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ABSTRACT 
 

 
 Many have noted nineteenth-century composers’ tendency to undermine crucial 

formal boundaries normally found in eighteenth-century sonata forms.  This dissertation 

examines phenomena that undermine the demarcation between the expositional 

secondary theme and closing section.  In this document I refer to such events as “S-C 

Complications.”   

 In their Elements of Sonata Theory: Norms, Types, and Deformations in the Late-

Eighteenth-Century Sonata (2006), James Hepokoski and Warren Darcy argued that this 

point of articulation plays a much more crucial role than that of merely forming a 

boundary between S- and C-space.  Rather, it serves as the goal for the entire expositional 

trajectory, a goal whose presence is felt from the very outset of the movement.  The 

authors refer to this moment as “essential expositional closure,” or EEC.   

 In this dissertation I attempt to show what role EEC in Hepokoski and Darcy’s 

sense plays in nineteenth-century movements featuring S-C Complications.  I conclude 

that nineteenth-century composers were very likely aware of the EEC’s genre-defining 

status since they consistently and systematically undermined it.  Further, whereas in the 

late-eighteenth-century repertoire S-C complications were rarely employed, in the 

nineteenth century they became more normative, and thus non-deformational.   

 In addition to discussing the phenomena’s dialogic relationship with eighteenth-

century norms, I also address their effect on tonal structure and formal syntax, concluding 

that S-C Complications frequently have the effect of expanding closure beyond the scope 
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of one cadence.  For practical reasons I have limited the scope of this study to non-

concerto movements written primarily by Schubert, Mendelssohn, and Brahms.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Theoretical Backdrop 
 
 

 Much of the scholarly literature focused on the nineteenth century has dealt with 

formal ambiguities occurring in sonata movements.  Many have chosen to frame this 

topic in terms of parametric conflict, which can reveal the often-complex interaction 

between formal design, tonal structure, key scheme, and rhetoric.  For example, Peter 

Smith’s multidimensional approach to Brahms’s music has effectively captured this 

interplay. 1  Lauri Suurpää has also examined such parametric tensions in a Chopin 

nocturne, showing how the piece’s thematic design is often misaligned with its harmonic 

structure.2    

 Much of this research has taken its cue from concepts introduced in James 

Hepokoski and Warren Darcy’s Elements of Sonata Theory.3  Indeed, several of its 

central ideas have provided new and invaluable insight into this topic, including those of 

medial caesura (MC), essential expositional closure (EEC), rotational form, and dialogic 

form.  Recent publications featuring some or all of these concepts include articles by 

Stephen Vande Moortele, Seth Monahan, Howard Cinnamon, and Boyd Pomeroy.4  Of 

                                                
 1 See, for example, Peter Smith, Expressive Forms in Brahms’s Instrumental Music (Bloomington: 
  
 2 Lauri Suurpää, “Non-congruent Temporal Functions in Chopin's Nocturne, Op. 62, no. 2,” 
Tijdschrift voor Muziektheorie 16 (2011): 64–71. 
 
 3 James Hepokoski and Warren Darcy, Elements of Sonata Theory: Norms, Types, and 
Deformations in the Late-Eighteenth-Century Sonata (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006). 
 

4 Steven Vande Moortele, “Beyond Sonata Deformation: Liszt’s Symphonic Poem Tasso and the 
Concept of Two-Dimensional Sonata Form,” Current Musicology 86 (2008): 41–62; Seth Monahan, 
“Success and Failure in Mahler’s Sonata Recapitulations,” Music Theory Spectrum 33 (2011): 37–58; 
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particular interest is Anne Hyland’s article on rhetorical closure in the first movement of 

Schubert’s C-major string quartet, D.46.  Here the author employs Sonata Theory to 

account for Schubert’s multifaceted approach to expositional closure.5  Although she 

criticizes Sonata Theory, claiming that it “grant[s] prominence to tonality in the guise of 

cadential articulation, thereby ignoring the effects of parametric non-congruence,” she 

nevertheless employs a handful of its concepts (especially EEC and ESC) to present a 

multivalent perspective on the C-major quartet.6 

 This dissertation likewise draws from Sonata Theory to examine parametric 

tension in nineteenth-century music.  Specifically, it centers on Hepokoski and Darcy’s 

concept of essential expositional closure (EEC).  While in many eighteenth-century 

movements this phenomenon is readily identified, nineteenth-century examples often 

prove more challenging.  The difficulty typically stems from two primary sources: (1) 

complications involving the EEC’s point of cadential articulation, and (2) “displaced” 

rhetoric contradicting an otherwise unproblematic EEC.  Respectively, I will refer to 

these categories as “EEC complication” and “rhetorical displacement.”  Since both 

effectively obscure the formal demarcation between the secondary theme (S) and the 

closing section (C), such phenomena will collectively be referred to as “S-C 

complications.” 

                                                                                                                                            
Howard Cinnamon, “Classical Models, Sonata Theory, and the First Movement of Liszt’s Faust 
Symphony,” Gamut 4 (2011): 53–92; Boyd Pomeroy, “The Parallel Sonata Form: From Schubert’s 
Symphonies of 1815–16 to Rachmaninov,” Journal of Schenkerian Studies 3 (2008): 20–58. 
 

5 Anne Hyland, “Rhetorical Closure in the First Movement of Schubert’s Quartet in C Major, D. 
46: A Dialogue with Deformation,” Music Analysis 28 (2009): 111–142. 
 

6 Ibid., 115. 
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 Since this project centers on the concept of EEC, a more detailed consideration of 

its epistemology is warranted.  As Hepokoski and Darcy note, the EEC does not merely 

demarcate S-space from C-space; more importantly, it serves as the cadential goal of the 

exposition’s entire trajectory.  Or, in their words: “It is toward the accomplishing of this 

PAC…that we understand all of the preceding music to have been aiming.”7  Although 

most sonata form scholars have recognized some form of cadential demarcation between 

the secondary and closing zones, none of them have explicitly noted this crucial goal-

attaining function in the larger scheme of expositional space.  Thus, it is this idea of an 

expositional trajectory that distinguishes Hepokoski and Darcy’s EEC from previous 

scholars’ understanding.   

 Surveying the terrain of discourse, there are essentially two schools of thought 

concerning the broader concept of an S-C cadential demarcation.  As Hepokoski and 

Darcy point out, “These two approaches––the larger versus the more restricted 

understanding of S (or the brief versus the broader concept of C)––may be represented by 

the positions of William E. Caplin and William Rothstein.”8  Essentially, Caplin allows 

for multiple S themes, limiting C to a postcadential series of codettas that are not 

thematic in Caplin’s sense.9  In this view, C does not begin until S’s last complete 

                                                
7 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 120. 
 
8 Ibid., 121. 

 
9 See William Caplin, Classical Form: A Theory of Formal Functions for the Music of Haydn, 

Mozart, and Beethoven (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998).  For an explanation of why the closing 
section does not qualify as a theme, see Ibid., 122. See Ibid., 257 for Caplin’s definition of theme: “A unit 
consisting of a conventional set of initiating, medial, and ending intrathematic functions. It must close with 
a cadence.”  Henceforth, the word “theme” or “thematic” will only be used to describe such units.  For a 
more detailed discussion of formal functions and their role in the expositional layout, see William Caplin, 
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thematic unit has ended with a PAC.  Once this has occurred, the subsequent codettas do 

not effect further closure or articulate additional cadences (hence, they are 

postcadential).10   

 In his essay “What are Formal Functions?”, Caplin further elaborates on this 

definition by drawing a distinction between his concept of expositional closure and 

Hepokoski and Darcy’s EEC.11   

Consider, for example, the case where a single cadence [the EEC] is taken as the 
primary mechanism to end the exposition.  I would argue that such a 
cadence…does not carry the entire burden of effecting expositional closure.  
Rather, this cadence can be understood as marking the “end” of the theme, which 
marks the “end” of the group, which marks the “end of the exposition.”  Given the 
hierarchical alignment of ending functions associated with this cadential unit, it is 
no wonder that many listeners may experience it as the ‘real’ end of the 
exposition.  

 
He then pursues this line of reasoning even further, stating, “I would hold that, already at 

the beginning of the subordinate-theme group, we have entered into the temporal territory 

of expositional ending.”12  Taken in the larger context of Caplin’s overall form-functional 

approach, this argument is theoretically coherent and elegant.  However, although he 

attempts to distinguish himself from Hepokoski and Darcy by arguing for a hierarchical, 

                                                                                                                                            
“What are Formal Functions?” in Musical Form, Forms, and Formenlehre, ed. Pieter Bergé, rev. ed. 
(Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2010), 21–40.    
 
 10 See William Caplin, “The Classical Cadence: Conceptions and Misconceptions,” Journal of the 
American Musicological Society 57 (2004): 51–118.  In this article the author offers an exhaustive 
explanation of what exactly qualifies as a cadence in the Classical repertoire.  The concept of 
postcadentiality is also examined in further detail.  
     
 11 Caplin, “What are Formal Functions,” 27.  Here the author discusses in greater detail the idea of 
a single cadence effecting expositional closure.  He then places this in the context of his notion of closure 
occurring at multiple hierarchical levels.  See also Caplin, “The Classical Cadence: Conceptions and 
Misconceptions,” 60–66.  
 
 12 Caplin, “What are Formal Functions,” 27.  
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multi-level understanding of closure, at the same time he seems to implicitly grant special 

status to the final cadence appearing at the end of the subordinate theme or theme group 

(the cadence where all of the hierarchical ending functions are in alignment).  Thus, 

although he does not recognize an EEC as such, his theoretical framework is in many 

ways reconcilable to the concept of large-scale expositional closure.         

 Unlike Caplin, William Rothstein takes a more historically informed position, 

following Heinrich Koch and other eighteenth-century theorists.13  He construes C as 

“…only those portions of the second group following the first strongly articulated perfect 

cadence in the goal key.”14  Therefore, if the first strongly articulated cadence is followed 

by an additional theme articulating another PAC, then––unlike Caplin––all of this 

material would constitute C.  Thus, according to Rothstein, C can encompass both 

codettas and themes. 

 Following both Rothstein and the eighteenth-century theorists, Hepokoski and 

Darcy adopt the “first PAC” rule for determining the EEC’s position.15  However, the 

authors further qualify their definition by stipulating “the first satisfactory perfect 

authentic cadence that proceeds onward to differing material.”16  In other words, the EEC 

can only occur when the first acceptable, unproblematic PAC is succeeded by material 

not based on the previous module.  While this definition works well for many eighteenth-

                                                
13 See Heinrich Koch, Introductory Essay on Composition: The Mechanical Rules of Melody, 

trans. and ed. Nancy Kovaleff Baker (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983), 101. 
  

14 William Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music (New York: Schirmer, 1989), 116. 
 

15 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 120–124. 
 

16 Ibid., 120. 
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century sonata movements, its rigid application can often seem counterintuitive or beside 

the point.  Further, as will be demonstrated below, the question of what exactly qualifies 

as “differing material” can prove problematic. 

 Adding another important qualification to their definition, Hepokoski and Darcy 

make the claim that a PAC’s rhetorical strength should not come into play.  They warn 

that  

…the EEC need not be––and often is not––the strongest cadence within the 
exposition.  Stronger cadences––more emphatic expanded-cadential-progression 
cadences, trill cadences, and so on––often occur as reinforcement-work in C-
space. One should not determine an EEC on the basis of what one imagines an 
EEC should “feel” like in terms of force or unassailably conclusive 
implication…Its “closure” may not in fact be absolute or “fully-satisfying” from 
the perspective of the larger proportions or other telling factors within the 
exposition as a whole.17 
 

Although this line of reasoning suits the “essential” aspect of EEC, other analysts might 

reasonably disagree.  If the EEC supposedly carries with it a sense of goal fulfillment, 

then should it not sound like a decisive closing to S space––and by extension, the 

exposition as a whole?  Indeed, what Hepokoski and Darcy describe as “reinforcement-

work” often sounds emphatically more substantial, goal-directed, and overtly thematic.  

Rather than merely providing cadential reinforcement, perhaps this music is actually 

propelling the exposition’s remaining trajectory on to the “real” EEC.   

Interestingly, after deeming the EEC’s rhetorical strength irrelevant, Hepokoski 

and Darcy seemingly make the reverse argument later in the same chapter: “The EEC 
                                                

17 Ibid., 124. For a discussion of the expanded cadential progression and its role in the Classical 
repertoire, see William Caplin, “The ‘Expanded Cadential Progression’: A Category for the Analysis of 
Classical Form,” Journal of Musicological Research 7 (1987): 215–257.  Essentially, an expanded 
cadential progression (E.C.P.) is a cadential progression expanded to the point that it takes up an entire 
phrase or group of phrases. 
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marks a moment of crucial importance in the rhetorical psychology of the exposition.”18 

To be completely fair, the authors make this statement in the context of distinguishing 

between the EEC and the Schenkerian Zug PAC (the former a rhetorical event, the latter 

an aspect of sonata form tonal structure).  Yet does this not suggest that rhetorical weight 

should factor into determining the EEC’s location?  And, if so, then why privilege the 

first PAC moving onto differing material? 

More recently, in his article “Phrase Rhythm as Form in Classical Instrumental 

Music,” Samuel Ng has proposed a phrase-rhythmically-based framework for 

determining the EEC.19  Building on David Temperly’s observation that metrically end-

accented themes appear more frequently in closing sections, Ng constructs a more refined 

hierarchy of norms and defaults for phrase-rhythmic patterns found in the closing zone.20  

He ultimately argues, “this hierarchy provides not only an abstract conformational 

system, but also a meaningful norm conducive to a generative investigation into unusual 

compositional choices.”21  Furthermore, as he demonstrates, the system can be 

particularly useful in deciding cases where the EEC’s location is less than obvious.   

 To illustrate such a case, Ng examines the first movement of Beethoven’s 

“Waldstein” Sonata, Op. 53 (Musical Example 1.1).  In this exposition Hepokoski and 

                                                
18 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 149. 
 

 19 Samuel Ng, “Phrase Rhythm as Form in Classical Instrumental Music,” Music Theory Spectrum 
34 (2012): 51–77. 
 
 20 David Temperly, “End-Accented Phrases: An Analytical Exploration,” Journal of Music Theory 
47 (2001): 125–154. 
   
 21 Ng, “Phrase Rhythm as Form,” 54. 
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Darcy situate the EEC at m. 74.  However, the authors qualify this reading by stating that 

“the ‘Waldstein’ case [is] a particularly difficult case to evaluate in the absence of 

additional, supporting evidence.”22  This difficulty stems from the application of 

Hepokoski and Darcy’s aforementioned “differing material” criterion.  In this movement 

S-space begins with a twice-stated contrasting lyrical theme.  For its second statement 

(beginning at m. 43), Beethoven embellishes the melody with a characteristic triplet 

figuration.  Following the III: PAC at m. 50, the original melodic material ceases––

which, on the surface, suggests that the EEC has occurred; however, the triplet figuration 

persists through the cadence.  As a result, the question becomes: does this material (the 

triplet figuration) suffice to defer the EEC––despite the fact that S’s primary melodic 

material has ended?  According to Hepokoski and Darcy, it does (at least in this 

example).  As they put it, the module at m. 50 “grows directly out of S’s triplet 

figuration” and thereby defers the EEC.23  Thus, while the music does not restate melodic 

material from the preceding module, the retained triplet-figuration suffices to defer the 

EEC until the next cadence at m. 74.  

Musical Example 1.1. Beethoven Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 53/i (“Waldstein”), mm. 
43-86 

 

                                                
 22 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 152. 
 
 23 Ibid., 152. 
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Beethoven, Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 53/i (cont.) 
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 Although the above analysis essentially represents Hepokoski and Darcy’s 

reading of this exposition, one cannot help but take note of their previously mentioned 

analytical ambivalence.  In an attempt to remedy this situation, Ng points out that an 

awareness of phrase-rhythmic norms might help eliminate some of the authors’ 

reservations and thus strengthen their reading.  Following the PAC at m. 74, the author 

notes that “Subsequent melodic materials [enter] slightly behind the hypermetrical grid, 

[causing] the hypermetrical accents to fall at the end of phrases.”24  Accordingly, since 

this end-accented pattern conforms to one of Ng’s first-level default options for closing-

section schemas, while also introducing a prominent shift in phrase rhythm, this further 

strengthens Hepokoski and Darcy’s claim for m. 74 as the EEC. 

Considering the broader question of expositional formal complications, Ng’s 

conclusions undoubtedly show genuine potential for extension to nineteenth-century 

repertoire.  Of course, the schemas would require adaptation to provide for nineteenth-

century composers’ penchant for rhythmic complexity, but the scope for further 

investigation along these lines seems very promising. 

 
 

Two Case Studies 
 
 

 To further illustrate S-C Complications in action, the following section will 

examine two paradigmatic expositions taken from the Classical repertoire: the first 

movements of Mozart’s Eine kleine Nachtmusik, K. 525, and Beethoven’s “Eroica” 

                                                
 24 Ng, “Phrase Rhythm as Form,” 58. 
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Symphony, Op. 55, which together demonstrate many of the typical complications 

occurring in nineteenth-century music.  As I will argue below, the great majority of these 

nineteenth-century complications are in dialogue with eighteenth-century norms.  

 
 

Eine kleine Nachtmusik 
 
 

As noted earlier, the practical application of Hepokoski and Darcy’s “differing 

material” clause is often challenging.  For instance, following an unproblematic EEC 

candidate, how similar must subsequent material be to defer the EEC?  The authors state 

that “the retention of S-based material should be clear and beyond dispute.”25  Of course, 

many cases are easily assessed, such as the first movements of Beethoven’s Symphony 

No. 1, Op. 21, and Mozart’s “Prague” Symphony, K. 504 (in both cases S’s head motive 

undoubtedly continues past the first proposed EEC).  Yet other movements are more 

difficult to gauge (such as the previously discussed “Waldstein” exposition).   

Indeed, Hepokoski and Darcy’s analysis of Mozart’s K. 525/i arguably contradicts 

their “differing material” requirement (see Musical Example 1.2). 26  Upon first glance, 

their “EEC” at m. 35 seems plausible enough: an unproblematic V:PAC is followed by 

what initially appears to be differing material.  However, motivic material from S 

subsequently returns in the form of the dotted-quarter sixteenth-note triplet figure in mm. 

39 and 40 (originally appearing in mm. 28 and 30).  Perhaps, in Hepokoski and Darcy’s 

view, the rhythmic motive’s reemergence does not sufficiently recall S-material to   
                                                
 25 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 152. 
 

26 Ibid., 135. 
 



 27 

Musical Example 1.2. Mozart Serenade in G, K. 525/i (Eine kleine Nachtmusik), S–C   
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warrant a reopening of S-space.  Nevertheless, the motive undeniably references a 

characteristic idea from S. 

Applying Caplin’s principle to the same passage produces a less problematic 

reading.  Since mm. 35–51 constitute an additional theme (specifically a repeated  

sentence), the EEC would therefore be deferred until the PAC at m. 51.27  As a result, the 

problem of S-motivic material continuing past the EEC is eliminated.  This reading also 

yields an EEC of greater rhetorical strength, making it a more plausible candidate for 

expositional closure.  However, as will be demonstrated below, not all cases are as easily 

resolved by merely choosing one analytical framework (Caplin’s) over another 

(Hepokoski and Darcy’s). 

 
 

The “Eroica” Exposition 
 
 

 Although the first movement of Beethoven’s “Eroica” Symphony presents 

different challenges from those encountered in K. 525/i and the “Waldstein” exposition, it 

likewise elicits various interpretations (see Musical Example 1.3).  Indeed, this case has 

proved especially contentious, with several analysts producing substantially different 

readings of the exposition’s formal outline. 28   While much of the disagreement stems 

from locating the beginning of the second theme, the theme’s ending has also been a 

source of debate.  Essentially, analysts must choose between two rhetorically plausible  
                                                
 27 To be clear, Caplin does not have a concept of “EEC” per se, but nevertheless maintains that the 
subordinate theme must end with a clear PAC confirming the new key. 
 

28 For example, see William Caplin, “Structural Expansion in Beethoven’s Symphonic Forms,” in 
Beethoven’s Compositional Process, ed. William Kinderman (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 
1991), 43;  
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Musical Example 1.3. Beethoven Symphony No. 3 in E-flat Major, Op. 55/i (“Eroica”),  
S–C  
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Beethoven Symphony No. 3 in E-flat Major, Op. 55/i (“Eroica”) (cont.) 
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Beethoven Symphony No. 3 in E-flat Major, Op. 55/i (“Eroica”) (cont.) 
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Beethoven Symphony No. 3 in E-flat Major, Op. 55/i (“Eroica”) (cont.) 
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EEC candidates (mm. 83 and 144), which are both arguably followed by closing rhetoric.  

In addition, unlike K. 525/i, there are no references to previous S-material following the 

first EEC candidate.   

 In keeping with their “first satisfactory PAC” guideline, Hepokoski and Darcy 

argue for the earlier EEC candidate at m. 83. 29  This reading produces an unusually large 

C-space (66 bars), but the authors account for this by appealing to the movement’s 

program.  They designate the music immediately following the cadence at m. 83 (mm. 

83–108) as “C0,” which denotes an introductory passage to the module proper (C1, m. 

109).  Since C0 modules are rare (or at least a low-level default option), Hepokoski and 

Darcy invoke hermeneutic interpretation.  Drawing on the heroic metaphor, they argue 

that the passage represents “[a hero] withdrawing from battle in the shadows, and 

preparing for the next onslaught, which within a few bars is greeted with renewed 

vigor.”30  

 To be sure, this imaginative interpretation effectively appeals to the movement’s 

program. Yet, could we not also utilize the heroic metaphor to argue the reverse?  That is, 

                                                
Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 187–190; William Horne, “The Hidden Trellis: Where does the Second 
Group Begin in the First Movement of Beethoven’s Eroica Symphony?” Beethoven Forum 13 (2006): 95–
147.  See also Leon Plantinga, Romantic Music: A History of Musical Style in Nineteenth-Century Music 
(New York: W.W. Norton, 1984), 38–39; James Webster, “Sonata Form,” in The New Grove Dictionary of 
Music and Musicians, ed. Stanlie Sadie, (London: Macmillan, 2001), 23: 687–701; Heinrich Schenker, 
“Beethoven’s Third Symphony: Its True Content Described for the First Time,” in The Masterwork in 
Music, ed. and trans. Alfred Clayton, and Derrick Puffett (Cambridge University Press, 1997), 3: 14–15, 
originally published as Das Meisterwerk in der Musik (Munich: Drei Masken Verlag, 1930).  Although 
Schenker elsewhere repeatedly claims that formal design is irrelevant to tonal structure, his foreground 
graph of the exposition (14–15) nevertheless appears to privilege the fourth fifth-descent’s Endton (m. 144) 
with an open note head.   

 
29 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 187–190.  
 
30 Ibid., 190. 
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perhaps Beethoven had in mind an S-space constructed with heroic or epic proportions 

(rather then a C-space).  In this reading, S (or the “hero”) fools listeners into thinking it is 

finished at m. 83, only to rebuild energy for yet another “battle” at m. 109––as if to say 

“not yet!”  Indeed, in this regard Caplin’s form-functional analysis more precisely 

captures this psychological narrative.  He observes, “after such a powerful cadential 

closure [at m. 83], this music has more the character of a closing section which dissipates 

the energy built up by the end of the theme.”31  While the module eventually leads to the 

introductory preparatory dominant at m. 99 (as Hepokoski and Darcy describe it), it does 

not initially evoke an introductory function.  Rather, mm. 83–91 dissipate energy, 

providing repose from the preceding module.  In view of this, the module at m. 83 is 

more accurately described as a C codetta-module (rather than C0), which is then 

retrospectively reinterpreted as a presentation initiating a second S-theme.  The theme’s 

continuation then leads to the dominant pedal at m. 99, which Caplin describes as 

“[having] the effect of an extended upbeat” to “part 2” of the theme (m. 109).  Part 2 then 

articulates the final cadence of S-space (m. 144).32  

Thus, as in K. 525/i, Caplin opts for the latter of two EEC candidates (m. 144).  

