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The Sonata in B minor occupies a hallowed position in Liszt’s œuvre, according to 

scholarly assessment.  Despite the plethora of literature on this consummate work, the vast 

majority of writings on the sonata have focused almost exclusively on formal innovation, 

thematic transformation, and programmatic speculation, and there is a dearth of interpretative 

analysis of the sonata based on its fascinating autograph manuscript, even though it has been 

publicly accessible and widely available in facsimile for some four decades now.  

In view of the fact that the autograph manuscript has never been examined for the express 

purpose of improving performance of the sonata, this dissertation proposes to approach this 

problem with the direct examination of the autograph and its numerous additions and deletions, 

and the analysis of the many interpretive implications stemming from the surprising insights 

offered by the autograph itself, which is on deposit at the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York 

City.  The goal of the dissertation is to make readily accessible a comprehensive performance-

oriented study of this summit of pianism, offering solutions to the many discrepancies among its 

various published editions, from the first Breitkopf & Härtel in 1854 to the most recent Peters 

Urtext in 2011, and including photographic reproductions of the unpublished material obscured 

behind and beneath the collettes (idiosyncratic terminology for additional pieces of paper pasted 

over the manuscript) together with the author’s engraved transcriptions thereof.  In sum, the 

dissertation provides guidance and solutions for the various forms of virtuosic and interpretive 

problems that earn the sonata its reputation for being one of the most difficult works in the 

repertoire to understand and perform. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

I have judiciously made up my mind not to trouble myself about my 
compositions any further than the writing of them, without in the 
least the thinking of spreading them.  Supposing that they have any 
value it will always be found out soon enough either during my life 
or afterwards. 

Franz Liszt1 

Franz Liszt’s only completed sonata has garnered attention from musicians, musicologists, 

and music lovers unparalleled in pianistic history.  Yet despite its venerated position in the canon, 

the Sonata in B minor, dedicated to Robert Schumann, is unique in suffering from uncertainties 

and ambiguities among its various published editions, from the first Breitkopf & Härtel in 1854 to 

the most recent Peters Urtext in 2011.  The hurried pace of Liszt’s drafting and revision of the 

sonata’s manuscript no doubt contributed to these problems, and this dissertation began many 

years ago as a pragmatic study of the autograph manuscript in an attempt to resolve them.2  After 

having achieved an intimate understanding of the autograph, this study evolved into a 

comprehensive analysis of the document’s intent—from the perspective of the performing artist—

1 Franz Liszt, Letters of Franz Liszt, vol. 2, From Rome to the End, trans. Constance Bache (London: H. Grevel, 
1984), 259. 

2 My interest in studying the Liszt B minor Sonata autograph manuscript goes back more than 10 years, when I 
was strongly encouraged by my professor at the time, Joaquín Achúcarro, to learn the work.  During the learning 
process I encountered so many discrepancies among the then-available editions that I decided to turn my attention to 
the lavish Henle color facsimile edition (Munich: G. Henle, 1973) in order to both clarify those inconsistencies and 
acquire a more profound level of musical understanding.  I probably would not be able to keep record of the number 
of times I have heard the last measure of the piece erroneously played.  Liszt’s consistency in his coll’ottava bassa 
notation (for an added lower octave) where he indicates an 8 alongside a single bass note has been extensively studied 
and documented, but nonetheless I cannot recall a single recording of the sonata that accurately concludes the 
masterpiece with an octave—as clearly written in the manuscript—instead of a single note (B0).  I count myself for 
several years among those who have committed the same mistake due to my long-life respect for the Henle Urtext 
editions, of which the sonata edition (Munich: G. Henle, 1975) also exhibits deficiencies in fidelity to the manuscript 
in this particular last measure, as well as in many other measures.  It was not until I acquired a copy of the Neue Liszt-
Ausgabe (Budapest: Editio Musica Budapest, 1983) that this discrepancy became evident as it faithfully reproduces 
the final octave.  This along with so many other questions about the sonata’s compositional process stoked my already 
great interest in the existing body of research, but I also had personal need for deeper study of the many editions 
available in addition to the autograph manuscript. 
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revealed through analyzing its text, the amendments thereto, and how the composer arrived there. 

Liszt was the world’s foremost performing artist who through his astounding virtuosity almost 

single-handedly forced the evolution of his instrument. The underlying teachings of the autograph 

manuscript’s text and compositional history therefore predominate over other sources because the 

struggles appearing in the document are evidence of the actual interpretive and technical struggles 

of the composer himself. The autograph manuscript’s text also occupies an elevated position in 

analyzing the work because it is his only major work for solo piano for which he signaled no 

programmatic content. 

Despite the plethora of literature on this consummate work, there is a dearth of 

interpretative analysis of the sonata based on its fascinating and conflict-laden autograph 

manuscript, even though it has been publicly accessible and widely available in facsimile for some 

four decades now. This dissertation proposes to approach this problem with a synthesis of (1) a 

critical examination of the autograph, (2) other primary sources, including published editions of 

the work, and (3) the author’s personal experience in studying and performing the work.  Whereas 

the extant literature focuses almost exclusively on formal innovation, thematic transformation, and 

programmatic speculation, the goal of the dissertation is to make readily accessible a 

comprehensive performance-oriented study of this summit of pianism. It is a fortunate 

circumstance that the autograph manuscript of Liszt’s Sonata in B minor is available today to 

provide this insight, but it is unfortunate that study of it has remained minimal.  This dissertation 

seeks to remedy this problem and offer to future generations of Lisztians a perspective on 

performing this enigmatic, captivating masterpiece of extreme difficulty, power, and beauty.  In 

this context, the following question is posed: how does perlustration of the sonata’s autograph 
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manuscript along with its substantial excisions and additions enhance preëxisting understanding 

of performing the sonata? 

In order to contextualize the answer to this question properly, this dissertation begins in 

Chapter II with a brief vignette of Liszt’s unmistakably Romantic life, which has earned him a 

place in the musical firmament.  Chapter III presents a detailed account of Liszt’s performance 

and compositional history leading up to the completion of the sonata in 1853 in Weimar, 

chronicling Liszt’s development as a performer and composer at the piano.  Chapter IV lays out 

the state of research on the sonata’s autograph and the existing lacuna in the area of its textual 

interpretation.  Chapter V discusses the special position of the sonata in Liszt’s œuvre and the 

circumstances that surrounded its composition.  Chapter VI describes the present physical 

condition of the autograph manuscript, in addition to the ownership history and Liszt’s writing and 

revision techniques.  Chapter VII examines the collettes (idiosyncratic terminology for additional 

pieces of paper pasted over the manuscript) and includes photographic reproductions of the 

material obscured behind and beneath them, together with the author’s engraved transcriptions 

thereof.  Finally, the heart of the dissertation follows in Chapter VIII with a revision-by-revision 

analysis of their technical and performance implications for the concert artist, allowing for 

conclusions to be drawn regarding general observations on interpretation of the autograph 

manuscript.  
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CHAPTER 2 

FRANZ LISZT: BIOGRAPHICAL VIGNETTE 

Liszt was the quintessential composer of the nineteenth century, not only because he wrote 

staples of the Romantic repertoire but also because his own life came to define its essence.  From 

the very beginning, epic events of legendary proportions defined him. In Vienna, he deeply 

impressed his teacher Carl Czerny, who remarked that he had “never before such an eager, talented, 

or industrious student,”3 and mythically secured the blessing of Beethoven shortly before 

embarking on his life as the world’s most acclaimed virtuoso pianist.  

In Paris, Luigi Cherubini notoriously rejected his application to the Conservatoire because 

he lacked French citizenship. Despite—or rather because of—this lack of formal training, Liszt 

began to develop his unique approach to the piano, practicing ten to twelve hours a day.  However, 

it was not until he heard the “diabolic” violinist Niccolò Paganini perform at the Paris Opéra that 

he adopted a new meaning for himself, transcending the existing technical standards of the musical 

world of his day through unprecedented virtuosity and artistry.  In the meantime, Liszt had become 

acquainted with a certain (married) Countess Marie d’Agoult, a daughter of a wealthy and 

powerful German banking dynasty, and the two eloped to Geneva to hide the birth of their first 

child. 

Back in Paris, Princess Cristina Trivulzio Belgiojoso noticed that Liszt’s popularity was 

increasingly becoming a threat to the better-established Sigismond Thalberg and invited the two 

to duel in her salon, afterwards proclaiming that “Thalberg is the first pianist in the world—Liszt 

is the only one.”4  What followed was an unparalleled feat of performing: more than one thousand 

3 Reginald Gerig, “On Liszt’s Piano Technique,” in Analecta Lisztiana II: New Lights on Liszt and His Music, ed. 
Alan Walker, Michael Saffle, and  James Deaville, Franz Liszt Studies 6 (Stuyvesant, N.Y: Pendragon Press, 1997), 
263. 

4 Charles Timbrell, French Pianism: A Historical Perspective, 2nd ed. (Portland, OR: Amadeus Press, 1999), 42. 
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recitals between the years 1839 and 1847 in Spain, Portugal, Germany, Austria, France, England, 

Poland, Romania, Turkey, and Russia.  So successful was this career that modern piano recitals 

still derive from Liszt’s model: playing from memory, embracing the entire repertoire, positioning 

the piano with the lid open to the audience, and of course, performing entirely solo.  

In Berlin, his recitals ushered in what in those days was called “Lisztomania,” something 

we might refer to today as the first groupies of women displaying his portrait wherever possible 

and collecting strands of his hair, the piano strings he broke, and his discarded cigar butts.  Then 

at the end of this period at the age of thirty-five, Liszt suddenly retired from his career as a concert 

artist, deciding to focus instead on composition, conducting, and teaching.  

In 1848 he accepted the permanent post of Kapellmeister at Weimar, a position offered to 

him with the understanding that he would focus on nurturing contemporary music in the small 

grand duchy. These years in Weimar, from 1848 to 1861, also saw the formation of a new 

relationship. The Princess Carolyne zu Sayn-Wittgenstein left her husband and took up residence 

with Liszt in Weimar at the Altenburg. A woman of intellect, the princess confirmed Liszt’s 

resolve to devote himself to serious composition, teaching, and the support of contemporary music 

rather than to an adoring public as a keyboard virtuoso. It was in Weimar that the first small class 

of regular students was formed, class that soon was to grow to prodigious proportions to include 

most of the illustrious names of pianism of the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries.  This 

included the next generation of great pianists—Bülow, Tausig, Raff, Klindworth, Mason, 

Cornelius—with whom he led the musical world into the modern age at the head of the New 

German School. 

It was also during his Weimar period that his most intense activity in composition was 

sustained. Twelve orchestral tone poems came to define the concept of a new genre; the Faust and 
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Dante Symphonies established him as a major orchestral composer; new keyboard works were 

undertaken, including his piano masterwork, the Sonata in B minor; and several earlier keyboard 

works underwent extensive revision. Now eschewing mere virtuoso display, Liszt seemed 

increasingly directed towards musical, expressive values and concepts with lofty philosophical or 

literary connections.  

His works occupy a peculiar position in the history of music. On one hand his biographical 

links to Viennese Classicism grounded his works with tradition.  However, as Liszt led the New 

German School (along with Richard Wagner), his creations undoubtedly pointed towards the 

future as well—Zukunftsmusik. A significant portion of his total output comprises transcriptions 

and arrangements of other composers’ works, demonstrating Liszt’s deep respect for the works of 

past masters (Bach, Mozart, Beethoven, Schubert) and contemporary pioneers (Berlioz, Bellini, 

Wagner, Verdi). In his original compositions, his skillful use of thematic transformation eventually 

came to bear his name and influenced the development of the Wagnerian Leitmotif and the 

symphonic poem. Additionally, his innovations in tonality and harmony, including some of the 

very first excursions into atonality, allowed for later Post-romantic, Impressionistic, and 

Expressionistic experiments. Most importantly, his musical language successfully embodied 

Romanticism by requiring focus on itself, calling forth deep emotions unheard of up to his time. 

Later in his life, discouraged by the Roman Catholic Church’s refusal to annul Princess 

Carolyne’s marriage to allow him to marry her, he decided to become an abbé, committing himself 

to further exploring compositional techniques and sacred music. Liszt spent the remainder of his 

life busily commuting between Rome, Budapest, and Weimar, fervently devoting himself to 

teaching a whole new generation of musicians free of charge.   
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CHAPTER 3 

LISZT THE VIRTUOSO: TOWARDS A COMPOSITIONAL CROWNING ACHIEVEMENT 

While the sonata differs in many significant respects from just about every other 

composition in Liszt’s œuvre, and while its compositional history may suggest that it sprang forth 

more or less fully-formed from Liszt’s head like Athena, it is important to contextualize the sonata 

appropriately within the composer’s life. Both the singularity of the sonata and its rapid, almost 

Mozartean drafting are discussed below in their respective chapters. This chapter, however, offers 

a perspective of the composer and the pianist who would conceive of a work that, through its 

motivic ingenuity, formal innovation, and artful bravura, has left such a deep impression on the 

musical world. It is doubtful that a person without such compositional or pianistic notoriety would 

have succeeded in producing a work like the sonata—it is safe to conclude that only a Lisztian 

visionary and virtuoso could have succeeded in doing so. This is not to say that Liszt’s 

compositional reputation always matched his pianistic fame. Rather, a more dynamic relationship 

can be observed between his sensational performance career and the growth of his œuvre. This 

dualism is summarized below, up until years of the sonata’s conception, by which point Liszt had 

definitively retired from concertizing in order to devote his musical energies to composing and 

teaching. 

Liszt’s solo performances and original compositions for piano solo, up until his work on 

the sonata in Weimar in 1852 and 1853 are documented in order to provide context.  Unlike 

virtually all other musicological studies of Liszt, this chapter combines into one narrative the 

dualistic nature of his life as a composer and as a pianist.  The following sources were consulted 

in synthesizing this history: Humphrey Searle’s The Music of Liszt (Mineola, N.Y: Dover 

Publications, 2012); Dezsö Legány’s Liszt in Hungary, 1820-1846 in Analecta Lisztiana I: Liszt 
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and His World (Stuyvesant, N.Y: Pendragon Press, 1998); Alan Walker’s Franz Liszt, Volume 1: 

The Virtuoso Years 1811-1847 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1983); Derek Watson’s Liszt (New 

York: Oxford University Press, 2000); and Michael Saffle’s Liszt in Germany: 1840-1845 

(Stuyvesant, N.Y: Pendragon Press, 1994). 

Liszt’s first known public performance was in the Hungarian border town Ödenburg5 in 

October 1820, as the soloist for the Ries Piano Concerto in E-flat major, op. 42.  In November 

1820 his father managed to arrange for a recital in Preßburg6 to coincide with the Hungarian 

National Assembly being in session there, impressing a number of nobles who rewarded Liszt with 

a stipend. Liszt then made his way to Vienna to study piano with Carl Czerny and composition 

with Antonio Salieri. His first performance in the city was at the Landständischer Saal on 

December 1, 1822, with a program consisting of the Hummel Piano Concerto in A minor, an 

improvisation from Rossini’s Zelmira, and an improvisation on the Allegretto from Beethoven’s 

Seventh Symphony. One of Liszt’s first piano compositions, his Variation on a Waltz by Diabelli, 

dates from this time in Vienna as well.  This series of performances concluded with a concert in 

the Imperial Palace’s Kleiner Redoutensaal on April 13, 1823, comprising the Hummel Piano 

Concerto in B minor, sets of Moscheles variations, and improvisations based on material supplied 

by the audience.7  Liszt and his father returned to Hungary, and he gave five recitals in Pest8 in 

May 1823, performing Moscheles variations and free fantasies. 

At the end of May 1823, Liszt and his father set out for Paris and held performances in 

5 Today’s Sopron, Hungary. 

6 Today’s Bratislava, Slovakia. 

7 It was expected that Beethoven would have been in the audience to supply such thematic material, but there is 
no evidence showing that he actually attended. 

8 Part of today’s Budapest, Hungary. 
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Munich, Augsburg, Stuttgart, and Strasbourg en route.  The pair arrived in Paris on December 11, 

1823 and were immediately immersed in the city’s intense salon scene (with attendance at dozens, 

including appearances before nobility and the royal family), but Liszt’s debut in the city did not 

occur until March 7, 1824 at the Theâtre Italienne. From Paris, father and son joined Pierre Érard 

on a trip to England in May 1824. Liszt performed for the Royal Society of Musicians on June 5, 

1824, and that was followed by his public debut on June 21, 1824, with Clementi, Cramer, 

Kalkbrenner, and Ries in attendance, as well as a performance for King Georgia IV. August 1824 

took him to Manchester for a pair of performances. Additionally, 1824 was a year that saw a 

number of compositions of his earliest period, including Huit variations, Sept variations brillantes 

sur un thème de G. Rossini, Impromptu brillant sur des thèmes de Rossini et Spontini, Allegro di 

bravura, and Rondo di bravura. Over the next year, Liszt alternated between Paris and England, 

and he also composed a piano trio in D-flat major (now lost).  In 1826, Liszt embarked on a tour 

of the South of France and completed the first of his studies, Étude en douze exercices dans tous 

les tons majeurs et mineurs. 1827 saw the completion of Liszt’s Scherzo in G minor and Marche 

funèbre, composed just two days after his father’s death in Boulogne. 

