perception of the sketches.

Cuts to the 2nd Movement

Shortly after the premiere of the symphony, which the composer conducted on 22 April 1885 in St. James Hall, London, Dvořák decided to give the 2nd movement a complete overhaul, and on the 19th of June that same year he was able to write his publisher Simrock the following:  “Jetzt ist das Adagio viel kürzer und gedrängter (40 Takte weniger!) und ich glaube jetzt sicher, dass keine Note zu viel ist.”
  The revisions took the form of cutting pages out of the holograph and composing new material.  Fortunately, all of the cut pages have been preserved and consist of the following documents:  1) seven sheets bound together starting with measure 51 of the score, which I have labeled CI; 2) five sheets bound together beginning at measure 65 of the score labeled CII; 3) a single sheet (inv. 1476) corresponding to bars 101 to the end of the final score.  All of the material is in manuscript similar to that of the sketches:  32 X 24.5 mm., each page having 20 staves.

If one examines the discarded pages carefully, it becomes clear that Dvořák made two major revisions to the slow movement after the premiere, and Clapham says as much in his article:


For the development and recapitulation it is necessary to consult four sources of information:  the sketch, the two sets of pages removed from the full score, which will be referred to as (I) and (II) respectively, and the definitive full score.  (II) originally followed immediately after (I), but was not discarded until after the latter had been replaced....  Unlike the sketch, (I) recapitulates the main material fully in A major, instead of in the tonic key F major.
  (II), while retaining A major for this section, omits the first ten bars of the main subject [as does the final version].  The definitive score, on the other hand, reverts to the original intention of recapitulating the tonic, but adopts the foreshortening as in (II).

This means that four versions of the slow movement were conceived:  one at the sketch stage, and three (including the definitive version) which were fully scored.  Unfortunately, even though Clapham’s description of the four versions is essentially correct, his account of how the documents fit together is very misleading, especially when he states that “ (II) orignally followed immediately after (I), but was not discarded until after the latter [i.e., (I)] was replaced”.  As the following discussion will make clear, CII in its present form never did follow CI.


In order to show more clearly the structure of and the relationship between CI and CII,  I have prepared a chart of the documents which is included below for reference, and is marked as Figure 2.8. 


[image: image20.emf]CUTS I

55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62

1 recto 1 verso 2 recto 2 verso 3 recto 3 verso 4 recto 4 verso

63 64 65 66 67 68

5 recto 5 verso 6 recto 6 verso 7 recto 7 verso

Note:  1 recto is identical to p. 55 ( 28 recto) of the holograph.

CUTS II

59 60 61 62 63 (69) 64 70

1 recto 1 verso 2 recto 2 verso 3 recto 3 verso

71 65 66 72 67

4 recto 4 verso 5 recto

Note:  5 recto replaces the Single Sheet.

SINGLE SHEET (inv. 1476)

73 67

Note:  the first page of the Scherzo in the holograph is marked as page 74.


Figure 2.8.  Chart of pages in the cuts to the 2nd movement


As the chart indicates, 1 recto page 55 of CI is virtually the same as page 55 of the holograph and corresponds to mm. 51 – 54 of the score, but from here CI departs drastically from the definitive version.  The b-minor six-four chord at the start of page 56 is the same as m. 55 in the score, but instead of moving to c-sharp minor, it begins a repetition of mm. 40 ff. in b minor and, through the next few pages, goes through various keys and sequential developments.  In the second bar of 5 recto (page 63) it arrives at V4/2 of B major and what is virtually the same material as is found in m. 63 of the score.  However, in CI, instead of moving on to the marvelous chromatic sequential passage of mm. 64 ff., he brings the piece to a halt on this chord, and by means of a one-bar transition modulates to A major and commences a full recapitulation in this key, including, as was stated above, the first part of the first subject.  This A1 section matches the material exactly as that found in the initial A section (except for the key being A major) until the last bar of 7 verso (marked page 68, and which is an exact transposition of measure 26 of the score), at which point CI abruptly stops.


If, as Clapham says, CI and CII were originally joined together, two questions come immediately to mind:  first, given that the first page of CII does not follow the last of CI, is there any way that CI and CII can be connected together in their present state; and second, if so, is it possible to reconstruct both the first version of the movement performed at the premiere, as well as the second complete version which came immediately before the final holograph?  A close examination of the documents reveals the answer to both of these questions to be “yes”.


When looking at the physical properties of CII, two things are immediately apparent: first, the quality of the paper changes markedly from 2 verso to 3 recto to a type which seems to be the same as that found in CI, after which 5 recto reverts back to the quality one finds in the first four pages of CII; second, the pagination of 3 verso to 4 verso in CII has stroked-out pages numbers that seem to follow from the last page of CI. There are, however, two anomalous pages:  3 recto is lacking the number “69” which would follow the “68” of the last page of CI, and 5 recto does not have a page “73” which would follow the “72” of the previous page.  The latter is easily explained:  the contents of 5 recto is almost the same as that of the single sheet (inv. 1476), which also has the crossed-out page number “73”.  Since this single sheet has the same quality of paper as CI as well as that of 3 recto to 4 verso of CII, and, moreover, since the first page of the Scherzo in the holograph is marked page 74 (which follows the “73” of inv. 1476), it becomes clear that inv. 1476 was the original last page of the second movement, and that during the first revision, Dvořák decided to replace it with 5 recto.  The reasons for this decision will be discussed below.


We are still left with the problem of CII 3 recto.  Even though its contents exactly continue those of CI 7 verso, and the paper is also the same, the pagination does not seem to fit; i.e., there is no crossed-out “69” which follows the “68” of CI or proceeds to the stroked-out “70” of the next page.  Under the magnifying glass, however, it becomes very clear that someone (presumably Dvořák) used an implement like a penknife to scratch something out, over which is written the number 63.  The only reasonable conclusion is that 3 recto was originally marked as page 69, which means that it also originally followed 7 verso of CI (page 68).


Regarding 1 recto to 2 verso of CII, the contents of 1 recto (marked page 59) is virtually identical to that of mm. 65 – 68 of the score  and, as was stated above, exactly follows page 58 of the holograph (i.e., from m. 64 of the score).  At this point, however, things change drastically.  After stopping on the V7 of A major as in m. 68 of the score, here Dvořák treats this A major V7 chord as a real dominant and starts the A1 section in A major, rather than proceeding back to the tonic key of F major via the marvelous deceptive progression one finds in the definitive text.  As Clapham states, for this first revision, the composer does not recapitulate the entire first section, but rather begins with the equivalent of mm. 72 ff. of the score; from there, an exact recapitulation ensues (including the “horn” theme, mm. 32 ff. of the score) until the third bar of 4 recto (equivalent to m. 34 of the A section), at which point, by means of a one-bar modulation, Dvořák brings the movement back to F major and an ending which corresponds to mm. 91 ff. of the score.


The only thing left to account for is the substitution, during the first revision, of 5 recto of CII for inv. 1476.  Both pages are very similar to each other and correspond precisely to mm. 101 – 110 of the score.  There are, however, significant differences.  When comparing the physical characteristics of inv. 1776 with CII 5 recto, besides the paper differences noted above, the first thing one notices is that the timpani part (which is identical to that of 5 recto of CII and the final version) is added in pencil in inv. 1476 with some editorial crossings out, whereas in 5 recto it is written in ink.  One explanation for replacing inv. 1476 with CII 5 recto, therefore, could be that Dvořák wished to make a final neat copy.  However, when one examines the contents of the last measure, another more compelling reason is immediately apparent:  with inv. 1476, the last note of the movement is f3, whereas in CII 5 recto it is a1.  This change to a is, of course, the first step in the process, mentioned earlier, which links this movement with the Scherzo, and which culminates in the final version where the a2 – f2 of the Scherzo’s opening is articulated in the last two measures of the Andante by an a1 – f1 voice crossing between the first and second violins (i.e., mm. 109 – 110 of the final version).

In summary, and based upon the above description of the documents, it is now possible to reconstruct completely the genesis of the 2nd movement.  After page 54 of the holograph (which ends with m. 50 of the score) , the remaining original slow movement consisted of the following:  all of CI, followed by 3 recto to 4 verso of CII, and ending with the single sheet inv. 1476.  In this first version, the B section is much longer, and the A1 section consists of a complete recapitulation in A major which modulates back to the home tonic of F major only one measure before what is now m. 91, after which it ends in a similar fashion to the definitive version with the exception of the final note f3.  Subsequent to the premiere, Dvořák, deciding that the movement was too long, removed pages 55 to 68 (i.e., CI, which includes the recapitulation of mm. 1 – 10) from the holograph, and wrote material linking page 54 to page 69 (which includes pages 55 – 58 of the present holograph as well as the first four pages of CII), after which he changed the page numbers of the the last six pages of CII, as well as that of inv. 1476.  Finally, after making editorial annotations to the timpani part of the last page (i.e., inv. 1476), he rewrote it with a clean copy using the new page number 67, and with an ending on a1 rather than the f3 found in inv. 1476.  In this second complete version, there are three main differences from the final score:  1) the recapitulation is still in A major; 2) the “horn” theme (mm. 32 – 39) is still included in A1; 3) the movement ends with a1 instead of the a1 – f1 found in the final version.

The second and final revision consisted of removing CII and rewriting the entire last section from page 59 of the holograph onwards (i.e., from mm. 65 ff. in the final score), finishing on what is now marked as page 66 in the holograph.  Needless to say, this last page also has the definitive ending with the aforementioned a1 – f1.

The Holograph
Physical description

As was stated above, the holograph is written on paper identical to that of the 2nd-movement cuts:  32 x 24.5 mm. sheets, oblong with twenty staves on each side and a total of seventy-four sheets bound into a single volume with a hard brown cardboard cover.  A paper label is affixed to the top left hand corner of the front cover and contains the following text:  

	VII.symfonie d-moll,

op.70
(partitura)

inv.č.  1474


Figure 2.9.  Paper affixed to cover of holograph.
On the spine in gold lettering is inscribed (without quotation marks):  “Ant. Dvořák, SYMPHONIE No. 2, D moll.”  On the title page (1 recto), Dvořák designates the symphony as being number “VI”, probably reflecting the fact that his first, “The Bells of Zlonice”, was lost at this point; a photo of Hans von Bülow is afixed to the upper left hand corner.  The pagination is as follows:  the 1st movement is 2 recto to a blank 22 verso marked pp. 3 to 43 with 1 verso (the cover) and 1 recto not paginated; the 2nd movement is 23 recto to 33 verso marked pp. 45 to 66; the 3rd movment is 34 recto to a blank 51 verso marked pp. 74 to 108 (note the skipped pages from end of the Andante reflecting the 2nd-movement cuts); the 4th movmenet is 52 recto to 74 verso marked pp. 110 to 153 in purple pencil with no page numbers on 52 recto and 74 verso.  One filler sheet each is at the back and front cover.  The paper is slightly dark and somewhat brownish, due most likely to age.
Contents

A complete accounting of the contents of the holograph is beyond the scope of this dissertation.  There are two places, however, that require comment because of their analytical import.


On page 102 (48 verso), which corresponds to mm. 215 – 217 of the Scherzo in the score, “un poco ritardan [sic]” is written above the first violins but is crossed out by the composer.  The reason for this “ritardan” becomes apparent when one looks at the next page, 49 recto.  Originally, instead of initiating the final attempt at cadential resolution found in mm. 218 – 233 of the final version, Dvořák moves directly from m. 218 to m. 233 which he marks as “in tempo”; from there, the document shows he originally planned to drive towards the end as he does in the score.  However, after writing three measures which are identical to mm. 233 – 235, Dvořák crosses out these bars (along with the “in tempo”), and writes instead the aforementioned final cadence found in  mm. 218 – 233.  The “ritardan”, therefore, along with the “in tempo”, were both originally necessary since it was only by slowing down the cadence that the rush to the end could be approached in a convincing manner.  In effect, the final cadence of mm. 218 – 235 renders these markings redundant, since it in itself acts as an extended ritardando.  More important from an analytical standpoint is that it is only by means of this final cadence that a descent of the fundamental line, however tenuous, is effected.  The specific nature of the Scherzo’s Urlinie and its relationship to the structure of the symphony as a whole will be discussed below in the analysis of the third movement.  Suffice to say that it seems clear Dvořák felt (correctly) the Scherzo required one more “attempt” at resolving the musical tension set up by the rest of the movement.