However, although his analysis more convincingly captures the exposition’s 

psychological narrative, it is no more “true” than Hepokoski and Darcy’s claim for m. 83 

as the EEC.  Both readings are internally consistent with their authors’ respective 

theoretical criteria.  As such, cases such as these eliciting more than one legitimate 
                                                

31 Caplin, “Structural Expansion,” 41. 
 

 32 Ibid., 42.  For a detailed description of Caplin’s formal type of two-part subordinate theme, see 
Caplin, Classical Form, 117. 
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reading invite further interpretive explication.  This is especially true of many nineteenth-

century expositions.  As in the first movement of the “Eroica” Symphony, neither 

Caplin’s nor Hepokoski and Darcy’s definition satisfactorily accounts for some of the 

highly innovative and often ambiguous S-spaces encountered in this repertoire.  As noted 

earlier, this ambiguity usually derives from one of two factors: EEC complication and 

rhetorical displacement.  Thus, as Hepokoski and Darcy have hinted at in Elements, a 

new and alternative default-option framework might more accurately explain nineteenth-

century composers’ treatment of S-space and EEC.33  More specifically, in the case of 

EEC complication, Hepokoski and Darcy’s eighteenth-century-derived concept of EEC 

must be expanded and elaborated on to provide for nineteenth-century approaches.  

  
 

Intent and Methodology 
 
 

 Drawing on the above-mentioned concepts from Sonata Theory, this dissertation 

will work toward a new default-option framework adapted to nineteenth-century 

approaches to S-space and the EEC.  Thus, although I have used the term “S-C 

Complications” to refer to phenomena posing difficulties in locating the EEC, most of 

these events will actually fall under generic categories previously unavailable to late-

eighteenth-century composers.  However, my intention is not to “explain away” these 

phenomena.  Although S-C complications became more normative in the nineteenth 

century––and as such should no longer be considered deformational––they are still in 
                                                
 33 See, for example, Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 183.  Here the authors imply that a separate, 
non-deformational default option might exist for nineteenth-century expositions in which S-material 
continues on through C (what the authors term “S-Aftermath” C). 
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dialogue with eighteenth-century sonata norms.  Thus, composers were still in a sense 

challenging norms established in the late eighteenth century.  As a result, they often have 

similar expressive connotations.34 

 S-C complications can be found in works written throughout the nineteenth 

century by a broad range of composers, but this dissertation will focus mainly on the 

three who were most clearly in dialogue with eighteenth-century norms: Schubert, 

Mendelssohn, and Brahms.  Movements by other composers will also be considered 

when deemed relevant to techniques found in works by these three. 

 Although the document will primarily rely on Sonata Theory as a mode of 

analysis, I will also employ concepts from Schenkerian analysis and Caplin’s form-

functional approach.  Used in tandem, the three methodologies will help demonstrate how 

different formal parameters interact to produce S-C complications.   

 I will also offer thoughts concerning the phenomenon’s expressive implications.  

As mentioned above, in most cases nineteenth-century S-C complications are still in 

dialogue with eighteenth-century norms, and thus often evoke similar expressive  

 connotations.  More specifically, they often frustrate, blur, and challenge the 

expected expositional trajectory––which, in turn, produces more obstacles that 

subsequent music must overcome (whether this takes place in the exposition itself or in 

the remainder of the movement).  I ultimately conclude that nineteenth-century 

                                                
 34 Of course, this statement does not apply to every possible scenario found in the nineteenth-
century literature.  As this document will show, some complications are idiosyncratic to the degree that 
they are unrelated to eighteenth-century norms.  Such cases are usually more accurately interpreted merely 
as alternative approaches to sonata form. 
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composers greatly expanded these techniques in order to explore more extreme and 

dramatic forms of expression. 

 The document is divided into two main parts, EEC Complications, and Rhetorical 

Displacement.  Part I identifies and discusses three main categories of EEC complication: 

the IAC EEC, C-rhetoric EEC, and anticlimactic EEC.  Part II examines two categories 

of rhetorical displacement: the intervening P-based module (IPM) and SC module.  The 

latter comprises three subcategories: the SC-codetta module, the P-based SC module, and 

the P-based SC/Prf module.     
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CHAPTER 1. 
 
 

 THE IMPERFECT AUTHENTIC CADENCE EEC 
 
 

 This chapter will examine expositions in which essential expositional closure 

(EEC) is secured by an imperfect authentic cadence (IAC) rather than the more typical 

perfect authentic cadence (PAC).  Hepokoski and Darcy note that this situation is 

extremely rare, and “before one comes to this decision, the rhetorical signals surrounding 

this EEC-moment––particularly the status of C––should be overwhelming (sufficiently 

overwhelming to overpower the EEC-concept, among the strongest of conventions).”35  

The authors also point out that most apparent IAC EEC’s are in reality PAC’s with cover 

tones, or PAC’s elided with the onset of C’s melodic material.  In both cases the 

structural descent still arrives on ^1 for the EEC, and thus its occurrence is not 

necessarily problematic or unusual.  It is also important to note that most analysts do not 

make mention of or recognize the possibility of a second theme (or secondary key area) 

ending with an IAC.  An exception is William Caplin, who identifies two cases of an IAC 

closing the subordinate theme, the first movements from Beethoven’s “Hammerklavier” 

Sonata, Op. 106, and Haydn’s String Quartet in G Minor, Op. 74/3.36  Since these two 

examples serve as the only possible precedents for the IAC EEC in nineteenth-century 

works, I will examine each in detail below. 

                                                
 35 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 168–169. 
 
 36 Caplin, Classical Form, 270n11.  
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 In their chapter on S-space and EEC, Hepokoski and Darcy cite two possible 

examples of an IAC EEC from the Classical repertoire, the first movements of 

Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2 in D Major and the String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 74 

(“Harp”) (see Musical Examples 2.1 and 2.2).37  In the former, the authors observe that 

an IAC EEC appears to occur; however, upon closer inspection this is inaudible.  They 

note that ^3 appears in a nonmelodic voice––which, for some, might eliminate the 

possibility of a true IAC EEC.  And indeed, the structural melodic line articulated by the 

first violins resolves to ^1 for a PAC EEC (the ^3 in the flute is merely a cover tone).   

 Regarding the “Harp” Quartet movement, the authors make the reverse 

argument.38  Here they claim a PAC EEC most likely occurs––despite the clear 

articulation of ^3 in the first violin part: “The effect is that of a PAC in the literal or 

implied structural voices with a mere cover tone in one of the decorative upper voices.”39  

Although this case is admittedly more difficult to gauge, one could legitimately argue that 

a real IAC EEC does occur.  The prominent ^4 in the violins (m. 68) resolving to ^3 two 

bars later arguably functions as the structural melodic descent.  Hepokoski and Darcy 

presumably hear the second violin’s ^2 (m. 68) resolving to ^1 (m. 70) as the structural 

melody.  However, it is hard to dismiss the first violin’s descent as merely decorative 

when it occurs at the same dynamic level and actively articulates a distinct ^4–^3 motion. 

 

                                                
 37 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 168–169. 
 
 38 Ibid. 
 
 39 Ibid. 
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Musical Example 2.1. EEC from Beethoven Symphony No. 2 in D Major, Op. 36/i 

 

 

Musical Example 2.2. EEC from Beethoven String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 74/i 
(“Harp”) 
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 Identifying the EEC in such cases often proves more problematic when 

considered in relation to Schenkerian voice-leading structure.  Hepokoski and Darcy 

address this complex issue in their chapter on S-space and the EEC, essentially 

concluding that the cadence ending the exposition’s structural fifth-descent (referred to as 

the Zug-PAC, or “ZPAC”) need not necessarily coincide with the EEC.40  This issue is 

especially relevant when considering expositions featuring more than one, or several 

fifth-descents.41  Regarding these situations, the authors point out that 

  Schenkerians may well differ on which [cadence] is the decisive one.  Many will 
 gravitate toward the strongest.  For example, analysts might single out an 
 emphatic cadence that features an expanded cadential progression (ECP), a trill on 
 ^2, or a return to obligatory register…Other analysts may wish to use different 
 criteria to identify the ZPAC/closing-cadence/EEC.42 
 
As argued earlier, since the authors regard the EEC as “[marking] a moment of crucial 

importance in the rhetorical psychology of the exposition,” rhetorical weight should be a 

factor in determining the EEC’s placement––after all, the EEC serves as the rhetorical or 

psychological goal of the exposition’s entire trajectory.43  In most cases, this logic also 

extends to locating the ZPAC, which usual results in the two events being in alignment.  

It must also be noted that at the deep-middleground level, the question of reconciling the 

ZPAC with the EEC is irrelevant; all fifth-progressions would conceptually collapse into 

                                                
 40 Ibid., 148–149. 
 
 41 As noted earlier in the introduction, a classic example of this situation occurs in the first 
movement of Beethoven’s Symphony No. 3, Op. 55, “Eroica.”  See also the second movement from 
Beethoven’s Sonata in G Major, Op. 14/2.  
 
 42 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 149. 
 
 43 Ibid. 
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one essential descent.44  However, as Boyd Pomeroy notes, “the compositional specifics 

of the later middleground [can quite frequently produce] situations where the two [(the 

ZPAC and the EEC)] do not coincide, as (for example) when the structural descent (the 

ZPAC) is delayed to C space.”45 

 Such situations can be found in expositions featuring an IAC EEC.  Although 

many of these cases contain only one fifth-descent, the IAC’s incomplete melodic closure 

can suffice in shifting the ZPAC forward into C space.  The misalignment can also result 

from an S-space constructed as an auxiliary cadence.46   

 
 

Cadences of Limited Scope and Discursive Codettas 

 
 Since a post-EEC PAC usually follows the conclusion of S’s last complete 

thematic unit––thus making it postcadential (in Caplin’s sense)––it does not afford the 

same level of closure that a theme-ending cadence does.47  Instead, it merely provides 

closure for a codetta.  Thus, Caplin refers to such cadences as “cadences of limited 

                                                
 44 See Heinrich Schenker, Free Composition, trans. and ed. by Ernst Oster (New York: Longman, 
1979), 136, originally published as Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien, Vol. 3, Der freie satz 
(Vienna: Universal, 1935).  Here Schenker suggests that the various fifth-descents occurring in the second 
half of an exposition conceptually make up one essential descent at the deep-middleground level.  
  
 45 Pomeroy, “The Parallel Sonata Form,” 22. 
 
 46 Ibid., 40–41.  The author argues that in the finale of Schubert’s Symphony No. 4 in C Minor S-
space’s auxiliary-cadential construction delays the ZPAC to C-space.  
 
 47 See William Caplin, “The Classical Cadence: Conceptions and Misconceptions,” Journal of the 
American Musicological Society 57 (2004): 51–118. 
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scope.”48  But despite their downgraded status, in the context of an IAC EEC such 

cadences can compensate for the lack of full melodic closure by articulating the ZPAC 

(the point at which the exposition completes its fifth-Zug).  

 In addition, as will be discussed further below, in the nineteenth-century 

repertoire such cadences are often tasked with providing closure for much more than 

would be the case in the Classical period.  Indeed, nineteenth-century codettas are 

frequently expanded beyond the typical scope of their eighteenth-century counterparts.  

Several different factors can produce this effect, including the presence of unusually 

substantive melodic/motivic material, extension of length to more than four measures, or 

unusually prominent (by Classical standards) chromaticism.  In this sense the PAC at the 

end of a codetta plays a more substantive role than would be the case with eighteenth-

century codettas; more specifically, they typically compensate for previous complications 

or problems within S-space or at the final theme’s cadence.  It is important to note, 

however, that such expanded codettas are still technically codettas (rather than themes), 

and thus exhibit many of the same characteristics of a typical codetta: phrase-structural 

fragmentation, tonic pedal points, tonic-dominant oscillation, and a recessive dynamic.49  

Further, in most nineteenth-century cases C-space will begin with larger, more 

substantive codettas before moving to four- or two-bar codettas.      

                                                
 48 William Caplin, Analyzing Classical Form: An Approach for the Classroom (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2013), 155–156. 
 
 49 Caplin, Classical Form, 16.   
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 Henceforth I will refer to such codettas as “discursive” codettas.  This concept 

should not be confused with Hepokoski and Darcy’s notion of discursive C-space.50  In 

their discussion of C-spaces based on new thematic material, the authors note that  

When C has a strongly independent melodic profile, it usually signals the 
presence of a discursive C-space or tableau, springing to new life with its…own 
thematic material on the other side of the EEC, with the implication that this 
action-space is doing something beyond mere, efficient cadential demarcation.51 
 

Thus, the two phenomena are similar since they both usually compensate for prior 

complications, such as overt chromaticism or tonal instability, a lack of satisfactory 

closure at the EEC’s cadence, or a previous formal imbalance.  The two phenomena only 

differ in that they occur at different formal levels: the discursive codetta reinforces 

closure occuring at the end of a theme, while the discursive C-space reinforces closure 

for the entire exposition.  Thus, it is possible (indeed likely) that a discursive codetta will 

coincide with a discursive C-space.  Indeed, a discursive C-space often comprises a series 

of discursive codettas. 

 This conceptual distinction can be particularly useful when analyzing movements 

featuring S-C complications, with cases of IAC EEC.  In these situations, the “ZPAC” is 

often articulated by a discursive codetta, which may or may not occur in the context of a 

discursive C-space.  Either way, the concept of discursive codetta allows for a more 

precise analysis in which we can identify the specific formal unit articulating the ZPAC.  

This is helpful since most of these scenarios involve highly dynamic, multimodular C-

spaces.  In addition, the concept enables us to acknowledge the codetta’s exceptionality.  
                                                
 50 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 286–288. 
 
 51 Ibid., 186. 
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Since the discursive codetta is usually emphatically more goal-directed and substantive 

than a typical codetta, it makes a more plausible candidate for articulating the ZPAC, a 

formally crucial point in the exposition’s trajectory.  Conversely, it also permits us to take 

note of idiosyncratic situations entailing a ZPAC articulated by a non-discursive codetta.      

 The concept’s other important analytical advantage is that it allows for more 

analytical flexibility vis-à-vis Sonata Theory’s S-C framework.  Although codettas almost 

always occur after the EEC has taken place, Sonata Theory provides for situations in 

which the onset of codettas occurs before the EEC.  Such an event falls under the 

authors’ SC designation, which they define as “an S-theme, literally pre-EEC, in the style 

of a preplanned C-theme.”52  Thus, while the discursive C-space can only occur after the 

EEC, the discursive codetta may also occur before it.  In either situation, the label allows 

us to both (a) recognize its exceptionality and (b) explain why the composer is deploying 

it.   

 
 

Classical Precedents 
 
 

 The first movement of Haydn’s String Quartet in G minor, Op. 74/3 

(“Horseman”), serves as one of the few Classical examples of an IAC EEC delaying the 

ZPAC to C-space (Musical Example 2.3a and b).  Although there is nothing overtly 

atypical about the exposition by Haydn’s mature standards, S-space ends with an IAC.  

 

                                                
 52 Ibid., 190–191. 
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Musical Example 2.3a. Haydn String Quartet in G Minor, Op. 74/3/i, Exposition 
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Musical Example 2.3b. Haydn String Quartet in G Minor, Op. 74/3/i, S-space 
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Haydn String Quartet in G Minor, Op. 74/3/i (cont.) 
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Haydn String Quartet in G Minor, Op. 74/3/i (cont.) 
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Haydn String Quartet in G Minor, Op. 74/3/i (cont.) 
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And, as with most cases of IAC EEC, the event is presaged by earlier complications.  

Most notably, the second key’s root-position tonic is stated unusually early in the 

exposition (m. 28).  After its first appearance, the secondary tonic does not return in root 

position until the EEC’s cadential resolution (m. 54).  This unusually scant appearance of 

secondary root-position tonics delays the exposition’s structural linear descent to C-

space.  

 The exposition also stages difficulties in articulating a convincing medial caesura 

(MC), involving a drawn-out interplay between continuous and two-part schemes.  

Following a tonic-key half cadence  (m. 17), the subsequent standing-on-the-dominant  

(mm. 17–24) suggests a possible (albeit early) low-level-default i: HC MC; but the MC is 

declined with an abrupt and unexpected modulation to the mediant Bb major (mm. 24–

28).  A contrapuntal cadence (CC, m. 28) then articulates the arrival of the mediant key’s 

root-position tonic, which is then followed by a repetition of P-material in the new key.   

 The contrapuntal cadence might be interpreted as a lower-level-default III: “IAC” 

MC, followed by a monothematic S-theme.  But such a reading is dubious (at least 

initially) due to the cadence’s abrupt and unusually early arrival.  Indeed, in this 

repertoire any authentic-cadential MC in the second key would normally appear much 

later in the exposition, typically after an earlier, declined first- or second-level-default HC 

MC.53  Thus, under more normative circumstances a more convincing MC (III: HC) 

                                                
 53 See Ibid., 27–29.  The authors discuss the III: PAC MC as a third-level default option in minor-
mode expositions.  In most cases authentic cadence MC’s occur in the context of a notably expanded 
exposition.  Further, this MC type typically takes place after a previously declined HC MC (either III: HC 
MC or i: HC MC).  An example of a III: PAC MC can be found in the first movement of Mozart’s String 
Quartet in D Minor, K. 421. 
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would soon emerge, and this is indeed suggested in the next few bars.  At m. 32 the 

music arrives at what initially appears to be a III: HC MC, articulated by the 

chromatically-inflected cadential progression beginning at m. 28.  However, although the 

following standing-on-the-dominant whets our expectation for an MC, the caesura is 

declined with a motion back to a first-inversion tonic (m. 37).   

 This turn of events might suggest that a continuous exposition is underway: thus 

far, there has been no unmistakable MC dividing the section into two parts.  However, an 

alternative two-part reading is also possible.  Retrospectively, S-space is perhaps best 

understood as beginning at m. 28 after the III: IAC (which would function as the MC).  

According to this reading, S begins with a sentence: a four-bar presentation in mm. 28–31 

leads to its continuation in the next bar, which unfolds over the previously interpreted 

post-III: HC MC standing-on-the-dominant.  Though we might have initially perceived 

the cadence in m. 32 as a mediant-key HC, the following fragmentation retrospectively 

signals the onset of a continuation.  This hearing is ultimately more convincing: the first-

inversion tonic at m. 37 projects the beginning of an expanded cadential progression, 

suggesting that the theme proper has already begun. 

 The remainder of S-space essentially consists of two expanded cadential 

progressions.  The first fails in its attempt to reach a cadence, but––although thrown off 

course momentarily with an evaded cadence––the second eventually articulates the IAC 

EEC (m. 54).  The first E.C.P. (m. 37) reaches a promising cadential predominant (m. 

39), but this soon transforms into a V4/2 retreating back to I6 (m. 41).  The tonic chord is 

then prolonged until m. 44, at which point the second E.C.P. ensues.  Although the new 
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E.C.P.’s trajectory is briefly obstructed with a motion to vi at m. 50, this chord soon 

becomes subsumed within a predominant expansion.  The prolongation first begins with 

the metrically accented ii chord appearing on the downbeat of m. 46.  The chord’s 

prominence is emphasized with the two-rest caesura that follows.  After the evaded 

cadence  (m. 50), ii is pointedly reiterated by the voice exchange in mm. 51–52.  The 

predominant expansion intensifies the pull toward the dominant at m. 53, which then 

resolves for a convincing IAC EEC in the next bar.  This is then confirmed by the 

subsequent onset of codettas, as well as a shift to a jaunty, folk-like topic.54     

 In terms of voice-leading structure, the IAC EEC is articulated by a lower-level 

third descent occurring over the Urlinie (^5–^3 in the dominant key).  The lack of full 

melodic closure demands further cadential-activity to facilitate the expected III: ^3–^1 

third-descent.  Haydn accomplishes this with discursive codettas.  Following the EEC (m. 

54), the music cycles through two essentially identical eight-bar codettas (m. 55 and 63), 

both of which are based on new, substantive melodic material and end with IAC’s.  To 

clarify, the first codetta’s structural melody is voiced by the first violin, the second by the 

second violin.  Though they do not provide further melodic/linear closure, the two 

codettas effectively compensate for the somewhat early EEC, solidifying the mediant 

key-area’s presence in expositional space.  This is made clear by the fact that Haydn goes 

out of his way to repeat an unusually large eight-bar codetta, suggesting a more 

substantive purpose than that of a typical codetta or C-space.  Following the second 

                                                
 54 Ibid., 59. 
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codetta’s IAC, (m. 70), the music undergoes further fragmentation with four two-bar 

codettas, the last of which articulates the ZPAC (m. 78).   

 Thus, the exposition achieves closure with two separate, discrete points of 

articulation: first with the EEC’s lower-level third descent (III: ^5–^3), and then followed 

by the ZPAC’s structural third descent (III: ^3–^1).   As a result, our sense of closure is 

expanded beyond the brief moment of a single cadence.  In the context of a Classical 

movement, this technique is at best a lower-level default option rarely employed.    

 
 

Beethoven Piano Sonata in B-flat Major, Op. 106 (“Hammerklavier”) 
 
 

 The first movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in B-flat Major, Op. 106, 

“Hammerklavier,” is the other major Classical precedent for IAC EEC (Musical Example 

2.4a and b).  As in the “Horseman” movement, the ZPAC is articulated by discursive 

codettas within C-space.  In addition, the IAC EEC is presaged by earlier complications 

within expositional space.  The most obvious irregularity is the exposition’s motion to the 

chromatically transformed submediant (VI#) for the goal key, a lower-level default 

option in the Classical repertoire.55  With this key scheme the IAC EEC occurs as the 

goal of a third span initiated from the tonic key’s ^3 (VI#: ^5–^3), followed by an 

additional third span articulating the “ZPAC” (VI#: ^3–^1).  Other complications include 

                                                
 55 Relatively few other movements in the literature exhibit this key scheme; the most obvious 
precedent for the “Hammerklavier” movement is the first movement from Beethoven’s Piano Trio in B-flat 
Major, Op. 97.  For another example of this strategy, see Beethoven’s Triple Concerto in C Major, Op. 56.  
In these expositions Beethoven employs a slightly different strategy. Rather then serving as the goal key, 
VI# functions as a way station to its diatonic minor form (I-VI#-vi).  See also Heinrich Schenker, Free 
Composition, 137–138, 14n.  Here Oster discusses the submediant as expostional goal key and its role in 
sonata-form voice-leading structure.      
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Musical Example 2.4a. Beethoven Piano Sonata in B-flat Major, Op. 106/i, Exposition 
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Musical Example 2.4b. Beethoven Piano Sonata in B-flat Major, Op. 106/i, S-space 
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Beethoven Piano Sonata in B-flat Major, Op. 106/i (cont.)
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Beethoven Piano Sonata in B-flat Major, Op. 106/i (cont.) 
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an S-space constructed as an auxiliary cadence, the delayed appearance of the submediant 

key’s root-position tonic, and an attenuated cadence at the moment of EEC. 

 An ill-prepared VI: HC MC first announces the exposition’s problematic nature.  

Lasting a mere four bars, the transition hardly begins at m. 35 as a dissolving “grand 

consequent” before abruptly moving to the preparatory V/VI (mm. 37–38) articulating 

the MC.  The hasty motion seems all the more problematic considering the movement’s 

monumental character established in the first few bars.  The fortissimo, orchestral-like 

fanfares seem to announce the beginning of a majestic and profound musical journey.  

This mood continues throughout most of the remainder of P-space, but the transition’s 

abrupt articulation of the MC suggests a sudden faltering, or an inability to fulfill the 

expectations established at the movement’s outset. 

 The MC’s abrupt articulation yields ramifications for S-space.  Since the 

transition could not secure an unproblematic and normative MC, the arrival of the 

submediant key’s root-position tonic is postponed to later in the exposition.  Thus, S 

begins over a dominant pedal point, effectively compensating for the ill-prepared local 

dominant at the point of MC. 

 The theme is constructed as a loose compound sentence, whose continuation (m. 

63) moves to I6, the first appearance of the secondary key’s tonic.  A convincing, 

structural root-position tonic does not appear until the very moment of EEC (discounting 

the two root-position tonics in mm. 63–64, in the midst of the continuation’s sequential 

activity).  Following the continuation’s normative fragmentation and sequential activity 

(mm. 63–69), the energy level begins to wane and the expected cadence never comes to 
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fruition.  At m. 70 the continuation’s rising contour “retreats” with a descending second 

sequence, and the music becomes increasingly chromatic, seemingly resisting the typical 

thematic liquidation needed to cadence.  The descending sequence eventually returns to I6  

(m. 74). 