In the course of the following years in Paris, Liszt met personalities such as Berlioz, 

Chopin, Paganini, Alkan, Hiller, and the Countess Marie d’Agoult.  During this period, Liszt also 

devoted more time to composition, working on a number of pieces, such as: Andantino pour Émile 

et Charlotte Loudon, Grande fantaisie sur la tyrolienne de l’opéra La fiancée de Auber, Album-

leaf in A-flat major (Ah vous dirai-je, maman), Apparitions, and Grande fantaisie de bravoure sur 

La clochette de Paganini.  In 1835, Liszt withdrew from Parisian society in order to elope with 

d’Agoult to Switzerland (where Liszt was able to secure an appointment as head of the piano 

faculty at the Geneva conservatory founded in the same year), providing Liszt with the inspiration 
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for his Album d’un voyageur, Trois morceaux suisses, Fantasie romantique sur deux mélodies 

suisses, and Grande valse di bravura (Le bal de Berne).  Liszt returned to Paris in order to engage 

in his famous “Hammerklavier ivory duel” with Sigismond Thalberg hosted by the Princess 

Cristina Trivulzio Belgiojoso on March 31, 1837 (who also urged the composition of Liszt’s 

Hexaméron), but he otherwise remained out of the public view, traveling next to Italy with 

d’Agoult. That year also saw completion of Liszt’s second version of his studies, now called Douze 

grandes études, which are notorious for having exploded out of the shell of Liszt’s juvenile work 

into a form of virtuosity never before seen.  This new level of technical mastery was strongly 

influenced by Liszt’s encounters with Paganini and his astounding feats on the violin, as Liszt 

completed in the following year the first version of another set of studies, Études d’exécution 

transcendante d’après Paganini, along with a blazingly difficult showpiece that would become a 

standard workhorse for Liszt’s recitals in the coming years, the Grand galop chromatique.  As 

with Switzerland, Italy provided a rich backdrop for some of Liszt’s most evocative compositions 

thus far, captured in his Années de pèlerinage deuxième année: Italie. 

Liszt thrust himself back onto the public stage in April 1838, when he rushed from Venice 

to Vienna to give a series of ten benefit recitals in response to the disaster in the wake of the 

flooding Danube in Hungary, which were typical of Liszt’s famous generosity.  In the following 

period, known as the Glanzzeit, Liszt undertook what is likely the most intense cavalcade of 

concert tours in the history of music, constantly traveling and performing, whether in public halls 

or private venues, for his own profit or for the benefit of others.  In December 1839, Liszt 

performed two Beethoven concerti (C minor and E-flat major) in Vienna and then gave a recital 

in Preßburg9 featuring his newly-composed Rakóczi-Marsch. Other works completed that year 

9 Today’s Bratislava, Slovakia. 
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include Sposalizio and Il Penseroso (which joined Années de pèlerinage deuxième année: Italie), 

Valse mélancolique, and Album-leaf in C minor (Preßburg). January 1840 took him to Pest,10 

where he programmed a paraphrase of Donzetti’s Lucia di Lammermoor, his Grand galop 

chromatique, and Rakóczi-Marsch, as well as the Beethoven Choral Fantasy.  In February 1840, 

he performed his fantasy on Bellini’s I puritani, Schubert’s11 Ständchen and Erlkönig, and his 

newly-composed Heroischer Marsch in ungarischem Stil.  March 1840 took him to Dresden, 

where, in addition to his Grand galop chromatique, he performed Schubert’s Erlkönig, Ständchen, 

and Ave Maria, as well as his paraphrases of Lucia di Lammermoor and Meyerbeer’s Huguenots. 

In Leipzig the same month, he gave a series of concerts at the Gewandhaus, programming 

Beethoven’s Pastoral sonata, his Grand galop chromatique, and Grande valse di bravura, the Bach 

D minor triple concerto (alongside Mendelssohn and Hiller), his paraphrases of Lucia di 

Lammermoor and Meyerbeer’s Huguenots and Robert le diable, Weber’s Konzertstück, Schubert’s 

Ständchen, Erlkönig, and Ave Maria, the Mendelssohn D minor concerto, Hiller’s etudes, 

Schumann’s Carnaval, and his Hexaméron.  Aside from the Gewandhaus appearances, Liszt also 

was invited to Schumann’s residence, paying tribute to his host’s Novelletten and Fantasie, as well 

as one of his sonatas.  In London in May and June 1840, Liszt made use of his reliable paraphrases 

of I puritani, Lucia di Lammermoor, and Rossini’s Ouverture de l’opéra Guillaume Tell, in 

addition to Beethoven’s Sixth Symphony, Moscheles’s etudes and Preciosa Variations, Handel’s 

Fugue in E minor, and his own works: Grand galop chromatique, Hexaméron, and Paganini 

etudes.  Liszt toured Baden-Baden, Mainz, Wiesbaden, Frankfurt, Bonn, and Hamburg from July 

to November 1840, performing essentially the same program, but with additions of Beethoven’s 

10 Part of today’s Budapest, Hungary. 

11 Hereinafter, such references to Schubert’s songs are Liszt’s transcriptions thereof. 
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Choral Fantasy and Pastoral and Moonlight sonatas, Schubert’s Ständchen, Erlkönig, and Ave 

Maria, a Hummel concerto, Chopin etudes, and Weber’s Konzertstück.  December 1840 took him 

to Dublin.  By the close of 1840, Liszt’s flurry of activity included completion of Mazeppa, 

Morceau de salon, Étude de perfectionnement, Venezia e Napoli, Prière de l’enfant à son reveil, 

Valse mélancolique, Mariotte Valse pour Marie, Galop de Bal, and a number of additional album-

leaves. 

He returned to Paris in March and April 1841, performing his paraphrase of Robert le 

diable and the Beethoven Emperor Concerto. June 1841 saw him in London performing the 

Hummel Septet in D minor and Thalberg’s Grande fantaisie et variations sur des motifs de l’opéra 

Norma de Bellini.  His appearances in Hamburg, Kiel, Cologne, Koblenz, Frankfurt, Main, Baden-

Baden, Aachen, Düsseldorf, Münster, Osnabrück, Kassel, and Göttingen from July to November 

1841 showed the same characteristic mix of show pieces, German classics, and Liszt’s new 

creations: Beethoven’s Choral Fantasy, Emperor Concerto, and Pastoral and Moonlight sonatas, 

Weber’s Aufforderung zum Tanz and Konzertstück, Chopin mazurkas, Schubert’s Ständchen, 

Erlkönig, and Ave Maria, his paraphrases of Robert le diable, Hugenots, Ouverture de l’opéra 

Guillaume Tell, Bellini’s I puritani and Somnambula, and Mozart’s Don Giovanni, and his 

Hexaméron, Grand galop chromatique, and Venezia e Napoli.  In November 1841, Liszt arrived 

in Weimar to perform for the first time, giving a series of concerts culminating in a benefit concert 

comprising Weber’s Aufforderung zum Tanz, Schubert’s Erlkönig, and his Réminiscenses de Don 

Juan, Hexaméron, and Grand galop chromatique.  After having made the acquaintance of the 

grand ducal court that would later employ him for a dozen years (during which time he would 

compose the sonata), Liszt continued his German tour, visiting Dresden, Leipzig, and Halle on his 

way to Berlin.  By all accounts, his some three dozen appearances in Berlin (at the Singakademie, 
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Stadtschloß, Hofoper unter den Linden, theater, university, and casino) from to December 27, 1841 

to March 3, 1842 were extraordinarily successful.  It is clear that, for Liszt to have sustained such 

intense interest over a span of just over two months, he was forced to present an encyclopedic 

repertoire—not just that of an itinerant showman.  Thus, in addition to the tried and true rotating 

program that had taken him throughout Germany over the preceding year, Liszt added works from 

Bach (Chromatic Fantasy and Fugue in D minor and several preludes and fugues), Handel (Fugue 

and Variations in E minor), Scarlatti (sonatas), Beethoven (Tempest, Appassionata, and 

Hammerklavier sonatas), Mendelssohn (Capriccio in F-sharp minor, op. 5), and Weber (Momento 

capriccioso, op. 12 and Sonata in A-flat major), as well as newly-composed works from his own 

œuvre (La Campanella, Au lac de Wallenstadt, Au bord d’une source, and Hungarian Rhapsodies).   

From the sensationalized crowds of Berlin, Liszt ventured east to St. Petersburg before 

continuing his tour of Germany, visiting Königsberg,12 Lübeck, Cologne, Aachen, Weimar, Erfurt, 

Coburg, Gotha, Frankfurt, Münster, and Berlin again at the close of 1842.  As his Glanzzeit burned 

on with stops through 1845 in Breslau,13 Posen,14 Hamburg, Moscow, Bonn, Dortmund, Cologne, 

Frankfurt, Würzburg, Nuremburg, Munich, Augsburg, Stuttgart, Tübingen, Karlsruhe, Heidelberg, 

Mannheim, Weimar, Gotha, Jena, Erfurt, Dresden, Stettin,15 Magdeburg, Braunschweig, Hanover, 

Baden-Baden, and Freiburg.  Liszt was amazingly able to complete a number of works in this 

period, including several album-leaves, Elégie sur des motifs du Prince Louis Ferdinand de 

Prusse, Petite valse favorite, Tre sonetti del Petrarca, Paralipomènes à la Divina Commedia, 

12 Today’s Kalingrad, Russia. 

13 Today’s Wrocław, Poland. 

14 Today’s Poznań, Poland. 

15 Today’s Szczecin, Poland. 
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Préludes et Harmonies poétiques et religieuses (1845-1846), and Ballade No. 1 in D-flat major 

(Le chant du croisé).  In 1846, Liszt began making his way east again, stopping in Arad and Jassy 

before arriving in Kiev in January 1847, where he met the Princess Caroline zu Sayn-Wittgenstein, 

with whom he would settle in Weimar by the end of the year. As the transitory Glanzzeit came to 

a close and Liszt began in Weimar what would be the longest continuous residence of his life, 

Liszt’s output continued to rise: between 1846 and 1852, Liszt wrote Litanies de Marie, Andante 

amoroso, Harmonies poétiques et religieuses (1847-1852), Hymne du matin, Hymne de la nuit, 

Stabat mater, Trois études de concert, Années de pèlerinage première année: Suisse, Goethe 

Festmarsch, Canzonetta del Salvator Rosa, Großes Konzertsolo, Trois caprice-valses, Deux 

polonaises, Consolations (Six pensées poétiques), Romance (Ô pourquoi donc), Mazurka brillante, 

Scherzo and March, and Valse-impromptu.  Notably, Liszt in Weimar had the time to revisit his 

grand bravura studies for the second or third time to refine them into the masterworks we know 

today: Grandes études de Paganini, Douze études d’exécution transcendante, and Ab Irato, Étude 

de perfectionnement.  These revisions occurred just as Liszt was working on his greatest legacy, 

the Sonata in B minor. 

What this exciting and intense period of performance and composition shows is that Liszt 

both revered German masters of the past (in particular, Beethoven) all the while profiting 

immensely from the public’s insatiable consumption of the latest operatic hits via his virtuosic 

fantasies.  It is evident that Liszt’s bravura renderings of thematic material from Mozart’s Don 

Giovanni, Meyerbeer’s Robert le diable, Donizetti’s Lucia di Lammermoor, Rossini’s Guillaume 

Tell, and Bellini’s I puritani were among the primary vehicles for Liszt’s irresistible popularity 

throughout the Glanzzeit across Europe.  The only Liszt work of complete originality that regularly 
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appeared was his Grand galop chromatique (the Hexaméron is a collaborative work based on 

Bellini’s I puritani). 

By the time Liszt was beginning his concert tours, the new forms falling into the general 

category of character pieces were steadily emerging, and by the end of Liszt’s performance career, 

they had come to dominate the piano in the Romantic era. Indeed, Liszt routinely programmed 

such character pieces, including various Chopin mazurkas and nocturnes, etudes by Moscheles, 

Hiller, and Chopin, and Liszt’s renderings of Schubert’s Erlkönig, Ständchen, and Ave Maria. Yet 

Liszt chose to maintain understated representation of the traditional piano sonata inherited from 

the Classical era. His concert repertoire evidences not insignificant focus on Beethoven’s 

sonatas—Pathétique, Moonlight, Pastoral, Tempest, Appassionata, and Hammerklavier—as well 

as a diverse representation of sonatas by Scarlatti, Schumann, and Weber. 

All the while Liszt was crisscrossing Europe from stage to stage, salon to salon, he 

managed to pursue his solo piano compositional goals to varying degrees.  His original output up 

to 1853 comprises works with titles that almost invariably contain any combination of the 

following designations: variation, brillant, di bravura, fantasie, album-leaf, valse, or étude.  

Notable stand-outs include, however, Harmonies poétiques et religieuses, Consolations, and the 

first two Années de pèlerinage: Suisse & Italie.  All of Liszt’s works for piano and orchestra—

Grande Fantasie symphonique über Themen aus Berlioz’ Lélio, Malédiction, Fantaisie über 

Beethovens Ruinen von Athen, Fantasie über ungarische Volksmelodien, Totentanz, and the three 

numbered piano concerti, including the lesser known Piano Concerto No. 3 in E-flat major, op. 

posthumous—were composed before 1853.16 

16 Liszt, of course, frequently revisited works and reissued them in subsequent versions. 
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Thus, an overall musical portrait of Liszt leading up to the completion of his sonata is 

marked by the following general characteristic: 

• a strong emphasis on performing virtuosic interpretations of the works of others in 

other genres, primarily Italian bel canto operas and Schubert Lieder; 

• frequent performance of influential works by contemporaries, in particular, 

Weber’s Aufforderung zum Tanz and Konzertstück; 

• performance of representative works by past composers, in particular, Beethoven’s 

sonatas and concerti; 

• the near-complete absence of performing wholly original works; and 

• original composition of primarily either bravura showpieces or introspective 

programmatic collections. 

This portrait reveals a composer not entirely confident in his own abilities but who has mastered 

the transformation of thematic material from many different sources. This composer demonstrates 

an intimate familiarity with some of the most characteristic Beethoven piano sonatas, yet he is also 

an avid interpreter of representative virtuosic works of his contemporaries.  At the same time, his 

compositional activities explored many different areas of interest to the Romantic Era—historical 

figures, visual arts, natural landscapes, religious mysticism, and budding nationalism. 

One may conclude, in viewing the sonata against Liszt’s artistic life up to 1853, that Liszt 

possessed (1) prodigious yet fine-tuned technical virtuosity, (2) deep appreciation for the classical 

sonata form, and (3) harmonic, motivic, and formal innovation concurrent with the height of 

Romanticism.  Thus, despite the lackluster compositional reputation Liszt carried into his tenure 
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as Kapellmeister in Weimar,17 Liszt was in actuality quite well prepared and equipped to author 

such a monumental work of unique character and precision.  Viewed in the context of the sonata’s 

Romantic predecessors, it stands out alone in its breadth and depth: none of the sonatas of 

Mendelssohn,18 Chopin,19 or Schumann,20 can reasonably compare to the all-encompassing nature 

of Liszt’s.21  It is possible that a significant difference among those three Romantic compositional 

giants and Liszt is that none of them ever mounted a concert campaign even beginning to approach 

the feats of the Glanzzeit.  Indeed, Mendelssohn was preoccupied with his flurry of compositional 

and conducting activities, Chopin was far too frail and could not match such virtuosity,22 and 

Schumann’s hand injury removed him physically from the performing world early on in his 

career.23 

Liszt, however, was uniquely situated with his dedication to perfecting his performance 

17 For example, Mendelssohn remarked about Liszt’s performance in Leipzig in a letter to his mother dated March 
30, 1840 that Liszt’s compositions “are inferior to his playing, and, in fact are only calculated for virtuosos.” See Peter 
Mercer-Taylor, The Life of Mendelssohn (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 144.  And then he 
continues: “With this power, and his enormous technicality and practice, he must have far surpassed all others, if a 
man’s own ideas were not, after all, the chief point, and these, hitherto at least, seem denied to him; so that in this 
phase of art most of the great virtuosos equal, and indeed excel him.  But that he . . . alone represents the highest class 
of pianists of the present day, is, I think, undeniable.”  See Felix Mendelssohn, Letters of Felix Mendelsson Bartholdy 
from 1833 to 1847, trans. Lady Wallace (London: Longman, Roberts & Green, 1864), 181. 

18 Sonata in E major, Op. 6 (1826); Sonata in G minor, Op. 105 (1821); Sonata in B-flat major, Op. 106 (1827). 

19 Sonata No. 1 in C minor, Op. 4 (1828); Sonata No. 2 in B-flat minor (1839); Sonata No. 3 in B minor, Op. 58 
(1844). 

20 Grand Sonata No. 1 in F-sharp minor, Op. 10 (1833); Sonata No. 2 in G minor (1835); Grand Sonata No. 3 in 
F minor, Op. 14 (1835). 

21 The same can be said of Brahms’s three sonatas—No. 1 in C major, No. 2 in F-sharp minor, and No. 3 in F 
minor—which are contemporaneous with Liszt’s. 

22 Chopin wrote to Hiller, “I should like to rob him of the way he plays my studies.”  See Alan Walker, Franz 
Liszt, Volume 1: The Virtuoso Years, 1811-1847 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1983), 184. 