The second part of the holograph which requires comment is the very last page.  One of the practices common amongst many modern conductors is the changing of Dvořák’s orchestration in mm. 425 – 426 of the Finale.  The otherwise wonderful recording by István Kertész and the London Symphony Orchestra (London Records 430 046-2) is typical.  Instead of horns 1 and 2 both playing a whole note d in the m. 425 followed by an a in m. 426, Kertész has both horns double the bassoon and clarinets, presumably because of the mistaken assumption that these latter two instruments have the main melodic line which, with Dvořák’s orchestration, cannot be clearly heard.  There are two reasons why this is problematic, one documentary and the other analytical.  If one looks at the holograph, it becomes clear that Dvořák intended the first and second horn parts as written to be the principal line.  The dynamic ff occurs not only in m. 425, as in the score, but also in the next bar, but only in the horn and brass parts.  Also, under the 1st and 2nd horns, Dvořák writes “Molto maestoso” in bold strokes and strongly underlined.  The unmistakable impression to the eye is that this is the most important line, and that the composer wants it to be brought out in performance above all the other parts.  Matters are not helped very much by the editors of the critical edition, who obviously decided that the extra fortissimos were redundant and left them out of the published version.

An analysis of these last measures confirms that the horn part indeed carries the principal line.  All through the Finale, the opening theme has had a raised fourth degree creating the characteristic tritone, and in a way, one could say that the entire movement has been progressing towards a definitive statement of this motif .  The first attempt at a final version occurs in m. 414 where the first violin part, after reiterating the g[image: image21.png]


 three times, finally avoids the g[image: image22.png]


, making it up to the b[image: image23.png]


 which then resolves to the a.  The last word on this theme, however, is reserved for the horns in mm. 425 – 426 where, for the first time in the entire movement, there is an unadulterated perfect fifth (d1 – a1) which then moves up to a neighbouring-note b[image: image24.png]


1 and then back down to the final a1.  This upper neighbouring-note movement (indicated by an asterisk in Figure 2.10), in contrast to the earlier incomplete motion to b[image: image25.png]


3 in the first violins, is a fundamental structural element of the movement as a whole, and will be discussed fully in the analysis to follow, but Figure 2.10 will suffice for now to show how these final measures work:
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Figure 2.10.  Analytical sketch, last movement mm. 425 – 431.

TRANSCRIPTION OF DVOŘÁK’S SKETCHES FOR OP. 70
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Chapter 3

The First Movement


The Allegro maestoso of op. 70, at first glance, appears to be in a conventional sonata-allegro form, and an overall map of the movement (Figure 3.1) certainly seems to confirm this initial assessment:

Exposition

1st Group
· 1 – 32 principal idea and continuation



i (d)

· 33 – 41 imitative passage




i

· 42 – 54 auxiliary horn theme
derived from 33 ff.


[image: image93.png]


II – V 

· 55 – 72 principal idea




i


2nd Group
· 72 – 82 initial statement




VI (B[image: image94.png]


)

· 83 – 117 repetition and extension

· 118 – 123 principal idea in a cadential function


Codetta
· 123 – 148 develops principal idea, continuation,

and 2nd Group initial statement, leading to an apparent V in m. 137
Development


149 – 156 fragment of 2nd Group initial statement




[image: image95.png]


vi (b)


157 – 173 development of principal idea


174 – 195 further development of principal idea




vi (b[image: image96.png]


)


 leading to an apparent V in 195
Recapitulation

1st Group
· 196 – 213 principal idea abbreviated



i (d)

(continuation, imitative passage and


auxiliary horn theme are omitted)


2nd Group
· 214 – 247 initial statement and extension


I (D)

(repetition is omitted; proceeds immediately to extension)
Coda


248 – 271 further development of principal idea (corresponds to 118 ff.)

i (d)

272 – 287 further development of principal idea continuation (corresponds to 123 ff.)

287 – 314 further development of principal idea

Figure 3.1.  Map of the form.


However, the middleground sketch (Figure 3.2) shows that the structure which generates this form is highly unconventional.  Not only is there no interruption (an element usually taken as a requirement in a sonata-allegro structure), but there also is no descent of the fundamental line supported by a bass arpeggiation of I – V – I; i.e., the movement has no completed fundamental structure!   Moreover, the I – VI – I which defines the form of this movement is suggestive more of ternary rather than sonata form.


There are some cases where smaller forms seem to be missing a fundamental structure.  For example, in Chopin’s Etude op. 10 no. 3 , the descent of the line, 3 – 2 – 1 (g[image: image97.png]


1, f [image: image98.png]


1, e1) is supported only by a tonic pedal, which means that a necessary component of the fundamental structure is missing:  the aforementioned I – V – I arpeggiation in the bass.
  Chopin writes “attacca” into the next Etude, which is in C-sharp minor with scale-degree 5 (g[image: image99.png]


2) as its primary tone; this means that op. 10 no.3, with no. 4 and its opening dominant upbeat together create an extended auxiliary cadence, III – V – I in c-sharp minor.  Other instances occur where smaller forms lack a fundamental structure,
 but the opening movement of Dvořák’s op. 70 is the only example I could find where such a procedure happens in a large-scale symphonic movement.
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Figure 3.2.  Middleground sketch of 1st movement


The foreground sketch, which is found at the end of this chapter, consists of the following elements: 1) the complete sketch itself on the upper two staves; 2) a detailed middleground sketch on staves 7 and 8 lined up with the foreground sketch; 3) a table of motivic components which occur throughout the movement, often in enlargement, on the bottom staff of the first page; 4) on staves 4 and 5, the motivic components as they occur in the music, directly underneath the corresponding notes of the foreground sketch.  These motivic components are further identified by various braces, both in the table at the bottom of the page and in the sketch.  The b[image: image101.png]


 neighbouring-note figure discussed at the end of Chapter 2, and which appears as a significant element throughout the symphony, is identified in both the foreground and middleground sketches by an asterisk.

The first twenty bars of the foreground show five motivic components that become important as the movement progresses:  first, the initial three-note ascent d – e – f (m. 2); second, the arpeggiation in the bass (mm. 3 – 17) of the tonic triad (albeit in its major form) marked by the broken square brace in the fourth stave; third, the linear progression f – e – d in measures 3 – 5 as well as its enlargement (f1 – e[image: image102.png]


1 – d1) over bars 3 – 15 in the upper voice; fourth, the neighbouring-note figure (f – g – f) in measures 3 – 4 marked with a beam, a flag, and the letter “N”; fifth, the b[image: image103.png]


 neighbouring note marked with asterisks in bars 7 and 19.  This neighbouring-note figure appears in all four movements and, as was noted in Chapter 2, has a crucial role in terms of how the piece finally comes to a close.

As the formal map (Figure 3.1) indicates, the first group has four main sections:  first,  the principal idea initially stated in the cellos and its continuation (mm. 16 ff.); second, an imitative passage primarily in the strings (mm. 33 – 41); third, an auxiliary horn theme on [image: image104.png]


II derived from the imitative passage (mm. 42 – 54); fourth, a return of the principal idea, this time with the full orchestra (mm. 55 – 72).  The auxiliary horn theme gives the first group a quasi-ternary quality which Dvořák was fond of using in his sonata structures, notable examples being the opening movements of the third and sixth symphonies, as well as the first movement of the Piano Quintet op. 81.  In op. 70, the horn theme composes out the Neapolitan II which serves as an intermediate harmony leading to the dominant chord in measure 50; this latter occurs as a result of an enharmonic change from d[image: image105.png]


 to c[image: image106.png]


 (m. 50).  To understand what is really happening, however, one must look to the middleground sketch which reveals that the entire first group up to the first note of the second group (mm. 1 – 73) is a large-scale expansion of the opening five bars of the piece.  All of the elements are there:  the initial 3rd ascent (mm. 1 – 3), the neighbouring-note figure f2 – g2 – f2 (mm. 3 – 55), and the 3rd-progression f2 – e[image: image107.png]


2 – d2 (mm. 55 – 73).  This means that the auxiliary horn theme has an important structural function that goes well beyond its surface meaning as a contrasting “B” section in a quasi-ternary thematic group.  The 3rd-progression, f2 – e[image: image108.png]


2 – d2,  also serves as a transition into the second group, which begins in measure 73 on d2.  The use of e[image: image109.png]


 instead of e in the 3rd progression has already occurred in the first example of motivic enlargement in measures 3, 11, and 15, as is clearly illustrated in the foreground sketch.  The contrast of e and e[image: image110.png]


 in this 3rd progression occurs throughout the movement, and is just one example of the major-minor contrast which characterizes the symphony as a whole.


The second group is structured around a top-voice descending fifth, which almost invariably occurs in second groups of sonata-allegro form.  What is unusual about this particular case, however, is that second group itself begins on the local scale-degree 3 (i.e., of B[image: image111.png]


 major) in measure 73; the local fifth is the primary tone of the movement (scale-degree 3 in d minor), which proceeds through an e[image: image112.png]


2 passing tone (m. 72) to d2 where the second group actually starts (m. 73).  As we shall see, the situation in the recapitulation is radically different.


David Beveridge has pointed out that many have observed the similarity of the second group’s opening measures to the beginning of the slow movement of Brahms’s B-flat Piano Concerto.
  However, he also notes that Clapham
 shows these bars closely resemble the St. Wenceslas plainchant which Dvořák used in the Husitská Overture written two years earlier in 1883 (see Figure 3.3)
.  This overture is a highly patriotic work, and the source of Dvořák’s inspiration for the second group of op. 70 is just as likely to be his nationalism as it is his well-known admiration for his older contemporary.  This is especially possible, given the rising nationalistic fervor which was sweeping across Bohemia at the time.  Beveridge gives further strength to this argument when he shows how measures 25 – 26 of op. 70 stem directly from the  Husitská Overture’s main theme (see Figure 3.4).  The citing of Brahms as the major source for this theme may or may not have its roots in certain stereotypical assumptions outlined in Chapter 1 above.  In any case, it is always dangerous to ascribe causal connections to mere surface resemblances, or as Beveridge so eloquently puts it:  “The evidence presented ... suffices only to show the folly of attributing a work to any one particular influence outside the melting pot of Dvořák’s own creative imagination”.
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Figure 3.3.  Possible sources for the opening of the second group.
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Figure 3.4.  Probable source for the first group continuation (i.e., mm. 25 ff.)


The second group contains a further example of motivic enlargement:  the descending octave progression in the soprano from 83 – 91 being imitated in the bass from 85 – 100; both the octave progression and the imitation are shown on staves 4 and 5 of the foreground sketch.
  This “hidden” imitation is directly connected to the composer’s use of the parallel 5ths which were discussed in Chapter 2.  Under normal circumstances, after measure 90 (i.e., the end of the eight-bar repetition), the second group might have proceeded to some kind of continuation which would ultimately move towards a cadential resolution.  In fact, such a continuation is present starting in measure 97, and Figure 3.5 shows a hypothetical recomposition where this continuation immediately follows the restatement.  As one can see, this arguably more orthodox approach eliminates the bass imitation by interrupting its downward descent.  The parallel 5ths as written (mm. 93 – 6) create a sense of suspension of the musical momentum, which, in turn, allows the bass to continue its linear descent without undermining the tonal motion which begins in mm. 97 ff.; this latter is required in order to begin the process whereby a cadential resolution of the second group is achieved.  In other words, the use of these 5ths would appear to go beyond Dvořák’s liking of this particular voice leading for its own sake.
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Figure 3.5.  Hypothetical recomposition of mm. 90 – 100.


