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Analysis and Performance: A Counterexample?

In recent years there has been a growing body of work in music theory that claims, and indeed 
demonstrates, the value of analysis with respect to performance. This paper welcomes and 
applauds that work, but at the same time argues that performance can equally be of value to 
analysis. It focuses on the closing peroration of César Franck’s Chorale in E major for organ, 
and it compares a recent modern interpretation, on an American organ, with a performance 
more in keeping with the traditions developed on the French Romantic organ, for which 
it was composed. The recent performance convincingly agrees with a number of analytical 
observations – rhythmic, formal, motivic, textural, and harmonic – that we can make about 
the passage.  The example provides a useful laboratory for exploring the productive tension 
between analysis and unarticulated musical intuitions in performance. It also stimulates 
more extensive analytical discussion about certain compositionally intriguing features of 
the passage – motivic liquidation, rhythmic foreshortening, and chromatic harmony. 

In 1960, almost fifty years ago, Edward T. Cone, in the classic essay ‘Analysis Today’, 
famously claimed that ‘an analysis is a direction for a performance’.1 Cone’s statement 
was foundational with respect to how Anglo-American music theorists, both as analysts 
and pedagogues, would conceptualize the relationship between analysis and performance 
in the succeeding decades. Working either explicitly or implicitly from Cone’s dictum, 
theorists have tended to think of the relationship unidirectionally: from analysis to 
performance. We analyze a piece, and our analytical insights enlighten us as to how we 
can play it most effectively. I don’t deny that informed performance sometimes works 
this way, and I have long applauded, and continue to applaud, the efforts of many of my 
colleagues in music theory to bring analysis and performance into productive contact.2 But 
in my own case, as a musician who both analyzes and performs, I have found sometimes 
that the way I instinctively play a piece, or the way I hear a gifted performer play it, often 
gives me more useful insights into how I can best analyze it, than my analysis offers into 
how I can best perform it. The present essay is a case study that argues against the grain 

1 Edward T. Cone, ‘Analysis Today’, in: Robert P. Morgan (ed.), Music: A View from Delft, Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press, 1989, pp. 39-54. Originally published in: Musical Quarterly 46 (1960), pp. 172-88.

2 The literature on performance and analysis is growing exponentially. For an excellent and current listing, see 

the bibliography (ed. Daniel Barolsky and Richard von Foerster) posted on the website of the Performance 

and Analysis Interest Group of the (American) Society for Music Theory (http://www.humanities.mcmaster.

ca/~mcgowan/PAIGAnnotatedBib.html). Especially influential works include: Charles Burkhart, ‘Schenker’s 

Theory of Levels and Musical Performance’, in: David Beach (ed.), Aspects of Schenkerian Theory, New Haven: 

Yale University Press, 1983, pp. 95-112; Janet Schmalfeldt, ‘On the Relation of Analysis to Performance: 

Beethoven’s Bagatelles Op. 126, Nos. 2 and 5’, in: Journal of Music Theory 29/1 (1985), pp. 1-31; Wallace 

Berry, Musical Structure and Performance, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989; Jonathan Dunsby, ‘Guest 

Editorial: Performance and Analysis of Music’, in: Music Analysis 8/1-2 (1989), pp. 5-20; John Rink (ed.), 

The Practice of Performance: Studies in Musical Interpretation, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995; 

Nicholas Cook, ‘Analysing Performance and Performing Analysis’, in: Nicholas Cook and Mark Everist (eds.), 

Rethinking Music, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999, pp. 239-61; and John Rink (ed.), Musical Performance: 

A Guide to Understanding, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002. 
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of the tradition established by Cone. I base it upon an experience of mine in which an 
unorthodox, but especially persuasive performance of a piece – a piece that I had heard 
many times, but had never played or analyzed – inspired me, first, to play it in more or 
less the same unorthodox way, and second, to go back and analyze it. My analysis, it 
seemed to me, confirmed the rightness of some of the performer’s intuitions. But the 
analysis emerged through my asking specific questions about why the performance was 
so effective, not through my making analytical observations and then evaluating their 
relevance for performance. In no sense, then, did analysis determine performance; if 
anything, performance determined my analysis.
 Before proceeding to my musical example – or, more appropriately, counter-example 
– I should note that my using performance to illuminate analysis, rather than vice versa, 
is by no means unique or original. To be sure, it reverses the direction in which we have 
become accustomed to working in the past few decades with respect to performance 
and analysis. Yet it is not unprecedented. Joel Lester, whose credentials in both areas are 
virtually without peer, argued this very point more than a decade ago. Lester bemoans 
the state of affairs described above, the view that ‘performance and analysis intersect 
only when performers follow theoretical edicts or actually become theorists’, and the 
‘pernicious effects’ that result from this attitude.3 The point of his essay – that there is 
value in moving from performance to analysis as well as from analysis to performance – 
is the same as mine, although he draws upon a number of performances of a number of 
short passages, whereas I focus on one performance of one extended passage of a major 
work.
 The piece for my case study is a work for organ: César Franck’s Chorale No. 1 in E 
Major, written in the last year of the composer’s life, 1890. I am specifically interested in 
the triumphant 27-measure peroration that concludes the fifteen-minute work. In order 
to understand the peroration, we must first contextualize it by looking for a moment at 
the entire piece. The Chorale begins with a harmonically rich, full-throated theme in the 
tonic (Example 1; Audio Example 1, 0:00). Note that a symmetrical four-measure phrase 
proceeds to a second four-measure phrase, the latter of which is built on an ascending 
sequence and concludes on a half-cadence. A third phrase offers a descending sequence 
to balance the ascending one that precedes it, and a final phrase brings a perfect authentic 
cadence on the tonic.
 The actual ‘Chorale’ that gives the work its title occurs about a minute-and-a-half into 
the piece, and is played on a soft, mysterious stop called the voix humaine (Example 2; 
Audio Example 1, 3:00). Note the arch-like shape of the Chorale, its use of sequence in a 
way that recalls the opening theme (although now the sequence occurs between successive 
phrases, rather than within individual phrases), and, interestingly, its thoroughgoing use 
of three-measure, rather than four-measure phrases. Also noteworthy is the grouping of 
its six phrases: three phrases leading to the first full cadence, in G# minor (m. 55); then 
two phrases in descending sequence; and, finally, a single concluding phrase that recalls 
the cadential phrase of the initial three-phrase group – all this adds up to a clear 3 + 2 + 1 
grouping structure. It is the triumphant apotheosis of this whole Chorale tune, now with 