23 See Gerhard Böhme, Medizinische Porträts berühmter Komponisten, vol. 2, Johann Sebastian Bach, Joseph 
Haydn, Franz Schubert, Robert Schumann, Bedřich Smetana, Alexander Borodin, Giacomo Puccini (Stuttgart: Gustav 
Fischer Verlag, 1981), 139. 
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artistry and elevating the piano recital single-handedly to the status of a prime concert event.  His 

unprecedented level of technical mastery itself contributed to the outstanding quality of the sonata, 

metamorphosing the genre from a mere academic tribute to deities of past eras to a new vehicle 

for expressing Romantic ideas and ideals.  Not only is it difficult to conceive of another composer 

without Liszt’s virtuosity who would have been able to compose a work approaching comparison 

with the sonata, but arguably every major successor to the genre has been forced to continue Liszt’s 

legacy of transformative virtuosity and innovation, most notably Scriabin, Rachmaninoff, and 

Prokofiev. 

In sum, Liszt’s prototypical Romantic musical life, experiences, and output leading up to 

the sonata provide invaluable insight into the world in which the sonata was conceived (and 

revised).  This history also explains the intimate relationship between Liszt and the sonata in that 

it is deeply imbued with his summit of pianism. This relationship is particularly thrown into relief 

through an examination of the Lehman autograph manuscript and its penetrating revelations.  As 

discussed in detail in the following chapters, Liszt’s amendments throughout the sonata’s 

manuscript evidence nuanced adjustments that carry profound consequences for the sonata’s 

execution. Just as Liszt’s performance history shaped the sonata, the sonata’s compositional 

history shapes how we as Liszt’s present-day interpreters perform the sonata. 
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CHAPTER 4 

STATE OF RESEARCH 

The Sonata in B minor occupies a hallowed position in Liszt’s œuvre, according to 

scholarly assessment.  Rey Longyear proclaimed it “a landmark in the piano literature of the 

nineteenth century but . . . also one of the seminal works in the history of music.”24  Alan Walker 

saw it as having a similarly central place in Liszt’s output: “The crowning achievement of these 

years was the composition of the Sonata in B minor, arguably one of the greatest keyboard works 

to come out of the nineteenth century.  If Liszt had written nothing else, he would have to be ranked 

as a master on the strength of this work alone. . . . No other work of Liszt has attracted anything 

like the same amount of scholarly attention as the B-minor Sonata.”25  Kenneth Hamilton has 

echoed this superlative judgment: “Were all Liszt’s works, with the exception of the Sonata in B 

minor, to be engulfed in flames like the books of the ancient library of Alexandria, the Sonata 

would still be enough to rank him as one of the greatest Romantic composers.”26 

The foremost interpreters of Liszt’s music are in accord.  Leslie Howard acknowledged 

that “[w]riters on Liszt are unanimous in their verdict upon the Sonata in B minor: it is Liszt’s 

greatest piano work, if not indeed his finest composition.”27  And while Alfred Brendel found it 

“the most original, powerful and intelligent sonata composed after Beethoven and Schubert,”28 

24 Rey M. Longyear, “The Text of Liszt’s B Minor Sonata,” The Musical Quarterly 60 (1974): 435. 

25 Alan Walker, Franz Liszt, vol. 2, The Weimar Years (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1983-89), 149-50. 

26 Kenneth Hamilton, Liszt, Sonata in B Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), ix. 

27 Leslie Howard, liner notes to Liszt Sonata, Elegies & Consolations, Leslie Howard, in Liszt: The Complete 
Music for Solo Piano, vol. 9, Hyperion CDA66429, CD, 1991. 

28 Alfred Brendel, liner notes to Liszt: Sonata in B Minor; Funérailles, Alfred Brendel, Philips CD4758247, CD, 
1992. 
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Claudio Arrau had even fewer reservations: “The B-minor Sonata, composed in 1852/53 and 

published in 1854, is indeed esteemed as one of Liszt’s most significant compositions and, beyond 

that, as an epoch-making work of piano literature.”29 

All of this lofty praise, however, omits mention of the sonata’s tremendous virtuosity 

characteristic of Liszt’s piano music, which compounds the interpretive problems inherent in a 

work with such dense and wide-ranging structure, harmony, and counterpoint.  The sonata poses 

immense performance challenges, and it is fortunate that today the sonata’s autograph manuscript 

counts among the tools available to interpreters.  Of course, that was not the case until Robert 

Owen Lehman deposited the sonata’s autograph with the Pierpont Morgan Library Department of 

Music Manuscripts and Books in New York in 1972, thus for the first time making it publicly 

accessible. In the following year, G. Henle Verlag published a facsimile of the autograph 

manuscript. 

The sonata’s autograph is a treasure of insight, showing foremost a number of major steps 

in the creative process that led to the sonata’s final form, which Liszt dated as “terminé le 2 Février 

1853” on the document’s cover page.  On practically every page Liszt indicated a change of some 

sort, ranging from articulation indications to wholesale replacement of pages with reworked 

material, or outright deletion.30  It is clear that the sonata’s compositional development was 

convoluted, as the substantial revisions completely altered the path and destination of the sonata.  

It is noteworthy that this level of complexity as exposed by the autograph manuscript cannot be 

fully captured by the Henle facsimile.  A prime example of this issue is Liszt’s frequent use of 

29 Claudio Arrau, afterword to Klaviersonate H-moll: Faksimile nach dem im Eigentum von Mr. Robert Owen 
Lehman befindlichen Autograph (Munich: G. Henle Verlag, 1973). 

30 See Appendix B. 
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additional sheets of paper for revisions, which he attached over existing material in the document.31  

These additional overlays in the manuscript are not fixed: rather, they can be easily lifted up to 

reveal the otherwise-hidden material behind or below.  The Henle facsimile is, however, only a 

two-dimensional reproduction that fails to record the material that lies beneath or behind the 

overlays and therefore is of limited value.32  In total, the autograph makes available approximately 

142 stricken measures, rejected material obscured beneath 6 overlays, plus additional material in 

the versos of 2 overlays, each one comprising a half-page or more. 

Yet despite the approximately four decades during which the public has had access to the 

sonata’s autograph manuscript, only two works of any significance have directly addressed its 

substance.  The first is a 1974 study by Rey Longyear that provides the major revisions in his 

“discussion of the textual problems of the sonata,”33 and the second is a 1980 monograph by 

Sharon Winklhofer that similarly focuses primarily on describing “major obstacles” apparent from 

the autograph.34  The Longyear study, while interesting as the first attempt to approach the 

autograph manuscript (albeit via facsimile), readily admits that it is limited because a “lack of 

space prevents a detailed study here of all of Liszt’s modifications in his original conceptions.”35  

Of note, Winklhofer does not shy away from pointing out what she believed to be shortcomings in 

Longyear’s study: “Although Rey Longyear recently made use of the Henle facsimile edition of 

31 See, e.g., Appendix B, page 132.  Full description and transcription of each case will be provided in Chapters 
VII and VIII. 

32 See Kenneth Hamilton, Liszt, Sonata in B Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), x (calling 
this a “major flaw” of the Henle facsimile). 

33 Rey M. Longyear, “The Text of Liszt’s B Minor Sonata,” The Musical Quarterly 60 (1974): 443. 

34 Sharon Winklhofer, Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources and Documents (Ann Arbor: 
UMI Research Press, 1980), 175. 

35 Rey M. Longyear, “The Text of Liszt’s B Minor Sonata,” The Musical Quarterly 60 (1974): 438. 
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the autograph of the Sonata in B minor for an article on its textual problems, the limitations of 

working with a facsimile rather than the original document proved a severe handicap, rendering a 

number of his conclusions both erroneous and misleading.”36  Winklhofer’s work is wide-ranging 

and comprehensive as to the context and developmental process of the sonata, and it is the only 

work that addresses in some form the entirety of the material in the 142 stricken measures and 

behind/beneath the 6 overlays.  However, its scope does not extend to interpretive implications 

stemming from the surprising insights offered by the autograph.  In view of this state of research 

this dissertation will instead seek to reconcile these two approaches by adapting Winklhofer’s 

comprehensive coverage of the manuscript (and not the facsimile) to Longyear’s goal of 

“preparing a correct text” for performance. 

Moreover, neither Longyear nor Winklhofer provided a complete, engraved transcription 

of the document’s rejected material so that any performer or scholar could easily understand both 

the autograph itself and the commentary on it.  Although the Henle facsimile effectively provides 

easy access to the autograph, significant obstacles still prevent facile use of it.  Beyond the above-

mentioned problem of the non-reproduction of the material hidden by the overlays, reading from 

the Henle facsimile is burdensome because of the disjointed and disorienting nature of the 

excisions and additions—and not to mention the less-than-ideal legibility of Liszt’s calligraphy.  

Winklhofer’s hand drawings accompanying her discussions of Liszt’s deliberations are similarly 

challenging to read unless one is simultaneously cross-referencing to the autograph itself.37 

As previously noted, the vast majority of writings on the sonata have focused on more 

36 Sharon Winklhofer, Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources and Documents (Ann Arbor: 
UMI Research Press, 1980), 54.  

37 See Kenneth Hamilton, Liszt, Sonata in B Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), x (“her book 
. . . must be used in conjunction with the facsimile for a full understanding of the manuscript’s compositional process”). 
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theoretical and academic topics.  In contrast, the following chapters will provide guidance and 

solutions for the various forms of virtuosic and interpretive problems that earn the sonata its 

reputation for being one of the most difficult works in the repertoire to understand and perform.  

While no doubt many such performance guides exist in various forms, none focuses on the one 

document known to be wholly authoritative as to Liszt’s intent.  In view of the fact that the sonata’s 

autograph manuscript has never been examined for the express purpose of improving performance 

of the sonata, the dissertation in the following chapters, with the autograph manuscript in hand, 

confronts previous thoughts on how to approach the sonata from a performer’s point of view, and 

the author will also contribute his interpretive and technical learning and experience with the 

sonata. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SONATA IN B MINOR: GENERAL OVERVIEW 

“New wine requires new bottles” comes to mind immediately when one thinks of Franz 

Liszt and his views on composition.38  The tone poem, his creation, arguably succeeded the 

symphony in the Post-romantic period, and his harmonic vocabulary foreshadowed the imminent 

Impressionistic, Atonal, and Expressionist movements. Furthermore, he alone did more to 

propagate the use of programmatic meaning in music than anyone else—some ninety percent of 

his opera omnia makes use of extra-musical devices.39  Thus, when one takes into consideration 

his revolutionary ideas, one cannot help but notice the uniqueness of the greatest of his keyboard 

works (or, to some, of the entire Romantic century): the Sonata.  Liszt’s silence on the subject of 

a program and his use of an “old” form have created a myriad of scholarly views that only further 

illustrate the difficulty of interpretation of this work labeled simply sonata. 

To begin with, the choice of a classical form casts a delicate light on the intentions of the 

composer.  Any scholar of nineteenth-century piano music can explain that the old stalwarts of the 

classical era had given way to a new trend: character pieces. For example, Schumann famously 

made his mark on the musical landscape with works such as Papillons, Davidsbündlertänze, 

Carnaval, Fantasiestücke, Kinderszenen, Kreisleriana, and Waldszenen.  Chopin blazed new trails 

with his volumes of dances based on the folk music of his Polish homeland.  As examined in 

Chapter III, after Chopin’s death in 1849, his dear friend Liszt took up a sympathetic role and 

38 “Neuer Wein bedarf neuer Schläuche.”  According to Liszt’s student August Stradal this was the composer’s 
favorite motto when referring to his new compositional ideas and in particular to the symphonic poems.  See August 
Stradal, Erinnerungen an Franz Liszt (Bern: P. Haupt, 1929). 

39 See Alan Walker, et al., “Liszt, Franz,” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music Online. Oxford University Press, 
accessed September 21, 2014. See Roger Scruton, “Programme music,” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music Online. 
Oxford University Press, accessed September 21, 2014. 
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composed two ballades, two polonaises, a berceuse, the Mazurka brillante, and Consolations 

during this period. Additionally, the first versions of his famous Années de pèlerinage, his stirring 

Hungarian Rhapsodies, and his mighty Grandes études de Paganini and Douze études d’exécution 

transcendante also followed.40  What does one not see in this most productive period of his 

keyboard composition career? Variations, rondos, nor anything else representative of the Viennese 

classical legacy of Haydn, Mozart, or Beethoven.  The sonata stands out as the prime exception. 

Almost pedantically or didactically, Liszt superimposed sonata-allegro form over the four 

movements of the “sonata.”  Furthermore, in order to create an even stronger sense of blending, 

the constituent parts of the work are not separate entities but instead flow smoothly from one to 

another.41  The actual breakdown of the divisions makes clear what one can easily overlook.  The 

introduction (mm.42 1 – 31) contains that ominous Lento assai and the opening Allegro energico; 

the exposition (mm. 32 – 330) continues the movement into the Grandioso second theme and 

through several recitativi; the Andante sostenuto marks the beginning of the development (mm. 

331 – 532), becomes Quasi adagio, and returns to Allegro energico to set in motion the ingenious 

fugato (m. 460); the recapitulation (mm. 533 – 681) brings “familiar” material back, and, through 

Stretta (quasi presto) and Presto, it launches the piece into the perilous Prestissimo of the coda 

(mm. 682 – 760) and, via a reprise of the Andante sostenuto and Allegro moderato, the great work 

40 See Alan Walker, Franz Liszt, Volume 2: The Weimar Years, 1848-8617 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1989), 
145. 

41 For a further analysis of the sonata’s “double structure” see Kenneth Hamilton, Liszt, Sonata in B Minor 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 32. 

42 Measure numbers refer to those used by Peters Urtext Edition edited by Leslie Howard (New York: Peters 
Edition Limited, 2011).  This edition is the most recent Urtext and also does not suffer from the measure numbering 
errors apparent in the Henle Urtext edition. 
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concludes with the famous Lento assai.  Certainly, Liszt found the only suitable frame for his 

greatest work in the sonata form. 

The root of Liszt’s decision to write a sonata comes from various sources.  Most likely, 

Liszt felt a real obligation to reciprocate for Robert Schumann’s dedication of his great Fantasy in 

C major to him, published in the year 1839.  Liszt thought of his colleague’s work as “sublime and 

glorious,”43 but yet it took him fifteen years to return the dedication.  Perhaps this indicates Liszt’s 

preparation for the work, and evidently his clever revisions of his adolescent studies into the 

Grandes études de Paganini and Douze études d’exécution transcendante reveal a mature 

composer—not the earlier bombastic virtuoso. A very curious aspect of Schumann and Liszt’s 

relationship arises when one considers that the former originally planned his great fantasy as a 

great sonata.44  Certainly, one cannot help but notice that the sonata follows a fantastic path within 

its “classical” form. 

However, on the other side lies the statement Liszt makes by using this genre.  Because 

modern musicians and musicologists easily label Liszt as a revolutionary, one easily forgets that 

he revered Beethoven just as much as any Brahmsian ever did.  In Berlin’s Alte National Galerie 

hangs the famous painting by Joseph Danhauser, Liszt am Flügel, in which Alexandre Dumas, 

Victor Hugo, George Sand, Niccolò Paganini, Gioacchino Rossini, and Marie d’Agoult surround 

the Master as he performs a Beethoven sonata while peering into the eyes of a deified bust of 

Beethoven.  Indeed, Liszt required his students to learn Beethoven’s Hammerklavier sonata, and 

he regularly performed the work publicly and privately. As a matter of fact, the relationship 

43 See Franz Liszt, Briefe, ed. La Mara. 8 vols (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1893-1904), 1: 256.  

44 See Franz Liszt, Neue Ausgabe Sämtlicher Werke. Serie I / Band 5, ed. Antal Boronkay (Budapest: Editio 
Musica Budapest, 1983), XI. 
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between Beethoven and Liszt—dating from the mythical Weihekuss—goes beyond pure 

admiration.  Beethoven was Liszt’s hero, and therefore Liszt used the concert stage as a platform 

to become the keenest advocate of Beethoven’s sonatas of the time.  Moreover, Liszt’s edition of 

Beethoven’s thirty-two piano sonatas of 1857 is a written tribute to the earlier master.45  How 

could Liszt have better connected himself to the gods of the past—and in particular Beethoven—

than to have composed in their revered medium? 

On the more controversial issue of program music, Liszt wielded unusual caution in 

revealing his extra-musical intentions with this work.  In response to a performance of Liszt’s Les 

Préludes in 1858, the looming critic Eduard Hanslick wrote: 

The composer of instrumental music never thinks of representing a definite subject; 
otherwise he would be placed in a false position: he would be placed outside rather than 
inside the domain of music. His composition in such a case would be program music, 
unintelligible without the program. If this brings the name of Berlioz to mind, we do not 
thereby call into question or underrate his brilliant talent. In his steps followed Liszt, with 
his much weaker “symphonic poems.”46 
 
In such a hostile environment, Liszt presented his masterpiece to the world.  Nearly four 

years elapsed between the completion of the sonata and its premier in Berlin on January 22, 1857 

by Liszt’s best and most famous student, Hans von Bülow. One can only assume that the taciturn 

composer was trying his best to preserve the “absolute” meaning of his work in its “classical” 

form.  Walker describes the silence as “eloquent”47 and Liszt as “content” with no other 

appellation.48 Perhaps, though, Liszt did have a specific program in mind but found it unnecessary 

45 For an extensive study on the topic see Wan-Hsuan Wu, “Beethoven Through Liszt: Myth, Performance, 
Edition” (doctoral dissertation, University of Texas at Austin, 2007). 