The codetta, which follows the second group starting in measure 123, finally leads the exposition to the dominant in 137.  If Dvořák had followed his initial impulse to repeat the exposition, he no doubt would have extended this dominant in preparation for the return to the beginning.  Under this scenario, this dominant would have assumed structural status, supporting an interruption of the fundamental line, as is the norm at this juncture in sonata form.  Figure 3.6 shows a hypothetical analysis of the exposition and development along with the excised repeat, where a conventional interruption is present and V is composed out in the development.  However, by following the path he did, this dominant turns out not to be the true goal of motion, and as a result the ensuing development section composes out VI (B[image: image116.png]


), the key of the second group, rather than V.
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Figure 3.6.  Hypothetical reading with a repeat of the exposition.

This piece is not the only instance where Dvořák initially intended a repeat of the exposition and then changed his mind.  In the first movement of the F Minor Trio op. 65, the holograph also has a repeat which is omitted in final version.  Figure 3.7 shows the end of the exposition and the beginning of the development (mm. 110 ff.) as they appear in the published edition of this work.
 Figure 3.8 reproduces the same place in the original holograph.
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Figure 3.7.  End of the exposition (m. 110), Trio in F Minor op. 65, 1st movement.
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Figure 3.8.  End of the exposition (m. 109), Trio in F Minor op. 65, 1st 
movement as it appears in the holograph.

The second ending in the holograph (Figure 3.8)
 proceeds very much as it does in the definitive version (Figure 3.7), and the similarity with the situation in op. 70 is striking.  Both movements are mature expressions of tragedy in a minor key, both have their second groups in the submediant (D-flat major for the Trio, and B-flat major for the symphony), and both have a weak dominant at the end of the exposition.  Finally, and most significantly, both movements avoid a clear dominant before the recapitulation (177 in the trio, and 196 in op. 70); this means that the trio, like the symphony, seems not to have the interruption which is taken as the norm for a sonata structure. 


There is, however, one major difference between the two movements:  the trio has a clear and unequivocal descent of the fundamental line supported by a perfect cadence at the end of the recapitulation, meaning that, unlike the symphony, a fundamental structure is present.


The lack of an interruption at the end of the development in both pieces means that the apparent V chords which precede their respective recapitulations do not function as genuine dominant scale steps.  With the symphony, the only place one might possibly read a real V would be in measure 195 on the final beat of the bar where the tympani play a two-note fortissimo upbeat on A; the e3 in the flute and oboe parts (194 – 5) would then function as an interruption on scale-degree 2.
  Again, this may be possible, but is highly implausible, not only because of the short duration of the A and its upbeat function, but also because of the clear chromatic progression in the bass from B[image: image121.png]


 in 174 to the tonic d in 196; the alternative reading could work only if one reads the A in the timpani as unfolding down from c[image: image122.png]


 in measures 194 – 95.  An even more critical flaw with this reading, however, is that it ignores the marvelous motivic enlargement of the upbeat/ascent which occurs in mm. 182 – 196, which, in turn, makes the e3 a  passing note to scale-degree 3 in m.196, not an interruption on scale-degree 2.

As to the overall structure of the development, the first part is defined by an f [image: image123.png]


 neighbouring-note figure, which is then “corrected” to f [image: image124.png]


 in m. 174 (see the middleground sketch., mm. 149 and 174).  This chromatic neighbouring note is anticipated in measures 123 – 25 of the Codetta as is shown in the foreground sketch, which also shows graphically that this neighbouring note has its origins in the opening measures of the movement (i.e., the f – g – f in mm. 3 – 4).  The structure of the entire development, therefore, has its ultimate source in the opening measures of the first group (f – g – f  vs. f 2 – f [image: image125.png]


2 – f 2).

When we arrive at the recapitulation, both the first and second groups are highly abbreviated compared to their counterparts in the exposition, the most striking difference seeming, at first glance, to be the omission of the auxiliary horn theme.  Beginning in measure 210, the neighbouring-note function of this theme is taken over by a local neighbouring note g2, as is made clear in both the foreground and middleground sketches.  Since this note constitutes the 7th of a V7 chord, it must resolve to scale-degree 3 (the primary tone), which it does in measure 214, albeit in the major mode.  What this means is that the 5 – 4 – 3 – 2 – 1 structure of the second group in the exposition is not possible here, since the 7th (g2) cannot rise upwards to a2; this latter note actually occurs in the 1st violins in measure 212, but must be read as incidental to the g.  The inevitable consequence is that the governing note in the recapitulation’s second group is scale-degree 3, as is the case in the exposition, only here it is the third of the chord, not the fifth.  This means that the structure of the second group in the recapitulation is radically different from that in the exposition.

This difference, in the hands of a lesser composer, might have caused problems in terms of creating a genuine sense of reprise in the recapitulation.  However, as the middleground sketch shows, the combination of the enlarged upbeat (mm. 182 – 96), together with the neighbouring note g2 (mm. 210 – 14) and the inner voice third progression f2 – e2 – d2 (mm. 242 – 48) not only recapitulates exactly the structure of the exposition’s first group, but also that of the opening five measures as shown in the foreground sketch.  It is therefore no exaggeration to say that these opening bars serve as the genesis for the entire movement.

In the exposition, the second group achieves closure in m. 123, and is preceded by a cadential 6/4 in m. 118.  The equivalent 6/4 chord in the recapitulation occurs in measure 248 at the start of the Coda, and initially there is a sense that the movement will continue with a transposition of 118 ff., only this time in the minor rather than the major mode.  As the music proceeds, however, it becomes clear that a resolution to V is not going to happen, and in fact, the 6/4 at 248 turns out to be a tonic 6/4, not a dominant 6/4.  The middleground sketch shows that the bass line consists of a large-scale arpeggiation of the tonic triad through the A in 248, followed by the triple-forte F-major chord in 266, finally arriving on D in 270.  This arpeggiation has its ultimate origin in measures 1 – 16, as indicated in the foreground sketch, so again it seems that all the main elements of the movement are articulated in the opening statement of the first group.


The nearest that the fundamental structure comes to achieving closure is in measures 286 – 87 of the Coda.  Here, the basses alternate between D and A1, with the last three notes in the viola part being  f, e, and d.  One might be tempted to read this descending third as an actual closure of the fundamental structure, especially since the final d in the viola is held through and the penultimate e is supported by A1 in the basses.  However, this bass note A1 clearly does not function as a dominant, but rather as a prolongation of the tonic; also, this reading would ignore the bassoon part which clearly (and audibly) comes to rest on f, not d.  The fact that the bass, from measure 287 to the end of the movement, is a tonic pedal point rules out a subsequent final closure of the fundamental structure, even if the soprano line were to descend, which it does not.


Dvořák’s detractors may be tempted to use this lack of closure as support for the position that when it came to sonata form, he did not have a sufficient understanding of how it worked to create a successful structure.  If one were to be doctrinaire and say that a sonata must have both an interruption and a fundamental structure, this would certainly be an easy conclusion to reach.  The question, however, is whether or not this lack of closure may have an underlying artistic purpose, perhaps one which directly relates to the expressive nature of the movement as a whole.  It is obvious that this work is a tragedy, and that the tragic tone is established right from the start.  As was stated in Chapter 2, the opening theme was inspired by Dvořák’s seeing a train filled with anti-Hapsburg patriots pulling into a Prague railway station.  Even if the politics of the event had no significance to Dvořák at the time, there is no denying that the brooding quality of this opening is highly evocative of the image which inspired it.  Again, could the tragic nature of this piece have a connection to the lack of closure as detailed in the foregoing analysis?  The answer to this question is “yes”, and without invoking the intentional fallacy, there is a possible explanation as to what Dvořák has created in this movement, one which comes from an unlikely source.

  
When writing about Shakespeare’s Hamlet, T.S. Eliot makes the observation that the emotion generated by the action is too great for the play’s objects, thus making tragic catharsis impossible, and he goes on to characterize the play as flawed on that basis.
  Northrop Frye, while agreeing with the analysis, responds by saying that “... surely the correct conclusion to draw from this fine insight is that Hamlet is best approached as a tragedy of Angst or of melancholy as a state in itself....”
  If we remember that catharsis is not just an emotional release but also the primary structural principle behind tragic drama (its Ursatz if you like), the same thing might be said of the first movement of op. 70:  Dvořák deliberately leaves one hanging with no sense of closure, resolution ... or catharsis, and in this sense the movement is a study of melancholy as such.  If final resolution of the fundamental structure is to be achieved, it can happen only in the following movements; as will be seen, such a closure does occur, but not until the recapitulation of the fourth movement at the end of the second subject.  This delaying of closure is a unifying force in the work as a whole, which, in turn, can also be viewed as being related both to Dvořák’s tendency towards cyclic composition in his symphonies generally, as well as his clear intention (as detailed in Chapter 2) to link together the movements in op. 70 specifically.

FOREGROUND SKETCH OF THE FIRST MOVEMENT
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Chapter 4
The second Movement


The overall form of the second movement is ternary, as outlined below in the formal map (Figure 4.1) and in the middleground sketch (Figure 4.2).

Section A

· 1 – 8 1st Subject part 1





I (F)



9 – 10 extension

· 11 – 18 1st Subject part 2
· 18 – 31 cadential motive





mixture of I (F) and i (f)

· 32 – 39 2nd Subject (horn theme)




I (F)
Section B
· 40 – 44 transition theme (derived from 1st Subject)


i (f)

· 45 – 47 2nd Subject variant
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VI (D[image: image145.png]


)



48 – 51 the same on E


52 – 58 the same on G


Cadence
(local i – ii6 – V6/4 – V4/2 – i6)


[image: image146.png]


vi (c[image: image147.png]


)

· 59 – 62 continuation

· 63 – 68 retransition to V/III (a)

· 68 – 71 quasi-deceptive cadence (to F) which then progresses


to V6/4 resolving to I (F) in Section A1
Section A1
· 72 – 79 1st Subject part 2





I (F)
· 79 – 90 cadential motive moving to vi, then V, resolving to I (Coda)

Coda
· 91 – 94 fleeting reference to 2nd Subject



I (F), tonic pedal

· 95 – 104 1st Subject part 1with extension



tonic pedal continues

· 105 – 110 2nd Subject liquidation




tonic pedal continues
Figure 4.1.  Map of the form.
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Figure 4.2.  Middleground sketch.

As with the first movement, there are some features of the form which are not typical of a ternary structure, the first of these being that the B section does not begin in its defining key of [image: image149.png]


VI/vi (D[image: image150.png]


/c[image: image151.png]


).  Rather, its opening idea (mm. 40 – 44) is transitional, leading from the home key, albeit in the minor mode, to the key of D[image: image152.png]


 in measure 45.  As a result, Dvořák avoids the sectional effect which usually characterizes ternary form in favour of a more fluid structure where the divisions are less clear cut.  This approach to the form would also cohere nicely with his leaning towards cyclic unity in his symphonies, mentioned previously in Chapter 2.


The second departure from normal ternary-form practice is that Section A1 begins with part two of the first subject, with part one not appearing again until the Coda.  What this effectively does is to reverse the order of the reprise, thereby creating a quasi arch-like form to the movement as a whole:  (A) 1st subject part 1; (B)1st subject part 2 and 2nd subject; (C) Section B; (B) 1st subject part 2 and 2nd subject; (A) 1st subject part 1.  As with the blurring of tonal boundaries between Sections A and B, the use of an A – B – C – B – A order of material gives the movement more organic cohesion, which again lessens the sectionalized effect of a ternary structure.