 Of these works, Berry’s is particularly emphatic in claiming that the analysis/performance relationship is 

unidirectional: ‘The purely spontaneous, unknowing and unquestioned impulse is not enough to inspire 

convincing performance. (…) [A]lthough the interpreter’s impulsive response to the score can fortuitously hit 

on convincing approaches through a developed (if often unreasoned) sense of appropriateness, the purely 

intuitive is unlikely to afford a necessary grasp of – or place in – the comprehended whole’ (pp. 217-18).

3 Joel Lester, ‘Performance and Analysis: Interaction and Interpretation’, in: Rink (ed.), Musical Performance, 

pp. 197-216, especially p. 198. See also his review of Berry’s Musical Structure and Performance, in: Music 

Theory Spectrum 14/1 (1992), pp. 75-81.
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all the sonic resources of the organ, and initially with a canon between the manuals and 
the pedal, that concludes the work, and that constitutes the peroration that is our concern 
here (Example 3; Audio Example 1, 13:08).
 When I heard the performance of the E-major Chorale that so moved me, I had heard 
the work many times, virtually always with a long, broad ritard of the thunderous chords 
beginning at m. 251, all leading up to the final dominant (m. 254, third beat). In most 
cases, the ritard started before Franck’s explicit marking at the beginning of m. 253. This 
interpretation made perfect sense in the French Romantic organ tradition in which the 
piece was written, and in which expressive and appropriate performance conventions 
had developed. Pieces like the E-major Chorale were written with massive Cavaillé-Coll 
organs in massive churches in mind, and it was effective, and perhaps even necessary, to 
play harmonically complex passages for the full organ slowly, in order that each chord 
could be heard clearly through the reverberation that would fill the church. In the E-major 
Chorale, making a gradual ritard to the big dominant 13th chord on the third beat of m. 
254, and then holding that chord long enough for the dominant tension and dissonance 
to accumulate, maximizes the effect of the triumphant resolution to the tonic, as well as 
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Example 1
Franck, Chorale No. 1 in E Major for Organ, mm. 1-15.
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dim.

cresc.

Ôtez Gambe et Hautbois
Mettez Voix humaine et Tremblant.

47

53

59

Example 2
Franck, Chorale No. 1 in E Major for Organ, mm. 47-64.
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245 246 247 248 249 250

239 240 241 242 243 POSITIF
244

G.O.

Anches G.O.

tutta forza

233 234 235 236 237 238

256 257 258 259

Example 3
Franck, Chorale No. 1 in E Major for Organ, mm. 233-259.
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the effect of the a tempo bravura passage at the very end. When I came to the recital in 
which I heard the performance that will concern us here, I – an organist myself – had 
heard a number of organists, both French and American, play the peroration this way, 
and my expectations were shaped accordingly.4 
 But on the evening of 4 May 1974, in Rochester, New York, I heard a dramatically 
different rendering of the peroration of the E-major Chorale – a performance, I should 
note, by my own wife (Audio Example 1).5 When I heard the peroration in this performance, 
what surprised me first was the generally faster than usual tempo. Even more unexpected 
was the treatment of the successive three-measure units beginning at m. 245: each begins 
exactly in tempo, or even pushing ahead a bit; although there is a slight ritard to articulate 
the ends of the first two units (mm. 245-57 and 248-50), strict tempo is immediately 
regained at mm. 248 and 251 – in clear opposition to the reigning performance tradition 
that had evolved with the work. Most surprising was the suddenness of the ritard in m. 
253, and especially the landing upon, and considerable holding on to, the augmented sixth 
chord on the last beat of m. 253, which takes much time to resolve into the tonic sixth 
(I6) chord that begins m. 254, and which therefore turns the downbeat of m. 254 into a 
point of arrival that is as rhetorically emphasized as the arrival of the tonic root position 
chord in m. 255. I found this unorthodox performance breathtaking, and I sensed quickly 
that it was intuitively compelling, but I didn’t know why. I never went back to the piece to 
pursue this question, but I did, a few years later, learn the Chorale myself. I remembered 
the powerful impression that the peroration had made on me, and I consciously did it 
the same way, but exaggerated it even further: I played even a bit faster, I speeded up even 
more at m. 251, and I made an even more dramatic arrival at the downbeat of m. 254, 
with almost equal emphasis on the preceding chord in m. 253. 
 More recently – it has been a number of years since I have played the work – I began, for 
some reason, to think through the E-major Chorale again, and it occurred to me to wonder 
if I could explain why the performance that I heard, and later imitated, was so effective. Most 
importantly, perhaps, I realized that it was especially appropriate to the organ and the space 
on which and in which it occurred: a modern American organ, in a church with a much 
less reverberant acoustic than the spaces for which Franck wrote the piece almost a century 
earlier. But I still wondered what made the performance work so well, from a more structural, 
analytical point of view. The question that motivated and directed my analysis was: why does 
it make sense to build to a major point of arrival at the downbeat of m. 254? That is, starting 
with an unorthodox but persuasive performance, could I go back and adduce reasons – in 
rhythm, melody, harmony, texture, or whatever else – that would justify that performance?
 Performers tend to think and talk about their work more in terms of shape, motion, 
intensification and relaxation, gesture, climax, and goal than they do in terms of music-
theoretical concepts such as hypermeter, motive, linear-contrapuntal framework (as in 
Schenkerian analysis), harmonic progression, and formal classifications. They also tend 
to think in terms of, and to give constant and loving attention to, intonation, tone, and 
‘sound’ – musical elements that performers are aware of more or less all the time, but 

4 The best recorded example that I have found of such a performance is that of Marcel Dupré, playing at St. 

Thomas Church in New York City in October of 1957 (Mercury Compact Disc 434 311-2). 