 
46 See Eduard Hanslick, Vom Musikalisch-Schönen (Leipzig: Rudolph Weigel, 1865), 81. 

47 Alan Walker, et al., “Liszt, Franz,” Grove Music Online. Oxford Music Online. Oxford University Press, 
accessed September 21, 2014. 

 
48 Alan Walker, Franz Liszt, Volume 2: The Weimar Years, 1848-8617 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1989), 151. 
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to delineate it because almost everyone already had his own.  Many know the work as the “Faust 

Sonata” due to the parallel treatment of the thematic material to the Faust Symphony, and Antal 

Boronkay continues, “the fugato . . . suggests Mephisto, the cantando theme of the Andante 

sostenuto can be paralleled to the Gretchen movement, and the Allegro energico theme brings to 

mind the energetic figure of Faust.”49  The most obvious subject of a program—if it does indeed 

exist—however, must be the composer himself.  In a letter dated April 5, 1855 to his dear 

benefactor, Wagner expressed, “Dearest Franz! Now you just have been with me!  The sonata is 

beautiful beyond anything; grand, sweet, deep and humble, sublime as you are yourself.  It moved 

me most deeply. . . . Once more, you were with me!”50  Peter Raabe, creator of the first Liszt 

Werkeverzeichnis in 1931, wrote: 

Liszt himself never recognized how open he shows his soul here.  Whoever knows him in 
his greatness and his weakness has to feel—like Wagner—by listening to that music that 
Liszt is with him. This program-less piece of music would be the most convincing 
argument for the existence of program music if it would be possible to reduce the inner life 
of a human being into an intelligible formula, and, if this formula, used on Liszt’s life, 
would be understood by everybody in the same way.51  
 
Such sentiments came from a man who did not particularly care for Liszt’s music but, after 

having studied it thoroughly, apparently changed his mind. However, the composer’s reticence has 

elicited the other reaction too. After all, what right has anyone to attach his own sentiment to 

another man’s work?  Hanslick once again tersely states: 

Play the theme of a symphony by Mozart or Haydn, an adagio by Beethoven, a scherzo by 
Mendelssohn, one of Schumann’s or Chopin’s compositions for the piano. . . . Who would 
be bold enough to point out a definite feeling as the subject of any of these themes? One 
will say “love.” He may be right.  Another thinks it is “longing.”  Perhaps so. A third feels 
it to be “religious fervour.” Who can contradict him? How can we talk of a definite feeling 

49 Franz Liszt, Neue Ausgabe Sämtlicher Werke. Serie I / Band 5, ed. Antal Boronkay (Budapest: Editio Musica, 
1983), XI. 

50 See Erich Kloss, ed. Briefwechsel zwischen Wagner und Liszt. 2 vols (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1910), 2:65. 

51 See Peter Raabe,  Franz Liszt: Leben und Schaffen. 2 vols (Stuttgart: J. B. Cotta, 1931), 1: 60. 
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being represented when nobody really knows what is being represented? To “represent” 
something is to exhibit it clearly, to set it before us distinctly.  But how can we call that the 
subject of an art, when it is really its vaguest and most indefinite element, and which must 
therefore remain forever on highly debatable ground?52  
 
Most likely, Liszt shared no sentiments with Hanslick, and yet he did not label his opus 

magnus. However, Humphrey Searle certainly agrees with Hanslick in commenting that the sonata 

“is a work of great dramatic power and lyrical expression, with frequent changes of mood; but it 

does not attempt to tell a story, and its construction is logical on purely musical grounds.”53  He 

goes on to explain Liszt’s treatment of the principle of transformations, which Liszt takes to the 

extreme in the sonata.  And perhaps he had to display his mastery of this technique in the 

“classical” form—free of extra-musical meaning—in order to prove something: if his 

transformations could legitimately embody the form of a sonata, then why should his works of 

other genres suffer if they comprise the same basic material?  We should remember that, as a 

composer, Liszt was only forty years old when he began the sonata, and one might suppose that 

he had to prove to the skeptical world that he was a musician and a composer. 

The irony that one of music’s greatest programmatic composers gave the world his greatest 

work in the form of a program-less “old bottle” should not escape notice.  Indeed, it is an 

independent, forceful statement that should be respected—Liszt’s unambiguous denomination of 

the work as solely sonata54 and the complete absence of any programmatic suggestion by Liszt 

militate strongly against inferring, importing, or imagining extra-musical meaning into the work.55  

52 Eduard Hanslick, Vom Musikalisch-Schönen (Leipzig: Rudolph Weigel, 1865), 36. 

53 Humphrey Searle, The Music of Liszt (Mineola, N.Y: Dover Publications, 2012), 59. 

54 Cf. Après une Lecture du Dante: Fantasia quasi Sonata from Années de pèlerinage deuxième année: Italie, the 
work that is often cited as a companion piece to the sonata. 

55 In turn, Newman, Longyear, and Winklhofer, despite their analytical differences, all agree that there is no 
program associated with the sonata and that it should be analyzed for its pure musical value only.  See Kenneth 
Hamilton, Liszt, Sonata in B Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 28. 
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As studied above, Liszt was intimately familiar with Beethoven’s œuvre and could have provided 

an epithet that either Beethoven himself approved of (Pathétique) or came to have widespread 

currency nonetheless (Pastoral, Moonlight, Appassionata).  Liszt being the voracious reader and 

an author as well could have easily inscribed any length of verbal cues, just as with Beethoven’s 

Les Adieux sonata (Lebewohl, Abwesenheit, and Wiedersehen—with the first of these actually set 

syllabically in the work’s opening).  For if the great master of the classical piano sonata could 

introduce extra-musical meaning into the genre, what objection could Liszt have had to doing the 

same?  That he wrote nothing of the sort speaks aloud just as assertively as if Liszt had indicated 

an epithet. 

Liszt’s sonata represents much more than a hyper-virtuosic version of a classical form 

injected with Romantic motifs and chromaticism.  It symbolizes the climax of a tradition that 

expresses itself only through itself and through nothing else.  Because this work is in great part sui 

generis, interpretive analysis should focus primarily on its text, which truly speaks for itself.  As 

such, the following study of the text, and how Liszt arrived at it through the autograph manuscript’s 

many amendments, provide among the most fruitful guidance available today for learning about 

the sonata—and, in particular, how it should be interpreted and executed in performance.  Relying 

on the text of the manuscript reveals much more helpful insight than any speculative allusions to 

Faust, Gretchen, and Mephistopheles,56 or to Adam, Eve, and Satan.57  Interjecting such foreign 

material into the purity of the sonata would serve only to distort Liszt’s intent, and this dissertation 

 
                                                 

56 See Bertrand Ott, “An Interpretation of Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor,” trans. Sida Roberts and P. Vaugelle, Journal 
of the American Liszt Society 10 (1981): 30-38. 

57 See Paul Merrick, Revolution and Religion in the Music of Liszt (London: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 
293. 
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aims to counteract those prevalent tendencies by faithfully adhering to the written instructions 

Liszt left behind.  
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CHAPTER 6 

THE ROBERT O. LEHMAN AUTOGRAPH 

The first record of ownership of the autograph manuscript dates from 1916 when the 

document became part of the private collection of the Marchese Silvio della Valle di Casanova of 

Pallanza in Italy, who was himself a student of Liszt in Weimar.58  The whereabouts of the 

document from the date of its completion in 1853 to 1916 remain unknown, possibly given by the 

composer himself as a present to an unidentified friend or a favored pupil during his lifetime, or 

even possibly surreptitiously removed from the Liszt Museum in Weimar, where the manuscript 

might have been deposited as it opened shortly after Liszt’s death in 1886.  According to Ida Maria 

Lipsius’s memoirs of 1900: 

The valuables were locked in glass cases that came from the Altenburg. In contrast, Liszt 
manuscripts were kept in contrast in open boxes.  Thus there was a lack of control, so that 
the uninvited, earlier students of Liszt took it upon themselves to continue to take batches 
of these manuscripts at will “for study” and bring back only those that they so chose.  After 
the passage of many years some of those manuscripts appeared elsewhere. As I was 
informed from there, autograph dealers in Paris acquired many manuscripts and sold them 
for a high price.  One even dared to offer several to a Liszt admirer from Hamburg under 
the pretense that they had to be sold for the benefit of the Liszt Museum.59 
 
When the Marchese di Casanova died in 1929, pianist Alfred Cortot acquired the document 

after his estate was distributed. The sonata’s autograph was then finally purchased from Cortot in 

1961 by the current owner Mr. Robert Owen Lehman and is now held on deposit at the Pierpont 

Morgan Library in New York as part of the Robert O. Lehman Collection as previously noted. 

The Lehman autograph manuscript, lavishly mounted within a marbled indigo hard 

58 See Ferruccio Busoni, Selected Letters (New York: Columbia University Press, 1987), 425. 

59 Ida Maria Lipsius, ed., Durch Musik und Leben im Dienste des Idea, vol. 2 (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1917), 
337. 
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cover,60 comprises fifteen upright sturdy leaves of light pale blue-green tinted music paper 

measuring 34 cm by 26.4 cm and is organized as one title page and twenty nine pages of music.61  

The cover page bears in Liszt’s handwriting: 

Grande Sonate 

pour le Pianoforte 

par 

F. Liszt 

terminé le 

2 Février 1853. 

With the exception of the very last page, the leaves contain page numbers62 in black pencil,63 

starting from leaf 2 recto which is numbered as MS1.64  Evidently, as will be discussed in Chapter 

VIII, the final version of the sonata’s revised 8-measure opening was added at a later compositional 

stage on the verso of leaf 1, without altering the original MS page numbering.  Likewise, Liszt 

supplied measure number calculations at the bottom-right corner of each page with a few 

exceptions—measure number computations will be closely examined in the following chapters. 

60 Winklhofer noted in her study personally receiving information from Mr. Lehman that the binding process took 
place in Paris in 1962; by that time Mr. Lehman, however could not remember the name of the Parisian bindery.  In 
the process, the original bundle of bifolia was cut in half and mounted on paper hinges to facilitate the handling of the 
document.  See Sharon Winklhofer, Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources and Documents (Ann 
Arbor: UMI Research Press, 1980), 95.  

61 See Appendix B. 
 
62 Hereinafter manuscript (MS) page numbers refer to those written by hand at the top of each page of the 

autograph. 

63 Except for two pages numbered in red crayon (MS21 and MS21BIS), discussed further below. 
 

64 For a comprehensive analysis of the foliation in the Lehman autograph manuscript, see the commendable 
rastrological study by Winklhofer.  See Sharon Winklhofer, Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources 
and Documents (Ann Arbor: UMI Research Press, 1980), 99-112. 
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The autograph also contains numerous extended revised passages.  MS12 was completely 

crossed-out, as was MS21. The latter was further replaced with a completely recomposed transition 

comprising both pages of a single leaf of paper numbered MS21 and MS21Bis (numbered in red 

crayon), which was attached as a single new leaf to the original binding in front of the abandoned 

original MS21, and without altering the original page numbering. Thus the manuscript reads with 

the following pages numbers: . . . MS20, MS21,65 MS21Bis,66 MS21, MS22, etc. Of all of these 

extensively revised sections, probably the most widely discussed in the literature is the original 

ending of the coda on MS25. It was jettisoned in favor of the masterly crafted final version of the 

coda conclusion on MS26, and it will also be described in detail in Chapter VIII of this dissertation. 

As a general rule, new corrected shorter ideas usually immediately follow or are written 

out in the extra staves surrounding the corresponding cancelled sections.  A significant number of 

erasures, not easily evident in the Henle facsimile edition, can be observed frequently throughout 

the document.  For these deletions, Liszt used a sharp blade to delicately scrape the offending note 

or chord away, leaving a slight mark in the paper that is only readily visible upon an in-person 

examination, as they appear as physical disturbances to the paper, not as marks applied with ink, 

crayon, or pencil. 

The single most outstanding feature of the autograph manuscript is probably the use of 

half-page overlays attached to the paper using red wax in typical fashion of the time. These, so-

called collettes, a term used by Winklhofer in her extensive study on the work,67 were attached to 

insert extended revised passages to replace the cancelled passages in those instances where no 

65 In red crayon. 
 
66 In red crayon. 
 
67 See Sharon Winklhofer, Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources and Documents (Ann Arbor: 

UMI Research Press, 1980), 67. 
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additional space was available.  In total, the Lehman manuscript contains 6 collettes, as follows: 

collette 1 on MS1; collette 2 on MS5; collette 3 on MS7; collette 4 on MS11; collette 5 on MS16; 

and collette 6 on MS23.  These collettes were carefully detached and mounted back to the 

manuscript with paper hinges by the curators of the Pierpont Morgan Library in 1973,68 so that 

they can be readily adjusted to reveal what they obscure beneath, as well as in some instances other 

cancelled material on their versos. 

Handling the Lehman manuscript in person reveals a remarkable discovery: the versos of 

collette 5 and collette 2 (in this particular order) comprise a surprising finding when they are 

brought together.  The musical text of both versos constitutes a continuous reading of the original 

draft of the last sections of the ternary Andante sostenuto section, which in turn comprises the 

material that follows the musical passage recovered from beneath collette 5 at MS16.  In other 

words, the passages located beneath collette 5 and on the versos of collette 5 and collette 2 contain 

the original draft of almost two thirds of the sonata’s Andante sostenuto.  Presumably, Liszt was 

so dissatisfied with this section that he decided at some stage to dispose of the original MS17 by 

physically disassembling it. Or perhaps this reuse was part of an effort to conserve resources by 

cutting the page in two and using the empty rectos as a music paper for collette 2 and collette 5.  

The reconstruction of the entire section is reproduced in Appendix A. 

Although reconstruction and analysis of the compositional process is beyond the scope of 

this dissertation, a short discussion on Liszt’s evident use of different writing materials would 

prove worthy of the effort since, from a musicological standpoint, this is an important source of 

information in that it provides enormous insight about the chronological compositional stages of 

the work.  As observed directly from the autograph manuscript, the composer used goose quill and 

68 Ibid., 261. 

35 

                                                 



 

black ink for the first draft and subsequent revisions such as minor crossed-out passages and 

corrections, the loose leaf comprising MS21 and MS21Bis, and the collettes.  In later stages, he 

introduced the use of pencil, red ink and goose quill, and red crayons.  Pencil was used almost 

exclusively for fingerings and page numbers.  Most of the articulation, dynamic, expression, and 

tempo markings were added with red ink in later stages. As for crayons, Liszt generally associated 

their use with final revisions, and he used them in the Lehman manuscript for crossed-out passages, 

editorial instructions, pagination, tempo markings, and other minor notation signs that he would 

have probably missed during all the previous readings and revisions.69  From the discussion above 

and after careful study of the manuscript, we can conclude that abandoned passages—such as the 

original opening, the entirety of MS21, the original coda, and the material recovered from beneath 

collette 6—lingered in the composer’s mind into the work’s late compositional stages.  Special 

care should be taken when studying those passages since they also offer invaluable information 

about the composer’s original (as well as later, or even final) musical intentions from the 

performance perspective, which will be thoroughly examined in Chapter VIII.   

The detailed analysis that follows in conjunction with the photographs and the author’s 

engraved transcriptions of the material recovered from beneath and behind the collettes represent 

a major step forward over the extant literature on the subject, which for inexplicable reasons has 

been an area of research neglected by Liszt scholars ever since the sonata’s completion in 1853.  

  

69 For a detailed description of the creative stages and the use of the different writing materials see both Rey M. 
Longyear, “The Text of Liszt’s B Minor Sonata,” The Musical Quarterly 60 (1974): 437 and Sharon Winklhofer, 
Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources and Documents (Ann Arbor: UMI Research Press, 1980), 
172-175. 
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CHAPTER 7 

THE COLLETTES 

The objective of the following chapter is to offer an engraved transcription of the 

autograph’s obscured material located beneath and behind the collettes, in order to effectively 

present to musicians and musicologists the document’s numerous and extensive revisions, 

excisions, and additions. It aims to overcome the shortcomings of the Henle facsimile’s low level 

of legibility and intelligibility, as well as Winklhofer’s similarly challenging-to-read hand 

drawings, which in several instances fall short of accuracy and even inadvertently present 

misleading information.  Whereas providing transcription of much of the autograph’s previously 

inaccessible material does not present the manuscript in a complete edition format that allows for 

easy reading and study, the author has adopted instead the practice of presenting the photographic 

reproduction together with the immediate transcription for convenient comparison and further 

study. Use of the Henle facsimile edition included in Appendix B is recommended for a better 

understanding of the location of such material in the autograph manuscript, and it also provides an 

excellent study aid for the comprehensive analysis presented in the subsequent chapter. 

The general editorial considerations observed during the preparation of the engraving 

transcriptions are listed as follows: 

1. Missing accidentals, a very common occurrence in Liszt’s compositional drafting, were 

added according to the tonal area of the passage or, when available, by comparison with 

the final version of the autograph manuscript and the printed authoritative editions 

(Henle Urtext, Peters Urtext, and Neue Liszt-Ausgabe).  When dealing with highly 

dubious entries, no accidentals have been included so as to maintain the text precisely 

as Liszt indicated it. 
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2. Since it was customary for Liszt to write the time and key signatures only at the 

beginning of the work or after a key or tempo change, time and key signatures have 

been added throughout the transcriptions to aid the reading of the musical text, 

consistent with the final versions from autograph and the printed sources, where 

applicable.  The same editorial decisions apply to missing clef changes throughout the 

musical material. 