 The motion back to I6 effectively signals the abandonment of the sentence.  At m. 

75 the theme re-starts with an elaborated version of the original compound presentation, 

but now taking place over I6 rather then the dominant.  After the first four-bar basic idea 

(mm. 75–78), the theme appears to reach its continuation with the ensuing harmonic 

acceleration (mm. 79–80).  However, since the basic idea is clearly restated at m. 81, the 

continuation-like material in bars 79–80 is retrospectively reinterpreted as an extension to 

the original basic idea.  The effect is that of a “false continuation,” which is then 

reinterpreted as part of the presentation.   

 At m. 85 the theme’s continuation begins in earnest with a descending second 

sequence.  The sequence leads to IV at m. 90, which is then strongly emphasized in the 

next bar with the sforzando marking.  At this point Beethoven introduces a contrasting 

texture along with new motivic material, signaling the beginning of an expanded 

cadential progression (with an omitted initiating tonic).56  The E.C.P.’s initiating 

predominant function is prolonged over the next five bars (mm. 91–95), during which 

additional sforzando markings and a displaced downbeat intensify the pull toward the 

dominant.  However, the dominant’s arrival (m. 96) is undermined with a fp marking.  

The indicated crescendo extending over the next three bars somewhat salvages this 

                                                
 56 Ibid., 109.  Caplin notes that some expanded cadential progressions begin with a predominant 
function rather than a more typical tonic. 
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unexpected turn of events, but the IAC at m. 100 once again foils our expectations with 

its accompnying drop in dynamic level and subsequent modal mixture. 

 Aside from these features, however, the cadence at m. 100 exhibits certain 

characteristics that make it a viable EEC candidate:  (a) it is followed by contrasting 

material, (b) the material is made up of (discursive) codettas, and (c) it occurs at a 

proportionally acceptable point in the exposition’s trajectory.  Moreover, no additional 

authentic cadence (in Caplin’s sense) takes place in the remainder of expositional space. 

Hepokoski and Darcy briefly address such instances of attenuated cadences in their 

chapter on S complications, stating that 

when potentially structural PAC’s [or in this case IAC’s] are problematized or 
attenuated in one way or another, opinions may differ on the resulting 
implications for EEC placement.  Within the argument appeals will have to be 
made to additional material surrounding that [authentic cadence].57   
        

Thus, an attenuated cadence’s surrounding evidence might support reading it as the “real” 

EEC––albeit a problematized one.   

 This way of thinking is perhaps suited to the “Hammerklavier” exposition.  

Following the IAC, two seven-bar discursive codettas (m. 100 and m. 106) both end with 

IAC’s, and thus do not afford any substantive additional closure.  This perception is 

reinforced by the fact that the codettas maintain the abruptly introduced recessive 

dynamic at m. 100.  Beethoven then introduces a third discursive codetta (m. 112) with a 

new motivic basis. The passage serves to re-energize the trajectory and provide a final 

“push” to complete the exposition’s fifth-Zug for the ZPAC (m. 116).  The ZPAC is then 

followed by five bars of reinforcing tonic-dominant oscillation (mm. 116–120).  

                                                
 57 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 170. 
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 One might argue that this PAC might also function as the EEC.  However, such a 

reading oversimplifies the passage and fails to capture its inherent complexity and 

ambiguity.  First, the “PAC” at m. 116 occurs rather late in the exposition.  Although 

some expositions feature little or no closing section, it is much more normative for C-

space to comprise eight bars or more.  For this reason, it is unlikely that m. 116 be 

construed as the EEC.   This combined with the evidence mentioned above strongly 

suggests that m. 100 functions as the EEC, despite its attenuation.  Furthermore, since the 

IAC does not provide complete melodic closure, it is natural and convincing that the third 

discursive codetta secures the “ZPAC.”  

 
 

Brahms Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87/i 
 
 

The exposition from the first movement of Brahms’s Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 

87, features one of the least idiosyncratic examples of IAC EEC in the nineteenth-century 

literature (Musical Example 2.5a and b).  As in the Beethoven and Haydn movements, 

the second half of the exposition’s fifth descent occurs in two parts, the first (^5-^3) 

articulating the EEC, the second (^3-^1) articulating the ZPAC.  Further, Brahms 

employs discursive codettas to secure the ZPAC.  

 Following an unproblematic V: HC MC (m. 53), S’s first module (S1.1) begins at 

m. 57 over a tonic pedal in the dominant key.  The theme unfolds as a compound period, 

with the antecedent’s half cadence at m. 64.  The consequent is extended beyond the  
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Musical Example 2.5b. Brahms Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87/i, S-space  
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Brahms Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87/i  (cont.) 
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Brahms Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87/i (cont.) 
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Brahms Piano Trio in C Major, Op.87/i  (cont.) 
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the antecedent’s eight-bar construction with an expanded cadential progression 

(E.C.P.),whose entrance is accompanied by a shift to a contrasting gracefully lilting topic 

(m. 80).  The E.C.P. (S1.2) leads to a promising candidate for cadential dominant at m. 87, 

but ultimately fails to cadence.  Instead, the module retreats back for an additional E.C.P. 

at m. 90.  Brahms highlights this “second attempt” with a forte dynamic and shift to a 

heroic topic.  After reaching a climax in mm. 96–97, the energy level naturally subsides 

and an emphasized C (local ^4) in the piano (mm. 100–101) effects the first third descent 

for an IAC EEC (m. 102).  

The C-space that follows begins with one unusually large, fourteen-bar discursive 

codetta built on the cadential progression I–bVI–V–I.  The codetta’s exceptional length 

and atypical chromaticism help to provide additional goal-directed motion to produce the  

 ZPAC at m. 115.  Once this is completed, P-material returns with two additional 

discursive codettas (mm. 115 and 121), both continuing the previous codetta’s 

chromaticism.  As in the “Hammerklavier” movement, expositional closure is achieved 

by a two-part process comprising two third-spans.58  

This analysis reads the module at 103 as codettas, but it could be argued that it 

functions as an additional theme, thus delaying the EEC until m. 115.  However, the tonic 

pedal in mm. 102–106 suggests a postcadential, codetta function, lending it more the 

appearance of C rather than a would-be S2.  In addition, the IAC at m. 102 brings with it a 

                                                
 58 See Boyd Pomeroy, “The Major Dominant in Minor-Mode Sonata Forms: Compositional 
Challenges, Complications, and Effects,” Journal of Schenkerian Studies 5 (2011): 28–31.  The author 
discusses this technique in relation to the first movement from Brahms’s Symphony No. 4 in E Minor.  As 
Pomeroy points out, the expositional S-space comprises two themes bound together by one deeper-level 
fifth descent.  The first theme articulates the first half of the descent (^5–^3), and the second completes it 
(^3–^1).  However, unlike the movements featuring an IAC EEC, here the first part (^5–^3) occurs with a 
V: HC MC in a trimodular block rather than a V: IAC.     
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natural release of energy accompanied by a change of topos.  The struggle-filled Sturm 

und Drang of the previous E.C.P. gives way to the relatively passive, lyrical grazioso 

topos at m. 102.  The combined energy release and change of topos emphatically signal 

that the exposition has indeed reached its goal. 

 
 

Mendelssohn A Midsummer Night’s Dream Overture, Op. 21 

 
 The exposition from Mendelssohn’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream overture 

contains a similar voice-leading structure to that of the Brahms C Major Trio movement 

(Musical Example 2.6).  Both are in the major mode and a feature a fifth-descent 

occurring in two parts. However, while the Brahms movement features only one S-theme 

followed by discursive codettas securing the “ZPAC,” this exposition contains two 

themes, the first articulating part one of the fifth-descent (V: ^5–^3), the second securing 

the EEC with an IAC (m. 222).  This is then followed by discursive codettas producing 

the “ZPAC” (m. 238).   Thus, expositional closure is achieved by three successive points 

of articulation: part one of the fifth-descent, followed by the IAC EEC, and lastly the 

ZPAC.  In this respect expositional closure is truly expanded over a substantial portion of 

S-space.   

 S’s first theme (S1) begins at m. 130 with an unusually large loose sentence.  Its 

large “presentation” unfolds with two distinct smaller presentations (mm. 130 and 139) 

before leading to the large continuation (m. 146).  This large presentation might be 

analyzed as a grand version of a compound basic idea; but the sheer length of each 

constituent unit detracts from any real sense of a compound basic idea.  The continuation  
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leads to a lower-level PAC (m. 154), followed by an expanded restatement of the theme 

with the first presentation omitted.  The restatement leads to an expanded cadential 

progression at m. 169, which then articulates an additional PAC.  Due to the lack of goal-

directed motion, this second PAC is also relegated to a subordinate role.  The theme’s 

restatement does not end until after an additional, elaborated version of the first E.C.P. 

(m. 177) drives to the more structural, contrapuntal cadence (m. 194).  The cadence’s 

emphatic resolution is facilitated by the crescendo beginning back at m. 180, coupled 

with the prominently ascending bass line in mm. 185–194.  This effects the first part (V: 

^5–^3) of the exposition’s fifth descent. 

 The second theme, or “Bottom’s theme,” also begins with a succession of two 

presentations (mm. 198 and 206).  The continuation (m. 214) leads to a clear, 

unproblematic IAC EEC at m. 223, confirmed with the onset of codettas.  The codettas 

begin typically with four-bar units (mm. 223–330) made up of horn calls, after which C-

space becomes re-infused with newfound energy and goal direction.  The new burst of 

energy then secures the “ZPAC” at m. 238.     

   
 
   Dvorák String Quartet in C Major, Op. 61/i 
 
 
 The first movement of Dvorák’s String Quartet in C Major, Op. 61 features an 

IAC EEC taking place at the end of an overtly chromatic three-key exposition (Musical 

Example 2.7a and b).  Further, in addition to the IAC EEC delaying the ZPAC to C-

space, the auxiliary cadence articulating the exposition’s goal key likewise delays the 
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Musical Example 2.7b. Dvorák String Quartet in C Major, Op. 61/i, S-space 
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Dvorák String Quartet in C Major, Op. 61/i (cont.) 
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Dvorák String Quartet in C Major, Op. 61/i (cont.) 
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EEC itself––which, as a result, is secured by an SC discursive codetta module rather than 

a fully-thematic module.   

 S begins in m. 69 with a sentential theme in the chromatic mediant Eb major.  

From the outset the music seems to be plagued with unsettling chromaticism, effectively 

challenging the Eb key area as a viable option for the exposition’s goal key.  The theme’s 

first six-bar sentential statement manages to articulate an authentic cadence in Eb (m. 75); 

but any sense of closure is compromised by an elision to a varied repetition of the 

original statement, as well as the still-present murky chromaticism.  With this second 

statement it becomes clear that the music is engaging in thematic loops, a technique 

typically associated with Mozart.59  The new phrase (m. 75) begins with the same motivic 

material as the first, but now with the melodic voice transferred up an octave and the 

original six-bar length compressed into four bars.  After its first two bars, the music 

modulates up a major second to F minor, ending with an authentic cadence elided to a 

third statement (m. 79).  Next, the music cycles through the material once again, 

continuing the ascending second motion by modulating to G major, the exposition’s goal 

key (m. 83).   

 S’s third statement ends with an authentic cadence in G major (m. 83), but the 

resolution cannot possibly be construed as the EEC.  The theme’s principal motivic 

material (the syncopated upper-neighbor figure) clearly continues after the cadence.  In 

addition, as with most cases of thematic looping, it becomes apparent in the next phrase 

that the first three statements collectively function as a loose compound presentation 

                                                
 59 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 80–86. 
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whose continuation begins in m. 83.  Although there is no harmonic acceleration, the 

ensuing fragmentation suggests a continuation function.  Thus, the authentic cadences in 

mm. 75, 79, and 83 are retrospectively reinterpreted as lower-level points of articulation 

closing each of the three compound basic ideas.  The theme’s ultimate goal is the IAC 

appearing at the end of the continuation (m. 87). 

 Following the cadence at m. 87, the music abruptly shifts to thematically 

liquidated codettas prolonging the local tonic G major.  In addition, the dotted rhythms 

provide a contrasting texture.  Both of these events potentially signal the onset of C, in 

which case the cadence at m. 87 would function as an IAC EEC.  However, a closer 

inspection strongly suggests otherwise.  First, the cadence arrives unusually early in the 

larger context of expositional space.  The exposition’s first half comprises no less than 68 

bars, while S-space up until this point consists of a mere 18 measures.  Further, taken in 

the context of the theme’s loose sentential structure, the extremely compressed 

continuation (4 bars compared to the 14-bar presentation) lacks sufficient goal-directed 

motion to produce EEC.  This is largely due to the absence of any substantive harmonic 

motion: the first two bars merely prolong tonic with a pedal point, the second two 

prolong the cadential dominant.  In addition, the tonic at the beginning of the 

continuation has just arrived, serving as the goal of S’s auxiliary cadence structure.  This 

hardly suffices to set up a conclusive, satisfactory EEC at m. 87.  Lastly, the 

aforementioned chromaticism remains unyielding up until this point, which further 

diminishes any sense of acceptable closure for EEC. 
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 Since the cadence at m. 87 is relatively weak, its structural status is relegated to 

an inner voice; and as a result, the expected fifth-descent in the exposition’s second half 

is delayed until a later, more convincing cadential articulation.  Starting at the beginning 

of S-space (m. 69), an inner-voice Anstieg initiates a third ascent moving from G to its 

goal pitch B-natural.  The B-natural is accompanied by the arrival of the dominant Stufe 

and structural ^2 in the top voice.  Unlike most S-themes in the eighteenth-century 

literature (or in the early-nineteenth century literature), S1.1 does not constitute an Ursatz-

replica.60  Rather, after the theme reaches its Kopfton (the B-natural in m. 85), an inner-

voice neighbor note (C) articulates the IAC at m. 87.  Thus, the expected fifth-descent in 

the exposition’s second half is delayed until a later, more convincing cadential 

articulation.    

 Following the cadence at m. 87, the remainder of the exposition consists entirely 

of codettas.  This might justify reading m. 87 as the “real” EEC.  However, a closer 

reading suggests that this passage plays a more significant role, essentially compensating 

for m. 87’s inability to provide sufficient closure for EEC.  As a result, since S-space 

enters into codetta territory before securing the EEC, this material is most accurately 

designated as what Hepkoski and Darcy refer to as an SC module.61  This phenomenon 

will be examined in greater detail below, but suffice it to say that SC modules denote an 

onset of “C-like” material prior to the EEC.  

                                                
 60 See Jane Schmalfeldt, In the Process of Becoming (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 
43. See also Jan Miyake, “Multiple Themes and Musical Space in Sonata-Form Expositions,” Journal of 
Schenkerian Studies 5 (2011): 39–58.  Both authors discuss S-themes conforming to the Ursatz, thus 
constituting Ursatz-replicas.  
 
 61 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 190–191. 
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 The codettas beginning at m. 87 (labeled SC.1) initially provide mere 

reinforcement for the previous cadence.  But at m. 93 a new, discursive codetta module 

(labeled SC.2) assumes a more active role, providing additional goal-directed motion to 

secure the “real” EEC.  Dvorák makes this explicit by recalling the syncopated upper-

neighbor motive from the beginning of S-space––which in a sense implies a “rewinding 

of the sonata clock” to make another attempt at securing the EEC.  The new module 

serves to give a final “push” to secure the IAC EEC at m. 97.  This is then confirmed by 

an onset of differing material.  

 Since the cadence at m. 97 is given more dominant-key preparation with less 

overt chromaticism, it succeeds in facilitating the first part of the exposition’s deeper-

level fifth-descent (^5–^3).  The predominant IV chord in the second half of m. 94 

provides sufficient support for ^4, which then resolves to ^3 with the articulation of the 

IAC at m. 97.  The lack of full melodic closure is then compensated for by a discursive 

codetta, leading to the PAC at m. 104.   

 
 

Dvorák String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 51/i 
 
 

 Like the Midsummer Night’s Dream and “Horseman” expositions, the first 

movement of Dvorák’s E-flat Major String Quartet, Op. 51 also features a reached-over 

third descent securing an IAC EEC (Musical Example 2.8a and b).  However, in this case 

the tonic moves first to the dominant key, and then deformationally to VII# for the EEC.  

In addition to its unconventional goal key, the exposition is fraught with other 

complications, including deemphasized and ill-prepared local tonics, “underdeveloped”  
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Musical Example 2.8b. Dvorák String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 51/i, TR–S 
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Dvorák String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 51/i (cont.) 
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Dvorák String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 51/i (cont.) 
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Dvorák String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 51/i (cont.) 
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themes lacking in goal-directed motion, and an abruptly secured EEC and ZPAC.  These 

elements combine to produce an overtly unstable and problematic exposition. 

 After a mere measure of dominant preparation, S-space begins over the retained 

dominant pedal (m. 37).  As in the Haydn movement, the lack of convincing dominant 

preparation ultimately has the effect of delaying the appearance of the local tonic’s root-

position triad until later in S-space.  The first theme is constructed as a compound 

sentence, with both of the presentation’s compound basic ideas ending with lower-level 

articulations of the dominant key’s root-position tonic (mm. 40 and 44).  But these chords 

do little in the way of solidifying or confirming the new key; and no subsequent, more 

convincing cadence emerges.  At m. 45 fragmentation ensues over a dominant pedal for 

continuation, but this soon dissolves without coming to a cadence.  The passage then 

retrospectively functions as a kind of bridge modulating to the chromatic mediant G 

major for the B section of S’s ternary layout.  

 In the next few bars we discover that the mediant key serves merely as a 

momentary diversion from the more structural dominant key.  Following a loose, three-

bar presentation over a dominant pedal (mm. 49–51), the subsequent continuation quickly 

returns to the dominant key via an ascending chromatic bass line.  A’ then  begins at m. 

55 with a contracted version of the presentation appearing at the beginning of the original 

A section.  As before, a root-position tonic triad appears at the end of each compound 

basic idea (mm. 56 and 58).  The exposition is then abruptly and unexpectedly thrown of 

course (m. 59) with a motion to the chromatic leading-tone key (D major), a highly 

deformational key choice rarely employed in either the eighteenth- or nineteenth-century 
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literature.  As the graph shows, the leading-tone key functions an unfolding of the 

dominant key, which retains its normative function of interrupted dominant in the 

movement’s overall structure.  Despite the abrupt motion to the highly unconventional 

key, the fragmentation and harmonic acceleration in mm. 59–62 suggest a continuation 

function to the compound presentation in mm. 55–58.  The continuation leads to a less-

than-satisfactory IAC EEC (m. 63), followed by the ZPAC two bars later.   

 Several factors contribute to the EEC’s highly problematic arrival; but the most 

obvious is Dvorák’s highly deformational key choice for the EEC.  As pointed out earlier, 

VII as a key area (either the leading tone or subtonic version) very rarely functions as the 

expositional goal key.  The most notable example from the Classical literature is the 

second movement from Mozart’s Piano Concerto in E-flat Major, K. 449.  In this 

movement’s exposition, S first begins in the normative key of the dominant (F major), 

but is then thrown of course with a collapse to the minor mode, followed by a motion to 

bVII for the EEC.   Hepokoski and Darcy examine this movement in their discussion of 

“wrong-key” EEC-substitutes, stating that such deformational keys represent a “site of 

loss,” or a “marooned narrative subject…now obliged to seek whatever consolation it can 

find, to articulate in a desolately strange location a major-mode EEC-gesture once 

planned for the proper key.”62  Thus, as they suggest, in these situations an “EEC-

gesture” substitutes for a real, fully functional EEC.  As a result, the exposition fails in 

securing the expected EEC. 

                                                
  62 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 178. 
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 The Dvorák movement is perhaps in dialogue with K. 449/ii.  But because of its 

late-nineteenth-century context, the VII: EEC is less problematic then it would be in a 

late-eighteenth century work.  Indeed, by the time of this movement’s publication (1871), 

nineteenth-century composers had vastly expanded the syntactical, tonal, and expressive 

possibilities of the S-C juncture.  Accordingly, the unconventional expositional goal key 

served as one new method for expressing a sense of “something going wrong,” but 

without the extreme deformational implications that an eighteenth-century movement 

would have.  Thus, while in the Mozart the EEC is merely an “EEC-gesture,” or an 

apparent EEC with implications of expositional failure, here the EEC still retains its 

function.  

 A host of other factors also contribute to the EEC’s problematic articulation.  Not 

only is Dvorák’s key choice for the EEC unorthodox, but its arrival is extremely ill-

prepared and sudden.   Indeed, by the time the exposition reaches the A’ section, the 

music still suggests that the EEC will occur in the dominant.  S-space’s overall static and 

wandering nature also undermines the trajectory.  The abrupt and capricious manner with 

which the theme moves from key to key (V–iii–V–VII#) suggests hesitation, indecision, 

or unease.  This feeling is exacerbated by the fact that S is seemingly constructed as a 

series of dominant pedals, which only briefly touch on their respective root-position 

tonics.  In addition, the very oscillating and cyclical nature of the theme’s motivic 

material (especially in the A sections) likewise lends itself to S-space’s floating and 

unsettled mood.  And once the EEC and “ZPAC” do occur, the material persists, denying 

us the expected differing material confirming the EEC. 
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 Finally, the arrival of the ZPAC (m. 65) is also abrupt.  Although it is readily 

perceived, unlike in other movements examined in this chapter there is no discursive 

codetta providing additional goal-directed motion.  Instead, a mere two measures (mm. 

63–65) are tasked with securing the ZPAC.  As a result, expositional closure is not only 

blurred by an EEC/ZPAC disjunction, but its extremely abrupt and seemingly capricious 

arrival almost give rise to expositional failure.  
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CHAPTER 2. 
 
 

THE CLOSING RHETORIC EEC 
 
 

 Although the IAC EEC can obscure the S-C juncture, it at least entails an 

authentic cadence.  Composers from this era also explored more extreme methods of 

blurring the EEC, specifically ones involving a non authentic-cadential resolution.  That 

is to say, the EEC takes place despite the absence of an authentic cadence.  By non-

cadential I am referring to any resolution not involving a root-position dominant moving 

to a root-position tonic.63  Thus, plagal cadences, so-called “contrapuntal cadences,” and 

the like fall into this category.  Further, although these examples do not feature a cadence 

as such, it must be noted that a dominant-to-tonic motion occurs at a deeper structural 

level, and so in this sense the standard tonal resolution still takes place.  Nevertheless, the 

EEC is blurred by virtue of its lacking a clear V–I motion at the local syntactical level.  

Throughout this chapter I will refer to such EEC’s as Closing Rhetoric EEC’s, or “C-

Rhetoric EEC’s.”   

 
Brahms Horn Trio in E-flat Major, Op. 40/iv 

 
 

 The EEC occurring in the finale of Brahm’s Horn Trio in E-flat Major, Op. 40, 

features a clear V–I motion in the bass (Musical Example 3.1a and b).  However, the  

resolution is undercut by an unresolved cadential 6/4 sliding down to a root-position 

                                                
 63 For a standard definition of an authentic cadence, see William Caplin, Classical Form; see also 
Ibid., “The Classical Cadence: Conceptions and Misconceptions,” 51–118. 
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Musical Example 3.1a. Brahms Horn Trio in E-flat Major, Op. 40/iv, Exposition 

 

 

 

Musical Example 3.1b. Brahms Horn Trio in E-flat Major, Op. 40/iv, EEC/ZPAC 
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Brahms Horn Trio in E-flat Major, Op. 40/iv, EEC/ZPAC (cont.) 
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tonic.  Thus, at least at the surface level, the cadential 6/4 retrospectively sounds like a 

second-inversion tonic arpeggiating down to its root-position form. The resolution is then 

followed by an onset of codettas confirming the EEC.  

 According to Peter Smith, the resolution exemplifies Brahms’s penchant for using 

linkage (in this case harmonic linkage) to downplay or “smooth over” points of formal 

articulation.64  The author notes that in a linear analysis the chord would most likely be 

heard as a melodic anticipation of the tonic resolution, and that in fact the 6/4 still takes 

place over the prolonged dominant Stufe.  Several factors contribute to this, including the 

passage’s four-bar hypermeter and two-bar harmonic rhythm.  But, as Smith ultimately 

argues, there is still a kind of “extraprolongational” connection between the 6/4 chord and 

the subsequent root-position tonic.  That is, despite being incidental or embellishing, the 

6/4 chord invites listeners to hear it as extension of tonic. 