5 The performance was by Linda Felton McCreless at Twelve Corners Presbyterian Church, Rochester, New York 

– her first recital for the Doctor of Musical Arts degree at the Eastman School of Music. I fully acknowledge 

the awkwardness of focusing considerable attention on a performance by my own spouse. In so doing, I in 

no way claim superiority for her performance over any other; I simply use it as a productive heuristic example 

of the relation of performance and analysis. I would have been equally moved by the same performance, had 

it been by someone whom I did not know at all. Throughout the essay I will refer to Linda’s performance 

as the unorthodox one, and that of the French organ tradition as the orthodox one, with no value judgment 

intended.
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that analysts tend to take for granted or to ignore as irrelevant to their pursuits. What we 
might call ‘studio language’, the language through which performers are trained for years 
by professional teachers in their studios, is skewed, on the one hand, toward aspects of 
technique and tone, and on the other, toward metaphorical rather than analytically precise 
expression with respect to the sorts of things that music theorists like to talk about. 
 A critical task for those of us interested in bringing analysis and performance closer 
together is to find connections between studio language and analytical language. Often the two 
types of language point up the same sorts of musical relationships, but from quite different 
perspectives, and with quite different levels of analytical specificity. We as music theorists feel 
that there is much to be gained if performers learn to articulate such relationships with razor-
sharp analytical clarity, rather than with the fuzzier concepts of performance pedagogy. On 
the other hand – and this point is a central claim of my essay – performers do frequently 
develop splendid interpretations using their less formal language, and we as theorists will do 
well to validate and appreciate that language, even as we argue for greater analytical awareness 
on the part of performers, and for more rigor in discussing their work.
 With respect to the unorthodox performance of the peroration of the Franck Chorale, 
I might rephrase my question posed above, ‘can I adduce [analytical] reasons (…) that 
would justify [such a] performance’ as: to what extent, and with what language, could 
the performer have described the aspects of the music that motivated this particular 
interpretation? I submit that she could have articulated – certainly in performance 
language, and possibly, to a degree, in analytical language as well – some of the reasons 
underlying her performance decisions. 
 From the outset, she would have been able to articulate the obvious: that mm. 233-259 
constitute the triumph and ultimate climax of the piece; that at least the last half of the 
whole work, and probably more than that, is a successive building up of waves of energy 
that finally reach full fruition beginning with the restatement of the Chorale tune in the 
tonic key in canon at m. 233. Within the peroration itself, she undoubtedly recognized the 
apotheosis of the Chorale tune in canon, and thus she played the three initial four-measure 
phrases of the peroration straightforwardly. And, she obviously was aware that the real 
buildup to the climax begins with the upbeat to m. 245. I am confident that she could have 
given both studio-language and analytical-language reasons for her playing the push to 
the climax as she did. She could have pointed to the increased rhythmic activity beginning 
at m. 245, the ascending sequence in mm. 245-247 and 248-250 (note that the sequence in 
phrases 4 and 5 of the original Chorale is descending, in accordance with the decreasing 
intensity in those phrases, but here in the peroration, it is, predictably, ascending), and 
the added intensity afforded by the change in texture at m. 251 to full chords in both 
hands with a constantly moving eighth-note pedal line – all of which leads up to the 
climactic succession of full chords starting at m. 253. As a performer sensitive to linear 
motion toward a goal, she would certainly have noticed the ascending whole-step line 
that begins with the F#5 of m. 245 and concludes with the dramatic arrival of E6 in mm. 
253-254. And, although she might have been unable to articulate it precisely, she probably 
recognized the harmonic strangeness of mm. 251-253, and her sense of this strangeness 
may have suggested the idea of holding the final, augmented-sixth chord of m. 253 for an 
exceptionally long time, as though all the harmonic oddities of the preceding measures 
flowed into this single chord, which had to be savored before it resolved. I have no doubt 
that all these factors, which she surely could have articulated in studio and/or analytical 
language, were, when combined with her musical intuitions (remembering, of course, 
that what we call “musical intuition” is often learned musical behavior that is eventually 
completely internalized), entirely capable of generating her distinctive performance.
 Yet, as it turns out, her performance decisions are also strongly supported by other 
features of the music that can be illuminated by analysis – features that she almost 
certainly would not have been able to articulate verbally. Chief among these aspects is 
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hypermeter. The peroration, as noted above, is an apotheosis of the Chorale. Limiting 
ourselves for the moment to the first five of its phrases, the peroration begins with 
the same initial three-phrase unit, now in canon (four measures per phrase, mm. 
233-244), and it proceeds to the two-phrase sequence (three measures per phrase, 
mm. 245-250), now intensifying and ascending, rather than the reverse. Franck’s 
decision to build to the climax by stating the Chorale theme in canon has a double 
advantage. First, of course, as in many of his works, the return of the principal 
theme in canon, in the tonic key, is in itself climactic and celebratory. But here he 
also uses the canonic return advantageously with respect to hypermeter: whereas, 
as we have seen, his use of the canon stretches the initial phrases of the Chorale into 
four measures, his abandoning the canon at m. 245 effects a return to the original 
three-measure phrase-length of the Chorale phrases, thereby bringing a dramatic and 
aurally salient intensification through the telescoping of phrase lengths from four to 
three measures.
 And so, by m. 250 we have heard three quadruple hypermeasures (quadruple because 
of the canon), and two ascending-sequential, triple hypermeasures. On the model of the 
original six-phrase Chorale, we would thus now expect a single three-measure phrase 