3. Beaming, articulation, and expression markings have been included exactly according 

to Liszt’s writing (including misspellings), without succumbing to the temptation to 

improve the original text for such minor issues.  

4. Fingerings that appear in the manuscript (and Liszt did not uniformly provide them) 

are clearly identified in the autograph and can be readily and easily viewed in the Henle 

facsimile.  For that reason, they were not included in the transcriptions.70 

5. A separate “revised transcription” of the same material is provided for those passages 

containing individual measures with more than one set of revisions (additions or 

crossed-outs). 

As previously explained, the collettes were attached using traditional red-melted-wax 

techniques, and unfortunately in several cases the residue of the wax remaining after the 

completion of the removal process continues to obscure the material beneath.  In such instances, 

when dealing with wax seals obscuring the notes, note heads in the shape of an X have been 

supplied.  These suggested notes were adopted either from the final version (when available), the 

70 Fingerings in Liszt’s manuscripts provide a lot of insight about the composer’s technique and deserve a study 
of their own.  As an example, the fingerings furnished for the right hand descending chordal lines at MS4, system 2 
(mm. 95 – 100) illustrate Liszt’s avoidance of the use of the thumb in passages calling for crossing hands.  This 
practice, very often ignored by so many pianists, offers a more flexible and cantabile solution to the passage since 
long fingers have a better reach and allow the hand to maintain its natural position.  See Appendix B, page 125. 
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natural melodic line, or the general tonal area of the passages affected. 

The following photographic reproductions and transcriptions of the manuscript’s never-

before published material represent a major advance of the state of research when taking into 

consideration that, before the present dissertation, the only source available for the study of the 

collettes was Winklhofer’s hand drawings, which unfortunately contain several misread notes, 

inaccurate accidentals, and other misinterpretations.71 

 

  

71 See Sharon Winklhofer, Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources and Documents (Ann Arbor: 
UMI Research Press, 1980).  As an illustration, Winklhofer offers an interesting—almost entertaining—essay about 
the interpretation of Liszt’s V. I. (vide infra, “see below”) instruction on MS11, system 3 (see Appendix B, page 132).  
She erroneously interprets this sign as V. S. (volti subito, “turn quickly”) and devotes two chapters (pages 57 – 67) to 
studying Liszt’s graphology and abbreviation techniques in order to suppose that “sometimes the S of the sign is so 
angular as to appear like a numeral 1.”  However, careful exploration of the autograph manuscript points to the 
contrary, obvious reading that the V. I. is what it appears to be.  First, if in fact Liszt had deliberately intended a 
performance instruction such as volti subito, this would mean that at some point he had in mind use of the document 
in public performance, otherwise there would be no reason for a “quick page turn” reminder.  Second, a quick look at 
the musical content on other pages of the document, such as MS1 or MS8, contradicts this performance indication 
supposition even further: why would any composer retain such puzzling pages in a manuscript if he intended its use 
in public performance?  Third, despite Liszt’s practice of recording his cumulative computation of measure numbers 
at the bottom of each page throughout the autograph, he tellingly did not leave such a calculation at the bottom of 
MS12.  The missing measure accounting for MS12 suggests that, after reworking the entire passage, Liszt immediately 
abandoned the original material containing the “V. S.” sign—the text beneath the collette on MS11and the entirety of 
MS12—to then continue his work on MS13.  In view of these circumstances, why would any composer need a 
performance instruction such as volti subito at a point when the composition of the work itself had not even reached 
fifty percent of the final product?  Furthermore, a more meticulous examination of the material abandoned on both 
MS11 and MS12 offers an even more compelling conclusion: (1) after the first draft, Liszt immediately cancelled the 
unsatisfactory material located underneath the collette on MS11as well as the first five systems on MS12; (2) he then 
composed a revised version in the bottom two systems of MS12—thus resulting in a disjointed text; (3) he again 
cancelled the newer revised version and then inserted the collette on MS11 with the final version—together with the 
new “missing” measure calculation at the bottom of the collette; (4) he finally continued his work on MS13, probably 
already in progress by then.  Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the sign in question should be read as it clearly 
appears on the paper, a compositional connecting V. I. (vide infra): as a result of the first revision, Liszt saw the need 
to connect the resulting disjointed passage—the text on MS11, system 3, and the bottom two systems of MS12—and 
simply added a V. I. to achieve that.  Additionally, this multi-layered revision reconstruction is supported by the two 
different blocks of cancellation strokes left behind when crossing out the entirety of MS12, one for systems 1 – 5 and 
the other for systems 6 – 7.  The complex revisions of this passage are analyzed in further detail in Chapter VIII, 
section I.1 (pages 85 – 87).  

Winklhofer commits a similar misinterpretation with Liszt’s coll’ottava bassa instruction for the final note of the 
piece in her transcription in Chapter 19, page 242.  However, detailed documentation of all of the inaccuracies in her 
commendable, extensive analysis and transcriptions would be impracticable and unnecessary for the purposes of this 
dissertation. 
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Collette 1. The following image shows the musical material located beneath the collette on the 
autograph’s page 1. 
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 Collette 1.  Transcription. 
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Collette 2.  The following musical material was recovered from beneath the collette on the 
autograph’s page 5. 
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Collette 2.  Transcription.
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Collette 2, revision.  Transcription.
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Collette 2, verso.  The following musical material was recovered from the verso of the collette on 
the autograph’s page 5. 
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Collette 2, verso.  Transcription.
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Collette 3.  The following image shows the musical material that lays beneath the collette on the 
autograph’s page 7. 
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Collette 3.  Transcription. 
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Collette 4.  The following image shows the musical material located beneath the collette on the 
autograph’s page 11. 
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Collette 4.  Transcription of the original draft reconstructed from the musical material located 
under collette 4 and the cancelled measures from autograph’s page 12. 
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* The text that follows corresponds to the cancelled measures on MS12, systems 1 – 5 (see Appendix B, page 133). 
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Collette 5.  The following musical material was recovered from beneath the collette on the 
autograph’s page 16 showing binding and paper hinge detail. 
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Collette 5.  Transcription. 
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Collette 5, verso.  The following musical material was recovered from the verso of the collette on 
the autograph’s page 16. 
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Collette 5, verso.  Transcription. 
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Collette 6.  The following image shows the musical material that lays beneath the collette on the 
autograph’s page 23. 
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Collette 6.  Transcription. 
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CHAPTER 8 

PERFORMANCE CONSIDERATIONS: CONCEPTUALIZING THE PERFORMANCE 

TEACHINGS OF THE SONATA WITH THE ENGRAVED TRANSCRIPTIONS  

FROM THE AUTHOGRAPH 

The following chapter will address interpretive problems in the sonata via consultation with 

the autograph manuscript (engravings of which are by the author), as compared when needed to 

the respective final forms through excerpts of the published version of the sonata taken from the 

1924 Breitkopf & Härtel edition edited by José Vianna da Motta. 

This chapter also represents the crux of the dissertation, pulling together an informed 

reading of the autograph with existing performance suggestions for interpreting the sonata along 

with the author’s contribution to solving interpretive problems. These interpretative problems will 

be divided into various categories that will likely have wide-ranging application throughout the 

entire sonata: tempo, rhythm, phrasing, voicing, articulation, texture, dynamic, embellishment, and 

technique. The author does not take the position that his point of view on such issues is the only 

correct one, but rather that a performer’s approach to these various aspects of the sonata may be 

altered when the teachings of the manuscript are considered.  

Measure numbers (mm) throughout this chapter correspond to those in the Peters Urtext 

Edition edited by Leslie Howard (New York: Peters Edition Limited, 2011), and manuscript 

numbers (MS) correspond to the page numbers written by hand at the top of each page within the 

autograph manuscript.  
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A. First Excerpt, mm. 1 – 7 from Lento assai 

1. Manuscript Description 

The original version of this passage located on MS1 at the top two staves was cancelled 

with cross-outs in black ink.  This original version bears overlay articulation indications in red ink.  

The cross-outs in black ink appear to be the most recent layer as they pass over the original notation 

in black ink and the articulation indications in red ink as well.  It is therefore likely that Liszt 

cancelled the original version of this passage at a relatively late stage in the compositional process.  

This conclusion is supported by the appearance of the final version of this passage on the title page 

verso at the bottom two staves, implying that work had progressed on MS1 to the point that no 

additional space on the page could be found for the replacement bars that would become the final 

version of the Lento assai. 

Below is the transcription of the original version of this passage located on MS1, systems 

1 – 2: 
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2. Voicing Considerations 

The major difference between the original and final versions of this passage is the 

elimination of the highest of voices of the mostly unison Lento assai.72  The elimination of these 

voices results overall in a register change along with the tonal ambit’s reduction to two thirds of 

its original conception—grounding it squarely in the bass range.  Whatever voicing treatment 

appropriate for this Lento assai the original highest voices would have received, Liszt’s summary 

removal of them likely suggests that the treatment of the remaining voices should continue with 

the non-prominent quality they had in the original version when they supported the highest voices.  

Executing the final version with a effectively voice-less treatment is supported further by Liszt’s 

addition of the sotto voce indication in red ink between the original and final versions. 

3. Dynamic Considerations 

The sonata begins with its iconic first tones that barely puncture the membrane of silence.  

This passage is marked piano in both the original and final versions.  However, when viewed in 

light of the above discussion of the reduction in voice power (from quadrupling to tripling), the 

final version deserves even quieter treatment.  Again, this is supported by Liszt’s addition of the 

sotto voce indication in red ink between the original and final versions. 

4. Articulation Considerations 

The original version’s triple voicing of the first theme’s descending scale, distributed with 

octaves in the left hand and the highest voice in the right hand, would have required intricate 

pedaling in order to realize the long slurs.  At the same time, particular care would have been 

required not to muddy these profoundly low harmonies, particularly with the pedal Gs holding 

72 In mm. 2 – 3 and 5 – 6, an additional high voice enters as part of the descending scale as the initial highest 
voice becomes a drone G. 
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over mm. 2 – 3 and mm. 5 – 6.  This admittedly clumsy first conception, however, gave way to a 

final version with much improved practicality, with the reduction from tripling to mere doubling, 

thus freeing the need for potentially invasive pedaling action to achieve the clearly indicated 

legato.  This compositional history thus informs performance of the final version by counseling 

minimal reliance on pedaling.  Instead, the elimination of the octave doubling in the left hand 

allows for relatively uncomplicated finger-substitution technique and redistribution of the pedal 

tone and scale voices among the left and right hands—which effectively achieves the desired legato 

without risk of overreliance on pedaling that could be inappropriate for this sotto voce, lowest-

register introduction to the sonata. 

B. Second Excerpt, mm. 17 – 22 from Allegro energico 

1. Manuscript Description 

The Allegro energico’s agitato sequence on MS1, systems 4 – 7, presumably presented the 

composer with a substantial challenge as evidenced by the complex revisions in the manuscript.  

The original musical material revealed beneath collette 1 consisted of chromatic sequences of 

transitional syncopations, additional material in the unexpected, almost disjointed, Neapolitan C 

major that was to be used in subsequent developmental sections, and harmonically unclear 

cadential material leading to B minor.73  The musical content itself together with the lack of any 

red ink markings in this first draft suggest that the material probably served as a sketch of flowing 

ideas in order to come back in later compositional stages for a pertinent reworking of the entire 

passage.  In defense of this hypothesis, it is evident that after the original draft was conceived, the 

73 See Chapter VII, pages 41 – 42. The Neapolitan statement at systems 3 and 4 comprises material that Liszt later 
used on the exuberant C major statement of the sonata’s second motive at mm. 205.  For a further analysis of the 
sonata’s five seminal motives (or themes) see Kenneth Hamilton, Liszt, Sonata in B Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996), 34. 
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entire section went through two stages of revisions that even required the additional use of a 

collette.  

On the first revision, the passage initially continued the sixteenth-note half-diminished 

seventh descending arpeggio beyond the first two beats of each measure with a nearly mirror-

image ascent during the last two beats: 

 

 

 

This initial conception thus ran with a nearly continuous wave of sixteenth notes over six 

bars whereas the published version only retains the first two beats’ worth of sixteenth notes: 
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2. Tempo Considerations 

The contrast between the two versions is stark, with the published version resulting in a 

choppier treatment of the sequence.  Without knowledge of the initial conception of this sequence, 

however, a performer of the sonata might overemphasize the contrast between the first and second 

half of each measure by extending the duration of the eighth notes and rests (perhaps under the 

guise of rubato) so as to firmly articulate a breath before diving back into the sixteenth notes of 

the next bar and so forth.  However with knowledge of the initial conception of the sequence, a 

more fitting reading would adhere closely to the written rhythm. 

C. Third Excerpt, m. 31 from Allegro energico 

1. Manuscript Description 

This measure provides the harmonies immediately leading to the first tonic statement of 

the main thematic group. The manuscript on MS1, system 7, last measure, exhibits what appears 

to be an initial draft in black ink, with overlay articulation indications in red ink, which show the 

following: 

• a slur connecting the right-hand notes, 
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• a staccatissimo for the right hand on the third beat, 

• a crescendo for the measure originating from the prior measure and leading into 

the first beat of this measure, 

• a slur for the entire measure for the left hand, and 

• an accent for the dotted-half note in the left hand on the first beat. 

There are no further modifications to this measure. Below is the transcription of the original 

version of this passage on MS1, system 774: 

 

 

2. Embellishment Considerations 

This last measure exhibits the predominant difference between the manuscript and all 

published editions, recordings, and public performances, namely, the absence of the otherwise 

ubiquitous trill of the dotted-half note in the left hand on the first beat.  There is no indication from 

this measure in the manuscript that a trill should be added, as has been done traditionally, 

presumably in order to align this measure with its corresponding measure leading up to the 

recapitulation (m. 532). 

74 The first two measures were crossed out in the revision. 
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As noted by Howard in the Peters Urtext Edition Preface, Árpád Szendy, a student of Liszt 

at the National Hungarian Royal Academy of Music, possessed a first edition of the sonata 

published by Breitkopf & Härtel in 1854, which bears the notation “A mester sajátkezű 

jegyzeteivel 1884” (With autograph entries by the master 1884).  However, Howard’s Critical 

Commentary in the Edition concludes that only 14 measures can be determined to be annotated by 

Liszt’s hand, and they do not include this measure.  Although it is possible to infer that Liszt’s use 

of this 1854 Breitkopf & Härtel edition with a student could be construed to be acquiescence to 

the content of that edition, subject to the holographic indications in 14 measures, there is no 

evidence that Liszt actually accepted that first edition’s departure from the manuscript by adding 

a trill in this measure. 

A more probative indication of the appropriate embellishment (or lack thereof) appears 

when comparing the manuscript drafts for this measure and for the corresponding measure in the 

recapitulation at m. 532, which appears on MS20, last system.  The initial notational drafting in 

black ink is identical between these two measures, with the conspicuous addition of the trill on the 

dotted-half note first beat in the left hand in the recapitulation version.  Viewed alone, this primary 

evidence is dispositive that no trill be added to this measure in the exposition given a trill was 

added to the otherwise identical copy of this measure in the recapitulation during the same 

notational drafting phase using black ink.  But there are also secondary indicia supporting this 

conclusion that no trill be added to this measure in the exposition. 

That Liszt reviewed this measure when he added articulation indications in red ink further 

supports the conclusion that the measure is correct as written in the manuscript (with no trill).  In 

fact, Liszt’s modifications in red ink extended beyond mere articulation indications, at times 

indicating all’ottava (for example on MS23, system 1, right hand) and coll’ottava bassa (at MS3, 
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last system, left hand) treatment as well as accidentals (on MS15, system 2, right hand) and even 

new notation (on MS10, last system, left hand). These changes to notation in red ink demonstrate 

that Liszt was still performing substantive revisions as of this later stage in the drafting period, and 

it can be inferred that Liszt when making the red-ink modifications to this measure deliberately 

chose not to add a trill and instead added an accent where a trill would have appeared.  Moreover, 

Liszt’s red-ink modifications are different for this measure when compared to the corresponding 

measure in the recapitulation (from which it is presumed that the borrowed trill in question 

originates), namely that Liszt did not indicate m. 31’s crescendo in m. 532 and changed m. 31’s 

accent to m. 532’s marcato indication.75  As discussed further below, the differences between the 

exposition and recapitulation are consistent with the conclusion that no trill should be added to m. 

31 in contravention of the unambiguous content of the manuscript. 

MS20 and the following pages show a remarkably tortured compositional process that 

required Liszt to add a new page to the manuscript to accommodate the wide-ranging deletion, 

insertion, and rearrangement of material comprising a large portion of the recapitulation.76  During 

this process, Liszt settled on repeating wholesale 21 measures from the exposition,77 which provide 

the conventional regrounding of the main thematic group in the tonic so integral to sonata form.  