Organic cohesion is more typical of sonata form than it is of ternary, and it is here that this movement really distinguishes itself.  A ternary structure, more often than not, acts as a kind of vessel where the material in each of the sections is written for contrast more than it is for motivic development.  For instance, the ternary nature of a minuet and trio in a sonata allows for much needed contrast with the tightly-knit structures one finds in classical Viennese sonata-allegro movements.  In many cases, the sense of unity in ternary works is achieved by means of this contrast, so that the unity, such as it is, is dramatic more than it is motivic or organic.  This ideally suits the needs of 19th-century romanticism, and it is therefore not surprising that ternary form is the most popular form in romantic instrumental music.


This is not to say that motivic development was not desired or achieved by many composers; Brahms’s Intermezzi and Chopin’s Nocturnes immediately come to mind.  It is just that motivic development is not a central element in ternary form as such.  A typical example of a ternary piece from the late 19th-century is Edvard Grieg’s “Gavotte and Musette” from the Holberg Suite.  Both the A and B sections have a drone element in the bass, but beyond this and other surface features, the essence here is contrast, not development or formal cohesion.


 The second movement of Dvorak’s 7th Symphony is clearly in ternary form, yet it exhibits many elements more characteristic of sonata development, and it does so in a manner that goes beyond mere surface manipulation of motivic material.  In common with many classical sonata-form development sections (especially those by Beethoven), Section B develops earlier material at a deep structural level; moreover, the foreground sketch at the end of this chapter makes it clear that most of the material for the entire movement has its origins in the opening ten measures.


As was the case in the first movement, the foreground sketch of the second movement consists of the following elements:  1) the complete sketch itself on the upper two staves; 2) a detailed middleground sketch on staves 7 and 8 lined up with the foreground sketch; 3) a table of motivic components which occur throughout the movement, often in enlargement, on the bottom staff of the first page; 4) on staves 4 and 5, the motivic components as they occur in the music, directly underneath the corresponding notes of the foreground sketch.  These motivic components are further identified by various braces, both in the table at the bottom of the page and in the sketch.  Again, the b[image: image153.png]


 neighbouring-note figure discussed at the end of Chapter 2, and which appears as a significant element throughout the symphony, is identified in both the foreground and middleground sketches by an asterisk.


As stated above, the 1st subject part 1 (mm. 1 – 8), with its two-bar extension, serves as a source for the rest of the movement.  The following motivic components are highlighted in the sketch:  first, the descending appoggiatura d2 – c2 marked by a curly bracket; second, the opening motive (d2 – c2 – a1 in m. 1) in various pitch configurations marked by a broken curly bracket; third, the descending progression a1 – g1 – f1 marked by a square bracket, often with the g only understood; fourth, an ascending and descending arpeggiation a1 – f2 (usually with the intervening c2) marked in the sketch with a beam; fifth, the rising appoggiatura of b – c1in measures 9 – 10 marked with a broken square bracket; and finally, the b[image: image154.png]


 neighbouring tone marked in the sketch as before with an asterisk.  Throughout the sketch, certain arpeggiations are marked with a beam so as to make clear their association with those in the opening section. 

In Chapter 3, structural elements of the first movement were seen to be directly connected to the movement’s overall expressive nature, and the same can be said of the second movement.  Much of the following discussion, therefore, will refer to the movement’s “affect”.  This is an area often avoided by theorists since it can be argued that it is at best subjective, and therefore not verifiable by analysis.  Nevertheless, what a composer is trying to say is equally important as how he or she says it, especially when one is speaking of such a pure example of romantic expression as the second movement of op. 70.


Turning now to the foreground sketch, we can see that the opening bar is worked again and again throughout the 1st subject part 1 (mm. 1 – 10).  When one considers how the other elements also recur (i.e., the initial descending appoggiatura, the 3rd progression, the arpeggiation, the b[image: image155.png]


 neighbouring note, and the rising semitone figure), it becomes apparent that the “bond density” of this theme is truly extraordinary.
  In terms of affect, and in spite of the opening being in a major mode, it seems clear that the tragedy of the first movement is continued here.  There are two main factors which contribute to this:  1) the pervasive use of appoggiaturas and neighbouring-note figures, including the ubiquitous b[image: image156.png]


; 2) the omission of g1 in the important descending 3rd progression (mm. 4 and 8), which gives the effect that something is missing that we want very much to happen.  We will see that this latter has important implications for how the movement finally closes.


The sense of tragic longing created in the opening is carried over into the 1st subject part 2, primarily by means of the b[image: image157.png]


2 neighbouring note, which the middleground sketch (Figure 4.2) shows hovering over most of Section A.  Even in the second subject (mm. 33 ff.), this b[image: image158.png]


 is an ever-present element which infuses the major triad of the horn theme with pathos (see mm. 33 – 39 in the foreground sketch).  Once we arrive at Section B, however, things change quite dramatically, both structurally and in terms of expressive affect.


Section A, as can be seen in the middleground sketch, is characterized by the primary tone of scale-degree 3 (a2) and its upper neighbouring note b[image: image159.png]


2, along with the third progression of a1 – g1 – f1 which foreshadows the final descent of the fundamental line.
  In Section B, the primary tone is altered to a[image: image160.png]


2/g[image: image161.png]


2; moreover, except for a brief appearance at the foreground level in measure 41, the b[image: image162.png]


 neighbouring tone is totally absent.  Because the tonality is centered on [image: image163.png]


VI/vi (D[image: image164.png]


/c[image: image165.png]


), Section B cannot have a descending 3rd from the primary tone to scale-degree 1, as happens in Section A; rather, as we will see, there are two descending 5th progressions, the first in the major mode (mm. 40 – 44), and the second in the minor mode (mm. 48 – 59).
 


These two 5th progressions occur at the middleground level.  In the foreground, Section B is characterized by a development of the broken triad motive which first appears in measures 1 – 10, but which is given its most eloquent expression in the horn motive of the second subject.  This horn motive (mm. 32 ff.) imparts a sense of optimism which is tempered, however, by the pathos of the b[image: image166.png]


 neighbouring note.  As the tonality plunges into the parallel minor which opens Section B (m. 40 ff.), it certainly seems that whatever sense of hope the horn theme might have imparted was a vain hope indeed; various incarnations of the broken triad figure give vent to a full-blown tragic desperation.  However, four bars later (mm. 44 ff.), this tragedy dissolves into a serenity that the horn theme may have hinted at, but certainly did not achieve.  One factor contributing to this positive feeling is that the progression into the new tonal centre of [image: image167.png]


VI is carried by a fifth progression in the major mode (a[image: image168.png]


2 – g[image: image169.png]


2 – f 2 – e[image: image170.png]


2 – d [image: image171.png]


2) which articulates the main key area of Section B itself.


Measure 44 begins to develop the horn motive at the foreground level with f 2 – d[image: image172.png]


2 – a[image: image173.png]


1 (indicated by the beam), but there are two elements which are significantly different from the original statement in measures 32 ff.:  first, as was noted earlier, the neighbouring note b[image: image174.png]


 is entirely missing; second, the initial third arpeggiation is filled in with a passing note, and even though the actual pitches are different from those in the first subject, this figure is certainly associated with the 3rd progressions found in measures 4 and 8.  Again, the difference here is that the passing note is actually present, thereby ameliorating the original sense of there being something that is not quite fulfilled.


What happens next is really quite remarkable.  Starting with an enharmonic change in bar 47 from d[image: image175.png]


 to c[image: image176.png]


, the bass, along with the soprano, arpeggiates up a minor third to measure 48; from here there is an exact transposition of measures 44 – 47, centered this time on e in the bass and g[image: image177.png]


2 (the lowered primary tone) in the top voice.  Possibly because of the higher pitch, the positive mood established in measures 44 ff. is intensified even more.  By transposing measures 44 – 47 exactly, however, Dvořák ensures that this serenity is to be short lived, since the result is that the bass moves from e to g (mm. 48 – 52), which means that instead of proceeding to a note which is consonant with the beginning of the arpeggiation in measure 44, the bass instead arpeggiates through a diminished triad:  c[image: image178.png]


 – e – g..  Once the bass reaches this g in measure 52, everything changes:  the strings take over the horn motive from the horn and woodwinds, and the horns as an ensemble have pulsating syncopations which impart to the music a sense of great agitation.  The tritone created by the bass arpeggiation requires resolution which now follows:  this ascending tritone is answered by one which descends (mm. 55 – 56) which, in turn resolves into an unfolded minor third (c[image: image179.png]


 – e ); this latter occurs in conjuction with an exchange of voices between the bass and the soprano (mm. 57 – 59).  This voice exchange is the final element in the descending minor-mode 5th progression found in measures 48 – 59 (g[image: image180.png]


2 – f [image: image181.png]


2 – e2 – d[image: image182.png]


2 – c[image: image183.png]


2).  The change from major to minor (or from serenity to tragedy) happens as a result of a functional change in the upper voice:  instead of the highest note of the broken triad figure in bar 52 being the governing note of the passage, as was the case in measures 32, 44, and 48, the middle note now takes on this role, and it does so in the form of a chromatic alteration to the primary tone from g[image: image184.png]


2 to g[image: image185.png]


2.  This g then proceeds to f[image: image186.png]


2 and then to e2 which is the first note of the aforementioned exchange of voices.  When the voice exchange is completed, there is a real sense that the optimism of the major-mode 5th-progression was a false optimism, and that the listener has been wrenched back to the tragic reality which infuses not just this movement, but the entire symphony.

The foreground thematic material for the first part of the retransition (mm. 59 – 67, not shown in the sketch) made its first appearance earlier in measures 44 ff. in the cellos as an accompanying figure to the horn motive variant.  As the retransition proceeds, however, and this material is pared down to its essential two-note figuration in measures 64 ff., it becomes clear that its ultimate source is the two-bar extension to the 1st subject part 1, where the figure is identified by a broken square bracket.  The foreground sketch shows that the retransition as a whole (mm. 59 – 72) is defined by three nested 3rd-progressions, the largest of which (mm. 59 – 68) brings the movement to a halt on an apparent V7/III (m. 67).  It is at this point that Dvořák drastically changed the movement from that which was performed at the 1885 premiere.
  According to the surviving documents, the V7/III in measure 67 originally resolved onto III; i.e.,  the A1 section was first composed in the key of A major, with a full recapitulation including the 1st subject part 1, and the complete 2nd subject.  Only in the last two measures before the Coda did Dvořák originally take the movement back to the home key of F major.  If he had left the movement in this form, not only would it have been a more conventional (and sectional) ternary movement in terms of thematic order, but also the tonal scheme would have been drastically altered, as is shown in Figure 4.3; the most obvious difference from the final version is the descending major thirds which would have defined the form.
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Figure 4.3.  Tonal scheme of the 1885 premiere.


There are a number of reasons why we can be grateful that Dvořák decided to recompose the last half of Section B and all of Section A1.  The seamlessness of the final version, created by the ABCBA order of the material, is more in keeping with the expressive flow of the movement as a whole.  Also, the original version would have been much longer because of the redundant repetitions of the second subject in Section B.  The most important reason, however, is that if he had retained either of the prior versions, we would have been deprived of what is one of the more beautiful moments in the entire symphony:  the move from the apparent V7/III through a quasi-deceptive cadence in 69 – 70 which brings us back to the home tonic in Section A1.  There is one element of this progression which requires clarification.  The F in the bass of measure 70 must not be read as a return to the tonic scale step; rather it serves only as consonant support for the passing note a1 in the soprano.  The return to the tonic happens when one expects it should:  at the beginning of Section A1 in measure 71.


Section A1 proceeds with a straightforward, albeit abbreviated, recapitulation until the cadential motive beginning in measure 79.  Here, after starting very much as it does in Section A (mm. 18 ff.), the passage suddenly takes off with a highly agitated chromatic digression beginning in the last half of bar 84, which finally arrives on vi (d) in measure 87.  Both of these elements (the chromatic progression and the incomplete neighbouring note of d in the bass) serve to delay the final resolution of the tonality in a manner that prolongs the tragic affect one last time.  However, each of these elements is also associated with events which occur earlier in the movement:  i.e., the chromatic progression in measures 63 – 67, and the d2 – c2 neighbouring-note progression in measure 1.   The neighbouring note d in the bass of bar 87 also serves as a “corrective” to the Dvořák d[image: image188.png]


 which governs the bass of Section B, while anticipating this same neighbouring-note figure which is about to play a role in the Coda.  As we shall see, this idea of looking both backwards and forewards is central to how the last measures of this movement work, both structurally and in terms of affect.