with a final cadence, reproducing the original 3 + 2 + 1 phrase pattern. Franck fulfills 
this expectation, at least in the sense of giving us a single, final phrase that brings us to 
a cadence in the tonic key. We might disagree as to whether the final phrase has three 
measures, bringing a structural downbeat on the first beat of m. 254; or four measures, 
bringing a structural downbeat on the first beat of m. 255. But clearly, we have a concluding, 
cadential phrase, fulfilling the 3 + 2 + 1 expectation.
 Motivically, though, matters are far more complicated, because we have two expectations 
here, not just one. What we might call the global expectation is that we assume that Franck 
will follow the model of the original Chorale and base the new phrase (beginning with 
the upbeat to m. 251) literally on that Chorale’s last phrase (Example 2, mm. 62-64). This 
he does, at least for the moment: the three-note motive that begins on the third beat of 
m. 250 moves up a major second, then down a major third, just as in the original version 
of the Chorale. But the equally strong, and perhaps even stronger local expectation is 
that the sequence established in mm. 245-247 and 248-250 will be continued. Such a 
continuation would give us, in the melodic line, beginning with the third beat of m. 250, 
A#5-A#5-G#5-F*5, and so forth, resulting in another three-measure leg of the sequence. 
This Franck does not do: a third leg of the sequence would be unduly predictable, and it 
would also send the music careening into a hyper-sharp harmonic territory inappropriate 
to the end of the work, and indeed, quite absurd in general. 
 So, motivically speaking, what he does is to break the local expectation and opt for 
the global one. But we must remember that in the Chorale, the sixth and final phrase 
(mm. 62-64) moves downward, not upward; and that prior to that, the fifth phrase 
moves sequentially down from the fourth. In the peroration Franck changes all this to an 
upward direction, so as to make the entire theme an ascent to a climax rather than a well-
rounded arch. At the critical juncture of mm. 250-252, of course, the last thing he wants 
is a decrease in intensity; the energy built up in the preceding two phrases must continue. 
What he does, then, is to break off the reference to the sixth phrase of the Chorale after 
three notes (G#5-A#5-F#5) and then to use this fragment alone as the basis for a sequence 
that continues to climb by whole tone, rather than turning downward, as did the Chorale 
theme. With this sequence of the fragment he secures both the thematic reference and 
the gain of intensity required on the way up to the climax. At the last beat of m. 252 and 
the downbeat of m. 253, it sounds as though we might continue the three-quarter-note 
sequence just established—that is, B#5-C*6-[A#6]. But the second beat of m. 253 breaks 
the pattern, and suddenly we have simply a chromatic ascent of quarter notes, climbing 
straight up to the climactic E6.
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 The way all this works out hypermetrically contributes much to the effectiveness of 
the climax. We have seen that, at one level, this last phrase can be interpreted simply as 
the last leg of a 3 + 2 + 1 hypermetric succession. But there is more here. Since mm. 251 
and 252 are alike, and m. 253 quite different, our strong tendency is to hear mm. 251-253 
(beginning on the upbeat to m. 251) in a grouping of two measures plus one: we hear 
the two sequential measures as paired, but the third one as different and separate. The 
initial beat of m. 254 is, of course, a structural downbeat, so in retrospect we can see that, 
looking back to the beginning of the peroration, we have an extraordinary hypermetrical 
foreshortening: three four-measure phrases, two three-measure phrases, a two-measure 
unit, a one-measure unit, and, at the downbeat of m. 254, a single beat. The fact that the 
final, root-position cadential tonic has not arrived yet, and that it will not appear until 
the next measure, suggests that there are in fact two successive structural downbeats here 
– the one in m. 254 in a sense absorbing all the energy built up through the hypermetric 
foreshortening, and landing triumphantly on what Robert Hatten might call a ‘salvation 
I6’, the one in m. 255 resolving in a more conventional way, via an Urlinie descent, to the 
structural tonic.6

 Our discussion thus far of hypermetrical telescoping is entirely in keeping with 
Schoenberg’s concept of rhythmic foreshortening – the progressive reduction of phrase 
lengths approaching the final cadence of a major formal section (although Schoenberg’s 
foreshortening is usually by factors of two – 4, 2, 1, ½, rather than incrementally – 3, 2, 
1). But Schoenberg virtually always combined the notion of foreshortening with another 
concept that was in fact more important to him – that of motivic liquidation, which he 
defines as ‘gradually eliminating characteristic features, until only uncharacteristic ones 
remain, which no longer demand a continuation’.7 His idea is, as is well-known, that in 
tonal music of the late eighteenth century and beyond, rhythmic foreshortening goes 
hand in hand with the gradual stripping away of motives unique to a piece, until only 
short, conventional, cadential figures are left. Although in his writings about musical 
form the two typically occur together, they are nevertheless conceptually separate, one 
being a rhythmic process, the other a motivic one. 
 How is motivic liquidation involved in the peroration of E-major Chorale? Is there 
some sort of Schoenbergian stripping away of motivic content? In my view, there is. If we 
compare phrases 4 and 5, both in the Chorale and in the peroration, to phrase 1 of each, 
we can see and hear that just as the theme itself moves from scale degree 5 down to scale 
degree 1, with an emphasis on the intervening third (that is, B5-G#5-E5 in mm. 47-49, or 
233-235 in the peroration), so also does the melody of mm. 56-58 in the original Chorale 
(D#5-B4#-G#4) and the melody of 245-247 and 248-250 (F#5-D#5-B4 and G#5-E#5-C#5, 
respectively. But phrases 4 and 5 strip away the initial double-neighbor figure (B4-C#5-
B4-A4-B4) of the original melody, and they move more quickly and decisively down to 
the third scale degree, thereby constituting a motivic liquidation, even though there is no 
rhythmic foreshortening. (Or, more precisely: there is no foreshortening in the original 
Chorale – note that in its fourth and fifth phrases, Franck replaces the embellishment of 
5 with an embellishment of 2 and 1, thereby retaining the three-measure phrase length; 
there is, as we have seen above, a foreshortening of four-measure phrases to three-measure 