The last system of MS20 houses the entirety of the tonic restatement of the main thematic group, 

however, with 3 measures in addition to the indicated 21 incorporated by reference (2 of those 

75 The preceding m. 30 also contains a red-ink rinforzando that is absent from m. 531. 
76 Claudio Arrau, in his afterword to Klaviersonate H-moll: Faksimile nach dem im Eigentum von Mr. Robert 

Owen Lehman befindlichen Autograph (Munich: G. Henle Verlag, 1973), noted “Page 21was completely deleted.  
Liszt replaced it with a new enlarged section, which comprises both pages 21 and 21 Bis.  The sheet of paper containing 
these newly written pages (21 and 21 Bis) was inserted by Liszt in front of the obliterated page 21 whose reverse side 
(page 22) now seamlessly adjoins the preceding part.” 

77 MS20, last system (“Vide Seite 2[.]  Die 21 numerierten Takte wiederholt”).  These are mm. 533 – 553. 
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measures occurring before the 21, and 1 afterwards78).  The first and last of those measures, 

although in content identical harmonically, melodically, and rhythmically to their counterparts in 

the exposition, appear to have been rewritten on MS20 in order to accommodate minor transitional 

modifications to allow the 21 copied measures to fit properly within their new context in the 

recapitulation: 

• M. 531 contains an additional F-sharp in the right hand on the first beat in order to 

conclude the falling sixteenth-note figures coming from the prior measure that 

double the left hand, which in m. 30 are not doubled. 

• M. 554 on the last beat moves to D major (whereas m. 53 moved to D-sharp 

diminished) in order to arrive at E-flat major in m. 555 to begin the extensive 

secondary development section (mm. 555 – 599).  Furthermore, m. 554 eliminates 

the eighth rests in the left hand and adds a C to form a triad in the left hand on the 

syncopated third beat, and in the right hand the register all’ottava is maintained, 

modifications which serve as a bridge to the rather sudden beginning of the 

secondary development’s Più mosso. 

In the context of the practical limitations facing Liszt in completely rewriting the 

recapitulation, which, in a manuscript that already famously exhibits a half-dozen collettes, 

required the addition of an entire new leaf to the manuscript, space in this section was at a premium, 

and Liszt maximally conserved space by incorporating by reference 21 identical measures from 

the exposition into the recapitulation. Liszt could not, however, merely incorporate by reference 

the surrounding 3 measures which derive from the exposition because they differ in content 

requiring express notation on MS20. When viewed in this light, the most likely conclusion 

78 These are m. 531, m. 532, and m. 554.  See Appendix B, page 141. 
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regarding the manuscript’s different treatment of what is otherwise identical material in mm. 31 

and 532 is that Liszt rewrote m. 532 in order to add the trill that was absent from m. 31. 

3. Tempo and Dynamic Considerations 

As recognized above, including a trill in m. 31 is dogmatic in all editions, and omitting the 

trill in execution would be considered performance heresy.  It is not within the scope of this 

dissertation to recommend such a departure from orthodoxy, but rather to bring to light revelations 

of the manuscript heretofore never discussed.  In that capacity, it should be observed that, should 

a trill be executed in the left hand on the first beat in m. 31 and last until the sixteenth-note pick-

up on the fourth beat, the trill should not be treated with a ritardando or crescendo, which is a 

natural tendency with a trill, which allows for such sustained and growth in volume incapable with 

a single stroke on the piano.  Such affectations from embellishing m. 31 with a trill would directly 

contradict the manuscript’s indications on MS1, in that a crescendo leads into the first beat of m. 

31, which is punctuated with an accent.  The manuscript instead suggests that the measure should 

be played in time and with the most forceful emphasis in the left hand occurring on the first beat. 

D. Fourth Excerpt, mm. 51 – 54 from Allegro energico 

1. Manuscript Description 

The original version of this passage is located on MS2, systems 5 – 7.  It is crossed out 

with black ink and does not contain any indications in red ink, suggesting that Liszt cancelled this 

passage early on in the compositional process. This conclusion is supported by the appearance of 

the replacement measures on MS2 in the adjacent bottom system, indicating that Liszt likely 

crossed these measures out upon writing them and continued with the replacement measures 

immediately thereafter.  It is harmonically identical to the final version; its differences, however, 

bear witness to Liszt’s compositional growth during the Weimar period. 
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The primary characteristic of the original version that differentiates it from the final version 

is the “squareness” resulting from having all of the primary (and secondary) emphasis fall on the 

principal beats.  Even though the original version exhibits stronger doubling with quarter notes on 

the second and fourth beats as opposed to the weaker doubling with eighth notes on the first and 

third beats, the dramatic register changes—together with the close step-wise proximity of the 

bravura sixteenth notes to the doubled second and fourth beats—emphasize the first and third beats 

naturally (before even considering that pianists must resist the strong tendency to apply added 

force to the first and third beats as a result of very quickly having to change position and jump 

down from nearly two octaves from the immediately preceding sixteenth notes).  The left hand 

greatly contributes to this progression’s relatively straight-forward, if busy, presentation with a 

constant stream of eighth jumping notes, of which only the last three beats remain in m. 54.  

Finally, there are no articulation indications. 

Below is the transcription of the original version of this passage: 
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2. Voicing Considerations 

Given that the final version’s elimination of the jumping eighth notes in the left hand (until 

the final three beats) was the primary modification to this passage, particular attention should be 

paid to the resulting effect of replacing the original left hand accompaniment figuration with a true 

second voice in the final version.  Since there is such a stark difference between the original left 

hand’s mere harmonic reinforcement and the final version’s melodic counterpoint with the right 

hand’s doubled voicing, it is reasonable to conclude that the final left hand’s interpolated quarter-

eighth slurred answers to the right hand should be given substantially co-equal prominence along 

with the right hand. 

Certainly this accented syncopation significantly undermines the overall stability of the 

passage, contributing to Liszt’s addition in the final version of the instruction più agitato e 

crescendo for this passage.  Projecting the voice of the left hand is further supported by the six 

measures 45 – 50, which feature the same syncopated quarter-eighth slurred question and answer 

as the primary melodic element (notably all with the left hand as in the passage at hand, an example 

of Liszt’s frequent use of cross-over technique).  It is logical to continue the momentum gained 

from those preceding six measures by continuing to voice the left hand as a melodic force, rather 

than as subordinate harmonic support for the rapidly ascending right hand figurations. 

3. Phrasing Considerations 

In conjunction with the above-discussed prominence of the left hand’s quarter-eighth note 

voicing, it should be noted that in the right hand final version Liszt added accents on the doubled 

second and fourth beats and slurs between those beats to their successive third and first beats, 

respectively. These articulation indications are absent from the original version, suggesting greater 

importance of the final version’s use of accents and slurs.  As previously discussed, the melodic 
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elements in the right and left hands should be given co-equal treatment consistent with the più 

agitato e crescendo indication, given their highly unstable, doubly-syncopated, and echo-like 

interpolated interplay, which was not present in the original version.  However, the right hand is 

obviously occupied simultaneously with the execution of challenging rapid sixteenth-note 

arpeggios, and so particular attention should be paid to following the phrasing instructions 

provided by Liszt, which in the final version have increased importance due to the competing, 

rather than supporting, left  hand. 

E. Fifth Excerpt, mm. 165 – 167 from cantando espressivo 

1. Manuscript Description 

As a part of the exposition’s second thematic group, the cantando espressivo passage’s 

drafting history demonstrates Liszt’s development as a lyrical composer.  Mm. 165 and 166 

originate in the manuscript on MS6, system 1, with a heretofore unknown, simple melodic line in 

the right hand, and they lead to two measures that form the basis of the first of several florid 

ornaments found throughout the sonata.  Below is the transcription of the original version of this 

passage: 

 
 
 

Those two ornamental measures—comprising an extended chromatic scale in triplet eighth 

notes terminating in a turn—were crossed out and reduced to just one measure with sixteenth notes 

in a more sophisticated and delicate ascending figuration, as shown in the transcription below: 
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 Finally, this new revised version was cancelled one last time to achieve its final form in 

m. 167, where sixteenth notes gracefully outline the dominant seventh function under an extended 

poco rallentando. 

2. Voicing Considerations 

The final version of mm. 165 and 166 incorporate an adaptation of the melodic line in the 

original version subordinate to a reintroduced statement of the main theme of the second thematic 

group.  This additional lyrical complexity is first seen here in the sonata, but there may be a 

tendency to underappreciate the inner voice’s counterpoint for the benefit of the already prominent 

main theme executed traditionally as the leading voice of the passage.  The familiarity of this main 

theme, comprising repeated quarter notes in its first half, from both the rest of the sonata and the 

two statements of it that begin the cantando espressivo section further reinforces this tendency.  

However, the manuscript illustrates the prior importance of the inner voice, and it suggests that 

the final version be executed with particular sensitivity to singing these measures to bring out this 

intriguing momentary duet. 

3. Tempo Considerations 

M. 167’s sixteenth notes terminating in a sixteenth-triplet, in the context of the much 

slower rhythms of the cantando espressivo, commonly receive rapid treatment in execution.  That 

m. 167 originated as leisurely triplets spread over two measures, however, suggests that the 

resulting sixteenth-note flourish should not be rushed.  Liszt’s addition of the instruction poco 
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rallentando even after having reduced the two original measures down to just m. 167 supports the 

conclusion that m. 167 should embody a relaxed embellishment, contrary to conventional 

tendencies.79 

F. Sixth Excerpt, mm. 200 – 204 from cantando espressivo 

1. Manuscript Description 

The original version of these five bridge measures occupied the lower four of six systems 

at MS7.  Liszt applied a collette containing the final version of these measures on two systems and 

a third system containing the final version of the following four measures, whose original version 

was cancelled on MS8, system 1. This passage’s original draft resembles the final version in 

concept, harmony, length, and approach. What Liszt altered, however, was the intricacy and length 

of the bravura effect of the turns that terminate the trills in m. 200 and m. 204. The first draft of 

m. 200 additionally has an unfinished attempted second version immediately below, which he 

crossed out in black ink. 

For a transcription of the original version of this passage refer to the musical material 

located beneath the collette on MS7 on Chapter VII, page 52. 

2. Tempo Considerations 

Liszt appears to have engaged in a similar round of editing in this passage as with m. 167 

discussed above, as the end result shows moderation of the virtuosity exhibited in the drafts that 

became m. 200 and m. 204. The original version of m. 200 contains 48 sixteenth notes before the 

turn figuration of two beats of triplets. This version also contains cross-outs in black of the sixth 

beat of sixteenth notes, with a replacement of two beats of sixteenth notes sketched above that 

79 The corresponding material in the sonata’s recapitulation supports this conclusion.  In m. 630, Liszt went even 
further in extending the span of the right-hand figuration and introduced a fermata sign for the left-hand quarter rest. 
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expands the flourish to 52 notes. The second version contains 64 notes, although there are no 

definitive flags or beams to indicate rhythmic value. Similarly, m. 204’s original version contains 

88 notes.  The original version additionally contains beams indicating treatment of these notes as 

thirty-second notes. 

Liszt’s dramatic reductions of the number of figurations and notes between the predecessor 

and final versions of m. 200 indicate that, similarly as with m. 167, care should be taken to avoid 

rushing these embellishments.  M. 200 was reduced to 32 notes from 52.  The original figurations 

involved more repetition of delicate arpeggiation while preserving the same ambit of the final 

version.  Execution of the final versions thus should maintain the simplification that Liszt aimed 

for when removing more than a third of the notes, and a relaxed reading of this measure is 

supported by Liszt’s addition of dolcissimo (after an already dolce trill beginning in m. 197) and 

poco rallentando, as with m. 167. 

However, m. 204’s reduction of its notes by more than a third—to 56 notes from 88—

accompanied by the reduction of the beaming from thirty-second notes to sixteenth notes, works 

to effectively realize the accelerando. In its original form, this measure’s many additional notes 

indicated at rhythmic values twice as fast as its final form would render the accelerando a practical 

nullity, as the performer’s hands would be virtually tied in starting at a rapid speed with nowhere 

faster to go.  Thus, similar to the considerations discussed with regard to m. 167 and m. 200, m. 

204 should be approached in a more relaxed and less rushed tempo, so as to allow appropriate 

latitude for the accelerando.  
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G. Seventh Excerpt, mm. 205 – 208 from [Allegro energico, come prima] 

1. Manuscript Description. 

The exuberant Neapolitan C major statement of the sonata’s second motive interestingly 

went through a process of several complex revisions before reaching its final published form.  MS8 

bears witness to the composer’s mastery of compositional techniques, as well as his creative 

process via three stages of an almost incomprehensible maze of extended revisions.  Such a process 

was initiated, as previously examined, with the passage’s first sketch located under collette 1.80  

Indeed, together with MS1 this intricate manuscript page contains the highest number of excisions 

and additions in both black and red ink as well as in pencil and red crayon that in turn required the 

use of blank space on collette 3 on the previous MS7 and an additional hand-written staff at the 

bottom of the manuscript page.81  

2. Rhythmic, Texture, and Dynamic Considerations. 

 This passage initially had a rising left hand chordal bass line in eighth notes, with the last 

eighth note coinciding with the eighth-note portion of the dotted rhythm in the right hand.  This 

first statement, although denser in texture and rhythmically slower, clearly shows its genesis in the 

original sketch material located beneath collette 1.  After crossing it out, Liszt substituted the 

chords for a similar, yet much lighter bare octave line in a second revision.  Below is the 

transcription of the original version found on MS8, system 1: 

80 See Second Excerpt, page 67, and Chapter VII, page 41. 

81 This additional hand-written staff procedure occurs only in two instances in the entire manuscript: here on MS8 
and on MS20 (see Third Excerpt, pages 71 – 73, and Appendix B, pages 129 and 141). 
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In a further second revision, Liszt modified the octave bass line, adopting a much thinner 

in density sixteenth-note rising accompaniment. The right-hand part remained unchanged and thus 

continued to coincide with the left hand on its last eighth-note: 
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Although at this compositional stage expression and dynamic markings had not yet been 

added, the introduction of the left-hand sixteenth-note scales in this third attempt suggests a less 

overwhelming sonority and an almost implied crescendo effect, all within a less stable rhythmic 

structure.   

However, in the published final version, Liszt found the balance between all previous ideas 

and settled on a triplet rhythm for the rising bass line, adopting the bare octave format and adding 

crescendo signs to them.  The right hand rhythmic pattern in turn replaced the last eighth-note 

chord with a sixteenth-note chord in order to mirror the opening Allegro energico motive of mm. 

9 – 10, resulting thus in an apparent cross-rhythmic conflict between the two hands at the end of 

the measure: 

 

Yet when this apparent cross-rhythmic conflict is viewed in light of the prior versions 

where no conflict was present, it is reasonable to conclude that Liszt in the final version intended 

for each hand’s last chord of the measure to be played together. Additional care should be taken 

when dealing with the rapid left hand ascending octave lines in order to allow a greater dynamic 

range for the crescendo effect.  It is imperative to avoid superfluous tempo acceleration for mere 
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technical display, which in consequence results in the treatment of this modulatory sequence as an 

overpowering climactic moment as it is often heard in present days, resulting in a weakening of 

the overall structure of the work. 

H. Eighth Excerpt, mm. 263 – 266 from [Allegro energico, come prima] 

1. Manuscript Description 

Compared to the final version, the original version of these four measures on MS10, last 

system, and MS11, system 1, has only one change affecting the three beats leading into the first 

beat of m. 264 and m. 266, namely that the octave eighth-note figures in the left hand were 

originally one octave lower on those beats. Black cross-outs cancel those notes, and Liszt inserted 

the final version octaves one octave higher in the middle staff he left blank between the left and 

right hand staves.  Liszt additionally scratched out the cancelled beats in m. 263 in red crayon, and 

he added in red ink the indication beginning on the second beat of m. 263 sempre fortissimo con 

strepito in red ink. 

Below is the transcription of the original version of this passage: 
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2. Phrasing Considerations 

Thus, in the original version Liszt conceived of an unbroken parade of octaves over each 

two-measure phrase. This compositional history suggests that the final version should be executed 

with similar phrasing, albeit with the register change in the left hand. This interpretation is 

consistent with the phrasing evident in the preceding segment in mm. 255 – 258 with the same 

thematic material, as well as virtually every other instance of this motive in the sonata, including 

manifestations as diverse as those in m. 14, m. 33, mm. 153 – 154, mm. 191 – 192, mm. 349 – 

350, mm. 433 – 434, m. 466, and m. 506.  In all of those transformations, Liszt connects with a 

slur the fifth note with the following two eight or sixteenth notes, suggesting a continuity of 

phrasing. 

The customary tendency, however, is to overemphasize the octave drop with a pause that 

is absent from the manuscript, apparently influenced by the leap of an octave in the middle of the 

left hand’s constant stream of eighth-note octaves.  Any difficulty in executing this passage should 

not outweigh maintaining rhythmic and phrasal integrity.  In contrast, the corresponding passage 

in the recapitulation, mm. 658 – 661, which Liszt drafted in final form without any revisions, 

replaces the second eighth note with a rest in m. 659 and m. 661, which allows the left hand to 

make the octave jump without injecting delay. 