 The resolution is more problematic when considered in relation to the 

exposition’s overall voice-leading structure.  As with many examples of IAC EEC, the 

fifth descent initiated from ^2 is delayed until C-space, producing an EEC/ZPAC 

disjunction.  In addition, the structural goal key does not arrive until the very moment of 

EEC.  This “late” arrival is typically associated with three-key expositions and trimodular 

blocks. 65   Yet, although this movement features a trimodular block, its S-space is 

unusually compact, making the EEC’s arrival seem all the more abrupt.  

                                                
 64 Peter Smith, “New Perspectives on Brahms’s Linkage Technique,” Intégral 21 (2007): 111–
117. 
 
 65 For a more detailed discussion of this phenomenon, see Graham Hunt, “The Three-Key 
Trimodular Block and Its Classical Precedents: Sonata Expositions of Schubert and Brahms,” Intégral 23 
(2009): 81–82.  The author associates this technique specifically with Georg Benda, suggesting that his 
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 Following a second-level default I: HC MC, TM1 begins (m. 46) over the retained 

B-flat pedal.  In most Classical examples of this medial caesura type, the following S-

theme will normally begin unequivocally in the dominant key.  However, although the B-

flat pedal continues through the medial caesura and into S-space, the subsequent collapse 

to the minor mode coupled with the oscillation between B-flat minor and G-flat major 

produces instability, and thus delays the arrival of the structural dominant Stufe.  Further, 

as Peter Smith points out, the theme’s “non-Sness” also contributes to the instability, 

especially considering the movement’s nineteenth-century context.66  Indeed, although 

S’s motivic/melodic material is different from P’s, the pulsing hunt topic remains 

unchanged throughout most of the exposition. 

S’s unstable first module (TM1) eventually proves incapable of establishing a 

viable secondary key.  As a result, although S-space begins with a B-flat pedal, the 

passage’s inherent instability relegates the chord’s structural status to apparent rather than 

structural local tonic.   At m. 55 a new burst of energy launches a renewed transitional 

passage (TM2), at which point S’s trimodular block construction becomes apparent.  TM2 

drives to a V: HC MC at m. 67, followed by TM3 over an F dominant pedal.  The music 

builds expectation for a strong cadence; but, as noted above, Brahms undermines our 

expectations by omitting the cadential 6/4’s expected 5/3 resolution.  Despite this, 
                                                                                                                                            
works likely served as models for many of Schubert’s movements.  Schubert utilized the strategy in many 
of his expositions, including the ones from his Overture to Claudine von Villa Bella and the Finale of his 
Symphony No. 3 in D Major.  See also Boyd Pomeroy, “The Parallel Sonata Form,” 22, 31–35.  Here the 
author identifies a specific type of this phenomenon called “C (LR).”  “LR,” or late-resolving, refers to 
expositions in which the goal key is deferred until after S’s characteristic thematic expression.  “C (LR),” a 
subcategory of “LR,” denotes situations in which the exposition’s tonal destination does not arrive until the 
EEC moment.     
 
 66 Smith, “New Perspectives,” 160.  Smith notes the relative exceptionality of  “non-S-like” 
themes occurring in nineteenth-century movements. 
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however, the ensuing closing rhetoric at m. 83 still brings with it a sense of closure.  This 

combined with the sudden release of accumulated energy compensate for the missing 

cadence.  Therefore, we can still hear m. 83 as a functional EEC. 

In addition to the atypical resolution, the EEC’s additional requirement of melodic 

closure is conspicuously missing, with ^5 (F) retained in the upper voice.  Thus, as in 

many of the examples featuring an IAC EEC, C-space must compensate for S’s lack of 

full melodic closure by effecting the fifth descent and producing the ZPAC.  And indeed, 

although C-space comprises a mere nine measures, it nevertheless manages to secure the 

ZPAC at m. 91.  Despite the fact that Brahms does not maintain the obligatory register 

established at the outset of S-space, the ZPAC’s occurrence is readily perceived.  The 

following fragmentation gives further confirmation of this. 

 
 

Brahms String Sextet in B-flat Major, Op. 18/i 
 
 

  The first movement from Brahms’s B-flat Major String Sextet, Op. 18, also 

features a non-cadential EEC with a tonic 6/4 arpeggiating down to its root position 

(Musical Example 3.2a and b).  But instead of simply moving from ^5 to ^1, the bass 

arpeggiates the entire triad.  In addition, EEC is further compromised by a ZPAC/EEC 

disjunction after a markedly expanded S-space.  But unlike the movements featuring IAC 

EEC, or the Horn Trio movement, the “ZPAC” deformationally precedes the EEC.  

These two features work to create an especially jarring and anticlimactic EEC. 
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Musical Example 3.2a. Brahms String Sextet in B-flat Major, Op. 18/i, S2–EEC 
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Brahms String Sextet in B-flat Major, Op. 18/i, S2–EEC (cont.) 

 

 

 

 

Musical Example 3.2b. Brahms String Sextet in B-flat Major, Op. 18/i, Exposition 
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 S-space comprises two compound periods (S1 and S2) whose consequents are both 

extended by cadential deviations.  The first module begins in m. 61 over an auxiliary 

cadence beginning in the key of A major (local III#), which eventually leads to the 

dominant key (m. 68).  Although structurally the imperfect authentic cadence at the end 

of the antecedent confirms the arrival of the dominant Stufe, the following consequent 

also begins off-tonic, which further adds to S’s instability.  To more firmly establish F 

major as the secondary key, an additional S module follows (S2) with a more 

conventional harmonic framework.  However, its consequent eventually stagnates and 

reaches a point of inactive inertia.  Following an evaded cadence at m. 103, the music 

builds to a massive 26-bar dominant pedal (m. 107).  After reaching a climax at m. 130, 

the pedal fails to resolve as expected.  Instead, over the next three bars the accrued energy 

tapers off with a decrescendo, and the pedal seems “stuck,” as if it has missed its cue to 

resolve.  Following the loss of momentum, the fifth descent’s structural ^1 arrives for the 

ZPAC, despite the lingering pedal (m. 133).  Although this moment of resolution does 

not afford sufficient closure to secure the EEC, it still provides structural melodic closure.  

At m. 137, the bass finally resolves to root-position tonic via the above-mentioned 

downward arpeggiation.  The subsequent return of P-material and onset of codettas then 

confirm the EEC; but at the same time, the preceding loss of momentum and “early” 

arrival of the ZPAC detract from its arrival, which as a result sounds “late,” anticlimactic, 

even perfunctory.  As in the Horn Trio, and the examples of IAC EEC discussed above in 

Chapter 1, the ZPAC/EEC disjunction has a “smoothing over” effect on the EEC, which 

in this case is exacerbated by the loss of momentum and effect of anticlimax.  
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A more thorough consideration of Brahms’s voice-leading strategy reveals an 

important structural motivic correlation between the idiosyncratic EEC and the 

exposition’s earlier middleground motion: the EEC’s descending arpeggiation relates to 

S’s auxiliary cadential structure.  Although the two events occur at different structural 

levels, the descending arpeggiation effecting the EEC in a way might be heard as a 

summarizing of the previous middleground motion.  This inter-level relationship appears 

all the more obvious because of the EEC’s unorthodox nature.  Thus, although at the 

local level the EEC is “problematic,” at the same time it creates formal unity. 

 
 

Brahms’s Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 1/i 
 
 

 The first movement from Brahms’s Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 1, also features 

a tonally unstable S-space ending with a C-rhetoric EEC (Musical Example 3.3a and b).  

However, here Brahms explores even more extreme methods of undermining and 

blurring the EEC.  First, the expositional trajectory moves deformationally to the diatonic 

minor submediant for its tonal destination.67   Second, although the exposition ultimately 

ends in the submediant key, there are unsettling inflections of both the chromatic mediant 

E major and, more deformationally, the supertonic D minor.  Both elements cast doubt on 

the EEC’s status, arguably resulting in expositional failure.   

 Following a III: HC MC, S launches unexpectedly in A minor as a harmonic non 

sequitur (m. 39).  The theme is constructed as a large-scale period with the antecedent’s 

                                                
 67 For another example of a major-mode exposition featuring the diatonic submediant as its tonal 
destination, see the first movement of Mendelssohn’s String Quintet in A Major, Op. 18/i.  
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Musical Example 3.3a. Brahms Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 1/i, Exposition 
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Musical Example 3.3b. Brahms Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 1/i, S1.2-C 
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Brahms Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 1/i, S1.2-C (cont.) 
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half cadence in m. 51.  Although the cadence’s function of closure is ultimately clear, its 

resolution is initially problematic due to a lingering non-harmonic sixth (C) and an 

implied dissonant fourth (A) above the bass.  The top voice’s abrupt register transfer 

(d#2–e3) also undermines the resolution.  Nevertheless, the non-harmonic tones 

eventually resolve to 5/3 three bars later (m. 54), and thus provide some closure.    

 The arrival of the cadence in m. 51 elides with the entrance of new substantive 

melodic material (S1.2).  On first hearing this might suggest the beginning of a new 

theme, despite the underlying dominant pedal (mm. 51–58, labeled S1.2).  But ultimately 

it functions as a postcadential standing-on-the-dominant, and the subsequent phrase 

beginning at m. 59 serves as the period’s consequent phrase.  Indeed, although slightly 

concealed by rhythmic displacement, S’s original melodic material returns here and 

suggests a rebeginning.  

 At m. 63 the texture and melodic material abruptly shift to a more playful mood 

over a predominant iiø6/5.  Under more normative circumstances the predominant might 

suggest an approaching cadence, but the change in mood and texture momentarily 

undermine or “upstage” its typical syntactical function.  The passage expands into a kind 

of “Neapolitan excursus” lasting until m. 70.  Through semitonal voice-leading the iiø6/5 

transforms into a dominant 4/2 chord in E-flat major (m. 66).  This marks an even more 

extreme departure from the normative trajectory, especially considering its late 

emergence within S-space.  Not only is the key a tritone apart from the submediant key, 

but a few bars later in mm. 69–70 it bears implications of a Neapolitan function in D 

minor.  This implication becomes more palpable in the second half of m. 69 where a G# 
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German diminished-third chord resolves to an accented A chord in the next bar, which on 

the surface sounds like a cadential dominant in D minor.  However, a cadence in D minor 

never comes to fruition, and once we reach mm. 74 and 75 it becomes clear that the A in 

the left hand (m. 70) actually functions as an inner voice over the expanded IV chord in 

mm. 70–72.    

At m. 75 the dominant finally resolves, but problematically.  As with the half 

cadence at m. 51, a non-harmonic sixth (F) remains over the bass for the resolution.  

There is still a clear V-I motion, but the lingering sixth sabotages the resolution, having 

an effect similar to a deceptive cadence.  Despite the initial problematic resolution, 

however, the chord eventually settles into an A major triad for harmonic closure (m. 78), 

which is then followed by a collapse to the parallel minor for the exposition’s ultimate 

goal, the diatonic submediant (m. 80).   

Although it might be argued that the deformational resolution eliminates any 

possibility for EEC, the following rhetoric nevertheless imparts a strong sense of “after 

the end,” or postcadentiality.  First, the thematic material clearly changes after the 

resolution, recalling the standing-on the-dominant theme from S1.2.  In addition, despite 

the anticlimactic drop in dynamic level before and after the resolution, the return of the 

accompanimental figuration from S1.2 conveys a release of tension, or a kind of return to 

normative motion.  

These rhetorical signals combined with the music’s eventual settling on a root-

position A major triad (m. 78) manage to provide some expositional closure.  But despite 

this, C-space still evokes a disconcerting feeling.  More specifically, the D minor tonality 
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still maintains a presence throughout C-space.  As noted above, C-space is made up of 

melodic material from S1.2; however, in its first appearance it occurs over a postcadential 

standing-on-the-dominant.  Thus, when it returns after the EEC, the theme is 

“contaminated,” so to speak, by its previous association with the local dominant function.  

Therefore, although the exposition ends in the submediant (especially when viewed from 

a structural standpoint), in one sense the A pedal sounds like a dominant in D minor.   

Considering all of the noted ambiguities occurring within S-space, including the 

problematic non-cadential resolution for the EEC and the final ambiguous harmonic 

function within C-space, a reading of expositional failure might be in order.  If this were 

an eighteenth-century movement such a reading would be especially appropriate; all of 

these elements undoubtedly qualify as extreme deformations.  However, in the mid-

nineteenth-century context, such phenomena are surely less deformational, and so 

perhaps a more nuanced analysis would view the exposition as problematic and 

ambiguous, but nevertheless ending with an EEC.     

 
 

Schumann Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 14/i 
 
 

 In the first movement of his Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 14 (“Concerto without 

Orchestra”), Schumann uses a similar expositional strategy to that of Brahms’s Horn Trio 

movement (Musical Example 3.4a and b).68  Both feature a trimodular block leading to a 

C-rhetoric EEC. However, while in the Horn Trio movement S-space is unusually 

                                                
 68 For this analysis I am using Schumann’s 1853 revised edition.  
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Musical Example 3.4b. Schumann Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 14/i, S-space 
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Schumann Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 14/i (cont.) 
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compact for a trimodular block, in this movement it is more typically expansive.  In his 

exhaustive study of three-key trimodular block expositions occurring in eighteenth- and 

nineteenth-century movements, Graham Hunt notes a specific subcategory in which TM1 

and TM3 contain the same (or very similar) thematic material.69  As he observes, the 

effect is that of “correcting the key of the theme, particularly when the third key is a more 

normative secondary key and the second key is deformational.”70  

 This same technique occurs in the Schumann movement.  The piece begins in F 

minor, but quickly moves to the dominant minor (C minor) in the transition (mm. 8–15).  

Following a v: HC MC (m. 20–22), TM1 begins over a dominant pedal (m. 28) but soon 

modulates to the subtonic key (E-flat major), articulating a flat-VII: PAC (m. 38).  Thus, 

TM1 unfolds as a fifth-Zug supported by an auxiliary cadence, beginning first with the  

mediant G major (m. 22, first appearing with the V: HC MC), and then closing with the 

cadence at m. 38.  

 This is initially followed by codettas and a change in topic, suggesting that the 

exposition will perhaps end deformationally in the subtonic.  Hunt addresses this kind of 

strongly articulated second key, particularly with reference to many of Schubert’s 

movements.71  The author refers to such instances as “strong” second keys, stating that 

                                                
 69 Hunt, “The Three-Key Trimodular Block,” 76–78.  Hunt identifies Cherubini’s Les deux 
journées overture as the most likely Classical precedent for this compositional strategy.    
 
 70 Ibid., 76.  For examples of this strategy in Schubert’s works, see first movement and finale from 
his Symphony No. 2 in Bb Major, D. 125, the finale of the String Quartet in E Major, D. 353, and the C 
Minor Quartettsatz, D. 703.       
 
 71 Hunt, “The Three-Key Trimodular Block,” 81.  For examples of Schubert using a “strong” 
second in a three-key exposition, see the first movement and finale from his Symphony No. 2 in Bb Major, 
D. 125, the finale from his String Quartet in E Major, D. 353, and the first movement from his Violin 
Sonata in A Minor, D. 385. 
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“This strategy somewhat undermines TM1’s flawed or fleeting rhetoric…at least 

harmonically, and heightens the impression that the second key is the exposition’s final 

key.”72  Although in the Schumann movement the second key’s theme is more compact 

than many of the themes from Schubert’s expositions, the strong PAC alone suffices to 

grant it unusual prominence within its trimodular block context.  Shortly thereafter the 

music becomes unstable, and TM2 launches at m. 46 for an additional transitional 

passage.  At this point material from P and TR return, giving the impression that S is 

“starting over” to make another attempt at securing an EEC in a non-deformational key.  

This sub-rotational aspect becomes even more apparent once the music reaches the III: 

HC MC and TM3 begins (mm. 68–69).  Here the original S material from TM1 returns, 

but now in the normative mediant key.   

 The new module (TM3) manages to articulate a contrapuntal cadence (V6/5-I) for 

a C-rhetoric EEC (m. 76), followed by the same codetta material that appeared after the 

subtonic cadence at m. 38.  But, as in the horn trio, the goal Stufe arrives quite abruptly 

with the EEC, conforming to Hunt’s three-key “afterthought” model.73  Several factors 

contribute to this feeling of abruptness.  First, the new theme has hardly begun (a mere 

six measures) before reaching the C-rhetoric EEC.  Second, although the theme begins 

over the local tonic triad (the root is implied), the chord is very short-lived and quickly 

moves to the F pedal point in mm. 72–75.  Third, the chord’s upper-register setting also 

undermines its arrival.  Considering the surrounding more conventionally set music and 

                                                                                                                                            
 
 72 Ibid. 
 
 73 Ibid.  
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TM3’s latter placement within expositional space, the sudden movement to the upper 

register produces an anticlimax.  

 Since the arrival of the local tonic is deemphasized to such an extent, its structural 

status could be heard as merely apparent.  A similar scenario occurs in the Brahms Horn 

Trio movement.  There, however, the apparent tonic eventually leads to a root-position 

dominant articulating a V–I bass motion for the EEC.  In this movement, however, there 

is no V–I bass motion; the EEC occurs with a contrapuntal V6/5–I motion.  Thus, if the 

local tonic at the beginning of TM3 is apparent, and the mediant Stufe is articulated by an 

auxiliary cadence, where does the local structural dominant appear?  

 I argue that the mediant key’s structural dominant actually arrives with the III: 

HC MC in mm. 68–69.  With this reading, the EEC’s first-inversion dominant is actually 

an extension of the root-position dominant back at the medial caesura, and the apparent 

tonic at the beginning of TM3 falls within this dominant prolongation.  Thus, although 

locally the EEC is problematic since it lacks an authentic cadence, and the A-flat region 

arrives abruptly, at a deeper structural level the formal articulation is not problematic at 

all since the root-position dominant articulated back at the III: HC MC provides ample 

preparation for the resolution at the EEC.  This combined with the return of the closing 

rhetoric from TM1 can be heard as producing a convincing EEC. 
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Mendelssohn String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 12/i 
 
 
 Although Mendelssohn’s compositional style has generally been deemed 

conservative when compared to the music of his peers, the first movement from his Op. 

12 String Quartet in E-flat Major contains perhaps one of the most extreme and  

fascinating cases of C-rhetoric EEC (Musical Example 3.5a and b).  In this movement, 

expositional closure actually occurs without a resolution to a root-position tonic.  At the 

expected EEC moment, S space’s structural dominant resolves idiosyncratically to a first-

inversion tonic.  But despite the apparent evaded cadence, a conspicuous return of P-

material and relaxation of tension seem to overcome, or compensate for the missing root-

position tonic.  Further, as in the Brahms Piano Sonata movement, the missing element of 

closure (in this case a root position tonic) appears a few bars after the EEC.  Thus, once 

again, closure occurs as a two-part process. 

 S-space begins with a loose compound period consisting of two sentences.  In 

both continuations Mendelssohn employs an ascending linear intervallic progression to 

generate goal-directed motion for a cadence.  However, while the antecedent’s 

symmetrical four-bar continuation leads efficiently to a half cadence (m. 67), the 

consequent’s continuation must work through an expanded minor-mode episode before 

achieving satisfactory closure.  The consequent begins with a restatement of the 

antecedent’s four-bar presentation; but rather than leading directly to continuation, the 

phrase is repeated over an extended tonicization of the local minor subdominant (mm. 

72–75).  The sudden shift to the minor mode is highlighted by the decrease in dynamic  
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Musical Example 3.5b. Mendelssohn String Quartet in E-flat Major, Op. 12/i, S-space 
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level. 74  Further, the passage bears ominous implications of a potential return to the tonic 

minor––which would of course, if carried out, result in expositional failure (72–75).   

 The continuation (m. 75) generates forward momentum with an ascending 6–6 

progression and crescendo marking, driving to the root-position structural local dominant 

at m. 84.  The dominant’s arrival brings with it a seemingly unstoppable forward 

momentum.  This is due in large part to its being articulated by a foreground auxiliary 

cadence (see the descending arpeggiation in mm. 80–84), which makes the chord’s 

presence felt prior to m. 84.  Thus, once it arrives, an authentic cadence securing the EEC 

is virtually a foregone conclusion.  As a result, despite the irregular resolution to I6, the 

previously accumulated momentum and force permits us to accept the resolution as a 

kind of authentic cadence.  The subsequent unequivocal return of P-material reinforces 

this feeling. 

 Thus, the resolution at m. 86 marks the point of essential expositional closure.  

The following P-based codetta then articulates an IAC, which, as shown in the graph, 

provides structural harmonic closure to the exposition (m. 90).  Thus, S-space’s structural 

tonic is articulated by a surface auxiliary cadence, starting with the EEC’s I6, and then 

leading to the lower-level dominant resolving for the IAC.  As a result, like many of the 

other expositions examined in this document, expositional closure is expanded and 

blurred by disparately articulated points of closure, in this case the EEC at m. 86, 

                                                
 74 Mendelssohn’s expositions frequently feature a minor-mode episode, usually with implications 
of a crisis or “impasse” that subsequent music overcomes. For an example of this, see the exposition from 
his String Quartet in E Minor, Op. 44.  The E-flat major Quartet represents an extreme case of this, since S-
space is threatened with an extremely deformational motion back to the tonic minor.  A similar 
phenomenon occurs in Mendelssohn’s Hebrides Overture, Op. 26 (see the discussion of this movement 
below in Chapter 4).   
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followed by the IAC at m. 90.  The blurring is enhanced by the absence of a subsequent 

ZPAC, which further obscures expositional closure.  
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CHAPTER 3. 
 
 

THE ANTICLIMACTIC EEC 
 
 

 As mentioned above in Chapter 2, nineteenth-century composers (especially 

Schubert) often delayed the arrival of the exposition’s goal key until immediately before 

or at the EEC.  This strategy typically occurs in three-key expositions and with 

trimodular blocks, as Graham Hunt has noted. 75  Boyd Pomeroy has also discussed this 

phenomenon in his article on the “parallel sonata form,” noting that the goal key is either 

deferred until after S’s characteristic thematic expression or until the very moment of 

EEC.76  In both cases, the goal key arrives somewhat abruptly after a greatly expanded S-

space, and thus can sound “late,” or as if it is an afterthought, resulting in a downplayed 

EEC.   

  This chapter will examine movements featuring a similar strategy.  In these 

expositions, the EEC or goal key still arrives “late,” but the composer also undermines 

the moment of cadential arrival.  This can entail a marked decrease in momentum just 

before the EEC, or in many cases an attenuated cadence.  Both factors ultimately produce 

an anticlimactic effect at the end of the exposition: S-space begins typically, building 

                                                
 75 Graham Hunt, “The Three-Key Trimodular Block,” 81–82.  The author associates this technique 
specifically with Georg Benda, suggesting that his works likely served as models for many of Schubert’s 
movements.  Schubert used the strategy in many of his expositions, including the Overture to Claudine von 
Villa Bella and the finale of his Symphony No. 3 in D Major.  
 
 76 Boyd Pomeroy, “The Parallel Sonata Form,” 22, 31–35.  Here the author identifies a specific 
type of this phenomenon called “C (LR).”  “LR,” or late-resolving, refers to expositions in which the goal 
key is deferred until after S’s characteristic thematic expression.  “C (LR),” a subcategory of “LR,” denotes 
situations in which the exposition’s tonal destination does not arrive until the EEC moment.      
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expectation and momentum for EEC, but this is soon frustrated or undermined, and the 

trajectory seems to barely manage to articulate a final cadence for EEC.    

 As with examples of IAC EEC and C-Rhetoric EEC, it seems that nineteenth-

century composers were thwarting or manipulating expectations and norms established in 

the late-eighteenth-century repertoire regarding EEC.  Brahms in particular did this quite 

frequently, as exemplified in the above-discussed first movement from his String Sextet 

in B-flat Major, Op. 18.  As I will argue, the anticlimactic EEC served as an additional 

means for challenging the generically crucial EEC without completely negating its 

function.  Thus, while in the Classical era this kind of EEC is virtually nonexistent and 

deformational, in the nineteenth century it was available as a second- or third-level 

default option.    