It is important to note at this point that the final cadence leading into the Coda (mm. 88 – 91) does not support a descent of the fundamental line.   Figure 4.4 shows a reading of this cadence where final closure to scale-degree 1 is achieved; this conforms to the Schenkerian paradigm for the fundamental structure, but does not reflect the reality of what happens in this piece.  Clearly, the b[image: image189.png]


2 neighbouring note in measure 88 resolves back to the primary tone of scale-degree 3 (a2) in bar 91; i.e., b[image: image190.png]


2 and the a2 do not cover a final descent of the fundamental line as is shown in Figure 4.4.
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Figure 4.4.  Alternate reading of cadence into Coda.


The Coda (mm. 96 ff.), after beginning in the violins with a combination of the second subject and the aforementioned neighbouring note d1, finally brings back the first four bars of the first subject, which make their first appearance since the beginning of the movement.  The theme is now played by a solo oboe over a tonic pedal; this pedal point carries through to the end of the movement, which means that closure of the fundamental structure is not harmonically supported.  In measure 99, the oboe repeats the descending third of the previous bar, except now the g1, which had only been implied, is explicitly emphasized by the fact that it replaces the a1 of measure 98, and as if to underscore its significance, Dvořák immediately repeats this measure one more time.  What this means is that, even though closure of the fundamental structure is not to be fully achieved (because of the tonic pedal), the fundamental line does attain closure, albeit unsupported.  The repetition of the g1 serves only to increase the sense of pathos by highlighting the absence of harmonic support.  This pathos is continued into the final measures where, introduced by the semitone “extension motive” from Section A (mm. 9 – 10), the horn motive closes the movement, first in complete form, albeit with the initial third filled in by the passing note g (mm. 105 – 106), followed then by the opening third on its own, still, however, with the intervening passing note (m. 107).  Finally, in the last two measures, the g1 disappears, and only the bare third remains, with the a1 in the first violins passing over to the f1 in the seconds.  This final descending third looks both backwards and forwards:  back, perhaps with longing (or regret?), for what has just occurred, but also forward with anticipation for what is about to happen in the Scherzo. 

FOREGROUND SKETCH OF THE SECOND MOVEMENT
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Chapter 5

The Third Movement
Section A

Part 1
· 1 – 17 Principal theme antecedent




i (d)



1 – 4 basic idea



5 – 8 contrasting idea moving to V


8 – 17 extension of V and v
· 18 – 29 Principal theme consequent



18 – 21 basic idea



22 – 23 contrasting idea


25 – 29 extension of i (d)
· 29 – 42 Continuation theme leading to an interruption  on V

Part 2

· 43 – 59 Principal theme antecedent

· 60 – 71 Principal theme consequent

· 71 – 91 Continuation theme greatly enlarged, cadencing on i (d)

Section B
· 92 – 115 Main theme





I (D)



92 – 104 main idea



105 – 115 transition

· 115 – 137 Contrasting middle section



115- 126 “hemiola” theme




II (E)



127 – 136 retransition using elements of the main idea

· 138 – 157 Restatement of main theme, abbreviated


[image: image199.png]


VII (C) – V 6/4

· 158 – 172 Extended cadence to Section A1



V 6/4 – 5/3 

Section A1
· 173 – 189 Principal theme antecedent



i (d)

· 190 – 200 Principal theme consequent

· 201 – 209 1st attempt at closure of the fundamental structure

· 209 – 218 2nd attempt at closure

· 218 – 233 3rd attempt at closure, not definitive

Coda  233 – 254 repeat of 71 – 91 with an extra bar at the end

Figure 5.1. Map of the form.
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Figure 5.2.  Middleground sketch of Section A.
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Figure 5.3.  Middleground sketch of Section B.
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Figure 5.4.  Middleground sketch of Section A1.


The overall form of the Scherzo is shown in both the formal map (Figure 5.1) and the middleground sketch (Figures 5.2 – 5.4).  The three sections of this movement are not labeled as “Scherzo – Trio – Scherzo” because Dvořák does not call the middle section a “Trio” even though the movement as a whole is titled “Scherzo”; as a result, the ternary designations of A, B, and A1 are used instead.


Section A is divided into two parts:  1) the initial statement of the principal theme plus a continuation theme leading to a middleground interruption; and 2) a varied repetition of the principal theme with an extended continuation theme leading to local closure.  The tonal structure (interruption – closure) mirrors the structure of the principal theme itself, which is an extended antecedent – consequent.  In each of the two parts, both the antecedent and the consequent are expanded eight-bar phrases; that is, the initial antecedent (mm. 1 – 17) consists of an eight-bar phrase (divided clearly into four plus four) as well as a nine-bar extension, and the consequent (mm. 18 – 29) consists of eight bars plus a four-bar extension.

Section B has a ternary organization in terms of the thematic material, but the tonal plan does not conform to conventional ternary techniques.  This is particularly the case in regards to the restatement of its main theme (mm. 138 ff.) which composes out [image: image203.png]


VII (C), rather than I (D).  The explanation for this unusual harmonic procedure is clear from the middleground sketch (Figure 5.3):  the [image: image204.png]


VII functions as a passing note from the tonic down to the dominant on A.  The motivic significance of this progression will discussed below in the commentary on the foreground sketch.


Section A1 begins with the same principal theme as does A, but in measure 201 ff. at the end of the consequent (and one bar short of the length of the theme in Section A), there begins a series of three attempts at closing the fundamental structure by means of a supported descent of the fundamental line.  As the middleground sketch shows (Figure 5.4), none of these attempts is definitive owing to the lack of a clearly-articulated scale-degree 4, though in a technical sense, closure is achieved through substitution (i.e., of scale-degree 2 for 4).  The significance of scale-degree 4 being omitted can be made clear only by an analysis of the  foreground.


The foreground sketch is organized in the same manner as the other movements and has the following elements:  1) the complete sketch itself on the upper two staves; 2) a detailed middleground sketch on staves 7 and 8 lined up with the foreground sketch; 3) a table of motivic components which occur throughout the movement, often in enlargement, on the bottom staff of the first page; 4) on staves 4 and 5, the motivic components as they occur in the music, directly underneath the corresponding notes of the foreground sketch.  These motivic components are further identified by braces and circles, both in the table at the bottom of the page and in the sketch itself.  Again, the b[image: image205.png]


 neighbouring-note figure is indicated by an asterisk.  The following elements (which occur in various registers throughout the piece) are highlighted:  a descending third progression (a – g – f) marked by a square bracket as in the slow movement; a descending fourth progression (d – c – b[image: image206.png]


 – a) identified by a beam and a curly brace; a descending fifth from a to d (sometimes with the intervening f, sometimes with g and e as passing notes, and sometimes approached by the b[image: image207.png]


 neighbouring note) identified by its being circled.  We shall see that this latter element becomes particularly important when it takes the form of a – f – e – d (i.e., with the g omitted), both with and without the b[image: image208.png]


 neighbouring note.


One musical element not indicated in the sketch is the rhythm, and it is important that we understand the rhythmic conflict Dvořák sets up in this movement.  Because of the hemiola oscillation between three versus two beats, one might be tempted to call the Scherzo a furiant.  This Czech dance was certainly second nature to Dvořák, and he made great use of it throughout his career, the most well-known example being the Slavonic Dance op. 46 no. 8, the theme of which is quoted in Figure 5.5; another is the Scherzo in the Sixth Symphony, which is actually called “Furiant”.  The Scherzo of op. 70 has rhythmic elements of this dance, and it does alternate between a two-beat and three-beat pattern.  However, except for the final three bars, the rhythms are not juxtaposed one after the other as happens in a furiant, so the effect of metrical alternation is less apparent than is the effect of metrical dissonance.  Throughout this movement, one encounters a grouping dissonance of 3/2 (assuming the quarter note as the pulse layer) as is shown in Figure 5.6 (mm. 1 – 2), which results in a “three against two” cross rhythm.
   Metrical dissonance becomes an important part of the musical content during the extended cadence leading to A1, especially in measures 158 – 161, and will be discussed in the commentary to this section.
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Figure 5.5. Slavonic Dance op. 46 no. 8 (Furiant).
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Figure 5.6.  Grouping dissonance of 3/2 (G3/2); pulse layer in quarter notes


As is the case with the first two movements, the opening of the Scherzo contains most of the important motivic material which appears throughout the movement.  All of the elements identified at the bottom of the first page of the sketch appear in the antecedent of the principal theme (mm. 1 – 17).  Two of these elements become highly significant as the movement progresses:  first, the descending fourth d – c – b[image: image211.png]


  – a (marked by the curly bracket); second, the circled 5th-motive.  The descending third (a – g – f), identified by the square bracket, is significant not only as the opening figure of the movement, but also in that it anticipates the descending 5th which is stated in its complete form in bar 9.  In a sense, measure 9 could be viewed as the completion of the opening third, which means that what will turn out to be the movement’s most important motivic element is suggested in the very first measure.


The switching back and forth between c[image: image212.png]


3 and c[image: image213.png]


2, highlighted in the measures 5 and 8 of the antecedent, is carried over into measures 9 – 17.  It could be said that this ten-bar dominant extension allows the c[image: image214.png]


 – c[image: image215.png]


 to be played out in a fashion which imprints these elements on the mind of the listener and helps to establish the alternating of major and minor modes as an important expressive component in this movement.  It would seem, therefore, that this extension serves a purpose which goes beyond merely creating an expansive quality to the phrasing.


The consequent (mm. 18 – 29) also includes an extension of its final chord (this time the tonic, not the dominant) which consists of an inner voice restatement of the 4th-motive as well as a quick reference to the descending 5th  (a2 – d2).  This tonic extension closes with an expansion of the concluding three notes (f2 – e2 – d2) and again seems to emphasize how the initial 3rd motive in the first measure (a2 – g2 – f2) is completed as a descending 5th progression.

The continuation theme (mm. 29 – 39) is critically important in that it introduces explicity what was only hinted at in bars 6 – 7 and 23 – 25:  the 5th motive preceded by the b[image: image216.png]


 upper neighbouring note (i.e., b[image: image217.png]


2 – a2 – d2).  In the score, this motive is stated again and again in various guises throughout the this section.  In measure 30, the 5th  (a2 – d2) expands to a 6th whose lower note (c2), as the seventh of the chord, resolves to b[image: image218.png]


1 (through b[image: image219.png]


1) in bar 31.  The foreground sketch shows that these lower notes articulate the notes d2 – c – b[image: image220.png]


 of the descending 4th-motive which occurs as an accompanying inner voice.  The descending 5th-progression (a2 – g2 – f2 – e2 – d2) appears in the upper voice (mm. 29 – 33), with the inner-voice 4th motive functioning as the first part of an accompaniment in  parallel 6ths.  After the upper voice comes to rest on d2 (m. 33), it moves, via an ascending 5th-progression (and in conjuction with the descending 4th-motive) back to the primary tone a2 (m. 38) from whence it proceeds, as discussed earlier, to the interruption in bar 39.