6 Robert Hatten, Musical Meaning in Beethoven: Markedness, Correlation, and Interpretation, Bloomington: 

Indiana University Press, 1994, p. 15. In this book, Hatten uses the ‘salvation’ locution – which he credits 

to the late Walter Robert, a piano teacher at the Indiana University School of Music – only with regard to 

‘arrival’ 64 chords. But in his next book, Interpreting Musical Gestures, Topics, and Tropes, Bloomington: Indiana 

University Press, 2004, pp. 26 and 28, he extends the concept to 63 chords, using examples from Beethoven’s 

Sonata in D Major for Piano and Cello, Op. 102/2; and Schubert’s Piano Sonata in A Major, D. 929.

7 Arnold Schoenberg, Fundamentals of Musical Composition, ed. Gerald Strang and Leon Stein, New York: St. 

Martin’s, 1967, pp. 58-59.
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phrases in the peroration, but the foreshortening arises only from the addition of the 
canon, not through any purely melodic process.)
 What about the three-note patterns of mm. 250-251 (G#5-A#5-F#5) and 251-252 (A#5-
B#5-G#5)? Can these in any way be interpreted as liquidations of the opening phrase? 
Here the motivic connection is more tenuous (it would, for example, not at all meet 
Schenker’s criteria for motivic relationships), but nonetheless plausible: the G#5-A#5-F#5 
and A#5-B#5-A#5 of mm. 250-251 and 251-252, respectively, echo the B5-C#6-(B5)-A5 
and C#6-D#6-(C#)-B5 of mm. 233 and 237. Schenker would utterly dismiss the claim 
of a motivic relationship here, since the A5 at the end of m. 233 is clearly a dissonant 
neighbor tone not supported by the harmony. True enough, but the facts that both mm. 
233 and 237, and mm. 245-247 and 248-250, are initiatory motives, that they are in the 
same metric position, and that they each entail an immediate sequential repetition up 
a step argues in favor of this connection. Indeed, a performer may sense the motivic 
compression intuitively and let this dictate a slight acceleration of tempo, yet be unaware 
of Schoenberg’s notion of liquidation, and its usefulness here. In any case, by the time we 
get to m. 253 – the measure with a simple quarter-note ascent in semitones, at least in 
the right hand – the ‘characteristic’, in Schoenberg’s terms, has indeed been eradicated in 
favor of a three-note ascent that pairs equal note values with equal ascending semitones.
 Melody and harmony in the peroration interact powerfully with these motivic and 
rhythmic features to contribute to the perception of the downbeat of m. 254 as a critical 
point of arrival. I offer two Schenkerian sketches of the passage, one more orthodox, one 
quite unorthodox. In both sketches, the melodic note on the downbeat of m. 233 is B5. 
In the more orthodox Example 4a, the Kopfton is 

^
3 (G#5), and so the B5 is a cover tone. 

The next phrase, which begins a step higher and sounds as though it will be an exact 
sequence to the first, instead reaches up to E6 (at the downbeat of m. 238, at which an 
exact restatement would have brought a C#6). This E6 is only a brief leap into a higher 
register, so the first two measures of the phrase bring C#6 as an upper neighbor, returning 
to B5 in m. 239. In mm. 240-241 the B5 is retained across another leap into a higher 
register (to E6, in m. 241), and then it proceeds down by step with a conventional 

^
3-

^
2-

^
1 

cadence in G# minor at mm. 242-43, thereby connecting the B5 cover tone linearly to the 
re-establishment of the G#5 as Kopfton in the melodic voice at m. 243. 
 It seems natural to interpret the beginning of the second half of the Chorale tune 
at the upbeat to m. 245 as the structural dominant, with the 

^
2 of the Urlinie in the top 

voice. But I cannot hear all of mm. 245-254 as prolonging the dominant. Rather, the F#5 
in m. 248 bifurcates when it proceeds to m. 249: in one sense it unfolds downward to 
E#5, articulating a small 

^
2-

^
1-

^
7 in the temporary key of F# major; but in another sense 

it functions as a lower neighbor to G#5, and then proceeds upward through the whole-
tone scale, reaching a climax at E6, and turning the whole passage into a prolongation of 
^
3, while harmonically moving from iii to the “arrival” I6  at m. 254. In this Schenkerian 
reading as a whole, then, the background 

^
3 of the Urlinie is displaced by the 

^
5 cover tone 

until the latter moves down scalewise to reestablish 
^
3, after which the ascending passage 

beginning in m. 245 dramatizes the motion to the critical point of arrival, the 
^
2 over V on 

the third beat of m. 254, which, then, of course, resolves immediately to I.
 In the less orthodox Example 4b, the B5 is itself the Kopfton, and – equally importantly 
– the Urlinie is ascending, from B5 to the climactic E6.8 Example 4b interprets the first two 
phrases of the peroration in exactly the same way as did Example 4a, with the exception 
that it hears 

