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71 

 
Markings 
In the margin above the score, Mengelberg wrote Ruhig getragen (calm, stately) with M.M. 
104 for the eighth note and 50 for the quarter note. In the margin to the left we can find 
another metronome marking: R(uhig) 69. In the score we find both M.M. 72 and M.M. 72-76 
and again the word getragen 
Further marking address the issue of reduced numbers of players in the string orchestra to 
accompany the soloists. In the margin to the left, we find Kl. Quintet (Kleines Quintet). The 
numbers given both there and in the margin under the score probably refer to the number 
of desks, not players, given the fact that this was Mengelberg’s habit. The word solo 
indicates that this is to be played with the reduced numbers, whereas tutti (page 79) 
requires all players. 
In the solo violin part, Mengelberg has marked cuts in the original legato slurs. In the 
accompanying strings he has added pp markings and diminuendos leading there.  
We can see a comma at the end of the fourth bar of the theme (bar 6) between the forte 
and the piano. This contrast between forte and piano is also marked in red; f and p. 
The woodwinds in the seventh bar on the page have the marking dolce emphasized in blue. 
 
Reflections 
The metronome markings Mengelberg wrote in the score provide quite a wide range of 
tempi, from 50-72 for the quarter note. In the slow movement of the Second Symphony, I 
have shown that Mengelberg’s recording is considerably slower than any of his metronome 
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markings in the score. I have no way of telling which of the marked tempos if any, would 
have been played in a performance or recording under his direction. 
The oldest available recording of May 1929, by Cortot (conducting the Casals orchestra in 
Barcelona), Thibaut and Casals seems to also be the fastest. The total duration is 6:55. The 
tempo of the opening is best found in the piano phrase of bar 7-10. The opening is played 
with much rubato and somewhat slower, but in the piano the players settle into a tempo of 
around 56 for the quarter note. Toscanini’s recording of  a broadcast in 1939 with the NBC 
Orchestra and soloists Mischa Mischakof, violin and Frank Miller, cello has a total length of 
8:06 and a basic tempo that is closer to 50 for the quarter note. 
Given these references and the tendency to write faster metronome markings in the score 
than he actually realized in performance, as we have seen in the case of the Adagio of the 
Second Symphony, I think it is highly unlikely that Mengelberg would have achieved his 
marking of 72-72. No recoding that I have heard gets even close to that speed. 
I have discussed the suggestion to work with reduced numbers of string players in the 
accompaniment of the soloists in my chapter on the first movement ( page 2 of the score). 
Here Mengelberg takes it a step further in reducing the number further. I intend to use the 
same reduction as I will use in the first movement (3.3.2.2.1). The dynamic markings in the 
accompaniment seem too extreme to me; for example in bar four, Mengelberg’s pp goes 
directly against Brahms’s poco f(orte) ma dolce. 
 
Other considerations 
I think Brahms seldom or never wrote legato slurs that can’t be executed. In this movement 
the long legato slurs in the solo parts after letter A, though in p(iano dolce) seem perhaps 
too long to play in one bow, but the ones in the opening theme could also be read as a 
measure of the intended tempo. In other words; if a legato that Brahms wrote seems 
unplayable, that can be a reason to doubt the chosen tempo. The need to break up slurs is 
also felt sooner if one wishes to play loudly. Here Brahms writes f(orte) espressivo, not 
fortissimo.  
In both the recordings mentioned above, it would seem that the original slurs a 
I intend to ask the soloists to play Brahms’s original legato slurs, and I will look for a tempo 
that allows them to do so. The poco f ma dolce from the reduced number of string players in 
the accompaniment hopefully will give the sufficient space. 
Mengelberg marked a tempo in the margin above the score of 104 for the eighth note.  
In my opinion thinking in eighth notes in an 3/4 Andante, with slurs such as Brahms writes 
here (i.e. over the whole bar) is a mistake. 
 
The importance of this issue is clearly felt in the previously mentioned recordings. Especially 
in the second and fourth bar of the theme. In the recording of Cortot, Thibaud and Casals, 
the original legato slurs in these bars are played, in the recording of Toscanini, Mischakof 
and Miller, the first two quarter notes are played legato, the third is not. This is the bowing 
Mischakof and Miller play: 
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I have two objections against the way they do this.  
 