Part 2 of Section A proceeds very much like Part 1 until measure 75, where it begins the process of completing the descent which had been interrupted in measure 39.  After a highly dramatic 3-beat hemiola in bar 80 – 81, where the quarter notes are grouped into two instead of three, the descent of the line is transfered from scale-degree 4 in the upper voice to scale-degree 3 in the bass (m. 84).  From there, scale-degree 2 quickly follows, with the descent completed by the line being transfered back to the upper voice and scale-degree 1 (m. 86 ).  The shifting of the line from the treble to the bass and back to the treble certainly heightens the drama as Section A comes to a close, but what is even more exciting is what happens in the upper voice during the shift to the bass.  Throughout this section, Dvořák reiterates the descending 5th-motive preceded by the b[image: image221.png]


, and he eventually liquidates it to the point that all that is left is the appoggiatura figure; this is not shown in the sketch, but is clear in measures 75 – 82 of the score.  What the sketch does show, however, is that when the descent moves to the bass (mm. 84 – 85), the soprano covers this descent with an enlargement of the 5th-motive (preceded by the neighbouring note b[image: image222.png]


) in the 1st violins, whose final note in bar 86 is also the final note of the descent as it moves back to the upper voice.  Once the cadence resolves, Section A drives to its conclusion with a canonic reiteration of the circled motive b[image: image223.png]


 – a – f – d between the violins and the basses, finally closing out the section with three strokes of the tonic (mm. 90 – 91).  

In the second movement, it was said that Dvořák avoids the sectional effect which usually characterizes ternary form in favour of a more fluid structure where the divisions are intentionally blurred.  This fluidity is carried over into the Scherzo.  As to the form of the movement, Section B certainly starts after the double bar with both the initiation of new thematic material and the apparent key change from d minor to G major.  The lowered 7th (c[image: image224.png]


) beginning in measure 92 does resolve to the 3rd of a G-major triad; the problem is that this triad is in the form of a 6/4 chord and, as the foreground sketch shows, it has an ornamental function, with the b in 94 moving down to a in 97, and the g1 (in measure 94 with g2 in the soprano) acting as a neighbouring note to the f[image: image225.png]


1 in 92 and 97.  This means that the G-major chord composes out the D-major chord, not vice versa.  The only way this can work is if the 7th (c[image: image226.png]


1 in 92) is a passing tone from the previous d1 in bar 91, meaning that, even though Section B formally begins in measure 92, structurally it begins at the same moment that Section A ends:  i.e., with the tonic chord (d) in measure 91.  This also means that the key signature does not signify a change in tonality; the apparent V7 chord in measure 92 is actually a I[image: image227.png]


 chord (D) with a lowered 7th.  This lowered 7th, which colours much of the music until Section A1 ( m. 173), gives Section B an interesting sense of instability, even a foreboding quality, as if the seeming move to the more positive major mode is illusory and that, sooner or later, we will have to face the inevitable return to the tragic minor mode.

The middleground sketch (Figure 5.2) shows the overall structure of Section B.  As was noted earlier, the tonal plan of this section is not characteristic of the normal procedure in ternary form in that the restatement of the main theme (mm. 137 ff.) composes out [image: image228.png]


VII rather than I.  The motivic significance of this has to do with the fact that the overall bass line of Section B is a large-scale expansion of the descending 4th-motive, usually identified in the foreground sketch with a beam and a curly brace.  Because of its size, this motivic enlargement could not be identified in the sketch itself, but it is so identified in the nota bene at the bottom of the first page of Section B (i.e., the page which sketches measures 90 – 115).  The [image: image229.png]


VII, therefore, is the first step in this process of motivic enlargement.  It also, incidentally, is associated both with the lowered seventh degree which characterizes the first presentation of the main theme (mm. 92 ff.) and the c3 which occurs at the beginning of the movement in bar 5.


The contrasting middle section (mm. 115 ff.) centers on II[image: image230.png]


3 which functions as an upper incomplete neighbouring note to I and which, in turn, is prolonged primarily by a lower neighbouring note on D.  Just as the [image: image231.png]


VII is identified with the [image: image232.png]


7 of measures 92 ff. and the c3 of measure 5, so is this neighbouring note D associated with the initial tonic scale step which opens Section B, all of which contribute to the sense of musical unity in this remarkable section.  Unity is created at the foreground level by means of the circled 5th-motive which is restated again and again, albeit in veiled form; the use of this motive also connects Section B with Section A, thereby creating an even more unified structure.  The most striking use of this 5th motive, however, occurs at the middleground level in the upper voice, where the entire B section to the beginning of A1 is spanned not only by this descending 5th, but the version of it where the 4th is omitted (i.e., a – (g) – f – e – d).  This omitted 4th becomes more and more important as the movement draws to a close.  It is interesting to note in passing that when the bass finally reaches A in measure 152, the upper voices constantly reiterate this descending 5th with both the g[image: image233.png]


 and e omitted, preceded by a b[image: image234.png]


 while in the major mode (mm. 152 – 153) and by b[image: image235.png]


 when in the minor mode.  This chromatic contrast recalls that of the opening measures with the alternation of c[image: image236.png]


 and c[image: image237.png]


; we will see that it also foreshadows what is going to happen as the piece makes its final attempt at closure (mm. 224 ff.).


After the final statement in the cellos of B[image: image238.png]


 – A – F – D (m. 157), the V6/4 which governs this part of the final cadence is extended until bar 167, and it is in this 6/4 extension that the rhythmic dissonance discussed earlier is most intense, especially in bars 160 – 161 which are charted below in Figure 5.7.  It stands to reason that in a  passage where the harmonic, contrapuntal and melodic elements are at their simplest, most of the content should be formed by the rhythmic relationships, and this is certainly the case here.  If one takes the eighth notes of the violin and viola parts as the pulse layer, it is clear that what Dvořák creates here is multiple layers of rhythmic dissonance, what Krebs calls “compound metrical dissonance”.
  The cellos and upper strings form a grouping dissonance of 8/3 (G8/3), the horn and timpani have a G4/3 with the upper strings, and the winds form a displacement dissonance of four pulses (i.e., 8th notes) with the horns and timpani (or, using Krebs’s notation, D4+4).  If one also factors in the basses, then one has to use decimals in order to describe numerically the dissonances which are formed with the other parts.  Needless to say, the effect on the listener is electrifying.  All of this rhythmic conflict serves to drive the music through the 6/4 chord to the V[image: image239.png]


 in measure 167, with the final closure of Section B dovetailing with the start of Section A1 in 173; as with the transition from A to B in the slow movement, the transition here is again more fluid than it might have been due to this overlap.  
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Figure 5.7.  Metrical chart of measures 160 – 161.


Section A1 proceeds very much the same as Section A until measure 205 where the first of three attempts at resolution of the fundamental structure begins.  Both the first (mm. 205 ff.) and the second attempt (mm. 214 ff.) are five measures in length, and are interwoven with various statements of the circled 5th-motive predeced by the b[image: image241.png]


 neighbouring note (specifically, b[image: image242.png]


1 – a1 – f1 – e1 – d1; i.e., with g1 omitted).  As was detailed in Chapter 2, after the second attempt, starting in measure 218, Dvořák originally proceded to 233 and the drive towards the end of the movement.  The reasons why he changed his mind at this point are discussed in Chapter 2, but there are characteristics of this interpolation that require further comment.  Obviously, Dvořák felt that this final attempt at cadential closure was very important, so much so that he more than doubled its length as compared with the previous two attempts.  This final attempt, like the previous two, is also associated with the descending 5th-motive, only here it appears not only in the minor mode with b[image: image243.png]


, but also with a failed attempt at major-mode resolution:  i.e., the b[image: image244.png]


 in bar 228.  As was stated earlier, the alternating of b[image: image245.png]


 and b[image: image246.png]


 in this motive has already occurred in measures 153 ff. at the close of Section B; it is significant that Dvořák chooses to stretch out the final cadence before the Coda almost as if he wishes to give one final and telling expression to this chromatic conflict between major and minor which makes its first appearence at the beginning of the movement (i.e., the alternation between c[image: image247.png]


 and c[image: image248.png]


 in mm. 5 ff.).  This final attempt at resolution is fraught with tragedy, not only because of the false hope engendered by the b[image: image249.png]


1 in 228, but also by the fact that, even though final closure is achieved in the technical sense by means of substitution (as is shown in the foreground sketch by the open noteheads), the omission of scale-degree 4 imparts to this closure a tragic lack of fulfillment.


After scale-degree 1 (d1) is reached in 233, the movement proceeds exactly as it does in Section A (mm. 75 ff.) until measure 252 where something quite remarkable happens:  instead of arpeggiating the a3 down to d2 (and then d1), Dvořák chooses not only to keep the upper note on a3, which serves as a link to the first note of the fourth movement, but he also changes the rhythm.  For the first time in the entire movement, and very much in the manner of a furiant, the two hemiola rhythms are juxtaposed one after the other in a way that almost feels like an act of defiance.  In other words, in spite of the hope of the b[image: image250.png]


 being dashed, the piece is not over yet, and it remains to be seen whether or not the fourth movement can successfully pull the symphony out of its tragic mode. 

FOREGROUND SKETCH OF THE THIRD MOVEMENT
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Chapter 6

The Fourth Movement

Exposition

1st Subject



Part one







V (A)
· 1 – 8 introductory theme







· 9 – 16 continuation (from cadence of introductory theme)

· 17 – 34 introductory theme with enlarged prefix and continuation

· 35 – 48 introductory theme with enlarged prefix and continuation

· 49 – 66 continuation

Part two







i (d)
· 66 – 77 principal idea




 
· 78 – 103 bridge leading to V/V, based on introductory idea






2nd Subject








· 103 – 132 main theme




V (A)

· 132 – 148 continuation with descending 5th progressions

V,  v (A, a)

· 148 – 170 closing idea




v ,V, v (a,  A, a)

Development








v (a)

170 – 208 chromatic development of 1st Subject part 1 leading to V/ii (b and B)


209 – 250 development of 1st Subject (both parts) ending on V/[image: image262.png]


iii (C[image: image263.png]


)

ii (e)


251 – 280 chromatic development of 1st Subject part 1



 with 2nd Subject closing idea in the bass; starting on [image: image264.png]


iii leading to V6/4




Recapitulation

1st Subject







V (A)


Part one
· 281 – 295 introductory theme and continuation (dominant pedal)

· 296 – 315 introductory theme with enlarged prefix; continuation





Part two omitted until Coda


2nd Subject
· 316 – 345 main theme 




I (D)

· 345 – 361 continuation with final closure of fundamental structure
I, i (D, d)

· 361 – 369 closing idea




i, I (d, D)

Coda  



369 – 425 further development of all motivic elements including 1st Subject Part 2.
i (d)


425 – 434 plagal extension






i,  I (d, D)
Figure 6.1.  Map of the form.
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Figure 6.2.  Middleground sketch.


The overall form of the Finale, as shown by both the formal map (Figure 6.1) and the middleground sketch (Figure 6.2), is that of a conventional sonata movement, and it certainly appears as if the sections are very clear cut, almost as if to make up for the ambiguous divisions in the previous movements.  This clarity is also reflected in the seeming squareness of much of the material.  However, both the map and the middleground sketch show certain elements which are a little out of the ordinary, the first being that the 1st subject part one composes out the dominant rather than the tonic;
 this dominant does not resolve onto the tonic until bar 66 with the arrival of the main theme.  In a way, the term “introductory theme” in reference to measures 1 – 8 is misleading since the motivic material here is constantly introduced and developed throughout the movement; however, because the 1st subject part one is in the dominant, there is a definite introductory quality to this opening section.  When part two begins in measure 66, it does so with  a definite sense of arrival, most likely due to the resolution of this extended dominant.


The 2nd subject (in the exposition) composes out the dominant, and has a descending 5th-progression which anticipates the final descent of the fundamental line in the recapitulation.  One unusual aspect of the 2nd subject, as shown on the right side of the formal map (Figure 6.1), is the alternation between the minor and major modes.  This vacillation can be viewed as a continuation of the chromatic ambiguity which has characterized much of the symphony up to this point, and, as has been noted previously, is an important part of the work’s expressive affect.