 

Brahms Violin Sonata in A Major, Op. 100/i 
 
 

 The first movement from Brahms’s A Major Violin Sonata, Op. 100, features a 

model example of the anticlimactic EEC (Musical Example 4.1a and b).  An expanded S-

space builds anticipation for EEC, but ultimately loses momentum and barely manages to 

end with an elided PAC.  S essentially consists of two periods; the first cadences in the 

local mediant G-sharp minor (m. 65), the second in E major for the EEC (m. 89).  The 

first period’s consequent is enlarged with an expanded cadential progression (m. 59).  

The E.C.P. eventually modulates to G# minor, and the consequent ends hastily with an 

IAC in this key (m. 65).  
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Musical Example 4.1a. Brahms Violin Sonata in A Major, Op. 100/i, Exposition 
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Musical Example 4.1b. Brahms Violin Sonata in A Major, Op. 100/i, S-space 
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Brahms Violin Sonata in A Major, Op. 100/i (cont.) 
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Brahms Violin Sonata in A Major, Op. 100/i (cont.) 
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 In terms of the exposition’s narrative, the G-sharp minor cadence represents a 

kind of derailment, or an obstacle that subsequent material must “correct” by securing a 

cadence in a more normative key.  Once the melodic material from the first period returns 

in the original key (m. 67), it becomes clear that this is the case.  Like the first period, the 

consequent features an expanded cadential progression (m. 75).  The contrasting melodic 

material introduced in m. 75 signals the beginning of the E.C.P., but the hypermetrically 

accented first-inversion tonic in m. 79 seems to unequivocally assert its cadential 

function, and with it the promise of EEC.  However, once the phrase reaches its structural 

dominant (m. 83), the dynamic and energy levels wane, and the music seems “stuck” on 

V.  The dominant eventually manages to articulate structural ^2 in m. 87, followed by the 

customary motion to an inner voice; but this is followed by an ominous and unexpected 

one-measure rest (m. 88).   

 At this point the trajectory seemingly comes to a halt, and the EEC appears to be a 

lost cause.  But in the next measure structural ^1 arrives to complete the exposition’ fifth-

descent.  This is accompanied by the violin’s elided restatement of the P-theme, giving 

clear indication that we have entered C-space.  Thus, while the EEC is clearly 

undermined by the preceding marked decrease in forward momentum, as well as the one-

measure rest, the exposition still nevertheless completes its trajectory. 

 Admittedly, if this cadence were to appear in an eighteenth-century exposition it 

would most likely warrant a reading of expositional failure.  However, like the first 

movement from Brahms’s Op. 1 piano sonata, the piece’s late-nineteenth-century context 

demands that we adjust our criteria for EEC.  Thus, despite the one-bar rest, a reading of 
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expositional failure is too reductive.  One important nineteenth-century precedent for 

such a cadence is the first movement from Schubert’s Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898 

(Musical Example 4.2).  As in the Brahms, this movement features a greatly expanded S-

space leading to an attenuated cadence with a one-bar rest inserted between the cadential 

dominant and tonic.  Although this exposition’s key scheme and formal design are more 

complex, the EEC moment is very similar to the one in the Brahms exposition.   

 Like much of the movement, S’s last module evokes a playful, folk-like mood 

with a clear goal-directed motion.  Following a PAC in the dominant key’s local mediant 

A-flat major (m. 85, not shown in the example), the music soon modulates back to the 

dominant key and articulates a strong half cadence (m. 90–91).  The crescendo leading up 

to the cadence combined with the forte dynamic give ample preparation for an eventual 

restatement of the dominant’s root-position tonic and subsequent drive to EEC.  

However, in mm. 93–94 the music counterintuitively decrescendos to piano (m. 95), 

followed by a motion to the theme’s structural dominant (m. 98).  The dominant’s natural 

tendency to resolve is then undermined by another decrease in dynamic level (see the 

diminuendo at the end of m. 98), after which the one-bar rest even further stifles the 

forward momentum.  But the chord nevertheless resolves in the next bar for EEC, 

confirmed by the subsequent return of S’s original thematic material. 

  Despite the lively and goal-directed folk-like character, the dynamic attenuation 

and one-bar rest suggest that Schubert was undermining the EEC moment, 

thus challenging a well-established Classical norm.  The closing section’s ominous-

sounding altered dominants further suggest this, giving the impression that something did 
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Musical Example 4.2. Schubert Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898/i, S-space 
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not quite go as planned, or that the exposition almost failed in accomplishing its generic 

task.  But, as in the Brahms movement, such phenomena should not be considered 

deformational in view of their nineteenth-century context. 

 
 

Brahms Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 5/i 
 
 

 The movements discussed so far feature greatly expanded S-spaces that 

eventually lose momentum and end with an attenuated cadence.  However, the first 

movement from Brahms’s Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 5 features an unusually compact 

S-space leading to an anticlimax (Musical Example 4.3).  Brahms achieves this effect by 

employing an entirely different strategy.  Rather than building expectation for EEC, and 

then subsequently frustrating it through a dwindling of momentum, here the exposition’s 

momentum seems to decline from the very outset of S’s final module.  Indeed, despite its 

trimodular block construction, TM3 hardly begins before reaching an extremely abrupt 

EEC.  And, to further exacerbate the situation, the exposition’s tonal destination does not 

arrive until the very moment of EEC, thus conforming to Pomeroy’s aforementioned “C 

(LR)” category.77   The combined tonal-structural and rhetorical complications result in a 

highly problematic and dubious cadence. 

 Following a de-energizing transition and clear III: HC MC (mm. 36–39), S-space 

begins stably in the mediant key with a typical contrasting lyrical theme (labeled  

TM1–>TM2).  However, in the next few bars the mediant Stufe loses its footing, and the 

 

                                                
 77 Pomeroy, “The Parallel Sonata Form,” 22, 31–35.   
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Musical Example 4.3. Brahms Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 5/i, S-space 
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music becomes tonally unstable.  In mm. 45–49 the module modulates to the submediant 

D-flat major, which then leads to a VI: HC MC in mm. 54–56.  After the second medial 

caesura, it becomes clear that S is structured as a trimodular block (with a fused TM1 and 

TM2); and retrospectively the mediant Stufe functions as a springboard to VI, the 

exposition’s goal key.   

 TM3 begins over a dominant pedal in the submediant key (m. 56).  The new 

module does not literally restate the thematic material from TM1, but its oscillating 

accompanimental pattern and rhythmic content invite listeners to associate it with the 

preceding theme.  As a result, much like the first movement of Schumann’s F Minor 

Piano Sonata, there is a sense that S is starting over, or “re-launching,” since the first 

module proved incapable of securing the EEC.   

 Although TM3 ultimately reaches a cadence for EEC, its arrival is extremely 

abrupt and seemingly inconsequential.  The left hand’s oscillating accompaniment 

prolongs the dominant pedal for the next twelve bars, during which the dynamic level and 

forward momentum stagnate.  The pedal resolves at m. 68 for an IAC EEC, but the 

resolution sounds decidedly un-cadential.  Indeed, despite the twelve-bar dominant 

preparation, the final tonic resolution surprisingly seems unnatural, forced, or even 

premature.  In addition to the pedal’s relatively stagnate dynamic and energy level, the 

lack of a strong predominant might also play a role in making the arrival seem abrupt.  

Further, although at the deeper foreground the top voice’s G-flat in m. 66 clearly resolves 

to the F two bars later for an IAC, on the immediate surface the motion from G-flat 3 to 

F4 is jarring.    
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 The cadence is also problematic when viewed from a textural perspective.  The 

dominant pedal’s oscillating accompaniment abruptly comes to a halt at the moment of 

resolution.  While cadences typically are followed by a moment of repose, or even a 

caesura, they are normally preceded by motivic liquidation and harmonic acceleration.  

However, in the absence of these two elements, Brahms’s cadence sounds premature, 

contrived, and anticlimactic. 

 
 

Mendelssohn String Quintet in A Major, Op. 18/i 
 
 

 As noted earlier in Chapter 3, Mendelssohn has traditionally been considered one 

of the most conservative composers of the nineteenth century.  However, as we saw in 

the first movement of his E-flat Major String Quartet and in his Midsummer Night’s 

Dream Overture, Mendelssohn was quite capable of challenging and undermining 

eighteenth-century norms in new and imaginative ways.78  The first movement from his 

Op. 18 String Quintet in A Major presents further evidence of this (Musical Example 

4.4).  Like the first movement of Brahms’s C Major Piano Sonata, the Quintet’s 

exposition also ends in the diatonic minor submediant (F# minor).  Considering 

Beethoven’s prior use of this strategy, this expositional key scheme is not per se  

 

 

                                                
 78 For an in-depth study of formal innovation in the music of Mendelssohn, see Erez Rapoport, 
“The Smoothing-Over of Formal Junctures as a Style Element in Mendelssohn's Instrumental Music,” PhD 
Diss.  City University of New York, 2004.  Here the author gives a detailed account of Mendelssohn’s 
penchant for blurring formal junctures at both local and global levels. 
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Musical Example 4.4. Mendelssohn String Quintet in A Major, Op. 18/i, S-space 
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Mendelssohn String Quintet in A Major, Op. 18/i (cont.) 
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deformational or problematic.79  However, in view of this exposition’s narrative structure 

and three-key layout, the key can be read as a last-minute hijacking or thwarting of a 

more normative dominant-key EEC.  

 Indeed, once S-space begins after the strongly articulated V: HC MC (m. 80), we 

expect the trajectory to eventually lead convincingly to an EEC in the dominant key.  The 

first module (S1.1) begins with a compound presentation (mm. 80–88) prolonging the 

local tonic E major (mm. 84 and 88).  The continuation begins in the next bar with 

fragmentation and a repeated emphasis on IV, suggesting an approaching cadence (mm 

88–94). But in the next bar there is an abrupt return to piano, and rather than moving to 

the dominant the phrase digresses into a chromatic descending second sequential 

progression (mm. 95–99).  This music subsequently leads to a series of evasive cadential 

progressions, the module seemingly incapable of producing a cadence (mm. 103–109). 

 In mm. 109–110 the dominant resolves to I6, after which the music modulates to 

the submediant F# minor, leading to the exposition’s final cadence at m. 130.  As Erez 

Rapoport and Heinrich Schenker point out, the F# minor key area is best understood as a 

reinterpreted supertonic in E major.80  Rapoport also notes that at a deeper level of 

structure the submediant most likely functions as an upper neighbor to the dominant, 

which returns at the end of the development.81  Thus, S-space’s dominant key portion is 

                                                
 79 See the first movement from Beethoven’s String Quintet in C Major, Op. 29.  
 
 80 Heinrich Schenker, Harmony, edited and annotated by Oswald Jonas, translated by Elisabeth 
Mann Borgese (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1954), p. 249; Rapoport, “The Smoothing-Over of 
Formal Junctures,” 238.  
 
 81 Rapoport, “The Smoothing-Over of Formal Junctures,” 239. 
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structurally more significant, and the movement still conforms to the typical interrupted 

paradigm.  Rapoport supports this reading by noting the dominant’s strong and ample 

preparation, despite the absence of an authentic cadence.  Further, when compared to the 

F# minor passage, it is much more tonally stable; the motion to submediant is very abrupt 

and sudden, making it sound parenthetical or subordinate. 

 Rapoport’s interpretation is undoubtedly convincing and well supported; and 

when considered exclusively in terms of tonal structure, it is probably the most 

appropriate reading.  However, when viewed from the perspective of Sonata Theory, the 

submediant module merits more attention.  As noted earlier in my discussion of the 

exposition from Dvorák’s Op. 51 String Quartet in E-flat Major, Hepokoski and Darcy 

address such “wrong-key” EEC-substitutes, stating that such deformational keys 

represent a “site of loss,” or a “marooned narrative subject…now obliged to seek 

whatever consolation it can find, to articulate in a desolately strange location a major-

mode EEC-gesture once planned for the proper key.”82  The diatonic submediant as an 

expositional goal key is not in and of itself deformational.  However, in this movement 

the abrupt motion to the submediant seems to evoke a sense of unfulfilled expectations, 

or of something going wrong.  

 This feeling is suggested from the very moment the key arrives.  At m. 110 there 

is a sudden shift in topic and dynamic level.  The lyrical S-theme (S1.1) gives way to a 

scherzando topic, and the dynamic level falls to pianissimo (S1.2).  On first hearing the 

passage might suggest a possible ternary form, in which case the lyrical S-theme would 

                                                
  82 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 178. 
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eventually return in the dominant key to round out S-space.  But the lyrical S-theme 

never returns, and the remainder of the exposition seems “stuck,” unable to shake the 

pianissimo dynamic and scherzando topic.  Further, although the F# minor theme has a 

sentential structure, the lack of clear harmonic acceleration leading up to the EEC 

detracts from its arrival.  And, when the music reaches the EEC at m. 130, not only does 

the dynamic level remain at pianissimo, but the cello drops out at the moment of 

resolution.  This further undermines the EEC, and considering S-space’s trajectory as a 

whole, the weakly articulated cadence frustrates our expectations for convincing closure 

in the dominant key. 

 
 

Brahms String Quartet in B-flat Major, Op. 67/i 
 
 

 The first movement from Brahms’s B-flat Major String Quartet, Op. 67, falls 

under a special category of anticlimactic EEC (Musical Example 4.5a, b, and c).  S-space 

eventually leads to an unproblematic PAC, but the preceding S-material persists after the 

cadence.  Initially, this suggests a reopening of S-space and an additional cadence 

securing the EEC.  The subsequent passage indeed drives to a strongly articulated 

dominant, implying an approaching resolution for cadence.  This implication is 

reinforced by the fact that the continuing S-material is not accompanied by a clear shift in 

rhetoric or codetta-like fragmentation.  But the expected cadence never emerges, and thus 

listeners must reinterpret the previous cadence as the EEC, followed by an overtly S-

based C-space.   
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Musical Example 4.5a. Brahms String Quartet in B-flat Major, Op. 67/i, Exposition 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Musical Example 4.5b. Brahms String Quartet in B-flat Major, Op. 67/i, Foreground of 
EEC–RT 
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Musical Example 4.5c. Brahms String Quartet in B-flat Major, Op. 67/i, S-space 
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Brahms String Quartet in B-flat Major, Op. 67/i (cont.) 
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Brahms String Quartet in B-flat Major, Op. 67/i (cont.) 
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 As in the first movement of Brahms’s F Minor Piano Sonata, S is constructed as a 

trimodular block.  TM1 ultimately articulates a PAC in the dominant key (m. 39), but the 

cadence’s effect of closure is nullified one beat later with an abrupt, dynamically 

accented return to V for TM2.  The cadence is further undermined by a collapse to the 

cadence’s effect of closure is nullified one beat later with an abrupt, dynamically 

accented return to V for TM2.  The cadence is further undermined by a collapse to the 

minor mode and a return to destabilizing transitional rhetoric.  Thus, at the middleground 

level, TM1 and TM2 take place entirely over a prolongation of the local dominant C.    

 While we expect TM2 to eventually lead to an additional cadence and medial  

caesura, the end result is anything but normative.  At m. 49, the music arrives at what 

initially sounds like a structural dominant for S-space, suggesting a possible linear 

descent for the ZPAC.  However, despite the upper voices’ resolution, the dominant’s 

root (C) remains in the bass for a second inversion tonic.  This creates a thoroughly 

seamless dominant resolution, resembling the EEC in the B-flat Sextet discussed in 

Chapter 2.  The melody’s ^4–^3 resolution in mm. 49–50 functions as a melodic 

anticipation, followed by the bass’s resolution to root-position tonic via passing motion 

(mm. 53–56).  The upper voices eventually align with the bass’s pitch-level, creating a 

unison that brings all four voices to ^1.  The strong motion to tonic restores stability to 

the narrative and in a way “announces” the arrival of the dominant Stufe and TM3. 

 Although the resolution to the dominant Stufe does not conform to classical 

standards of syntax, it nevertheless conceptually functions as the second cadential 

articulation of the trimodular block.  This perception is reinforced by the prominent 
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caesura at m. 57.  In fact, the caesura’s rhetorical strength is so strong that the cadence 

might reasonably be mistaken for the EEC.  This is further suggested by the subsequent 

module’s codetta-like tonic-dominant oscillations (m. 58).  However, a folk-like TM3 

begins in earnest at m. 63 as a fully formed theme, ultimately functioning as the “real” S.  

TM3 subsequently comes to an unequivocal PAC at m. 81, but its lack of 

rhetorical strength does not convincingly suggest EEC (at least initially).  Not only is it 

elided, but the folk theme resumes thereafter, constructed as a sentence whose 

continuation drives to a strongly articulated dominant (m. 90), which is prolonged for the 

remainder of the exposition.  Owing to the subsequent crescendo, increase in rhythmic 

drive, and return of P-material (mm. 97–100), the dominant initially suggests an 

approaching EEC.  The return of P-material might also suggest a possible second-level 

default SC-theme; which, by the time of this movement’s publication (1875), was 

relatively commonplace.   

However, the expected EEC never emerges.  Beginning at m. 97 and continuing 

until the end of the exposition, each measure’s descending sixteenth-note pattern drives 

to a dominant chord  (see the C and E-natural appearing at the end of each bar), 

reemphasizing the strong half cadence in m. 90.  Thus, the exposition ends 

deformationally on the dominant’s dominant rather than the tonic’s dominant.  That is, 

the retransition is in the “wrong” key, and the absence of any would-be EEC forces us to 

accept the elided PAC at m. 81 as a functional EEC, followed by a fully thematic, S-

aftermath C-space.  This supremely unorthodox ending makes for one of the grandest 

anticlimactic EEC’s in all of the literature.  
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CHAPTER 4. 
 
 

THE INTERVENING P-BASED MODULE 
 
 

 As this dissertation has already shown, nineteenth-century sonata expositions 

often feature tremendously expanded S-spaces.  Indeed, in many movements S carves out 

its own distinctly separate aesthetic space, often occupying a substantial portion of the 

exposition.  Hepokoski and Darcy explore this subject in relation to “multimodular” or 

“trimodular” S-spaces (MMS and TMS).83  In these situations S “does not proceed to an 

efficient PAC (EEC) at all, blossoming instead into a bouquet of differing S-ideas (each 

an S-module), none of which, except the last (the cadential module), articulates the 

PAC.” 84 

 This chapter will focus on a specific kind of multimodular S-space that Hepokoski 

and Darcy associate with Beethoven’s music.85  The authors cite the first movement of 

Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony, Op. 67 as an example.  In this exposition, “S begins more 

or less unproblematically but then runs into difficulties, represented by an ominous, 

murky, or threatening central module (often with diminished seventh coloration), and 

finally breaks through to a decisive cadential module that ‘heroically’ claims the EEC.” 86  

                                                
 83 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 139–140. 
 

84 Ibid., 139–140. 
 

 85 Ibid., 139. 
 
 86 Ibid. 
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 While the present chapter focuses on this particular kind of multi-modular S, it 

centers specifically on cases involving a “premature” resurgence of P-material within S-

space.  Of course, the resurgence only occurs once S has clearly distinguished itself from 

P-material––or, as Hepokoski and Darcy put it, once “S has declared itself to be 

something other than P-based [and thus] simultaneously agrees that obvious P-material is 

not likely to play a role.”87   In this dissertation I will use the abbreviation “IPM” to refer 

to the intervening P-based module.88  

 Hepokoski and Darcy offer various descriptive characterizations of the IPM’s role 

within the expositional narrative, but most of them derive from one basic model.  

Essentially, once the aforementioned breakdown or crisis has occurred, P-material 

intervenes to rekindle the exposition’s drive to the EEC, thus compensating for S’s 

breakdown.  In some situations, the module will enter initially with the crisis, but soon 

thereafter it becomes clear that the P-material serves to revive the trajectory and secure 

the EEC.  The breakdown often features a marked decline of forward momentum coupled 

with an evaded cadence.  In many cases, minor-mode inflections or a complete minor-

mode collapse will also occur, followed by the IPM’s reestablishing the major mode and 

thus preventing a “tragic” minor ending.   

 Considering P’s typical association with the closing section, any premature 

appearance of P-material qualifies as a “rhetorical displacement” of this formal function.  

Indeed, from the listener’s perspective, it is this recalling of P-material that often signals 

                                                
 87 Ibid.,140. 
 
 88 Ibid.  
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or confirms the onset of C.   As a result, this can cause formal ambiguity at the S-C 

juncture.  Hepokoski and Darcy address this in their discussion of the so-called “SC” 

module, which is essentially a broader category for such phenomena.89  SC identifies 

situations in which C-like material makes a “premature” appearance subsequent to S’s 

failure to secure the EEC.  That is, C makes its “scheduled” appearance despite S’s 

inability to reach closure.   

 In this document I will treat the IPM as a subcategory of SC.  Essentially, whereas 

IPM identifies situations in which S undergoes a clear breakdown or crisis, followed by 

(or sometimes along with) a P-intervention that takes on the burden of securing the EEC,  

SC denotes a premature onset of any “C-like” material––whether it be codettas or a P-

based module.  Here I will use the term IPM specifically to refer to cases involving the 

breakdown-reenergizing narrative. With this distinction, SC acts more like a genuinely 

premature closing section.  This chapter focuses specifically on the IPM––perhaps the 

most prevalent SC type––but other forms with different expressive ramifications will be 

discussed in the following chapter.   

Despite the IPM’s eventual arrival at a clear PAC, I conclude that two important 

factors “taint” its status.  First, the IPM’s concomitant formal ambiguity undermines and 

frequently blurs the EEC.  The real closing section, when it does arrive, does not evoke 

the same level of reaffirmation or closure as a typical closing section––especially in cases 

where P-material continues on through C.  And second, the IPM’s disruption of the 

normative expositional trajectory likewise undermines the EEC’s function.  By 

                                                
 89 Ibid., 190–191.  
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challenging S’s generically “expected” task of securing the EEC––and thereby requiring 

P’s premature intervention––the EEC loses some of its effect.  

As some have noted, nineteenth-century composers’ normative treatment of S-

space can be substantially different than in eighteenth-century works.  One way was to 

treat S-space as a character piece or miniature in its own right.90  Rather than maintaining 

a clearly goal-directed motion toward the EEC, S forges its own separate aesthetic space, 

often leading to an overtly sectionalized exposition.  As Hepokoski and Darcy have noted 

with their concept of “de-energizing transition,” the clear distinction between P and S-

space is often achieved by a prominent decrease of dynamic and energy levels prior to the 

onset of S.91  

This aspect of nineteenth-century sonata form relates to the many criticisms of 

these composers for their “inept,” or even “lazy” attempts at sonata composition.92  And 

indeed, the sectionalized nature of the typical nineteenth-century character piece is ill-

adapted to the ostensibly continuous, goal-directed motion of the sonata exposition.  Yet, 

as Carl Dahlhaus notes with Schubert’s “Unfinished” Symphony and Mendelssohn’s 

                                                
 90 See, for example, Carl Dahlhaus, Nineteenth-Century Music, trans. J Bradford Robinson 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), 265–266, 157.  Dahlhaus notes the inherent difficulty of 
adapting the typical nineteenth-century miniature to a large-scale instrumental form.  In this connection, he 
refers to the second theme of Mendelssohn’s “Scottish” Symphony as a “song without words” or “liedlike” 
theme. 
   
 91 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 44. 
 
 92 See, for example, Charles Rosen, Sonata Forms, rev. ed. (New York: Norton, 1988), 365–366.  
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“Scottish” Symphony, some composers circumvented this problem through motivic unity 

and recurring contrapuntal patterns.93 

I will argue that the IPM’s narrative structure served an alternative resource for 

reconciling the nineteenth-century miniature with the eighteenth-century goal-driven 

exposition.  The technique effectively allowed composers to write in the nineteenth-

century style while still maintaining a connection with the Viennese Classical sonata 

tradition.    

 
Eighteenth-Century Precedents 

 
 

 The eighteenth-century literature contains a few examples of the IPM, but their 

expressive profile starkly contrasts with those of the nineteenth century.94  In short, the 

eighteenth-century IPM is much less dramatic and typically of briefer duration.  This is 

especially true of the “crisis” itself, which often occupies a mere two or three measures.  