A contributing factor that may influence performers to pause and break the phrase 

connecting the first and second beats of m. 264 is the appearance of the indication con strepito in 

that measure in published editions.82  Examination of the manuscript shows, however, that Liszt 

wrote one indication beginning on the second beat of m. 263 (sempre fortissimo con strepito) that 

82 Of all of the authoritative editions studied, only the Neue Liszt-Ausgabe (Budapest: Editio Musica Budapest, 
1983) correctly places Liszt’s full instruction (sempre ff con strepito) in m. 263. 
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simply overflowed into m. 264—this conclusion is supported by the fact that Liszt began writing 

out fortissimo (rather than use the standard abbreviation ff) but stopped after writing “fortiss” in 

order to allow space to write con strepito, which actually begins before the bar line and before the 

first beat of m. 264.  Additionally, the corresponding section in the recapitulation clearly shows 

con strepito along with the f in m. 658, not in the following m. 659. 

I. Ninth Excerpt, mm.  277 – 296 from [Allegro energico, come prima] 

1. Manuscript Description 

These measures lead from the sonata’s exposition into the development, and their 

compositional history represents a significant change in the sonata’s overall direction.  Affected 

measures include material crossed out in black ink in the third system on MS11, material covered 

up underneath a collette affixed to the bottom half of MS11, and the crossing-out of the entirety 

of MS12 in red crayon.  Some 54 measures that were either cancelled or altered in three stages of 

revisions correspond to the 20 measures in the final version of this passage. 

The cross-outs on MS12 appear to have been applied separately to the two sections on that 

page: the top five systems appear to have been crossed out in red ink at one point, and the bottom 

two systems appear to have been crossed out in red ink in a different revision. This separate editing 

is supported by another single cross-out mark in black pencil applied to the top section (MS12, 

systems 1 – 4) but not the bottom section.  Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that Liszt: 

• drafted in a first stage the top section of MS12 (systems 1 – 5) as a continuation of 

the material beneath the collette on MS11,83 

83 For the first version of this passage, refer to the reconstructed material from the recovered text beneath collette 
4 and the crossed-out systems 1 – 5 on MS12 in Chapter VII, pages 54 – 56. 
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• crossed out both the top section of MS12 and the material underneath the collette 

on MS11, 

• added in a second stage the bottom section of MS12 (systems 6 – 7), which 

functionally leads into the material at the top of MS13, as well as the V. I. (vide 

infra, “see below”) instruction on MS11, system 3, in order to connect both 

passages,84 

• and then crossed out the bottom section of MS12, which then required the addition 

of the collette at MS11 as there was no more space for the final version to be 

inserted given that MS13 appears to have already begun to be used. 

The cancelled material reveals that Liszt experimented with further thematic 

transformation and variation before settling on the final, relatively tight bridge passage leading 

into the Recitativo segment heading up the development.  The significant reduction in length of 

this section likely reflects an effort by Liszt to balance the overall form of the sonata, vis-à-vis the 

development and the recapitulation. In contrast with the tortured process that led to the 

enlargement of the recapitulation, viz. the replacement of the single MS21 with the new MS21 and 

MS21Bis, the reworking of the material on MS11 and MS12, together with the application of the 

collette on MS11, significantly reduced the length of the exposition, which by then already 

occupied nearly half of the some 27 manuscript pages.  Furthermore, as a mere bridge from the 

closing of the exposition into the Recitativo, it is doubtful that such length was necessary within 

the overall sonata form.  Below is the transcription of the second version of this passage 

84 See the previous discussion of this complex revision on footnote 71, page 39.  Likewise, the discussion on the 
missing measure computation on MS12 also refutes Longyear’s earlier statement that Liszt’s use of “bright white 
paper” for the collette on MS11 suggests that “[t]his correction (measures 277 – 297) must have been among Liszt’s 
later changes.”  See Rey M. Longyear, “The Text of Liszt’s B Minor Sonata,” The Musical Quarterly 60 (1974): 437. 
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reconstructed from the cancelled measures on MS11, system 3, and the abandoned measures on 

MS12, systems 6 – 7: 
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* (Vide infra) The following text correspond to MS12, systems 6 – 7 (see Appendix B, page 133). 
 
 
2. Rhythmic Considerations 

One substantial difference remains between the retained measures of this passage from the 

original version and the final version, namely in mm. 277 – 285.  Only in the final version did 

Liszt move away from sixteenth-note tremolando in the right hand to written-out triplets outlining 

the changing harmonies.  This deliberate change, after the lengthy revision process, indicates that 

Liszt purposefully slowed down the rhythm in the right hand to a more pronounced, heavier, 

figuration.  He also added fff in red ink, which can more effectively be achieved with the slower 

rhythm of triplets as opposed to the significantly faster tremolando sixteenth notes because of the 

greater force that can be applied with each slightly slower stroke. 

From the perspective of a performer who is working solely from the final version, the 

section mm. 270 – 276, comprising a rhythm exclusively written in eighth notes and rests with the 

indication stringendo, can be interpreted to encourage rushing beginning at m. 277 because of the 

jump from the eighth-note rhythm to triplets.  Thus, some readings misinterpret this speeding up 

to mean that the right hand should devolve into indiscriminate tremolando to contribute to the 

increasingly crazed energy concluding the exposition.  Such an interpretation, however, is contrary 

to the text of the final version along with the compositional history, which shows that Liszt 

intentionally avoided tremolando treatment in the right hand with expressly written-out triplets.  
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This suggests that Liszt desired a marked rhythmic triplet feeling to permeate this section of the 

transition, which at the same time is supported with the further addition in a later stage of red ink 

accents on the first triplet note of every harmonic change (mm. 277, 280, and 283). 

J. Tenth Excerpt, m. 362 from Andante sostenuto 

1. Manuscript Description 

Despite the extensive re-writing of the Andante sostenuto, which involved the removal of 

an entire manuscript leaf located between MS16 and MS17 to become collettes for MS5 and 

MS16,85 the manuscript shows practically no major revisions on MS14 and MS15 (other than m. 

362), nor on MS17 or MS18.  M. 362 involves the reworking of the transitional flourish between 

the main theme of the Andante sostenuto and the reprisal of the Grandioso theme.  The original 

version of m. 362 also appears to be the final version, as a reworked version of the right-hand 

flourish appears on the adjacent staff above, but it is crossed out in red crayon. 

Below is the transcription of the abandoned revised version of this passage: 

 

2. Tempo Considerations 

The rejected newer version of m. 362 contains more notes than the final version, although 

it generally follows the outline and harmonic content of the original and final version. What it does 

85 See Chapter VI, page 35, and Appendix A. 
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add are occasional thirty-second note triplets where the final version has only sixteenth notes, and 

those additions add chromatic complexity not present in the final version. Liszt’s consideration of 

this more intricate and quasi cadenza-like version that he rejected in favor of his original 

conception suggests that the embellishment calls for a simple, clear execution and an almost 

languid abandonment that maintains, as with m. 167 and m. 200, a relaxed approach more 

appropriate for the Andante sostenuto, which thus offers a better-suited preparation for the intense 

emotional climax to follow. 

K. Eleventh Excerpt, mm. 394 – 397 from Andante sostenuto 

1. Manuscript Description 

The original version of this passage is found on the collette verso applied on MS16, which 

was originally a leaf located between MS16 and MS17, as earlier discussed.86  Liszt made a 

dramatic change of register, texture, and overall approach to the climactic dolce in the three 

measures following the change to F-sharp major in the Andante sostenuto.  In the previous draft 

located behind the collette on MS16, he contemplated a relatively modest tonal ambit that 

converged onto the tonic before launching into the grand arcs of the dolce resolution.  Below is 

the transcription of the original version of this section recovered from collette 5 verso on MS16: 

86 See Chapter VII, page 61. 
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2. Dynamic Considerations 

In the corresponding passage of the published version, however, Liszt built up a symphonic 

effect using his typical three-handed technique and practically the entire keyboard range before 

transitioning to the dolce resolution unchanged from the earlier version in the autograph: 

 

Thus, as magnificent as this moment is within the entire work, the composer’s specific 

instructions admonish that careful attention should be taken in performance when approaching the 

dolce, as contemporary performance practice typically extends the symphonic character of the 
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fortississimo well beyond the dolce, and thereby unfortunately overlooks the decrescendo and even 

the dolce indication itself. 

L. Twelfth Excerpt, mm. 433 – 440 from Andante espressivo 

1. Manuscript Description 

The original text of this passage is found on the collette verso applied on MS5 (from the 

reused manuscript leaf initially located between MS16 and MS17).87  The passage retained its 

melodic and harmonic content as Liszt rewrote it into the final form found on the bottom two 

systems on MS17. The predominant difference apparent from the original version is the rhythmic 

alignment of the right hand’s melody with the supporting syncopations in m. 433, m. 435, m. 437, 

and m. 439.  Liszt, however, did not continue the syncopated melody in the adjoining m. 434, m. 

436, m. 438, or m. 440.  This required him to resolve the conflicting rhythms with the syncopated 

eighth note in the fourth beat awkwardly tied to the quarter note in the first beat in order to 

transition to the unsyncopated melody.  At the same time, however, Liszt also wrote half notes in 

the inner voices that were tied to the immediately preceding syncopated eight notes.  These half 

notes are absent from the final version.  Finally, Liszt did not provide the espressivo indication in 

the original version as he did with the final version. 

Below is the transcription of the original version of this passage located beneath the verso 

of the collette on MS5: 

87 See Chapter VII, page 49. 
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2. Phrasing and Rhythmic Considerations 

It is reasonable to conclude that Liszt was dissatisfied with the syncopation of the melody 

because of the awkward conflict with the interpolated unsyncopated measures and thus reverted 

back to a conventional presentation of this melody.  In fact, in no other preliminary or final version 

of any portion of the sonata does Liszt attempt to so fundamentally alter the Gestalt of a motivic 

element, particularly notable in a work that exploits thematic transformation so extensively.  The 

displacement feeling resulting from the inner voice syncopations in the final version of this passage 

could easily be interpreted as an element of agitation or instability—or even an invitation to 

profane, sudden acceleration—as is typical with syncopations both in the literature and throughout 

the sonata (e.g., mm. 1 – 7, mm. 17 – 24, mm. 45 – 54, mm. 209 – 212, mm. 251 – 254, mm. 270 

– 276, mm. 453 – 459, mm. 546 – 554, mm. 665 – 672, and mm. 750 – 758). 

Such treatment, however, would conflict with a reading informed by the passage’s 

compositional history.  Liszt abandoned the unstable statement of the theme that was present in 
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the original version, and it makes little sense to continue to foster such instability with the 

remaining accompaniment eighth-note off beats—which additionally were reduced from the 

original version’s syncopated quarter notes.  Instead, the more effective employment of the off-

beat inner voices works to realize the espressivo indication Liszt added to the final version, for 

which the eighth-note rhythm allows much more flexibility and latitude compared to the quarter-

note syncopations in the original version. 

3. Articulation Considerations 

Consistent with the phrasing considerations discussed above, particularly with regard to 

achieving the espressivo indicated by Liszt in the final version, considerable freedom should be 

afforded in articulating the supporting inner voices. In particular, the eighth rests need not be read 

literally so as to cause the eighth notes to punctuate the tender texture of the Andante sostenuto’s 

denouement. And given the passage’s original superimposition of the inner voices with the 

melody, artful pedaling can significantly assist in effecting Liszt’s intent.  Similarly, this 

reasonable use of pedaling to extend the inner-voice harmonies should be used to support the naked 

melodic lines in m. 434, m. 436, m. 438, and m. 440, which originally had been buttressed by half-

note inner voices. 

M. Thirteenth Excerpt, mm. 441 – 445 from Andanto sostenuto 

1. Manuscript Description 

This passage continues immediately from the preceding section, guiding dolcissimo the 

Andante sostenuto in its gentle post-climactic descent down to the preparation for the Allegro 

energico’s demonic scherzo at mm. 460.  In the original version of this passage, also found on the 

collette verso applied on MS5,88 Liszt maintained the melodic line in the right hand and supported 

88 See Chapter VII, page 49. 
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it with half-note harmonies. This contrasts with the final version’s alternation of voicing the 

melodic line in the right hand and the left hand, in a lower register, as well as the substitution of 

the half-note harmonies with the off-beat eighth notes—similar to that which was discussed in the 

prior section (mm. 433 – 440).  Of note, Liszt in m. 442, m. 444, and 445 added apparently 

anticipatory grace notes to the third beats. 

Below is the transcription of the original version of this passage recovered from the verso 

of the collette on MS5: 

 

 
2. Rhythmic Considerations 

Most of the considerations applicable to this passage have already been discussed in the 

preceding section, but the grace-note additions deserve particular analysis.  Common 

interpretations of this passage view the grace notes with special importance (frequently with 

abusive rubato), so much so that they detract from the true focus of those measures—the high A 

sharp on the third beats.  In their original conception, these measures actually do not differ in 

substance.  It appears that Liszt wrote out the grace notes only in pragmatic recognition of the 

realities of the human hand, as the original version displays the same chord, which because of its 

span, would be naturally arpeggiated as if with the final version’s written-out grace notes.  In fact, 

the original version of m. 440 has the same chord employing an arpeggiation sign along the chord’s 
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span.  Thus, an informed reading of these measures in light of their compositional history should 

not place undue emphasis on the supporting harmonies, as they should be executed as mere 

arpeggiated chords to assist with the illusion that no break is necessary due to technical 

limitations.89 

N. Fourteenth Excerpt, mm. 555 – 608 from Più mosso 

1. Manuscript Description 

MS21 represents one of the most complex revisions in the entire work.  The passage has 

been so puzzling for scholars that the literature evidences no general agreement on the process 

involved in the revising of the secondary development at mm. 555 – 598 and the arrival of the 

second thematic group at mm. 600 – 608.  But only one reasonable conclusion can be drawn from 

examining the manuscript page itself: unquestionably, Liszt retained its musical content until a 

later stage, judging from the tempo, expression, dynamic, and articulation markings in red ink.  

Furthermore, Liszt also included his measure calculation at the bottom of the page (an accounting 

of 585 measures: 551 measures through MS20 plus 34 for the new measures on MS21; this account 

continues uninterrupted on MS22).  At which compositional stage Liszt took the decision of 

crossing out the entire page, and by which method he introduced the newer and final version on a 

new manuscript leaf numbered MS21/MS21Bis (numbered in red crayon) located in front of the 

original MS21, constitute questions that have confused most scholars on the subject.  

Arrau’s suggestion that a new leaf of paper with the new music text was inserted has been 

generally accepted.90  However, Winklhofer offers a completely different approach to Liszt’s 

89 The performer can easily resolve this technical difficulty by means of a practical hand redistribution of the 
passage, thus allowing the left hand to play the first E-sharp of the right-hand arpeggiation in favor of a more controlled 
and fluid performance of the delicate  melodic line. 

90 See footnote 76, page 72. 
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method of rewriting the section.  In her extended analysis of the passage, she suggests that “Liszt’s 

indecision over whether to recompose the tonal presentation in the recapitulation of the Sonata did 

not impede his progress on the draft. . . . He did not stop to decide whether to recompose it . . . or 

copy it intact.  The two adjacent pages (fol. 21/21 bis) were left blank and he went on the draft on 

the following page.”  And then she continues, “[t]his left the luxury of an entire blank leaf, which 

he had been saving in case he decided to recompose the tonal presentation after all. . . . He then 

apparently decided to compose a longer, more sophisticated version of it in the blank leaf (pp. 

21/21 bis).”91  Nevertheless, and as unorthodox as this could sound, she fails in providing 

convincing supporting evidence to this claim.  On the other hand, the existence of Liszt’s measure 

calculations on the original MS21 proves otherwise, and it seems more accurate to conclude that 

the composer never intended to (1) include a temporary transitional draft to be improved afterwards 

and (2) thereby provisionally neglect to resolve a harmonic and formal dilemma in order to 

continue the composition of the piece. Moreover, Winklhofer contradicts this supposition when 

discussing the complex revision on MS11: “Again, Liszt refused to relinquish his struggle with a 

compositional problem until he had solved it to his satisfaction.”92  Unfortunately, as examined in 

Chapter VI, the original bundle of bifolia were cut during the binding process in 1962 obscuring 

even further the uncertainty of whether Liszt added or left blank a loose leaf.  Below is the 

transcription of the original version of this passage: 

91 See Sharon Winklhofer, Liszt’s Sonata in B Minor: A Study of Autograph Sources and Documents (Ann Arbor: UMI 
Research Press, 1980), 197-206. 

92 Ibid., 110. 
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2. Rhythmic Considerations 

With the exception of the Peters Urtext Edition, the Piu mosso at m. 555 is consistently 

misplaced (and as a consequence often erroneously interpreted and heard) over the second beat of 

the measure, which according to Liszt’s instructions was never his intention.  When he revised the 

section on the new MS21 (numbered in red crayon) he instructed initially Un poco piu mosso at 

the beginning of the measure but in a further revision he eliminated the first two words with red 

crayon, thus leaving the remaining piu mosso somewhat in the middle of the measure and creating 

in turn confusion about the placement of the tempo change. Nevertheless, on the original MS21 
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Liszt clearly instructed Un poco piu mosso at the beginning of the measure.  The poor conventional 

practice of taking a gratuitous break after the arrival of the E-flat chord and following with a 

sudden—almost frantic—tempo change on the third beat weakens the overall rhythmic structure 

of this very carefully crafted development and of the entire work. 