The development section composes out v (a), with a middleground excursion into the upper fifth (i.e., ii (e), mm. 209 ff.).  We will discuss the motivic and thematic content of the development shortly, but suffice to say for now that ii (e) progresses to V6/4 at the beginning of the recapitulation (m. 281), where the 1st subject part one, in 296 – 307, mostly mirrors its exposition counterpart in in 17 – 28 , with  two significant differences:  1) instead of composing out V in the usual sense, a dominant pedal point underpins the entire section;  and 2) when this dominant finally resolves to the tonic, it does so directly into the 2nd subject; i.e., the main theme of the 1st subject part two does not reappear until the Coda (mm. 379 ff.), where it is supported by a dominant pedal point (as opposed to composing out the tonic as it does in the exposition).  This dominant is associated with the dominant pedal point which supports the 1st subject part one at the start of the recapitulation, and thereby conceptually connects the two parts in spite of their temporal separation.  The Coda proceeds, via a descending 5th in the upper voice, to a cadential resolution on i (d) in measure 392, which, in turn, is followed by a fully supported descending 5th-progression (mm. 392 – 410); this descent confirms the final closure of the fundamental line at the end of the recapitulation in measures 358 – 361.

As with the other movements, the foreground sketch is organized as follows:  1) the complete sketch itself on the upper two staves; 2) a detailed middleground sketch on staves 7 and 8 lined up with the foreground sketch; 3) a table of motivic components which shows the opening measures of the 1st subject part one, the 1st subject part two, and the 2nd subject, all of which have certain motivic elements highlighted by various braces and circles; 4) on staves 4 and 5, the motivic components as they occur in the music directly underneath the corresponding notes of the foreground sketch.  Again, the b[image: image266.png]


 neighbouring-note figure is indicated by an asterisk.  The highlighted elements in the table of motives include the following:  an upward leap of an octave (or a fifth) identified by a curly brace; a descending fifth marked by a square bracket (which motivically connects the two parts of the 1st subject); a lower neighbouring-note figure marked by a dotted curly brace; an ascending third progression shown by a dotted square brace; and finally, the initial two bars of the 2nd subject identified by being circled.  It is important to take note of this last element for two reasons:  first, Figure 6.3 shows that it recalls very strongly the most important motive of the Scherzo (i.e., the “circled 5th ” motive);
 second, it is by far the most prevalent motivic element in the last movement.  It is hard to overestimate how critical this figure is in musically unifying the Finale at both the foreground and middleground levels.  As the foreground sketch reveals, the opening seventeen bars are saturated with its presence, and there is hardly a page in the entire movement where it does not play an important (albeit at times veiled) role in the musical fabric.
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Figure 6.3.  Comparison of 2nd Subject with “circled 5th” motive of Scherzo.

The Scherzo is not the only movement which the circled motivic element recalls; Figures 6.4 and 6.5 demonstrate that it also alludes to both the end of the second group in the first movement (mm. 237 – 240) as well as the opening theme of the second movement (m. 1 which begins with an incomplete neighbouring note, and mm. 5 – 6).  In Chapter 2, it was pointed out that Dvořák moved more and more towards establishing a cyclic connection between movements in his symphonies, the most obvious example being Symphony no. 9 (“From the New World”).  Op. 70 does not overtly connect each movement by explicitly quoting earlier material, but an allusive connection between the movements is established by the overall shape of the 2nd subject which, in turn, creates a sense of cyclic unity in the symphony as a whole.
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Figure 6.4.  Comparison of the 2nd Subject with the 1st movement.
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Figure 6.5.  Comparison of the 2nd Subject with the 2nd movement.


Within the 2nd subject itself (both in the exposition and the recapitulation), its opening measures (mm. 103 – 105) are reiterated over and over again, not only in a veiled manner (as is revealed by the foreground sketch), but also on the surface, in the actual score.  For example, in measures 111 – 120, the figure is restated nine times in a row without any alteration to its motivic shape or rhythm (Figure 6.6), and the cadence in measures 125 – 132 restates the circled element four times within its first five bars (Figure 6.7).  Two things are important to note at this point:  first, there is an alternation between the major and minor modes (shown in Figure 6.6) which, again, is characteristic of the expressive affect of the entire symphony; second, measures 103 – 107 of the 2nd subject articulate a descending 3rd  progression (e1 – c[image: image270.png]


1) that seems to start, but does not complete, the 5th progression which ultimately closes the theme in bars 125 – 132.  The relentlessly repeating thirds which begin the closing idea of the theme in measure 148 almost seem like an attempt to make up for for the fact that the final third of the 5th-progression does not happen sooner!
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Figure 6.6.  Finale mm. 111 – 120.
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Figure 6.7.  Finale mm. 125 – 129.

The map of the form (Figure 6.1) shows that the development has a frame-like structure, with the outer sections being characterized by chromatic movement of the harmony.  In both of these “framing” sections (mm. 170 – 208, and mm. 251 – 280), the foreground sketch shows that rising 5 – 6 progressions (upon which are placed varied presentations of the 1st subject part one) create this chromatic process and circumvent the parallel fifths that would result without their intervention.  In both cases, this upward 5 – 6 motion leads to a more nebulous-sounding chromatic passage (mm. 192 – 203, reminiscent of mm. 35 – 42 in the exposition) which brings the movement to the next main tonal area; i.e., the supertonic middle section of the development in the case of the first frame (mm. 209 ff.), and the V6/4 which begins the recapitulation in the case of the second (mm. 281 ff.).


The middle section of the development (mm. 209 – 250) composes out ii (e), and seems on the surface to have the same thematic content as the two sections which frame it:  i.e., the development of parts one and two of the 1st subject, while, at the same time, seeming to avoid any reference to the 2nd subject.  This apparent avoidance of the 2nd subject should not be surprising, since it seems obvious that Dvořák may not wish to over-expose the listener to motivic elements which, as was said earlier, saturate the material of the exposition.  However, it should be clear by now that there is very little in this symphony which is obvious and, in fact, the foreground sketch shows that, while the 1st subject is developed in the foreground, the 2nd subject is as omnipresent as ever, albeit in veiled form, in the middleground.


The most remarkable manifestation of the “circled” motive, however, may not be immediately apparent, even upon close examination of the foreground sketch.  If one consults the middleground (Figure 6.2), one can see this circled figure (e2 – f[image: image273.png]


2 – e2 – d[image: image274.png]


2 – c[image: image275.png]


2) spanning almost the entire length of the development from measure 148 to 241.
  What one cannot see in the middleground sketch is that a second enlargement of this figure is embedded within the one just described.  Measures 209 – 225 of the foreground sketch reveal a descending major third (e3 – d3 – c3) which also completes the motivic enlargement.  This version, however, cannot stand on its own owing to the tritone which is outlined between f[image: image276.png]


2 in 186 and c2 in 225 (see the lower circled motive in Figure 6.8); it is almost as if a second attempt is mandated, and certainly with the arrival of the c[image: image277.png]


-major chord in measure 241, there is a definite sense that some sort of tonal goal has been reached (partly because it follows the remarkable chromatic passage of mm. 232 – 241), even if it is only fleeting (i.e., as V/[image: image278.png]


iii, it functions, in the larger scheme of things, only as part of the transition to the V6/4 of the recapitulation).  Figure 6.8 shows how the two versions interact.
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Figure 6.8.  Interaction of the embedded “circled” motives.


In the recapitulation, the 2nd subject proceeds exactly as does its counterpart in the exposition with two important differences:  1) it is in the key of the tonic major, not the dominant; and 2) the descending 5th-progression in the exposition is now a descent of the fundamental line with a supporting bass arpeggiation (mm. 358 – 361).  In other words, here at last, for the only time in the entire symphony, there is a full, unequivocal and harmonically supported closure of the fundamental structure.  The fact that the tonality has been wrenched from the triumph of the major mode into the minor underscores the tragic (one might say epic) struggle which seems to define this great work.


After the reintroduction of the 1st subject part two in the Coda (mm. 379 ff.), there is one last, and as yet unmentioned, issue that requires resolution:  i.e., the problem of the 1st subject part one.  Throughout the movement, this “introductory” theme (mm. 1 – 8) is presented in a guise which is not totally stable; even though the foreground sketch shows a lower neighbouring note ([image: image280.png]


 4) that resolves back up to an implied 5th (see, for example, mm. 1 – 3), the fact remains that the actual notes themselves outline a tritone (d – g[image: image281.png]


) which is the most unstable interval in the tonal system.  Throughout the movement, this theme is presented in different guises, sometimes with an opening octave leap (as in the first three measures) sometimes with a 5th (as in much of the development), or even a 3rd (m. 281), but the problem of the tritone is never fully resolved.  A solution is first hinted at in measures 209 – 217, where the foreground sketch indicates a “motivic voice exchange”.  The lower voice starting in 209, which becomes the upper voice in 212, is a varient of the 1st subject part one, where the 5th is replaced by an upper neighbouring-note 6th, which allows for a semitone descent to a stable perfect 5th rather than to a tritone.  This is the last time we hear this version of the theme until the Coda, where, starting in measure 410, with the tritone and an opening 5th, the theme is repeated twice at a faster tempo, almost with a sense of desperation in Dvořák’s search for a stable presentation of the theme.  Finally, with the third attempt (mm. 414 ff.), the theme succeeds in reaching b[image: image282.png]


2 (the upper neighbouring-note 6th) which resolves to an apparently stable 5th (which also happens to be scale-degree 5, the primary tone).  A leap up to a neighbouring note, however, is anything but stable, and the agitation increases at this point until the music, with almost a manic fury, drives up to the highest note of the entire symphony (d4 in bar 425 of the first violins) and the beginning of the final Molto maestoso.


As the foreground sketch shows, the horn part and the contrapuntal bass line bring all of the motivic elements of the movement together at this point.  For the first time, after an initial perfect 5th, a1 of the theme moves down a whole tone (mm. 426 – 427), thereby avoiding the tritone, which allows for a rising 3rd-progression to the b[image: image283.png]


1 neighbouring note and its ultimate resolution back to a1 (the primary tone); the series of sforzandi which occur in bars 431 to the end serve to underscore the finality of what has just happend.  The foreground sketch shows that this form of the theme also allows for one final presentation of the circled 2nd-subject motive, which, as has been demonstrated, plays such a crucial role in the entire symphony.  This final incarnation of the opening theme is the ultimate manifestation of the conflict between major and minor which has haunted the entire symphony, and the minor b[image: image284.png]


 neighbouring note ensures that, no matter how positive the major-mode ending attempts to be, Dvořák’s op. 70 remains one of the great tragic statements of nineteenth-century romanticism.
FOREGROUND SKETCH OF THE FOURTH MOVEMENT
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� Joel Quarrington, principal bass of the Toronto Symphony Orchestra, reported an incident where, after the first run-through of the Eighth Symphony at a rehearsal with Pinchas Zuckerman conducting, Zuckerman said to the orchestra, “Now we know why Dvořák is clearly the greatest of the secondary composers.”  Perhaps Dvořák advocates should be grateful that he did not use the words “second rate.”


� Beveridge, 1980.


� Jackson 2001, 217-18.


� Botstein 1993.  Botstein’s article will be discussed later in the chapter.


� Tovey 1935, 94.


� Ibid., 95.


� Grout 1973, 593.  In fact, the trio is decidedly not in G major as Grout claims.  This is discussed below in the analysis of the Scherzo (i.e., Chapter 5).


� John Clapham and a few other Dvořák specialists like Otakar Šourek, David Beveridge, Michael Beckerman, and Jarmil Burghauser have been the main voices in the wilderness.


� Beckerman 1993, Döge and Jost 1994, and Beveridge 1996.


� As recently as 1980, Carl Dahlhaus writes that “... there in no denying that Dvořák [is] generally (and not without justification) regarded as a naive composer....” (Dahlhaus 1980, 276).


� Quoted in Botstein 1993, 13.  Botstein’s article is the central study in English on Dvořák’s reception history and most of what follows uses it as a starting point.


� Clapham 1961.


� Beveridge 1993, 324-25.


� Botstein 1993, 27.