Mozart’s String Quartet in A Major, K. 464, provides a representative example (Musical 

Example 5.1).  Here, the breakdown hardly begins before P-material intervenes. 

Beginning at m. 37, S1.1 leads unproblematically to an EEC-candidate (m. 61); but EEC is 

deferred by a clear persistence of S-material in the following measures, now containing 

minor-mode mixture.  This eventually yields to a promising-sounding cadential dominant 

(m. 68), but this resolves deceptively to vi.  Following the deceptive cadence, P-material  

 
                                                
 93 Dahlhaus, Nineteenth-Century Music, 152–160. 
 
 94 See, for example, Mozart’s String Quartet in A Major K. 464/i, Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2 in 
D Major, Op. 36/i, Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in C minor, Op. 10//1/i, and Haydn’s String Quartet in G 
Major, Op. 33/5/i. 
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Musical Example 5.1. Mozart String Quartet in A Major, K. 464/i, S-space 
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resurfaces (labeled SIPM) to initiate an expanded cadential progression and secure the 

EEC. 

 
The Nineteenth-Century IPM 

 
K. 464’s minor-mode inflections and deceptive cadence hardly warrant the 

appellation “crisis” or “breakdown”; but they nevertheless serve as obstacles that P-

material overcomes.  Another example from the Classical repertoire that comes close to 

featuring a real “crisis” occurs in the exposition from the first movement of Beethoven’s 

Symphony No. 2.  This exposition also features an evaded cadence, but one whose arrival 

is much more abrupt and dramatic.  There is a strongly articulated IV–V motion with a 

fortissimo dynamic, but rather than cadencing the progression continues to an angst-

ridden viiº7 by way of a passing IV6.  Following a dramatic caesura and dynamic plunge 

to pianissimo, P-material enters hesitantly.  Unlike the module in K. 464, here P is 

accompanied with modal mixture.  As such, one might argue that in this case the IPM 

itself plays a role in the crisis.  However, a few bars later it becomes clear that the module 

serves to secure the EEC, leading to a triumphant cadential 6/4 back in the major mode 

that articulates the cadence. 

As this chapter will show, the nineteenth-century IPM also typically involves this 

kind of minor-mode mixture, as well as a prominently evaded cadence.  In addition, the 

P-material will frequently intervene over a first-inversion tonic, which then initiates an 

expanded cadential progression leading to the EEC.  But, when compared to Classical 
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precedents, the nineteenth-century IPM’s crisis is almost always more drawn out and 

substantial, thus posing a greater challenge to the trajectory.  

 

Mendelssohn String Quartet in E Minor, Op. 44/2/i 

 
 The first movement from Mendelssohn’s String Quartet in E Minor, Op. 44/2, 

provides a relatively typical example of the nineteenth-century IPM (Musical Example 

5.2a and b).  Here the phenomenon takes place in the context of a “struggle for 

supremacy” between two competing keys: the minor dominant (B minor) and the mediant 

(G major).95  The drama unfolds with two prominent events, the first a harmonic non 

sequitur v: HC MC (mm. 50–52), the second a B minor “threat” (m. 78–82).  The medial 

caesura implies S beginning in the minor dominant key, but Mendelssohn foils this 

expectation with a motion to the mediant (m. 53).  For the moment, S avoids beginning in 

the “tragic” minor dominant.  Its first two modules (S1.1 and S1.2) reinforce this perception 

by firmly remaining in G major, both ending with a half cadence. 

Following the second half cadence (m. 76), an E.C.P. begins to secure a potential 

III: EEC––yet here the B minor “threat” reemerges.  The E.C.P.’s initiating tonic leads to 

a predominant applied chord that suggests an approaching cadence; but the chord serves 

instead as a pivot to B minor (functioning as a II6/5).  The II6/5 twice comes to a 

cadential dominant in B minor (mm. 79 and 81), but both cadences are evaded with a 

motion to VI.  On the surface the G major VI serves as a tonic substitute for the deceptive  

                                                
 95 As some have noted, the “two-key conflict” paradigm is characteristic of Mendelssohn’s 
treatment of expositional S-space.  For other examples of this technique, see the finale from the “Scottish” 
Symphony and the Hebrides Overture.   
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Musical Example 5.2a. Mendelssohn String Quartet in E Minor, Op. 44/2/i, S-space 
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Mendelssohn String Quartet in E Minor/i, S–C (cont.) 
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cadences.  But in the larger context of S-space the chord plays a much more meaningful 

role, representing a kind of referential mediant “reassertion.”  More precisely, the chord’s 

previous role as local tonic at the beginning of S-space gives it meaning beyond its 

immediate voice-leading and syntactical context.96  In other words, there is a sense that 

the tonality is stubbornly reasserting itself, or refusing to relinquish control over the 

exposition’s trajectory.   

Viewed strictly from a voice-leading perspective, the B minor episode likewise 

proves transient and subordinate, subsumed within a predominant prolongation in G 

major.  Once the G major tonality reasserts itself with its dominant (m. 83), P-material 

follows suit in the next measure.  As in many other expositions, the IPM begins 

normatively over an E.C.P.-initiating I6, thus reflecting its Classical lineage.  After 

another evaded cadence, a third and final expanded cadential progression leads to the 

EEC at m. 91, albeit slightly undermined by the delayed arrival of ^1 in the first violin. 

 
 

Dvorák Symphony No. 7 in D Minor, Op. 70/i 
 
 

 As mentioned earlier, in some expositions the IPM enters initially with the crisis 

but eventually leads to an unproblematic EEC.  In such cases the IPM takes on a more 

overtly active role, one in which P must first “work through” the crisis before 

successfully securing the EEC.  Dvorak’s Symphony No. 7 in D minor presents such a 

scenario (Musical Example 5.3a and b).  As in Mendelssohn’s E Minor Quartet, a major- 
                                                
 96 See Peter Smith, “Harmonic Cross-Reference and the Dialectic of Articulation and Continuity in 
Sonata Expositions of Schubert and Brahms,” Journal of Music Theory 50 (2006): 143–179.  Here Smith 
discusses purely associative harmonies in relation to harmonic cross-references occurring at formal 
boundaries in expositions by Brahms and Schubert.   
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Musical Example 5.3b. Dvorak Symphony No. 7 in D Minor/i, SIPM–EEC 
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Dvorak Symphony No. 7/i (cont.)
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Dvorák Symphony No. 7/i (cont.) 
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mode S-space is threatened by minor-mode rhetoric––but here the major submediant is 

threatened by a collapse to its parallel minor. 

 S-space begins with a period (m. 73); the antecedent arrives at a half cadence, but 

the consequent loses momentum and struggles to reach closure.  More specifically, the 

predominant in m. 87 seemingly gets “stuck,” unable to proceed to a cadence.  The music 

then digresses into a 6–6 progression at m. 93 (labeled S1.2).  Here there is a fresh burst of 

energy shifting to a more playful mood.  The newfound energy carries the progression to 

a predominant IV6 at m. 94, but once again the forward motion stalls and retreats back to 

I6 (m. 109). 

 The P-theme’s incipit enters at m. 109, adumbrating its subsequent full statement.  

The I6 initiates a final, EEC-securing E.C.P.––but this is accompanied by a momentary 

collapse to B-flat minor.  The crisis is highlighted by a diminuendo to pianissimo (mm. 

109–112).  This is followed by a minor-mode cadential feint with a prominent ^b3-^2-^1 

stated in the first violin (mm. 114–115).  Although ^2 is not supported by a root-position 

dominant, the viiº7 combined with the first violin’s linear descent suggests a possible 

cadential-like resolution to Bb minor.  However, as the graph shows, the “cadential feint” 

is subsumed within a deeper-level predominant expansion (much like in Mendelssohn’s E 

Minor String Quartet).  The viiº7 resolves deceptively to an applied diminished seventh in 

the next bar, leading to the structural, EEC-securing dominant in m. 118.  Here the P-

theme enters for a full statement.  As in the first movement from Beethoven’s Symphony 

No. 2, the supporting cadential 6/4 is accompanied by a “triumphant” return to the major 

mode.  Shortly thereafter, the music drives to a III: EEC (m. 123). 
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Mendelssohn Hebrides Overture, Op. 26 
 

 
Mendelssohn’s Hebrides Overture also features an example of P-material entering 

initially with the crisis (Musical Example 5.4).  The overture also provides a more 

dramatic example of the IPM operating within the “two-key conflict” framework.  As in 

Mendelssohn’s E minor quartet, the conflict is foreshadowed by a harmonic non sequitur 

medial caesura––in this case a second-level default tonic half cadence medial caesura (m. 

43).  Although not deformational, this type of medial caesura is nevertheless deceptive 

since it entails a mediant key harmonic non sequitur.  Further, in this piece the suggestion 

of a return to the tonic B minor at this extremely important formal juncture foreshadows 

tonic reassertions occurring in within S-space.   

The reassertions occur once Mendelssohn firmly establishes D major as the likely 

goal-key.  S begins with a sentence ending with a III: PAC (m. 57).  The sentence is then 

restated in elaborated form (mm. 57–77), but this time “relapsing” into the B-minor 

sonority.  This first occurs with the tonicization in mm. 62–63––which, strictly speaking, 

functions merely as a foreground tonicization.  However, the chord foreshadows future 

B-minor “insurgencies.”  Much like the E minor Quartet’s B-minor “threats,” the sonority 

bears meaning beyond its immediate voice-leading context.  

The next tonic reassertion occurs within the P-based E.C.P. beginning at m. 69 

(labeled SIPM).  It begins characteristically with a I6, but the tonic function is expanded 

with a pronounced B minor cadential gesture (mm. 70–73).  The diminished seventh in 

m. 70 tonicizes what initially sounds like a cadential 6/4 in B minor.  The chord never 

resolves, but the threatening-sounding diminished seventh combined with the implication 
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Musical Example 5.4. Mendelssohn Hebrides Overture, Op. 26, Exposition 
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of a cadence suggest an expositional “crisis,” specifically the threat of a highly-

deformational tonic EEC.  And, to further complicate matters, the intervening P-material 

enters with the crisis.  These combined events initially suggest a negative agency, 

especially considering the theme’s previous association with tonic (within P-space).  This 

makes the threat of a highly deformational tonic EEC more palpable, as if S might 

actually “retreat” back to P-space and thereby fail in accomplishing its generic task.  But 

the B-minor sonority ultimately serves to prolong the E.C.P.’s initiating tonic function 

(mm. 69–73), leading to an additional P-based module at m. 77 (S1.3).   

Because of S1.3’s contrasting fortissimo dynamic and tutti effect, one might be 

tempted to interpret m. 77 as the EEC.  With this reading, the first-inversion dominant in 

m. 76 resolves to the root-position tonic in the next bar, thereby articulating a 

contrapuntal cadence.  The tutti effect and contrasting Sturm und Drang topic 

undoubtedly give strong support for this analysis.  But two other factors suggest an 

alternative reading.  First, in m. 76 there is a prominent caesura in the bass imparting a 

strong sense of “after the end,” suggesting that the goal has already been reached.  With 

this interpretation the strings’ sixteenth notes function as caesura-fill connecting SIPM 

with S1.3.  Second, the P-material from SIPM continues through S1.3.  Although there is a 

clear shift in topic and dynamic level, the ongoing P-material signals that we have not yet 

reached the EEC. 

With S1.3’s new Sturm und Drang topic also comes a more determined drive to 

secure a III: EEC.  Although P-material first emerges at m. 69 with the aforementioned 

“relapse” into B-minor rhetoric, at m. 77 the theme takes on its true “heroic” role.  P’s 
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pointedly descending motive first appears on the offbeat, but its shifting to the downbeat 

at m. 77 gives it a more assertive and forceful character.  But in mm. 84–85 a final and 

more prominent B-minor feint emerges, with another “cadential 6/4” in that key, but once 

again the chord’s ultimate function is to prolong a first-inversion tonic in D major (m. 

87).  This chord initiates the exposition’s final cadential progression, leading to the real 

EEC at m. 89. 

 
 

Mendelssohn Symphony No. 4 in A Major (“Italian”), Op.  90/i 
 

 
 The first movement from Mendelssohn’s “Italian” Symphony also presents an 

example in which the intervening P-material arrives initially with the crisis, but 

eventually rebuilds forward momentum to secure the EEC (Musical Example 5.5).  The 

first S-module (S1.1) begins in the dominant E major with a period (m. 106), followed by 

a series of four expanded cadential progressions.  The first E.C.P. (m. 136) comes to an 

imperfect authentic cadence (m. 143).  Because of its incomplete melodic closure, the 

E.C.P. is repeated in the next bar––but the phrase soon falters in its attempt to reach full 

closure, becoming “stuck” on the predominant first stated in m. 145.  Mendelssohn 

repeats the motion to predominant three times before falling into minor-mode cadential 

rhetoric (C-sharp minor, mm. 155–162).  Although the P-material enters with the minor-

mode crisis, it gradually becomes more and more insistent, eventually readjusting the 

trajectory to E major and launching a third E.C.P. at m. 167.  The third E.C.P.’s cadence 

is evaded with a return to I6 (m. 173); but a fourth and final one secures the EEC (m. 

179).   
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Mendelssohn String Quartet in D Major, Op. 44/i 
 
 

The first movement of Mendelssohn’s D Major Sting Quartet, Op. 44, presents a 

similar case to the E Minor quartet and the Hebrides Overture, but with a different kind 

of crisis (Musical Example 5.6a and b).  Rather than being faced with a potential minor-

mode EEC, the trajectory descends into a murky, ombra-like passage that stifles the 

exposition’s goal-directed motion.   

 S-space begins with a contrasting lyrical theme that comes to an authentic 

cadence at m. 71.  A second module then begins in the mediant F# minor (labeled S2.1).  

S2.1 eventually secures the EEC, but not without first undergoing a crisis.  At m. 85, the 

theme reaches a predominant chord in A major, suggesting a potential reiteration of the 

dominant PAC back in m. 79.  However, the cadence is abandoned and the music 

digresses into an ombra-like 10–10 progression at m. 86.  As Caplin has noted, 

liquidation typically occurs near the end of a phrase to prepare for an approaching 

cadence.97  But here the liquidation occurs in the middle of a theme, effectively 

frustrating the previous goal-driven motion and thus presenting an obstacle that 

intervening P-material overcomes. 

 The ombra episode’s half notes backtrack to an E.C.P.-initiating I6 at m. 89.  In 

the following bar, the P-theme enters over an applied diminished-seventh chord.  This 

eventually resolves to the V6/5 at m. 96, leading back to the tonic two bars later.  At this  

 

                                                
 97 Caplin, Classical Form, 11.  See also Arnold Schoenberg, Fundamentals of Musical 
Composition (London: Faber and Faber, 1967), 58–59. 
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Musical Example 5.6a. Mendelssohn String Quartet in D Major, Op. 44/i, S-C 
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Mendelssohn String Quartet in D Major, Op. 44/i (cont.) 
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point the music moves with a stronger sense of goal-direction, securing the EEC at m. 

105.  P-material continues on through the closing section; as a result, although the IPM 

“heroically” restores the normative trajectory, the lack of differing material somewhat 

obscures expositional closure. 

 
 

Mendelssohn String Quintet in B-flat Major, Op. 87/i 

 
 In the exposition from Mendelssohn’s B-flat Major String Quintet, Op. 87/i, S-

space must overcome two separate crises before securing the EEC (Musical Example 

5.7).  The first module (S1.1) begins with two sentences, one ending with a V: PAC (m. 

61), the second with a tonicized half cadence (m. 69).  The following phrase begins 

initially with the same sentential construction (m. 70); however, its continuation soon 

diverges from S1.1’s original thematic material (m. 75, labeled S1.2).  After tonicizing the 

submediant (mm. 82–84), there is finally an attempt to articulate a cadence; but this is 

evaded with a motion back to first-inversion tonic (m. 90).  Following a deferred EEC-

candidate (m. 98), a second E.C.P. moves with increasing intensity to once again tonicize 

the submediant (m. 102), which is then prolonged over the next four bars with a rousing 

descending triplet figure stated in unison.  The passage’s fortissimo dynamic and 

descending contour suggest a final movement to the theme’s structural dominant.  

However, instead the chord resolves abruptly to E major (m. 106).  

 Structurally the E major triad functions as an applied chord tonicizing the 

mediant; but in terms of the exposition’s narrative it serves to foil or frustrate the 
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trajectory.  Mendelssohn achieves this effect with an abrupt drop to piano combined with 

the chord’s unsettling juxtaposition to the submediant.  As in the D Major quartet, the 

passage evokes a shadowy ombra-like topic whose mood is set in stark relief to the 

preceding goal-driven passage. 

Following the ombra-like episode, the E major triad tonicizes the mediant (m. 

111), at which point the music re-energizes to launch the third and final E.C.P.  The P-

motive becomes more insistent with its rising contour, facilitated by the counterpoint’s 5–

6 motion and a crescendo marking.  Upon reaching the dominant, the progression drives 

to a climactic EEC (m. 120). 

 
 

Schubert Piano Sonata in A Minor, D. 845/i 
 

 
 Schubert’s A-minor Piano Sonata contains another instance of P-material entering 

with the crisis, specifically a minor-mode collapse (Musical Example 5.8).  However, in 

this case the IPM’s expressive role is more ambiguous and difficult to gauge, allowing 

for more than one possible interpretation.  Rather than “heroically” restoring the major 

mode prior to the EEC, P is unable to do so until the very moment of EEC.  Thus, in this 

sense the IPM does not express the same overtly heroic agency as in previous examples.  

As a result, the music leading up to the EEC sounds as if it is barely succeeding in 

securing the EEC.   

S-space begins with a sentence in the relative C major (m. 40).  After coming to a 

cadence, the phrase restarts with the same sentential design (m. 51)––but now without a 

continuation.  Instead, the phrase proceeds directly to a cadential function supported 
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entirely by an expanded dominant (m. 59).  Schubert dramatizes the dominant’s arrival 

with a chromatic double-neighbor figure interspersed with a full-measure rest.  A cadence 

is expected, but Schubert thwarts this expectation by inserting another full-measure rest 

in the next bar (m. 62).   

 Following the second rest, S-space seems to come to a complete halt; forward 

motion is seemingly suspended.  Meanwhile, the IPM enters hauntingly over a C minor 

harmony, but still over the implied dominant pedal (m. 63).  The theme is stated three 

times; the first two utterances end with surface-level cadences, specifically a half cadence 

(m. 67) and an IAC (m. 71).  The cadences are merely foreground events because they 

take place over the implied dominant pedal.  The P-theme’s third statement is articulated 

with more import, facilitated by the molto espressivo marking and crescendo.  The phrase 

moves to bVI (m. 73), eventually becoming a Ger 6/5 through a 5–6 motion.  The 

augmented sixth rearticulates the dominant pedal, which finally resolves for a normative, 

major-mode EEC (m. 77).     

With its first appearance the IPM seems threatening because of the minor-mode 

collapse––even more so than in Dvorák’s Seventh Symphony.  The previously mentioned 

one-measure rests combined with the decrease in dynamic level help produce this effect.  

Accordingly, one might legitimately argue that in this instance the IPM expresses a 

negative or “counterproductive” agency, despite ultimately securing a major-mode EEC.  

In this sense the movement presents perhaps the most ambiguous case of the IPM. 
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Tchaikovsky Symphony No. 3 in D Major (“Polish”) 

 
 In some movements the intervening module does not feature a literal restatement 

of P-material, but nevertheless bears a close resemblance to the typical IPM.  More 

specifically, the intervening module’s close topical association with P-space often 

suffices to recall P in the listener’s mind.  The first movement of Tchaikovsky’s D Major 

Symphony presents such a scenario (Musical Example 5.9).   

 P-space begins with a festive march in the major mode, after which the transition 

modulates to the submediant B minor for the second theme (m. 143).  S’s first module 

(S1.1) is constructed as a period beginning over a dominant pedal, resolving to the tonic 

for the consequent phrase (m. 151), which modulates to the dominant A major.  But it 

cannot articulate a cadence, its descending bass line instead eventually leading to a 

German augmented sixth (m. 162).  At the middleground level the German chord 

functions as a typical augmented sixth resolving to A major’s dominant.  However, the 

chord is initially spelled as a dominant seventh in B-flat major, prolonged as a pedal 

point, over which the next module (S1.2) begins with an additional lyrical theme (mm. 

162–173). 

 Taking place entirely over the dominant pedal, the new module builds strong 

expectation for an EEC in bVI.  But following the theme’s presentation (mm. 162–169) 

the continuation loses energy with a static repetition of its main rhythmic motive, 

combined with a marked diminuendo.  At m. 174 P’s festive march topic intervenes to re-

energize the trajectory (SIPM).  The “dominant seventh” then returns to A major by 

resolving as an augmented sixth.   
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 Like the B-flat major theme, SIPM takes place entirely over a dominant pedal.  

Combined with the theme’s lively character, the pedal helps to rebuild momentum and 

generate expectation for a cadence.  At m. 198, the exposition’s fifth Zug makes its 

descent for the EEC, followed by a more overtly P-based closing section. 

 
 

The IPM’s Expressive and Formal Ramifications 
 
 

 In certain extreme cases of SC, Hepokoski and Darcy entertain the notion of 

“defying the definition of C as postcadential and considering the breakdown of S to be an 

EEC-deformation.”98  They point out the scenario’s inherent negative hermeneutic 

implications, specifically citing the scenario in which a parallel-minor drive to the EEC 

takes place after a major-mode S breakdown.  But other equally exceptional cases might 

also qualify for such an extreme interpretation.  For example, in certain instances of IPM, 

the breakdown of S seems sufficiently angst-ridden or counteractive to constitute a 

significant disruption of the normative trajectory.  After all, in these cases S’s failure to 

secure the EEC requires P-material to intervene. 

Although I stop short of recognizing any kind of pre-cadential C, Hepokoski and 

Darcy’s suggested negative hermeneutic interpretation seems appropriate for the IPM. 

Indeed, since the IPM narrative often evokes a situation of “near expositional failure,” it 

frequently shares some of the same expressive characteristics with a genuine case of 

expositional failure.  Of course, in all instances the phenomenon eventually leads to a 

                                                
 98 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 191. 
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clear EEC; but both situations create the same sense of distress, or of something going 

wrong.  In their discussion of expositional failure, Hepokoski and Darcy state that  

failure to attain the EEC within the exposition suggests that the entire sonata is 
threatened with nonclosure in the recapitulation (sonata failure).  To undermine 
S’s raison d’être in this way suggests that something has gone amiss, that the 
whole point of undertaking a sonata (as a metaphor for human action) has proven 
futile.99 
 

Thus, with its disruption of the trajectory, the IPM likewise undermines S’s primary 

objective––albeit not to the same degree as expositional failure.  

As mentioned before, although the IPM’s inherent negative hermeneutic 

implications play a significant role in our perception of this music, from a different 

perspective the phenomenon creates formal continuity in an otherwise sectionalized 

nineteenth-century exposition.  The intervention of P-material helps to “bridge the gap,” 

so to speak, between self-contained, lyrical S-space and the highly articulate EEC.  This 

in turn allows nineteenth-century composers to effectively incorporate the nineteenth-

century miniature formal structure into the eighteenth-century sonata exposition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                                                
 99 Ibid., 177. 
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CHAPTER 5. 
  

 
THE SC MODULE 

 

 As noted above, the Intervening P-based module is perhaps the most commonly 

employed SC type; its crisis-reenergizing narrative scheme served as an additional means 

for dramatizing the expositional trajectory and blurring the EEC.  The remaining SC types 

also feature pre-EEC closing rhetoric, but without the IPM’s defining narrative scheme.  

Rather, these movements conform to Hepokoski and Darcy’s above-mentioned 

description of SC modules: “C arrives on schedule despite S’s inability to reach 

closure.”100  Thus, unlike the IPM, these modules do not feature an overt crisis or 

breakdown. 

 
 

The SC-Codetta Module 
 
 

 Like the IPM, the majority of the remaining SC types involve a pre-EEC return of 

P-material.  However, another important SC type entails a pre-EEC onset of non-P-based 

material, specifically codetta material.  Thus, in these cases codetta material alone 

suffices to evoke C-rhetoric (at least initially).  Typically, the module is made up of 

discursive (rather than conventional) codettas, a phenomenon discussed above in relation 

to IAC EEC.  However, in expositions containing IAC EEC the discursive codettas occur 

after the EEC, compensating for the cadence’s lack of complete melodic closure.  