3. Dynamic Considerations 

The key dynamic difference between the original and final versions among their similar 

sections is the existence of a piano in the last measure of the first system on original MS21, which 

is missing from the corresponding m. 561.  As with any articulation marking that is present in an 

earlier draft but not in the final, short of consulting explanatory notes from Liszt (of which there 

are none), we do not have the ability to know whether the omission was intentional or 

unintentional.  Viewed in isolation, m. 561 does not point to one answer over another, and we are 

left with an open question as to how to interpret this ambiguity, which becomes apparent only 

when viewed against the manuscript. Unsurprisingly, the habitual concert performance practice 

has been to race through this Più mosso section with such great force and velocity that obliterates 

any notion of piano. 

All published editions have slavishly adhered to the text of the final version in omitting 

piano here, although they variously do not exercise such discipline in other areas of the sonata.  

For example, the Henle Urtext indicates pianissimo in m. 155 and m. 159, although those measures 

on MS5 clearly show no dynamic markings. The Henle preface admits as much: “[autograph] at 

both points unmarked”; the same cannot be said for the Peters Urtext, which also provides the 

same pianissimo markings in those measures, but without any explanatory editorial marking.  The 

Peters Urtext, in all of its care and precision, assuredly attempts to differentiate between textual 

fidelity and editorial discretion, stating in its preface that “[a]ll editorial additions to the score not 
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specifically noted in the critical commentary are clearly indicated in the score by square brackets 

in the case of notes, accidentals, dynamics, staccato dots and wedges, tempo directions and time-

signatures.”  Indeed, not far after m. 561, the Peters Urtext does add in brackets a piano in m. 577.  

This addition plainly conflicts with the text of the manuscript, which on MS21 has no such 

dynamic marking. 

Thus, it is recognized that deviation from the literal text of the final version can be a part 

of a recommended interpretation with regard to dynamics.  In this case, several indications support 

the application of the piano in the draft version of m. 561 in performance.  First, the immediately 

preceding and therefore effective dynamic marking is the piano in m. 546, suggesting that the 

dynamic level underlying all of the excitement at the beginning of the Più mosso, including m. 

561, should be piano.  This holds true despite the thunderous crescendo arpeggio punctuated by a 

sforzando on the first beat of m. 561.  Crescendo and sforzando markings in Liszt’s usage are 

plainly of ephemeral duration; for example, even the seemingly invariant dynamic sempre 

fortissimo con strepito in m. 263 is followed with a crescendo and sforzando in mm. 264 – 265.  

Second, the dramatic character resulting from those very instances of crescendo and sforzando can 

be fully realized only by moderating the potentially immense walls of sound easily accumulated 

by the train of triad eighth notes in the bass coll’ottava bassa staccato accents. These stormy right-

hand sixteenth-notes arpeggios are particularly notable events in that they were a principal change 

added by Liszt between the original and final versions of MS21.  Finally, the corresponding m. 87 

in the exposition contains an unambiguous piano marking on MS4 (though often ignored by 

pianists taken by the excitement of finally having the opportunity to strike the modern piano’s 

lowest key).  There is no reason that Liszt intended a different result for essentially the same 

functional passage here.   
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4. Conceptual Considerations 

As noted above, this twenty-first page of the manuscript is among those most radically 

altered by Liszt, so much so that it exists as three different pages: the original MS21, the 

replacement MS21, and MS21Bis. Wholesale replacement of pages, such as with the Andante 

sostenuto as earlier examined, likely resulted from major points of indecision regarding the form 

of the sonata.  The tortured history of this Più mosso section, which constitutes the so-called 

secondary development of the recapitulation, exemplifies this struggle. The original MS21 shows 

24 measures between the recapitulation’s introduction of the flattened subdominant and the arrival 

of the second thematic group in the parallel tonic. The corresponding measures in the final 

version—m. 555 and m. 600—comprise 45 measures, evidencing a very significant augmentation 

of this transitional component.  Liszt’s motivation for doing so becomes apparent when comparing 

this section with the corresponding transition in the exposition (mm. 55 – 105): the two sections 

in their final form provide equally substantial lead-ins to the beginning of the second thematic 

group. 

With this expanded space between the recapitulation’s formal presentation of the first 

thematic group in the tonic (mm. 533 – 554) that is more or less identical to that in the exposition 

and the beginning of the second thematic group (m. 600), Liszt successfully exploits the 

advantages offered by including a secondary development: “The purpose of this section is to lower 

harmonic tension without sacrificing interest: it introduces an allusion to the subdominant or to the 

related ‘flat’ keys.”93  Indeed, “it is the restoration of harmonic equilibrium as well as the need for 

variation that gives the Secondary Development its function.”94  Liszt’s original conception for 

93 Charles Rosen, Sonata Forms, rev. ed. (New York: W. W. Norton & Co. Ltd., 1988), 289. 

94 Ibid., 290. 
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this section in fact had minimal variation—it comprised two restatements of the sonata’s motive 

one (the descending scale, just as in the exposition in mm. 81 – 92), and a restatement of motive 

two (outlining the falling seventh, just as at the end of the exposition in mm. 286 – 293). 

The final version, however, incorporates this thematic material via fascinating 

transformation variants.  As discussed previously, Liszt introduces rapidly-ascending arpeggios, 

which unexpectedly truncate the presentations of motive one (mm. 555 – 568). Then he introduces 

harmonic variations of motive two (whereas the original version here copied the tones of the very 

first introduction of motive two in mm. 9 – 12), but these are mere 2-bar fragments of the full 4-

bar thematic statement.  To add to the instability and dramatic effect, Liszt interpolates variants of 

motive one between each of these fragments of motive two (mm. 569 – 581).  Next, Liszt injects 

a stringendo episode comprising a new transformation of motive two that again approaches the 

flattened subdominant (mm. 582 – 589), and finally familiar bridge material returns to prepare for 

the entrance of the second thematic group (mm. 590 – 599). 

Not only did Liszt effectively implement what emerged from the Classical sonata tradition 

as the secondary development, but he also did so in a compelling way that furthered development 

via fragmentation, modulation, interpolation, and transformation. And these improvements over 

the original version of MS21 built on that version’s existing use of motive one before motive two 

in advance of the second thematic group.  This order is an inversion of the sequence in the 

exposition, which has motive two before motive one.  From this nuanced and careful rendering of 

the secondary development, as improved from the original MS21 version, one can conclude that 

Liszt invested significant effort in re-formulating this section.  Conventional performance practice, 

however, unfortunately tends to treat these development techniques as interesting yet 

inconsequential episodes before the second thematic group—often devolving into a pastiche of 
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existing thematic material with widely diverging rhythmic and directional outcomes.  Therefore, 

consultation of the autograph manuscript showing the importance that Liszt ascribed to this section 

(requiring the addition of an entire leaf for the final MS21 and MS21Bis), would lead to a 

performance that emphasizes the formal structure of the sonata by means of rhythmic consistency 

over the aimless loose fantasia treatment that this section typically receives. 

O. Fifteenth Excerpt, mm. 642 – 649 from cantando espressivo (senza slentare) 

1. Manuscript Description 

The earlier version of this passage is found on MS23 underneath the collette obscuring the 

second and third systems, with the last measure of the passage at the beginning of the fourth system 

and crossed out in black ink. This original text also bears articulation notations and expression 

markings in red ink suggesting that Liszt most likely rejected this section at a relatively late stage 

of the compositional process.  The obvious difference between both versions is the original 

version’s use of triplet eighth notes with octaves at every other note creating a hemiola that 

conflicts with the left hand’s presence on the second and fourth beats. Liszt also originally chose 

not to include the transformation of the sonata’s second motive in the left hand, as it appears in 

both the final version of this passage and in the corresponding exposition passage at mm. 179. The 

articulation markings in red indicate non ligato [sic] and poco a poco accellerando in addition to 

the crescendo molto—the only marking here that appears in the final version—and a “rinforz” in 

the last bar. 

For a transcription of the original version of this passage, refer to the musical material 

located beneath the collette on MS23 on Chapter VII, page 63.  
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2. Articulation and Tempo Considerations 

Although Liszt did not carry over the original version’s indications non ligato and poco a 

poco accellerando into the final version, he effectively did so inherently in his rewriting of the 

passage on the collette at MS23.95  The final version’s moto perpetuo of sixteenth notes continues 

from mm. 640 – 641, but the slur over those measures in the right hand terminates before m. 642. 

The indication of non ligato in the original version of m. 642 is entirely consistent with the lack of 

right-hand slurring for the entirety of mm. 642 – 649.  Notably, many modern editions, including 

Henle Urtext and Peters Urtext, have erroneously read MS23 to include a slur in the right hand 

over mm. 642 – 643, but inexplicably not over the remaining mm. 644 – 649.  This mistake appears 

to arise from Liszt’s peculiar way of notating slurs and all’ottava brackets, which in this case to 

the uninformed reader bear resemblance to one another and collide at the end of m. 641.  As seen 

in the last system at MS22,96 for example, Liszt indicates slurs with smooth arcs and all’ottava 

brackets with wavy lines, and the line joining mm. 642 – 643 is clearly wavy.97  Moreover, this 

differentiation becomes clear with careful study of the text beneath the collette where both arc and 

wavy line are clearly defined without ambiguous merging, despite the presence of some wax 

remnants partially obscuring the page.98  Finally, although Liszt did not rewrite poco a poco 

accellerando in the final version, importing that indication from the original version is reasonably 

necessary in order to transition into the Stretta / quasi Presto at m. 650.  Interestingly, this addition 

95 See Appendix B, page 146. 
 
96 See Appendix B, page 145. 
97 The loco instruction above m. 644 supports this conclusion. 
 
98 Refer to the top measure of collette 6 photograph on Chapter VII, page 62. 
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is supported by a non-textual source: all modern editions follow the first edition’s inclusion of un 

poco animato, which even the Peters Urtext Edition Critical Commentary notes is “not in MS.”99 

P. Sixteenth Excerpt, mm. 702 – 726 from Prestissimo 

1. Manuscript Description 

Twenty Five measures located on MS 25, systems 1 – 4, comprise the first version of the 

original ending of the coda of the sonata.  Judging by the final red ink instructions for dynamics 

and articulations, Liszt undoubtedly found this coda a suitable ending for his masterpiece, likely 

until the last stage of his creative process.  He even provided his calculation of 701 measures at 

the end of the last bar—as previously noted, Liszt in fact provided measure number calculations 

at the bottom of each page throughout the manuscript with the exception of pages MS12, MS17, 

MS18, MS21/MS21Bis, and the last unnumbered manuscript page (MS5 numbers are located 

beneath the collette but obscured by wax remnants).100  The section does not contain any major 

revisions besides two minor black ink cancellations—a left-hand fermata spanning the last two 

measures of the third system and the very last right hand chord—revealing near-Mozartean 

99 Additionally, in m. 649, a discrepancy in accidentals occurs between authoritative editions.  While the 
manuscript provides no accidental at all in the eighth right-hand sixteenth note (D), the Breitkopft & Härtel first edition 
of 1854 places a flat in front of the note.  Both the Henle Urtext and Neue Liszt-Ausgabe follow the manuscript and 
add a natural sign for clarity purposes.  However, Howard’s Peters Urtext follows the Breitkopft & Härtel first edition 
in adding a flat to the D and citing as justification the “chromatic progression in the tenor voice,” as follows: D-flat, 
C-double-sharp eight notes later, and resolution to D-sharp at m. 650 (as explained in detail in the Critical 
Commentary, page 48).  Yet examination of the material recovered beneath the collette brings a different solution to 
this problem.  In the corresponding measure (see the engraved transcription on Chapter VII, page 63, last measure) 
the diminished-seventh harmonic area carried by the left hand through the first two beats of the measure clearly calls 
for a D-natural.  Moreover, a further right-hand inner voice was never the composer’s original intention, where the D-
flat octave on the right-hand third eighth note acts merely as a chromatic passing tone. 

100 Measure number calculations on MS12 and MS21/MS21Bis have already been examined on pages 39 (footnote 
71) and 96-98 (section N.1) respectively.  On MS17 and MS18 instead, Liszt preferred to supply just one account at 
the end of the Andante sostenuto section on MS18, system 3, rather than at the bottom of both pages.  However, these 
numbers do not correspond to the actual 760 measures in the published sources because Liszt did not record within 
the document an updated calculation of every change resulting from additions and deletions.  Fortunately, due to the 
fact that these numbers remained untouched from earlier drafting stages, they represent an invaluable amount of 
information for the scholar interested in a rastrological study of the various compositional stages of the work. 
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compositional ease. After crossing the entire section out with red crayon, the rewriting of the 

ending of the coda immediately follows in the adjacent system 5.  Below is the transcription of the 

original 25-measure ending: 
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2. Dynamic Considerations 

It goes without saying that the final bars of the original and final versions of the sonata’s 

ending could not be more different.  However obvious the differences, it bears worth noting that, 

to the extent that the pianist is able to conjure up the herculean force to endure some half-hour of 

continuous performance of some of the most demanding technical and musical passages in the 

keyboard literature, great care should be taken to ensure that the concluding sounds are executed 

pianississimo with as much intent and intensity as the fortississimo original ending—or any other 

section of the final version marked with such booming volume (e.g., m. 277, m. 297, m. 395, m. 

594, m. 700).  Part and parcel of such attention calls for reading the dynamic markings directly 

from the autograph manuscript, as opposed to from any of the published editions.  In the renderings 

from Henle, Peters, Breitkopf & Härtel, and the Neue Liszt-Ausgabe, the crescendo beginning in 
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m. 755 proceeds past the arrival of the F major chord on the first beat of m. 756.  Some of these 

editions even present a connection between the crescendo and the pianississimo, as if the result of 

the former were the latter.  Such sloppy reading of the autograph manuscript is inexcusable—Liszt 

clearly indicated distance separating the crescendo and an unexpected pianississimo, as well as the 

crescendo’s termination before the arrival of the first beat of m. 756.  The misrepresentation of 

these editions has led many performers to believe that the crescendo is an obvious mistake, and 

that a decrescendo was intended, resulting in the completely opposite treatment indicated by Liszt, 

namely a sudden drop in dynamics after the brief nascent growth from the pianissimo in m. 754, 

as if Liszt called for a choreographed last breath of air to sustain rhythmic momentum through the 

sonata’s final four bars’ vanishing tonic.  Below is the accurate transcription of the passage as it 

appears exactly in the manuscript101: 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  

101 Cf. Apendix B, page 149. 
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CHAPTER 9 

CONCLUSION 

The extremes seen between the sonata’s original conclusion and its replacement serve as a 

fitting symbol of the developmental process of the sonata.  Instead of heroic and triumphant 

victory, Liszt substituted peaceful yet mystical calm.  Instead of blocked chordal exclamations, 

Liszt revisited his achievements in nuanced voiceleading and delicate textures.  Instead of a grand 

finale fitting for an operatic paraphrase, Liszt—perhaps as homage to the introduction to the fourth 

movement of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony102—bid farewell with the thematic elements 

underpinning the entire sonata, in reverse order. After careful examination of the foregoing sixteen 

excerpts, it is impossible to ignore the development of Liszt’s style as a composer and as a pianist, 

up through some of his most productive years, as he nurtured both cultural life in Weimar and his 

own personal style. 

What we see in the autograph manuscript of the sonata is evidence of ongoing reflection, 

reëxamination, and resourcefulness that contributed to this work’s exalted place in the canon.  Liszt 

experimented with voicing, either via accentuation to reintroduce counterpoint in prototypical 

Romantic monody103 or suppression to create new, almost supernatural color.104  Liszt exercised 

great restraint in harnessing his pianistic powers; with his days of impressing kings, emperors, and 

his adoring public long over, he recognized that the growing capabilities of his instrument (which 

his monumental performances demanded) could be more judiciously deployed.  We see several 

examples in the autograph manuscript of moderating effects, whether grand or small, in which 

102 See Kenneth Hamilton, Liszt, Sonata in B Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 11. 
 
103 See, e.g., Chapter VIII, sections D.2 and E.2. 
 
104 See, e.g., Chapter VIII, section A.2. 
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Liszt favors more piano effects in an otherwise hostile sea of forte.105  Although the sonata did not 

undergo such extensive revision as to be reissued as was the case with the Paganini and 

Transcendental Etudes—which were finalized just as Liszt was composing the sonata—the 

autograph manuscript demonstrates that Liszt was still transitioning away from the bombastic 

displays that earned him his earlier fame. His maturation as a composer shows through as well 

with the autograph manuscript’s numerous instances pointing towards temporal106 and rhythmic107 

fidelity, which again indicates that Liszt had come to value musical form in a time when virtuosity 

and operatic fantasies ruled the performance market. 

Indeed, Liszt carefully deliberated on the overall formal structure of the sonata, particularly 

in reformulating its exposition108 and recapitulation,109 to achieve Classical balance and intellect 

in this evocative, quintessentially Romantic work. Consistent with this dissertation’s epigraph, 

Liszt purposefully avoided any verbal or extra-musical elements, which would pollute the purity 

of the sonata.  He simply let the sonata speak for itself, and it is the autograph manuscript that 

allows us to better hear and understand its voice. 

  

105 See, e.g., Chapter VIII, sections A.3, C.3, K.2, N.3, and P.2. 
 
106 See, e.g., Chapter VIII, sections B.2, C.3, E.3, F.2, and J.2. 
 
107 See, e.g., Chapter VIII, sections G.2, I.2, M.2, and N.2. 
 
108 See, e.g., Chapter VIII, section I.1. 
 
109 See, e.g., Chapter VIII, section N.4. 
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