� Riemann 1901, 531-2.  Quoted by Botstein in English as follows:  “Without doubt, the most important personality among Czech composers is Anton [sic] Dvořák.  At the same time, his music often enough calls for the application of a different standard from the one applied usually to works of art of the highest level; rhythmic and melodic monomania is given free reign [sic] without a sense of limits in a way that sorely tests the patience of the educated listener.  One must also accept vulgar violations of primary rules of form.  But in this only partially civilized being there lies an impressive creative energy, a real mastery of the grandiose ... clearly this all works only at climaxes, and even the Russians are barely as skilled at the explosive gesture as this Czech” (Botstein 1993, 27).


� Botstein 1993, 26.


� Kuna 1987, 79.


� See, for instance, the Scherzo from the Symphony no. 6 in D major.


� Federhofer 1985, 229.  “… a weak work by Dvořák, the Symphony in G major, which I found hard to listen to. – The [compositional] technique of this piece has nothing to do with symphonic writing; in a rather petty way it concentrates on lyrical details and minutiae which are repeated over and over up to extreme fortissimo or pianissimo.”  Even in German, this passage is highly idiosyncratic.  My thanks to Annika Borrman and Gerry Dunnhaupt for help with this translation.


� For an example of Schenker’s anti-Czech sentiments, see Schenker 1996, 212 where, in an attack against Tomas Garrigure Masaryk, he speaks of Masaryk’s “private Czech world, which has nothing whatsoever to do with music.”


� Another example can be found in the first movement of Symphony no. 5 (mm.  73 ff.).


� Clapham 1979, 18-19.


� Brown 1980, 772. 


� They are included in the bibliography simply to demonstrate the paucity of analytical work on Dvořák.


� Beveridge 1980, 15 – 18.


� Ibid., 311.


� Clapham 1961.


� As reported by his student and confidant Oswald Jonas.  See Jonas 1934, 344, where he states:  “Most people look upon music autographs as a hobby or, at most, as historical documents preserved from reasons of piety.  Most people think that as a source of musical science they are of no importance, and that the purpose of the autographs is fulfilled by the printing.  But these prints are not really like the original.  Heinrich Schenker was the first to point out the importance of the manuscripts [i.e., the holograph and sketches] to help the understanding.”  See also Schenker’s edition of the Beethoven Sonatas (Beethoven  1975) where, in the first movement of op. 111, mm. 64-5, the stemming of the upper voice is as it appears in the holograph clearly indicates the part writing by having the stems go up, even though these particular  notes are in the highest register above the top staff.  This stemming is reproduced only in Schenker’s edition.


� It is important to keep track of what is being discussed, so for the sake of clarity, all references to the music as it exists in the Bärenreiter edition will be referred to as either “the score”, “the definitive version” or “the final version”.  It is also highly advisable to have a copy of the score at hand (with measure numbers) while reading the text of this chapter.  There is, however, the following caveat.  One of the minor annoyances of the Bärenreiter edition is in the measure numbers of the Scherzo:  the editor, for some unfathomable reason, numbers the pick-up bar as measure 1.  All references to the 3rd movment in this dissertation will be to the “actual” measure numbers.  For example, m. 5 corresponds to m. 6 of the Bärenreiter.


� Clapham 1961.


� For reasons that will become clear in the analysis of the first movement (Chapter 3), I also asked for, and was given, equal access to the holograph of the Trio in F Minor, op. 65.


� Dvořák 2004.


� Gabrielova 2004, vii.  This was unknown to me at the time of my trip to Prague.


� The pagination is accurately summarized by Clapham 1961, 104.


� Busch 2004 and Winternitz 1955.  Winternitz certainly captures the spirit of why one should study sketches, and Busch gives an excellent precis as to the problems one faces with the task of transcription, but neither address the “nuts and bolts” issues of exactly how one should proceed in a technical sense.


�As the work progressed, it occured to me that it might be wise to reproduce the stemming as in the document, but it was too late to redo the completed pages, so I continued with the modern practice of stems down on the left side.


� See 2 recto staves 1 – 2 and 9 – 10.  Clapham is refering here to bar numbers of the theme, not the actual document.


� “This main theme came to me when the festival train arrived from Pest at the State station in 1884” (translation mine).


�Burghauser 2007, 73.  This inspirational source, incidentally, throws some light on Dvořák’s annotation at the bottom of 1 recto; i.e., “the train injured”.  It is probably not a good idea to correlate the location of this phrase with the musical text; more likely, given the awkward wording, it is just an example of Dvořák practicing his English.  Or perhaps it is nothing more than a doodle.  Interesting, nevertheless.


� The repeat in the F minor Trio appears in its original holograph, which is so different in many ways from the final version that there clearly must have been a second holograph which is now lost.  See Chapter 3 below.


� Tovey 1935, 94.


� Ibid., 96.


� See the re-beaming and voice leading sketch of these measures in Figure 2.2


� The word “conventional” is used throughout this dissertation as meaning “pertaining to convention”, not in the sense of “ordinary” or “cliche”.


� Dvořák 2004.


� Ibid.


� Clapham says as much (108), though not for the reasons elucidated here.


� Clapham fails to mention that the recapitulation is not fff as in the definitive version (mm. 196 ff.).


� This typography reproduces the standard way that Dvořák indicated dates, in this case 9 January 1885.


� This lack of closure of the fundamental line will be fully discussed in Chapter 5.


� See the first bar of 7 verso.


� “End of the first movement.”


� Chapter 6.


� This includes the transitory d-minor chords one finds in bars 47 and 49, which are obviously a part of composing out the dominant, and do not function as a tonic.


� See Chapter 6.


� “Now the Adagio is much shorter and more succinct (40 bars less!), and I am now certain that no note is superfluous” (translation mine).  Dvořák 1987, Vol. 2, 62.


� See 6 verso staves 6-7 ff. of the sketches where it is clear that Dvořák originally intended a full recapitulation in the tonic key of F major, including the first part of the first subject.  Interestingly enough, even though in the sketch the “horn theme” is given to the horn, it is given to the clarinet in the rejected pages.  It is found in CII 3 recto marked page 63.  Much more will be said about the pagination below.


� Clapham 1961, 114.  It is clear from the article that Clapham had no knowledge of the single page inv. 1476.  This does not affect the veracity of his account, but had he known of its existence, he might have felt compelled to investigate the pagination further, as detailed below.


� Schenker reads this ending differently.  See Schenker 1979, Examples 3a and b.


� See, for instance, Schumann’s “Von fremden Ländern und Menschen” from Kinderszenen op. 15.  For an example of a sonata movement where no fundamental structure is present, see Edward Laufer’s analysis of the first movement of Mozart’s Sonata K. 545 (Laufer 2001) where in the recapitulation, a descending 5th progression, supported by an auxiliary cadence, replaces the descent of the fundamental line supported by a I – V – I arpeggiation.


� Taken by itself, the second group might show a descending 3rd instead of a 5th,  and this is how I originally read it.  However, the continual presence of the primary tone F is best explained by the reading given here, since the e flat2 which occurs in m. 98 is best read as a passing note descending from f2 (the primary tone) rather than as an upper neighbouring note from d2.  As was said, the recapitulation is completely different in that there is no scale-degree 5 from which the g2 in m. 229 (which corresponds to the e�2 in m. 98) can descend.


� Beveridge 1980, 305.


� Clapham 1966, 78, 112.


� Figures 3 and 4 are copied from Beveridge 1980, 306.


� Ibid., 307.


� The same thing happens in the recapitulation (mm. 214 – 231).


� Dvořák 1979, 8-9.


� This was transcribed directly from the holograph and is the first time this repeat has been published.


� The holograph does not actually indicate the second ending as such; Figure 3.8 reproduces this notational anomaly.


� Figure 3.6 shows both the timpani A, and the e (as e2) in the upper voice as the end of a hypothetical dominant composing out of the development.


� Cited in Frye 1957, 67.


� Ibid.


� “Bond density” is a term borrowed from poetry.  A line of poetry is examined for its use of similar sounds, and the bond density is high if a line with non-repeating words has a number of verbal sounds which recur throughout the line.  In a similar fashion, if a melody is apparently composed of multifaceted material, but actually has a very small number of hidden motivic components, its “motivic” bond density might be considered to be high.


� The fact that a supported descent never actually happens can also be seen as related to the tragic affect of the movement, as will be discussed further later in this chapter.


� The 3rd-progressions in measures 3 and 7 are not at the same level, and actually serve to intensify the sense of non-fulfillment by virtue of their contrast with measures 4 and 8.


� For an account of the changes, see Chapter 2 above.


� This deceptive cadence in mm. 68 – 70 seems to have more than a passing resemblance to mm. 16 – 17 of Wagner’s “Prelude” to Tristan und Isolde, though there are significant differences as well.  On February 8, 1863, as a violist in the Provisional Theatre orchestra, Dvořák played a concert conducted by Wagner himself; one of the works performed was the Tristan Prelude.  Wagner certainly had an enormous influence on Dvořák, especially in the 1860s, and it is reasonable to conclude that this cadence is a nod (conscious or unconscious) in the direction of what is certainly the most influential piece of the 19th century.  Unfortunately, there is no documentation one way or the other.


� Symphony no. 2 in B flat major is the only other symphony by Dvořák where a movement marked “Scherzo” does not have a middle section designated as a “Trio”.  Numbers 4, 5, and 6 follow the usual labeling of “Scherzo – Trio – Scherzo”.  The 1st, 8th, and 9th all have scherzo-like movements, but are not designated as such, and their middle sections are not called “trios”.  Number 3 only has three movements and none function as scherzos.


� The numbers in the figure count the number of quarter notes (the pulse layer) for each impulse.  For a complete account of the theory of metric dissonance, see Krebs 1999.


� A comprehensive study of this Scherzo’s rhythm would be an enormous undertaking, and goes well beyond the scope and parameters of this dissertation.


� See Krebs 1999, 253:  “Compound dissonance:  dissonance produced by the combination of more than two conflicting ... layers.”  For an interesting rhythmical analysis of this passage starting with m. 155, see Cohn 2001, 297 ff.


� The genesis of this section is discussed in Chapter 2.


� In order to make the connection with the Scherzo more apparent, Figure 6.3 is taken from the 2nd Subject of the recapitulation which, like the Scherzo figure, is in the tonic, not the dominant as is the case in the exposition.  Its major-mode setting, with the b� instead of  b�, is associated with the the affective conflict between major and minor which occurs throughout op. 70. 


� The descent of the line at the cadence in measures 131 – 132 has f� substitute for local scale-degree 2 (b), which is why full closure is evaded at this juncture.  Needless to say, the observations about the 2nd subject in the exposition are equally applicable to the recapitulation, except in that case, we are not just dealing with a 5th progression as in 145 – 148, but with the closure of the fundamental structure (mm. 358 – 361).


� It really starts in bar 103 with the arrival of scale-degree 2 at the beginning of the 2nd Subject.


� The note d4 has occured only one other time:  measure 358 of the Finale, most significantly at the beginning of the final descent of the fundamental line.  Dvořák also uses the attainment of the highest note as a work’s ultimate climactic point at the end of Symphony no. 5 (measure 413 of the last movement).
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				CUTS I

				55				56				57				58				59				60				61				62

				1 recto				1 verso				2 recto				2 verso				3 recto				3 verso				4 recto				4 verso

				63				64				65				66				67				68

				5 recto				5 verso				6 recto				6 verso				7 recto				7 verso

				Note:  1 recto is identical to p. 55 ( 28 recto) of the holograph.

				CUTS II

				59				60				61				62				63 (69)				64 70

				1 recto				1 verso				2 recto				2 verso				3 recto				3 verso

				71 65				66 72				67

				4 recto				4 verso				5 recto

				Note:  5 recto replaces the Single Sheet.

				SINGLE SHEET (inv. 1476)

				73 67

				Note:  the first page of the Scherzo in the holograph is marked as page 74.
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