^
5 rather than 

^
3 as the Kopfton. It is then in the next phrase – the third phrase 

of the initial three-phrase unit – that the two sketches diverge. In this less orthodox sketch, 
the B5 at the beginning of the third phrase now moves up through C#6 to D#6, the fifth 

8 The classic exposition of this notion is David Neumeyer, ‘The Ascending Urlinie’, in: Journal of Music Theory 

31 (1987), pp. 275-303.
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scale degree of G# minor, and this D#6 remains in force through the cadence in G# minor 
at mm. 242-243. The sketch then suggests that we hear this high D# as retained mentally 
through the entire ascending scale to the climactic E6 (mm. 245-524), and that in fact all 
of the energy of the ascent feeds into the D#5 that returns on the second beat of m. 253, 
and that the triumphal arrival of the entire Chorale is effected by the pushing up of this 
D#6, which has already been in play since m. 241, to the magnificent E6 of the third beat 
of m. 253 and the downbeat of m. 254.
 The two sketches map nicely onto the two performances described earlier in this 
essay. The orthodox sketch might support a performance in which one ‘plays through’ the 
registral climax at the downbeat of m. 254, so as to accentuate the arrival of the structural 
dominant (m. 254, beat 3), and then articulate its resolution (m. 255, downbeat) as the 
ultimate goal of all the linear and harmonic motion. We must be careful here, though: 
Schenker never claimed that the arrival on the structural dominant or its Ursatz-
completing resolution to tonic required any special emphasis in performance. Still, the 
French tradition does exactly this: it plays through the dramatically intensifying mm. 245-
254 to articulate a rhetorically marked goal at the final cadence. The unorthodox sketch, 
on the other hand, more aptly supports a performance that dramatizes the ascending 
motion to the melodic peak in m. 254 – a motion that we hear as even more significant if 
we have retained in our ears the D#6 from m. 241, and hear it merging with the D#6 in m. 
253 and then surging on to the climax.
 Analyzing the ascending melodic line in mm. 245-254 from the point of view of pattern, 
expectation, and continuation, in the manner of Leonard Meyer or Eugene Narmour, also 
has intriguing ramifications for performance.9 At m. 245, at the beginning of the second 
half of the Chorale melody, the ascending sequence in three-measure phrases, described 
above, begins. The progress of the structural melodic line, beginning on the F#5 of m. 245, 

9 Leonard B. Meyer, Emotion and Meaning in Music, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956; Eugene 

Narmour, Analysis and Cognition of Basic Melodic Structures: The Implication-Realization Model, Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press, 1990.
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Example 4
Linear Analysis of mm. 233-End.
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is predictable, at least for a short while. The line moves from F#5 at m. 245, to G#5 at m. 
248, to A#5 at m. 251. At the third beat of m. 250, the pattern could continue to repeat 
exactly. If it were to do so, the melodic note at this point, as we have seen, should be A#5, 
which would continue the pattern of the sequence but quickly veer off into a harmonic 
world from which it would be difficult to return. Franck avoids this eventuality by 
initiating a new sequence that moves in one-measure groups, so that we move from A#5 
at the downbeat of m. 251 to B#5 at m. 252 and C*6 at m. 253. This sequence could also 
continue indefinitely in ascending whole tones, moving (hypothetically) from C*6 in m. 
253, to E6, harmonized by a dominant-seventh-type seventh chord, and so on through 
the whole-tone scale. But again Franck subverts the sequence, this time turning the line 
from a whole-tone ascent (it has already proceeded through five of the six notes of an 
ascending whole-tone scale on F#), to a semitonal ascent at the second beat of m. 253, and 
it thus moves in quarter notes, C*6-D#6-E6, so that the E6 of m. 254 completes both the 
aggregate of the whole-tone scale and the linear motion that began at m. 245. 
 This Meyerian analysis might add a new dimension to the unorthodox Schenkerian 
one, in the sense that Franck seems to set up an accelerating ascending sequence in whole 
tones, one that pushes forward more and more quickly and that threatens to spin out of 
control, only to be corralled and focused in the semitonal motion up to the E6 tonic. Such 
an analysis, of course, is entirely in agreement with our unorthodox performance of the 
passage.
 Of the harmony little needs to be said about mm. 233-250 (the first five phrases). But 
the sequence that begins at the upbeat to m. 251 requires some comment. As noted above, 
the pattern beginning here could repeat incrementally in whole tones, harmonically as 
well as melodically. Since it in fact does not thus repeat, the measure in which it changes 
is crucial. That measure is m. 253, to which we can turn our attention now in detail. The 
measure begins with an A#7 harmony, which is followed by the chord one semitone higher, 
B7. Given the predominant upward scalewise motion since m. 245, we might expect that 
the last chord of m. 253 would be a B#7. A B#7 would certainly work here: enharmonically 
respelled as C7, it would be a perfectly straightforward augmented sixth in the tonic key 
of E major. Franck could easily have employed the augmented sixth in this manner here, 
inasmuch as all he would have had to do is to resolve the Cn  in the bass down to B on 
the downbeat of m. 254, hold this dominant bass note through the measure, and move 
to the tonic on the downbeat of m. 255. This would have effected a perfectly plausible 
and indeed quite powerful structural closure to his piece. The [hypothetical] 6

4 on the 
downbeat of m. 254 would have been the more common of Hatten’s two ‘salvation’ tonics: 
the ‘salvation 6