                                                
 100 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 190–192.  
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Further, in such cases the cadence often serves as the exposition’s only convincing EEC-

candidate.  By contrast, SC-codetta modules often feature several prominent EEC-

candidates, the last of which ultimately functions as the “real” one.  Thus, although there 

may be more the one viable candidate, the codettas’ overtly discursive nature effectively 

defers EEC until a later cadence.   

 Indeed, SC-codetta modules usually involve a greatly expanded S-space 

containing several authentic cadences.  The strategy is particularly characteristic of 

Schubert, a composer well known for expanding his S-spaces beyond the normative 

length (by Classical standards).  Typically, S will articulate a non-problematic EEC 

candidate, followed by codettas initially confirming the presumed EEC.  However, this 

material is eventually expanded and spun out to great lengths, and it soon becomes clear 

that the codettas are playing a more substantial role than that of merely confirming the 

would-be EEC.  Often the module will contain brief modulations to other keys, despite 

being made up of codetta material.  In some instances the initial non-P-based module will 

eventually contain references to P-material; but in such cases the material is still clearly 

codetta-like, and thus substantially differs from the pre-cadential IPM or the standard P-

based SC module discussed below.  In other examples the module will verge on being 

thematic, and thus blur the distinction between themes and codettas.  But even in these 

situations it is clear that the quasi-thematic portion is an extension to the preceding 

codettas, and the module will eventually arrive at a final cadence, followed by more 

conventional codettas confirming the real EEC. 
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 Like other S-C complications, the SC-codetta module effectively blurs the 

boundary between S and C-space; however, the effect is quite different from other types.  

Specifically, the close succession of several EEC-candidates creates the effect of tonal 

overdetermination, or of quasi-redundancy.101  Of course, from a strictly rhetorical 

perspective, it is clear (in most cases) by the time we reach the end of the exposition that 

the final cadence serves as the EEC.  But the preceding string of viable EEC-candidates 

can often “steal the thunder” from the real EEC when it does arrive. 

 Although there are no obvious Classical precedents, the SC-codetta module’s 

origin can still be traced back to the late eighteenth century.  Caplin’s concept of “false 

closing section” is especially relevant to such cases.102  Like the SC-codetta module, false 

closing sections involve an EEC-candidate followed by codettas.  However, as Caplin 

points out, “the subsequent development of this material…is revealed retrospectively to 

function as the beginning of a new subordinate theme.”103  Thus, unlike most examples of 

SC-codettas, the false closing section will always lead to another theme.  As Caplin notes, 

in most cases the seeming codetta material will retrospectively function as the 

presentation of a sentence.  The author cites the second movement from Mozart’s 

Symphony No. 39 in E-flat major, K. 543, as an example of this technique.  Other 

examples of false closing sections include the above-discussed expositions from 

Beethoven’s “Eroica” Symphony and the first movement from Mozart’s Eine kleine 

                                                
 101 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 73–77.  Here the authors discuss the concept of 
overdetermination in relation to P-space, its more typical context. 
 
 102 William Caplin, Classical Form, 123. 
 
 103 Ibid. 
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Nachtmusik.  The exposition from Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in D major, Op. 10/3/i 

features a related case but with important differences to be discussed below. 

 

Schubert Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898/i 
 
 

 The first movement of Schubert’s Piano Trio in B-flat major, D. 898, provides a 

typical instance of the SC-codetta module (Musical Example 6.1).  Here the exposition 

features a total of four subordinate-key PAC’s before finally arriving at a V: PAC for 

EEC.  The codetta material enters after the third PAC, whose dominant key reinforces the 

perception of expositional closure.  However, the new module persists for a total of 

twenty-three bars, at one point modulating to the dominant key’s chromatic mediant A-

flat major with a PAC, and arguably becoming thematic.  But the music soon afterward 

returns to the dominant key and secures the EEC.  

  The first half of the exposition exhibits a grand antecedent/consequent structure, 

with each phrase articulated by a “wrong-key” half cadence.  Following the grand 

antecedent’s deformational VI: half cadence (m. 18), TR’s grand consequent restates the 

main theme back in the tonic key (m. 26), eventually modulating to the dominant key and 

leading to an unusually early V: PAC (m. 37).  This might initially suggest that the 

exposition has entered into S-space––in which case the V: PAC would serve as the 

medial caesura.  However, two other salient features indicate that the transition has not 

yet articulated the “real” medial caesura.  First, as with the antecedent, the music 

eventually leads to a strongly articulated half cadence (m. 49), followed by an obvious 

caesura and subsequent S-rhetoric.  As noted above, the half cadence is in the “wrong”  
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Musical Example 6.1. Schubert Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898/i, TR–S  

 



 188 

 Schubert Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898/i (cont.)
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Schubert Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898/i (cont.)
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Schubert Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898/i (cont.) 
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Schubert Piano Trio in B-flat Major, D. 898/i (cont.) 
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key, specifically the mediant D minor; however, this can be viewed as yet another 

example of Schubert subverting a Classical norm.  Additionally, the grand consequent’s 

melodic/motivic material is virtually an exact restatement of the grand antecedent’s.  

Considering the well-established Classical strategy of beginning a transition as a grand 

consequent, it is likely that this music functions as a deformational version of this––

despite the unusually early V: PAC.104 

 Following the medial caesura (mm. 55–58), S begins as a harmonic non sequitur 

in the dominant key.  Schubert characteristically employs a common-tone modulation to 

ease the transition between the two keys.  The first module then begins at m. 59 with a 

typical lyrical theme in the form of a period.  After closing with an authentic cadence in 

the dominant key (m. 68), the theme is repeated in a slightly elaborated form, ending with 

an additional V: PAC (m. 77).  The second cadence is followed by a typical four-bar 

codetta reinforcing the dominant key and ending with a cadence (m. 81).   

 As with most cases of SC-codetta modules, the codetta material (m. 77) initially 

gives the impression that EEC has taken place.  Here this is especially convincing 

considering the release of tension, decrease in dynamic level, and clear shift in 

accompanimental pattern all occurring at m. 77.  But the sense of closure is abruptly 

undermined with the arrival of the four-bar codetta’s cadence (m. 81): its dynamically 

accented collapse to the minor mode seems to negate, or draw into question the cadence 

at m. 77.  Of course, modal mixture can commonly occur subsequent to the EEC, but a 

                                                
 104 For examples of this strategy in the Classical literature, see the first movements from Mozart’s 
Symphonies No. 40 in G Minor, K. 550, and No. 41 in C Major, “Jupiter,” K. 551. 
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complete minor collapse is rare, presenting a more substantial challenge to the EEC’s 

status. 

 In the next few bars the music modulates to Ab major with a PAC (m. 85, SC.2). 

The key is very short-lived, though; the next module emphatically readjusts the trajectory 

back to F major by driving to a its dominant and ending with a half cadence (m. 91).  As 

noted above (pp. 116–119), the original codetta material then returns once more to secure 

the EEC (m. 100).  This is then confirmed by contrasting material taken from S2 (the first 

module of TM3). 

 Here I have analyzed the music in mm. 77–100 (SC.1–C.2) as discursive codettas.  

However, it might be argued that this passage actually constitutes a fully-fledged theme, 

specifically a compound sentence.  In this view the two codetta units beginning at mm. 

77 and 81 both serve as expanded basic ideas, or compound basic ideas, followed by a 

continuation at m. 85 (see the ensuing fragmentation and harmonic acceleration).  After 

reaching the half cadence at m. 91, there is a motion back to tonic (m. 95).  The first-

inversion tonic then initiates an expanded cadential progression securing the EEC.   

 At first glance this reading might seem dubious given the theme’s exceptionally 

large size (24 bars in all).  Indeed, in this respect one might argue that it is difficult to 

perceive the connection between the theme’s constituent parts.  However, such lengthy 

themes are not unheard of in the Classical literature, and the strong melodic/motivic 

connection between presentation and continuation (see the sixteenth-note cadential idea 

at the end of each basic idea) undoubtedly binds the two together. 
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 Regardless of which reading is used, however, the distinction between themes and 

codettas is clearly blurred.  Indeed, considering the above-cited evidence, there is 

definitely a sense of presentation and continuation.  Nonetheless, all of the material 

following the strong EEC-candidate at m. 77 still evokes a lingering feeling of “after-the-

end,” or postcadentiality.  In this way Schubert deliberately blurs the S-C juncture, once 

again challenging the generically crucial EEC.  

  
 

The B-flat Piano Trio and Beethoven’s “Eroica” Symphony 

 
 Although they differ in many ways, the B-flat Trio’s S-space is similar to that of 

the first movement from Beethoven’s “Eroica” Symphony.  In both, S-space leads to a 

strong cadence in the dominant key, initially suggesting EEC.  The “EEC” is then 

seemingly confirmed with subsequent codettas.  But the codettas soon reopen S-space: in 

the “Eroica” they lead to an additional, fully-formed theme; in the Trio they continue as 

overtly chromatic discursive codettas, eventually tonicizing another key area (A-flat 

major) and blurring the distinction between themes and codettas.  But despite these 

differences, the basic narrative profile is the same: we initially think the exposition has 

ended, but S-space is then reopened, leading to another bouquet of ideas.  In this respect 

the “Eroica” exposition perhaps influenced Schubert’s approach to the Trio. 

 But the B-flat Trio differs in one key way:  once the music enters into codetta 

territory, it essentially remains there (despite the above noted ambiguity), and so there is 

more of a sense that the “Sonata Clock” has reached the point of closing rhetoric––

despite not having yet secured the “real” EEC.  This lack of intervening thematic material 
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effectively downplays the EEC; when it does finally arrive, it has been preceded by a 

long stretch of closing rhetoric and another viable EEC-candidate (m. 77).  As a result, 

the “real” EEC seems like an afterthought, or even perfunctory.     

 
 

Schubert Piano Trio in E-flat Major, D. 929/i 
 
 

 The first movement from Schubert’s Piano Trio in E-flat, D. 929, contains a more 

extreme example of the SC-codetta module involving an eventual reference to P-material.  

Before ultimately securing a V: PAC EEC, there are a total of nine authentic cadences.  

The first two function as temporary diversions from the goal key; the third serves as the 

first convincing, viable EEC candidate in the dominant.  Codetta material ensues 

subsequent to the third cadence, initially confirming the presumed EEC.  But P-material 

soon enters the discourse, and the module is greatly spun out for the next seventy-five 

bars with overt chromaticism and P-material.  S-space eventually articulates a final, 

rhetorically accented PAC, which serves as a functional EEC; but, as in the B-flat Trio, 

the preceding discursive codetta material downplays its arrival.       

 Since the codetta material in D. 929 eventually references P-material, one might 

argue that it represents a kind of hybrid between the SC-codetta module and the more 

typical P-based variety.  But there is still one important difference between most cases of 

P-based modules and the module in this movement: standard P-based SC modules 

typically comprise fully-formed themes, not codettas.  Thus, the ultimate effect is more 

akin to the SC-codetta module than to the standard P-based version: the arrival of the EEC 

sounds perfunctory, or “after the fact.” 
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 The first movement from Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in D Major, Op. 10/3, serves 

as a likely precedent for this particular strategy (Musical Example 6.2).  Here, S-space 

eventually articulates a rhetorically accented trill-cadence serving as a likely EEC-

candidate (m. 53), followed by confirming codettas (mm. 54–65).  The cadence 

admittedly arrives somewhat early, but its sheer strength alone makes it a plausible 

candidate.   However, P-material soon returns thereafter, and the codettas become 

discursive, tonicizing several different regions and involving modal mixture (mm. 66–

86).  Indeed, the passage eventually turns into an episode of Fortspinnung: P’s head 

motive is repeated on various scale steps, resulting in a development-like passage that 

undeniably reopens S-space.  The music’s soft dynamics and syncopations evoke a 

searching or ruminative quality, adding to the overall effect of instability and unrest.  At 

m. 87 an expanded cadential progression ensues, leading to the “real” EEC (m. 93).  This 

is then followed by more normative tonic-prolongational codettas.  

 The scenario found in the first movement from Schubert’s E-flat Piano Trio is 

indeed similar to the Beethoven example (Musical Example 6.3).  This movement begins 

with an unusually compact P-space ending with a half cadence in the tonic key (m. 15).  

The transition then drives to an additional tonic half cadence, followed by a standing-on-

the-dominant suggesting a second-level default I: HC MC (mm. 34–43).  But the 

subsequent caesura fill abruptly modulates to the enharmonic flat submediant B minor 

(mm. 44–48).  The hasty motion to B minor effectively cancels out the previous would-be 

I: HC, leading instead to a flat-VI: PAC MC  (m. 48).  The following two-bar caesura and  
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Musical Example 6.2. Beethoven Piano Sonata in D Major, Op. 10/3/i, S-space 
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Beethoven Piano Sonata in D Major, Op. 10/3/i (cont.) 
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Beethoven Piano Sonata in D Major, Op. 10/3/i (cont.) 
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Musical Example 6.3. Schubert Piano Trio in E-flat Major, D. 929, S-space 
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Schubert Piano Trio in E-flat Major, D. 929 (cont.) 
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Schubert Piano Trio in E-flat Major, D. 929 (cont.) 
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Schubert Piano Trio in E-flat Major, D. 929 (cont.) 
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Schubert Piano Trio in E-flat Major, D. 929 (cont.) 
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onset of S-rhetoric (i.e., the drop in dynamic level and new thematic content) confirm 

this. 

 Following the medial caesura, S begins with three hybrid thematic units, each a 

compound basic idea + continuation based on the same melodic material.  The first 

begins in B minor but modulates to the chromatic mediant G major with a PAC (m. 57).  

The second unit unexpectedly modulates back to the tonic E-flat, ending with a PAC (m. 

66).  But ultimately this tonic is merely apparent, functioning more as a way station 

between S’s initial chromatic submediant key area and the exposition’s ultimate goal, the 

dominant. 

 Following the tonic cadence there is a modulation to C minor and a varied 

repetition of the same hybrid theme.  But the motion to C minor is only a temporary 

digression, and the theme once again cadences in E-flat major (m. 75).   The theme is 

restated once more, but now finally articulating a PAC in the exposition’s tonal 

destination, B-flat major (m. 84).  Following the V: PAC a codetta module ensues 

(labeled SC.1), after which there is no clear return to thematic material. 

 Subsequent to SC’s first module (SC.1), the music alludes to the P-theme (m. 92), 

giving strong indication that the cadence at m. 84 is the EEC.  But the codettas soon 

become overtly discursive, and the module ends up passing through four contrasting 

topics over the next 83 bars (SC.2–C.6), each articulating its own authentic cadence.  The 

first P-pased module (SC.2) overtly restates P’s head motive, leading to a PAC at m. 99.  

The dynamic level then drops to piano and the P-motive re-enters with a chromatically 
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inflected energy-gain module (SC.3).  This music leads to an additional PAC (m. 116), 

followed by a return to S-like lyrical rhetoric (SC.4).   

 SC.4 consists of two identical codettas, each closing with an authentic cadence 

(mm. 124 and 134).  The second cadence is reinforced with its own set of codettas (134–

138), which might suggest that the module constitutes a fully-formed theme.  This view is 

supported by the module’s seeming inordinate length (twenty-three bars); but its metrical 

implications suggest otherwise.  Indeed, using Caplin’s real measure vs. notated measure 

dichotomy, one real measure equals two notated measures.105  Thus, each codetta in 

reality comprises a mere four bars (rather than eight), a typical length even by Classical 

standards.   

 Following SC.4’s final cadence (m. 138), S-space is yet again reopened by an 

unexpected shift to an even more lyrical and intimate allusion to P’s head motive (SC.5).  

Once more, the music it too substantial to be construed as C.  First, the module is set off 

by a one-bar caesura, seemingly announcing that something new and overtly substantive 

has begun.  Indeed, normally the codettas in mm. 134–138 would be directly followed by 

additional codettas maintaining the same energy level and rhythmic activity, as well as 

further fragmentation––yet here the opposite occurs.  Additionally, the subsequent 

module’s unexpected digression into a slower harmonic rhythm with noticeably less 

figuration, as well as the foray into a ruminative lyrical topic indicate a reopening of S-

space. 

                                                
 105 William Caplin, Classical Form, 35.  
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 SC.5’s final cadence (m. 156) is metrically and dynamically accented.  This is 

followed by a shift to a festive mood with increased rhythmic activity and a forcefully 

ascending bass line, all of which indicate that the exposition has finally reached its 

destination.  The new module (SC.6) builds anticipation for an additional, appendage 

cadence closing out the exposition, or perhaps a retransition.  But––once again––

Schubert extends S-space with a sudden and unexpected motion to a dominant pedal in 

the local chromatic mediant D major (m. 161–166)!  Of course, the pedal never resolves, 

and the music soon returns to B-flat, but the last minute suggestion of an extreme, low-

level default key area more than suffices to reopen S-space. 

 At m. 167 the A-dominant pedal suddenly returns to B-flat major by shifting back 

to its dominant.  The module’s energy and forward momentum continue, driving to the 

decisive EEC at m. 173.  This is followed by conventional, non-discursive codettas 

reaffirming the cadence. 

 To sum up, although the E-flat Trio’s SC-codetta module eventually contains 

references to P-material, its expressive effect is still more similar to the non-P-based 

variety.  What we initially presume to be the EEC is followed by a stretch of codetta 

modules providing much more than mere reinforcement work (i.e., they are expanded 

beyond the normative length, contain unusually substantive motivic/melodic material or 

unusually overt chromaticism).  Nevertheless, the units are still codettas, and as such 

retain some of their form-functional effect of “after the end.”  Ultimately, this situation 

once again results in a blurring of the S-C juncture.  There is no doubt that the EEC exists 

and is fully functional; but its arrival is undermined by (a) the preceding stretch of 
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discursive codettas, and (b) the resulting series of retrospective reinterpretations.  As with 

many cases of S-C complications, closure is effectively expanded beyond the scope of 

one cadence.  

 
 

The P-based SC Module 
 
 

 Like the SC-codetta module, the P-based SC module occurs primarily in works by 

Schubert.   But while they both involve a pre-EEC onset of closing rhetoric, the P-based 

version yields different ramifications for the exposition’s trajectory.  Of course, both 

ultimately have the effect of blurring the S-C juncture; but rather than evoking tonal 

overdetermination or quasi redundancy, the P-based variety’s resultant ambiguity derives 

principally from the “premature” onset of P-material.  In this respect it is more similar to 

the intervening P-based module.  However, as noted above, unlike the IPM the P-based 

SC module does not feature a “crisis” as such; the exposition simply reaches the point at 

which C-rhetoric enters the discourse, despite not yet having secured the EEC.  In 

addition, while in cases of IPM the exposition’s formal design and EEC placement is still 

somewhat readily perceived (at least once the exposition ends), the P-based SC module 

results (in most cases) in more extreme formal ambiguity and blurring of EEC.  

 The P-based SC also differs from the other two categories (SC-codetta and IPM) in 

that it exhibits a strong sense of becoming.  This in part results from the fact that most 

instances take place in the context of a three-key exposition or trimodular block.  The 

presence of expositional subrotations also helps create this effect.  As noted above in 

connection with the first movement from Schumann’s Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 14, 
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this situation involves a mid-S-space recapturing or re-launching of P/TR-material that 

serves to “restart” S-space and secure the EEC.  Often this event aligns with the second, 

transitional module (TM2) of a trimodular block.  However, it must be emphasized once 

more that these expositions do not feature “crises” like the ones observed in connection 

with IPM.  

 Although the three-key and trimodular block types are more prevalent, P-based SC 

modules can also be found in expositions not featuring either of these techniques.  Such 

cases still exhibit a sense of becoming, but the process is more compact and less drawn 

out.  This non-TMB type occurs primarily in works for solo instrument or small 

ensemble.  I will begin by discussing this type of P-based SC, its most simplest and easily 

graspable form.  An examination of other, more complex types involving three-key 

expositions and trimodular blocks will follow.  

 
 

Schubert Piano Sonata in A Major, D. 959/i 

 
 The exposition from Schubert’s Piano Sonata in A Major, D. 959/i provides one 

of the few examples of a P-based SC module not occurring in the context of a three-key or 

trimodular block exposition (Musical Example 6.4).  Like the exposition from Schubert’s 

E-flat Piano Trio, this movement exhibits similarities to the first movement from 

Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in D Major, Op. 10/3.  More specifically, the movement 

features a P/TR-based Fortspinnung passage subsequent to an EEC-candidate, resulting  
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Musical Example 6.4.  Schubert Piano Sonata in A Major, D. 959/i, S-space 
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Schubert Piano Sonata in A Major, D. 959/i (cont.) 
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Schubert Piano Sonata in A Major, D. 959/i (cont.) 
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in a clear reopening of S-space.  But here the distinction between themes and codettas is 

more readily perceived: what initially appears to be codettas retrospectively functions as 

a compound basic idea of an extended hybrid theme; and the Fortspinnung passage 

serves as its continuation.  This situation conforms to Caplin’s concept of “false closing 

section.”106  

 Following a V: HC MC (mm. 49–54), S begins in the dominant E major with 

what initially appears to be a period theme type (m. 55).  However, the continuational 

features beginning at m. 65 suggest a compound sentence, and thus the “antecedent” and 

“consequent” phrases are retrospectively reinterpreted as compound basic ideas.  The first 

basic idea, or “antecedent,” ends characteristically with a half cadence (m. 58); but the 

second modulates to the local chromatic mediant G major and ends with a half cadence in 

this key (m. 63).  The music then moves to I6  (in G major) for the continuation.  After 

being prolonged by neighboring 4/2 chords over the next five bars (mm. 65–69), the 

theme modulates back to E Major with the arrival of its dominant seventh (m. 70).  This 

chord then initiates an expanded cadential progression made up entirely of V and I, 

leading to a rhetorically downplayed IAC (m. 78).   

 The apparent caesura preceding the cadence at m. 78 creates a similar effect to 

those found in the first movements from Brahms’s Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87, his 

Violin Sonata in A Major, Op. 100, and Schubert’s B-flat Piano Trio (see the above 

discussions in Chapter 3).  In all three cases, the break works against the accumulated 

goal-directed motion, and the resulting cadence is undermined.  Nevertheless, a complete 

                                                
 106 Caplin, Classical Form, 123. 
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thematic unit with accompanying expanded cadential progression effects the cadence; 

and it is possible that a compensatory discursive C-space will follow.  Additionally, the 

cadence is followed by codettas that seemingly confirm the EEC.  But the codettas soon 

lead to the aforementioned greatly expanded and P-based Fortspinnung episode (m. 82).  

This turn of events unquestionably reopens S-space.  Thus, the codettas retrospectively 

function as a four-bar compound basic idea, and the Fortspinnung episode its 

continuation.  At m. 95 the reference to P becomes more overt with the entrance of its 

pointedly descending arpeggiated figure.  At m. 99 the theme initiates a large expanded 

cadential progression, signaling an approaching EEC.   

 The E.C.P. leads to the theme’s structural dominant at m. 100; however, the 

cadence is evaded when the bass drops out at the expected moment of resolution.  The 

theme “regroups” in the next few bars with a hushed return to root-position tonic, after 

which the phrase moves again to the dominant (m. 111).  However, once more Schubert 

undermines the tonic’s arrival with a caesura.  Nevertheless, the fill in mm. 110–113 

eventually makes its way to tonic in m. 117 for a PAC (with a B cover-tone).  This is 

accompanied by a return of the original lyrical S-theme and onset of codettas, confirming 

the EEC.   

 
Schubert Sonata in B-flat for Piano Four Hands, D. 617/i 

 
 

 The first movement from Schubert’s Sonata for Piano Four Hands in B-flat 

Major, D. 617, also features a more compact version of the P-based SC module (Figure 

6.1 and Musical Example 6.5).  However, whereas in D. 959 S-space resides completely  
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Figure 6.1. Schubert Sonata for Piano Four Hands, D. 617/i, Expositional Layout 

 

 

Musical Example 6.5. Schubert Sonata for Piano Four Hands, D.617/i (primo), S-space  
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Schubert Sonata for Piano Four Hands, D.617/i (secondo) 
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in the normative key of the dominant, the exposition from D. 617 more characteristically 

features a trimodular block.  In addition, its unconventional (by Classical standards) key  

scheme is more typical of Schubert.  S-space first begins in the flat mediant (D-flat 

major), but a transitional module (TM2) eventually readjusts the trajectory to the more 

normative dominant key.   