4’, as opposed to the ‘salvation I6’ that in reality occupies the first beat of  
m. 254. 
 Much might also have been gained, compositionally or analytically speaking, by the 
use of a Cn  in the bass and a conventional augmented sixth chord here. There would have 
been a lovely set of ascending parallel tenths all the way from the downbeat of m. 251 to 
the final beat of m. 253, and one could also point out that the [hypothetical] augmented 
sixth chord on C recalls, as a sort of pitch-class or chordal motive, the huge, five-measure 
buildup on the augmented sixth on C preparatory to the arrival of the dominant that 
begins the peroration at the upbeat to m. 233 (not shown in the example). And, from 
the point of view of performance, the motion through a conventional augmented sixth 
chord and cadential 6

4 would strongly support an orthodox performance that moves to a 
structural downbeat at the beginning of m. 255.
 But the fact that Franck did not do this, in my view, provides the harmonic coup-de-
grace that makes the already rhythmically and melodically focal downbeat of m. 254 a 
quite extraordinary moment. For he does not opt for the standard augmented sixth on C; 
he does not move the bass up on the third beat of m. 253; and, critically, he does not bring 
in a cadential 64 on the downbeat of m. 254. Instead, contrary to the ascending bass pattern 
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he has already set up, he suddenly moves the bass on the third beat of m. 253 down to A. 
To harmonize the A, he chooses yet another dominant seventh chord, the third in this 
single measure, and (as a B#7 or C7 would also have been) the fifth in a series, if we count 
the F#7 of m. 251 and the G#7 of m. 252, in addition to the three here in m. 253. So why did 
he choose a dominant sonority on A, rather than on C?
 We don’t know, of course, but surely – and here Leonard Meyer’s work comes into 
play again – there is more expressive power in breaking the pattern than there would be 
in adhering to it. In addition, there is a wonderful touch here, in that Franck retains the 
pattern in one sense (the chord quality of the A7 chord is still dominant), but breaks it in 
another (going to A rather than Cn). It is in fact the move to the A7 chord that makes the 
‘salvation I6’ inevitable, and the odd resolution of the one to the other is a fresh and utterly 
unexpected harmonic move. The effect is electrifying, particularly given the fact that it 
adds a striking harmonic element to the hypermetric, registral, linear-contrapuntal, and 
melodic forces that concentrate the energy of the whole peroration into the stunning 
move from the A7 to the first-inversion tonic triad – all of which add up to clear and 
persuasive reasons for a performer to give special attention to this moment. (It should be 
noted also that Franck anticipates this very progression in mm. 238-239, where it occurs 
in a different inversion from that used at the structural cadence.)

The particular usage of the augmented sixth here is extraordinarily rare. I have been able 
to find only a handful of instances in the entire tonal literature. One is in the pastoral 
chorus ‘The Shepherd’s Farewell’ in Berlioz’s L’enfance du Christ (Example 5, mm. 9-10; 
interestingly, the Berlioz example is in the same key as the Franck Chorale). Also, Schubert 
uses the progression in both the first and last movements of his Ninth Symphony. Example 
6 shows the relevant passage in the coda of the first movement. The approach to the 
critical cadence at m. 650 begins with an omnibus that prolongs an A dominant seventh 
(mm. 624-629). The progression that begins with the ensuing D dominant seventh (m. 
630) sounds as though it will be simply a transposition of the omnibus, up a fourth, but 
at the third chord, where the model of the preceding progression would require an A6

4 
(m. 634), Schubert subverts the process by moving to a different major chord, C6, which 
reroutes the presumed omnibus and effects a quick return to diatonic C major.

5 Il s'en va loin de la ter re Où dans l'é table il vit le jour.

Example 5
Berlioz, L’enfance du Christ, ‘L’adieu des bergers à la Sainte Familie’, mm. 5-12.
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The finale of the symphony also uses the first three chords of the same progression (D6
5-

F7-C6 in the tonic C major), to the point that it becomes a significant thematic cross-
reference connecting the outer movements of the symphony. The progression occurs 
primarily in the second-theme area – in G major at mm. 185-200 and 241-256 of the 
exposition, then in C major at mm. 773-788, 829-844, and 913-925 (without the initial 
chord) in the recapitulation. The F7-to-C6 progression also articulates the climax of the 
coda (mm. 1045-1060). Still, even though the symphony is a well-known canonic work 
(it did not achieve such status until at least the late nineteenth century, of course, since 
it was not premiered until the 1860s), its distinctive augmented-sixth progression did 
not become standard harmonic fare. Even after an arduous search and correspondence 
with numerous knowledgeable colleagues, I have found only one more example of this 
usage of an augmented sixth (although there are surely some that I have not found): 
a passage in the first movement of Schubert’s String Quartet in G, D. 887 (mm. 47-54 
in the exposition, mm. 326-33 in the recapitulation).10 With respect to our unorthodox 

10 The augmented sixth here is, to be sure, related to Strauss’s famous Till Eulenspiegel chord (Bb -Db -E-G#  in the 

F major of that work). The chord would transpose down to A-C-Eb -G in the E major of the Franck Chorale, and 

thus have the same augmented sixth resolving outwards, but different notes within the chord (C and Eb  rather 

than C#  and E). For a number of closely related usages of the augmented sixth chord, see Daniel Harrison, 

‘Supplement to the Theory of Augmented-Sixth Chords’, Music Theory Spectrum 17 (1995), 170-195.

3 3

624 3 3

629

634

Example 6 
Schubert, Symphony No. 9 in C Major, mm. 624-637 (first movement).
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performance, it is certain that the performer was not consciously aware of the rarity of the 
chord progression in the tonal literature, yet she probably instinctively sensed its oddity, 
and for this harmonic reason, as well as all the reasons noted above, she held it longer in 
order to maximize its effect.
 A final rhythmic/metric analytical point: as noted above, a critical difference between 
the orthodox performance and the performance cited here is that the former leads to 
a single structural downbeat at m. 255, while the latter leads to structural downbeats 
on two successive measures: 254 and 255. In the latter performance, as we have already 
seen, the 3 x 4, 2 x 3, 1 x 2, 1 x 1, single-I6-chord structure brings an inexorable structural 
downbeat at m. 254. Also contributing to the strength of this downbeat is the fact that the 
two three-measure units (mm. 245-247 and 248-250) that begin the second half of the 
Chorale tune engender an expectation of another three-measure unit beginning in mm. 
251. And unquestionably, as we have seen, we do hear these measures as a three-measure 
unit, despite the fact that the foreshortening continues and indeed reaches a maximal 
point at the end of the third measure. But since the strong structural downbeat at m. 
254 is not the concluding cadence, there must be another, more conventional, structural 
downbeat in m. 255 – the downbeat that brings full closure, with its tonic resolution of 
the dominant 13th chord, and the resolution of the Urlinie, 

^
3-

^
2-

^
1. After this definitive 

closure, the five-measure coda (mm. 255-259) wonderfully echoes the spirit, if not the 
absolute letter, of the hypermetrical foreshortening that so characterized the peroration: 
it proceeds in the pattern 2 x 3 beats, 2 x 2 beats, 2 x 1 beat, and a single, final structural 
downbeat (see Example 3).
 And so, what do we see, when we look back on this exercise in analysis and performance? 
Do we see the analyst teaching the performer? Do we see the performer teaching the 
analyst? What is the relation between the two? Something that I hope we do not see is 
an argument in favor of one performance over the other. What generated my paper is an 
unorthodox performance of the Chorale – an unorthodox performance on which I have 
lavished much attention. It is natural indeed, given the terms ‘orthodox’ and ‘unorthodox’ 
– an unmarked term and a marked one – instinctively to valorize the latter over the former. 
But, despite my focus on the unorthodox performance, in no sense do I claim that it is a 
better performance. The orthodox interpretation works wonderfully for a particular type 
of organ and acoustic space, the unorthodox one for a different organ and different space. 
Indeed, a number of organists have suggested to me that the unorthodox interpretation 
would not succeed on a Cavaillé-Coll organ in a large French church; the sound would get 
too muddy in the approach to the climax.11 
 Be that as it may, and leaving questions of performance spaces aside, it is still noteworthy 
that a performer could intuitively feel her way toward an unconventional performance 
that turns out to be so defensible from an analytical point of view, even though she lacked 
the analytical skills to articulate the reasons for her interpretive choices. What then, did 
she know, analytically speaking, and how much of the analysis provided above could she 
have articulated? Again, as I speculated at the beginning of this essay, she probably could 

11 In addition to the 1957 Dupré performance and the performance described here, two other readily available 

recordings of the Chorale (both on the Naxos Classical Series) are noteworthy. Eric Lebrun, a French organist 

(Naxos 8.554698), playing the Cavaillé-Coll at the Church of Saint-Antoine des Quinze-Vingts in Paris, opts 

for an even quicker tempo in the peroration than in our unorthodox performance, and he presses even 

more hurriedly to the climax. But then suddenly, on the downbeat of m. 253, he pulls back to a much slower 

tempo, thereby emphasizing the first, rather than the last, of the three dominant-seventh-type chords in this 

measure. In contrast, Timothy Olsen, a young American organist (Naxos 8.557218), playing at Downtown 

Presbyterian Church in Rochester, New York, takes an extraordinarily slow tempo through the peroration, but 

still effects an incremental ritard (without giving any special attention to any of the chords of m. 253 or the I6 

of m. 254) as he approaches the cadence.
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have expressed some of the ideas quite clearly, others more vaguely, if at all. There is no 
question that, in 1974, she had never heard the terms hypermeter, rhythmic foreshortening 
and liquidation. Nor did she have any knowledge of Schenker’s theories, or of Leonard 
Meyer’s or Eugene Narmour’s, for that matter, and she certainly had no idea that the 
strange augmented sixth and its resolution at the structural cadence were as rare in tonal 
music as they in fact are. But she had solid musical instincts, and she had had excellent 
instruction and coaching. She knew the difference between stasis and goal-directedness. 
She knew how to shape a phrase, and how to shape phrases in succession. She knew how 
to press forward, and how to hold back, how to drive to a cadence, and how to sense the 
relative importance of cadences in a large section or a whole piece. All of this served her well 
in her performance of the Franck Chorale. True, she could not have made a Schenkerian 
sketch of the passage, or explained what such an analysis could mean. But she probably 
made intuitive use of linear-contrapuntal ideas that are essentially Schenkerian, just as she 
maximized her strong sense of expectation, continuation, and surprise, without explicitly 
knowing the language of Leonard Meyer. Like thousands of performers over a number 
of centuries of Western art music, she found her way to a convincing performance, even 
without conscious and theory-based analysis.
 And when I claim that, at least sometimes, performance can lead us to analytical 
insights, I submit her performance as persuasive evidence. As a music theorist and theory 
pedagogue, I try to teach my own students how analysis can inform their performances, as 
we all should. But it frequently works the other way around, and we, as theorists, do well 
to let our performing instincts have a welcome place in our analyses, and to encourage 
our students to do likewise. At the very least, we can strive to use our analyses to inform 
our experience of particular performances, savoring the idiosyncrasies of each, and the 
interaction between them.

Audio Example at www.djmt.nl
Audio Example 1. César Franck, Chorale No. 1 in E Major, by Linda Felton McCreless (Twelve Corners 

Presbyterian Church, Rochester, New York; 4 May, 1974)
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