 While in many cases the transitional TM2 recaptures P/TR-material, here the 

thematic return occurs with the onset of TM3.107  Further, when the P-based module does 

arrive it is unclear whether it actually functions as an S or C module.  The resultant 

formal ambiguity is related to the situations found in the expositions from Schubert’s E-

flat Piano Trio and Beethoven’s Op. 10/3/i; in all three it is difficult to distinguish 

between themes and codettas.  However, while in the first two cases the ambiguity does 

not affect questions of EEC’s placement, in D. 617 the analyst must choose between two 

seemingly legitimate positions.    

  S-space is prepared by a I: HC, followed by five measures of standing-on-the-

dominant.  The subsequent caesura fill then suddenly veers to the chromatic mediant D-

flat major (m. 33).  The first module (TM1) is firmly grounded in D-flat with a dance  

theme constructed as a loose sentence (mm. 34–42).  The theme ends with a cadence in 

the local dominant A-flat major.  At m. 43 TM2 begins with a destabilizing transitional 

theme whose continuation readjusts the trajectory to the more normative dominant key.  

This leads to a V: PAC MC at m. 53. 

                                                
 107 For examples of trimodular block expositions featuring a recapturing of P/TR-material within 
TM2, see the first movement from Schubert’s Symphony No. 2 in Bb Major, D. 125 and his Quartettsatz in 
C Minor, D. 703.  
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 Up until this point in the exposition, a trimodular-block reading makes sense: the 

first medial caesura is followed by an S-theme in a lower-default key (TM1), which then 

leads to an additional transitional module (TM2) paving the way for a more normative 

key.  Further, an authentic cadence articulating the second medial caesura in a trimodular 

block is not itself problematic––indeed, this is typical for Schubert.108  However, as 

Hepokoski and Darcy have pointed out, such cadences can easily be confused with the 

EEC.109   

 This situation arises here: the PAC in m. 53 is followed by an overtly P-based 

discursive codetta, which closes with its own PAC (m. 61).  Normally, the return of P-

material in codetta guise following an authentic cadence signals the onset of C-space, 

especially if it occurs in the latter portion of S-space, as here.  But the suggestion of a 

trimodular-block layout might overrule this perception in favor of TM3––in which case 

the later cadence at m. 61 would serve as the EEC.  This interpretation is consistent with 

the discursive codetta’s ample size (nine bars).  

 However, several other factors suggest that the module occupies postcadential C-

space.  Indeed, the cadence in m. 53 is strong and unequivocal, an impression reinforced 

by the subsequent return of P-material.  Thus, both cadences make plausible candidates 

for EEC, and ultimately the effect is similar to the above-discussed cases of IAC EEC: 

                                                
 108 For examples of Schubert’s trimodular blocks featuring an authentic cadence for the second 
medial caesura, see his Quartettsatz, D. 703, the finale from his Symphony No. 4 in C Minor, D. 417, the 
first movement from the Piano Sonata in C Major, D. 613, and the first and fourth movements from his 
Violin Sonata in A Major, D. 574.   
 
 109 Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements, 27. 
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two successive points of articulation effectively expand our sense of closure beyond the 

confines of one cadence, and as a result the S-C juncture is blurred.   

 
 

Schubert Symphony No. 2 in B-flat Major, D. 125/i 
 
 

 The first movement from Schubert’s Symphony No. 2 in B-flat Major, D. 125, 

features the more typically large-scale and expansive version of the P-based SC-module 

(Figure 6.2).110  As in D. 617, the module functions as TM3 in a TMB S-space.  In 

addition, the second key is deformational (IV) but leads to a more normative third key 

(V).  Yet here the P-based module is in dialogue with a Classical approach typically 

associated with Haydn: the monothematic exposition.  Aside from being separated from 

the transition by two intervening modules (TM1 and TM2), TM3’s almost verbatim 

restatement of the P-theme in the normative dominant key is similar to the effect of a 

monothematic exposition.  However, considering the piece’s nineteenth-century context, 

as well as the above-mentioned intervening modules, there is still a potential for formal 

ambiguity. 

 The exposition’s idiosyncratic structure first becomes apparent with S’s first 

module.  Indeed, TM1’s greatly expanded ternary form firmly establishes the highly 

deformational subdominant as a strong subordinate key area.  To be sure, the 

subdominant is a highly unlikely and deformational key choice for an exposition’s tonal 

destination; however, one cannot help but take note of the key’s unusually weighty 

                                                
 110 For a more exhaustive study of this movement’s tonal structure and parallel sonata layout, see 
Boyd Pomeroy, “The Parallel Sonata Form,” 23–30.  
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Figure 6.2. Schubert Symphony No. 2 in B-flat Major, D. 125/i, Expositional Layout 
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presence.  Indeed, as Graham Hunt notes, the key area is confirmed by three PAC’s (if 

we include the medial caesura’s IV: PAC) and comprises no less than forty-six measures  

 (roughly one-third of S-space).111  This combined with TM1’s highly structured and 

unusually tight-knit layout might suggest that it is the “real” S-theme.  The module 

ultimately leads to a rhetorically weighted cadence (m. 126), followed by confirming 

codettas.  The cadence potentially suggests EEC, an impression reinforced by the tutti 

fortissimo.  But we soon discover that this is not the case, and TM2 eventually redirects 

the trajectory toward the dominant through sequential activity, leading to a dynamically-

accented preparatory dominant (m. 162).  Following a nineteen-bar standing-on-the-

dominant and subsequent medial caesura, TM3 (or SC) begins (m. 134). 

 As I have suggested above, Schubert’s approach to this exposition seems to be in 

dialogue with the Haydnesque monothematic approach.  Of course, most of Haydn’s 

monothematic expositions are much more compact, and the P-material occurring within 

S-space typically appears at the outset rather than in a later module.  Further, in many 

instances the melodic material will soon depart from the P-theme, in which case the 

exposition is monothematic only insofar that the P-theme’s head motive is stated at the 

beginning of S-space.  Nevertheless, considering that Schubert reserves the P-theme’s 

restatement for the normative dominant key, it is likely that the composer was influenced 

by the well-established Classical strategy. 

 Of course, the module eventually deviates from the original theme, and its TM3 

function in the larger scheme of S-space soon becomes more apparent.  The music leads 

                                                
 111 Hunt, “The Three-Key Trimodular Block,” 85.  
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to an EEC candidate at m. 205, followed by a discursive codetta articulating a more 

rhetorically weighted PAC (m. 223).  At this point the question becomes, which cadence 

functions as the EEC?   The discursive codetta features cadential evasions like the codetta 

in D. 617/i, but it is decidedly less thematic, leading one to interpret m. 205 as the EEC.  

But the cadence at m. 223 brings with it a new fortissimo and tutti effect, two strong 

indications that it functions as the EEC.  

 As with many of the movements discussed in this dissertation, it is not a question 

of choosing one cadence over the other.  Rather, the point is that expositional closure is 

obscured.  Here, the composer does many things to accomplish this.  First, although a IV: 

EEC is ultimately generically impossible, the rhetorically weighted subdominant PAC 

(m. 126) at the end of the greatly expanded and tight-knit TM1 might nevertheless be 

mistaken for the EEC.  Second, despite being in dialogue with the monothematic 

approach, TM3’s almost verbatim restatement of the P-theme after two intervening non-

P-based modules potentially creates formal dissonance since this material is usually 

reserved for C.  This is especially true when considering the monothematic exposition’s 

relatively rare status in the nineteenth-century literature.  And finally, even after S’s 

trimodular block structure becomes clear, the two legitimate EEC candidates at the end of 

TM3 once more blur the S-C juncture. 

 
 

The P-based SC/Prf Module  
 
 

 While most of the S-C complications discussed in this dissertation occur within a 

Type 3 context, the phenomena may also be found in Type 4 movements.   My final 
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category of P-based SC-module also entails extreme formal disorientation, but here the 

ambiguity derives more from its Type 4/finale context.  In these expositions, the P-based 

SC module is potentially misinterpreted as a P-refrain (Prf), despite not being in the tonic 

key.  Like most cases of P-based SC-modules, this type usually occurs in the context of a 

three-key trimodular block.  The exposition will first lead to a deformational key area for 

TM1, which is typically thematically emphasized and confirmed with a strong authentic 

cadence.  As in the exposition from the first movement of the Symphony No. 2 in B-flat, 

the cadence has the potential for being mistaken for the EEC.  Next, TM2 redirects the 

trajectory to a more normative key for TM3.   As in the first movement from the 

Symphony No. 2, the final module constitutes a quasi-verbatim restatement of the P-

theme.  But here the module is potentially misinterpreted as Prf.  This is due not only to 

the exposition’s finale context, but also the P-theme’s clear rondo-like character and 

binary form structure (both strong indicators for rondo form). 

 Although SC/Prf modules can only occur in finales, the given movement can either 

be a Type 3 or Type 4 sonata.  Both situations entail a module misinterpreted as Prf, but 

their resulting effects of formal disorientation are different.  Essentially, the former has a 

clear Type 3 tonal structure but with Type 4 thematic characteristics.  More specifically, a 

Prf-sounding module appears in the dominant key subsequent to an ostensible first 

rotation and EEC have occurred.  Thus, the question becomes, is the Prf-like module a 

rondo refrain, or is it merely an additional module occurring within S-space?  The 

resulting formal ambiguity effectively “upstages,” or sidelines the EEC. 
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 Regarding the Type 4 SC/Prf module, the effect is more of an actual P-refrain 

occurring despite being off-tonic.   As with the former category, the exposition’s third 

key is accompanied by a literal restatement of the P-theme (either Prf or SC), which 

eventually goes on to secure a potential EEC.  However, the third key is not the 

normative dominant, but a deformational or lower-level default key.  In addition, the S-

module that precedes SC/Prf is in the dominant key, perhaps suggesting that it is the “real” 

S, and the final module a P-refrain.  This situation produces formal disorientation since it 

sounds like Prf, but in the wrong key.  Further, as in a Type 3 SC/Prf module, the formal 

ambiguity overshadows the exposition’s trajectory and EEC.   

 
 

Schubert Symphony No. 2 in B-flat Major, D. 125/iv 
 
 

 The finale from Schubert’s Symphony No. 2 in B-flat Major, D. 125, provides a 

typical example of an SC/Prf module appearing in the context of a Type 3 sonata (Figure 

6.3).  The exposition begins with a straightforward rounded binary theme (mm. 1–55).  

As in the piece’s first movement, the transition articulates a IV: PAC MC followed by 

TM1 beginning in the deformational subdominant key.  In addition, the second key is 

emphasized by TM1’s inordinately large size, as well as a pervasive local tonic pedal.  

 TM1 eventually leads to a final cadence followed by confirmational codettas.  A 

destabilizing TM2 then begins in m. 146 to readjust the trajectory and prepare for TM3’s 

could very easily be taken for the refrain in a Type 4 movement.  And, even if the module 

is not mistaken for Prf, it is nevertheless in dialogue with the Type 4 sonata since it  
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Figure 6.3. Schubert Symphony No. 2 in B-flat Major, D. 125/iv, Expositional Layout 
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clearly has a rondo-like character and is virtually a complete restatement of the theme.  

Either way, the resulting formal ambiguity undermines the EEC. 

 

Schubert String Quartet in E Major, D. 353/iv 

 
 The finale from Schubert’s String Quartet in E Major, D. 353 presents an even 

more complex case of the SC/Prf module involving a more clearly rondo-based form, 

specifically a Type 4/Type 1 hybrid (Figure 6.4 and Musical Example 6.6).  The 

movement’s expositional key scheme entails a motion first to the normative dominant for 

a clear S-rhetorical module (S(1)), followed by a motion to the lower-level default flat 

mediant (G major) for an overtly P-based SC (see Figure 6.4).112  Both modules end with 

clear EEC-candidates––thus, the question becomes, which is the “real” one?  If S(1)’s 

final cadence, then the movement is a Type 4 with a deformational motion to chromatic 

mediant for the second Prf.  If SC/Prf’s cadence, then the movement is a Type 1 with an 

overtly P-based SC module securing a lower-level default chromatic mediant EEC.113  As 

in D. 125/iv, the result is an extreme formal ambiguity at the S-C juncture involving a 

dialogue between Type 4- and non-rondo-based formal features (i.e., ones typical of 

Types 1 and 3).   

  The evidence supporting a Type 4 reading is more convincing.  First, as pointed 

out above, S(1) is firmly grounded in the expected dominant key area and remains there 

                                                
 112 Ibid., 91. 
 
 113 Ibid., 91–92. 
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Figure 6.4. Schubert String Quartet in E Major, D. 353/iv, Expositional Layout 
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Musical Example 6.6. Schubert String Quartet in E Major, D. 353/iv, S-space 
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Schubert String Quartet in E Major, D. 353/iv (cont.) 
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for a cadence.   And second, as in D. 125/iv, the P-based SC/Prf is a quasi-verbatim 

restatement of the rondo-like rounded binary form appearing at the beginning of the 

exposition, including a written-out repeat of the first reprise (mm. 70–77).  These features 

coupled with the P-theme’s clear rondo-like character suggest a Type 4 sonata with a 

deformational motion to the chromatic mediant for the second P-refrain.   

 If we consider the exposition’s large-scale intervallic motion (+5/-3) and key 

scheme in the larger context of the entire movement, then it becomes clear that this 

motion is repeated in the recapitulation––but now starting in the key of the subdominant 

(rather than tonic) for a parallel reprise.114  Thus, the recapitulation’s key scheme is IV–I–

natural-VI, followed by a coda back in the tonic.  This might suggest a non-rondo 

interpretation, specifically a Type 1 with an expositional SC module rather than Prf.   

 The fact that the cadence at the end of S(1) (m. 50) is attenuated also supports such 

a reading.  Indeed, its accompanying forte-accented onset of mixture casts doubt on its 

EEC potential.  In this respect it is perhaps better to reserve EEC for the later, more 

rhetorically weighted PAC occurring at the end of SC/Prf (m. 95).  Nevertheless, when the 

P-theme returns subsequent to S(1)’s cadence, it unequivocally sounds like a rondo 

refrain, despite being in the “wrong” key.  Once again, the resulting formal ambiguity 

produces extreme formal disorientation, and as a result the S-C juncture is obscured. 

 

 
                                                
 114  As Pomeroy and others have noted, Schubert used the parallel scheme in many of his works. 
See Pomeroy, “The Parallel Sonata Form,” 19–58.  See also David Beach, “Schubert’s Experiments with 
Sonata Form: Formal-Tonal Design versus Underlying Structure,” Music Theory Spectrum 15 (1993): 1–
18, and Gordon Sly, “Schubert's Innovations in Sonata Form: Compositional Logic and Structural 
Interpretation,” Journal of Music Theory 45 (2001): 119–150.   
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CONCLUSION 
 
 

 As this dissertation has shown, nineteenth-century sonata composers were 

seemingly preoccupied with finding new ways of challenging and undermining essential 

expositional closure.  This suggests that they were perhaps aware of its crucial, genre-

defining status, and thus were using it as a vehicle for expanding and innovating the 

sonata’s expressive potential.  The techniques for undermining EEC explored in this 

document eventually became the norm, and what would have been deformational in the 

eighteenth century became, at very the least, a lower-level default option.  But as noted in 

the introduction, these works were still very much in dialogue with eighteenth-century 

norms, and as such often evoke a similar sense of “something going wrong,” or in some 

cases formal dissonance. 

 Throughout this document I have suggested that S-C complications can have the 

effect of expanding expositional closure beyond the scope of one cadence.  This notion of 

course runs counter to Hepokoski and Darcy’s claim that expositional closure is secured 

by one sole cadence, or that one cadence serves to terminate the exposition’s entire 

trajectory.  This claim is certainly valid when dealing with movements written in the late 

eighteenth century––despite Caplin’s above-cited assertion to the contrary.115  Indeed, 

considering that era’s preoccupation with highly articulate and distinct formal 

boundaries, the idea of one cadence serving as the exposition’s goal is quite plausible.  

However, as we have seen in many of the nineteenth-century expositions examined here, 

                                                
 115 William Caplin, “What are Formal Functions?” in Musical Form, Forms, and Formenlehre, 
rev. ed., ed. Pieter Bergé, (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2010), 27. 
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the task of choosing one cadence over the other and then claiming that it functions as the 

“real” EEC often seems beside the point.  Rather, as I have shown in my analyses, several 

parameters play a role in producing expositional closure, and whereas in Classical 

movements these are usually in alignment, in nineteenth-century works they are often 

out-of-sync.   

 Thus, although in one sense I have adhered to Hepokoski and Darcy’s notion of 

EEC by designating one cadence in each of my analyses, I have also shown how other 

parameters such as tonal structure, formal syntax, and expressive rhetoric also play a 

crucial role in achieving closure.  Further, when these parameters are not in alignment, 

expositional closure cannot merely be assigned to one cadence without further 

explication.  The following paragraphs will briefly summarize the different types of S-C 

complications I explored throughout this dissertation and their resulting effects on 

expositional closure. 

 Part I of this document examined ways in which composers undermined the 

EEC’s local cadence itself, which in many cases resulted in an EEC/ZPAC disjunction.  

Using an imperfect authentic cadence as a substitute for the more common PAC was 

perhaps the most typical way of accomplishing this.  As Chapter 1 showed, the cadence’s 

incomplete melodic closure on ^3 often prompted a series of discursive codettas tasked 

with completing the exposition’s fifth Zug.  As a result, two discrete goal points are 

perceived in succession (the EEC followed by the ZPAC), with the aforementioned effect 

of expanding expositional closure.   
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 Chapter 2 explored cases in which the EEC arrives without the aid of an authentic 

cadence as such.  In most of these examples the seeming complication involves an 

undermined cadential dominant.  As we saw, this occurs in the finale from Brahms’s 

Horn Trio and the first movement from his Op. 18 String Sextet; in both cases an 

apparent cadential 6/4 retrospectively functions as an arpeggiated second-inversion tonic.  

Like most examples of IAC EEC, both expositions feature an EEC/ZPAC disjunction, 

which further obscures expositional closure. 

 Other cases of C-rhetoric EEC involve cadences with an undermined tonic.  In the 

first movement of Brahms’s Op. 1 Piano Sonata, the tonic is undermined by a lingering 

non-harmonic sixth over the bass.  The sixth eventually resolves for a complete tonic 

triad, but the prior onset of contrasting closing rhetoric “trumps” the undermined triad, 

and as a result EEC occurs despite the momentary lack of full tonal closure.  This 

exposition also ends with an EEC/ZPAC disjunction.   

 The first movement from Mendelssohn’s Op. 12 String Quartet in E-flat likewise 

features an undermined arrival of the EEC’s tonic, in this case due to its being in first 

inversion.  As noted above, under more normative circumstances the event would be 

considered an evaded cadence; but the overt return of the P-theme overrules the 

momentary lack of a root-position tonic, and EEC still takes place.  Thus, as in the 

Brahms Piano Sonata, the EEC arrives prior to full tonal closure.  Further, in both cases 

expositional closure is expanded by virtue of a parametric nonalignment. 

 Chapter 3 examined cases of “anticlimactic” EEC.  This situation arises when the 

EEC’s cadence is both attenuated and arrives with a sense of lateness––or, more 
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specifically, a sense of lateness subsequent to the exposition’s dramatic climax.  These 

examples do not feature an EEC/ZPAC disjunction or any of the more extreme cadential 

deviations (by Classical standards) encountered in cases of C-rhetoric EEC.  However, 

the aura of lateness combined with cadential attenuation nevertheless results in an 

obscured EEC.  And, although the parametric tension is not as overt, the sense of 

expanded closure still exists since the final cadence is delayed until well after the 

expected moment of resolution.  Thus, although there is only one point of formal 

articulation as such, its “after-the-fact” arrival expands closure.  

 Part II examined cases in which the EEC is undermined by rhetorical 

displacement––or, more specifically, closing rhetoric arriving prior to the EEC.  As noted 

above, there are two basic categories of closing rhetoric: P-based material and codetta or 

codetta-like material, and I have adopted Hepokoski and Darcy’s SC designation to refer 

to both.   

 Under the former category, I identified a subtype associated particularly with 

movements by Mendelssohn: the intervening P-based module.  In these situations P-

material reemerges to reenergize the exposition’s trajectory and avert a “crisis.”  But the 

IPM’s effect of undermining the EEC is in some ways less extreme than in other types of 

rhetorical displacement since its ultimate function is to overcome a crisis and secure the 

EEC.  Further, unlike the other types explored in Chapter 5, there is no effect of extreme 

formal disorientation; the EEC’s placement is relatively clear.  Nevertheless, as pointed 

out in Chapter 4, the IPM’s disruption of the exposition’s trajectory evokes a situation of 

distress, or in some cases near expositional failure.  In addition, even if the effect of 
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formal disorientation is less extreme, intervening P-material still qualifies as a pre-EEC 

onset of closing rhetoric.  Thus, the demarcation between S and C is still to a certain 

extent blurred. 

 The remaining SC modules divide into three categories: the SC-codetta module, 

the P-based SC module, and the P-based SC/Prf module.  In the first category, EEC takes 

place after S-space has entered into codetta territory.  The displacement results from the 

codettas’ overtly thematic characteristics, which effectively defer EEC until a later 

cadence.  Typically, SC will articulate several EEC-candidates before finally arriving at 

the “real” EEC.  As I concluded, the resulting effect is one of tonal over-determination, or 

quasi-redundancy.  Once the real EEC does arrive, its occurrence is undermined by the 

preceding series of possible EEC candidates.  The examples in this category also create 

expanded closure.  Indeed, it would be extremely over-reductive or disingenuous to claim 

that one cadence alone secures the EEC. 

 The P-based SC module is a relative of the intervening P-based module since both 

feature a pre-EEC entry of P-material; however, the similarity ends there.  The former 

does not entail a “crisis–redemption” narrative; rather, P-material simply enters the 

discourse without a specific task to accomplish or dramatic role to play.  As noted, the 

module usually occurs in the context of a trimodular block, and the P-based module often 

serves as TM3.  All of the examples examined in this document produce formal 

disorientation, in some cases to an extreme extent.  But the type of disorientation can 

vary depending on the context.  As we saw in Schubert’s Grand Sonata for Four Hands, 

D. 617/i, it is unclear whether the P-based TM3 functions as an additional S-module or C-
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space, and thus there are two equally viable EEC’s.  In the first movement from 

Schubert’s Symphony No. 2 in B-flat Major, the P-based TM3 is perhaps in dialogue with 

the Haydnesque monothematic approach.  Further, as in D. 617, there are two equally 

valid EEC candidates. 

 The third category, the SC/Prf module, is perhaps the most complex and extreme in 

its effect of formal disorientation.  In these examples, the P-based module has the 

potential of being mistaken for a P-refrain, despite not being in the tonic key.  In the case 

of the finale from Schubert’s Symphony No. 2, TM3’s almost verbatim restatement of the 

P-theme in its original binary form produces formal dissonance.  The module sounds like 

a P-refrain, but in the wrong key.  Ultimately, once TM3 drives to a weighted EEC in the 

dominant key area, a Type 3 reading makes more sense.  Yet the ambiguity still lingers 

once the exposition has finished, and the S-C juncture is undermined.   

 I have limited this study to non-concerto movements written primarily by 

Schubert, Mendelssohn, and Brahms.  However, this topic is extremely fertile ground for 

further investigation.  For instance, many movements by Bruckner, including the first 

movements from his Symphonies Nos. 0 in D Minor, No. 2 in C Minor, and 4 in E-flat, 

feature some kind of S-C complication.  Other works from the later nineteenth century 

involving S-C complications include the first movements of Tchaikovsky’s Symphonies 

Nos. 4 and 6, the first movement from Mahler’s Symphony No. 6, and the first and fourth 

movements from Borodin’s String Quartet No. 2 in D Major.  Finally, although I discuss 

many of Schubert’s movements here, his oeuvre contains countless more examples of S-

C complications, warranting a project devoted solely to his work. 
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