The splitting of each of the legato slurs, especially when no particular effort is being made to 
hide it, results in two impulses in each bars rather than one. Brahms often plays with 
rhythm, hinting at a 6/8-timesignature in a 3/4-timesignature context, for instance in the 
first movement of the Second Symphony, as I have discussed in my study of that movement 
(page 19). He would no doubt have written it if he would have wanted such an allusion here. 
 
My second objection is similar to the first: splitting the legato in bar two and four of the 
melody creates an extra and unwelcome impulse. Imagine the word Seligkeit, or is you 
prefer Dankbarkeit being sung in those bars. Cutting the legato results in a wrong 
accentuation as in Dank-bar-keit. If the new impulse stands apart from the first , or is played 
with equal or more weight as the first we could even give the impression that the text had 
been changed in to a word of two and a word of one syllable, for example ‘ohne dich’.  
These subtle nuances have real impact on the way we hear the music, as can be heard 
comparing the two recordings; 
 
Toscanini-Mischakof-Miller Brahms double, bar 3-10 
 
I am sure that Thibauld and Casals play the original legato slur in bar two. Whether or not 
they make some changes in the legato in the surrounding bars I can not say with certainty. If 
they do, they make a successful effort to hide it and to give the impression that they do play 
the original slurs. Regardless of that; bar two is enough to illustrate my point. Aus einem 
Guss as the Germans say. ‘Poured in one go’, or ‘from one cast’ might be a good translation. 
 
Cortot-Thibaud-Casals Brahms double second movement, bar 3-10 
 
The soloists in both recordings use permanent vibrato. Thibaud and Casals are a little more 
explicit in their use of portamento, but I think both recordings don’t reflect the nineteenth 
century tradition of limited use of vibrato. 
As I have pointed out in the chapter on the first movement, Marion Bruce Ranken has 
written about the difference between piano espressivo and piano dolce (see chapter one, 
page 8). Here we find at the same time an indication f(orte) espress(ivo) in the solo parts and 
f(orte) ma dolce in the accompaniment. Whether or not Ranken’s suggestion that the former 
is to be played without or with very little vibrato, and the second with vibrato, can be made 
to work effectively here, remains to be seen in rehearsals.  
I am looking forward to making a distinction between the second and fourth bar (bar 3-6) in 
the forte statement of the theme without hairpins on the one hand, and the statement in 
piano (bar 7-10) with hairpins, on the other hand. This difference is lost in both recordings 
discussed here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://vimeo.com/448887810/4e9b69f442
https://vimeo.com/448894511/5032f27a78
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72 

 
Markings 
Similar markings on the first page can be found here, also splitting up the original legato 
slurs. The dynamics in the accompaniment have been changed in similar fashion too. 
In the seventh bar on the page, the bowing in the solo violin part suggests that this bar 
would have been broadened. Though this is not explicitly marked in the score, I would 
expect this to be the idea behind this bowing, because there would be no need for so much 
added bow space if the bar would be kept in tempo. 
 
 
Reflections 
The markings in the two solo parts are consistently suggesting a downbow for one beat 
followed by an upbow for two bars. In addition to my earlier abjections against cutting a 
legato slur, I have an extra objection: The suggested bowing would result in a comparable 
emphasis on each first beat of the second to sixth bar on this page. This is counterproductive 
when it comes to bringing out the longer line that is part of the music here.  
In the seventh bar on the page, the bowing in the solo violin part suggests that this bar 
would have been broadened. Though this is not explicitly marked in the score, I would 
expect this to be the idea behind this bowing, because there would be no need for so much 
added bow if the bar would be kept in tempo. 
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Other considerations 
The difference in the dynamic markings between solo parts and accompaniment in six on the 
page, are most likely intentional. In Toscanini’s recording the soloists join the piano in played 
by the accompanying strings, In the Cortot recordings there is more independence of 
dynamins between soloists and accompaniment. I intend to bring out the different dynamics 
as printed and to use the hairpins to make a tempo modification; speeding up in the 
crescendo part and slowing down in the diminuendo part. This would not involve much 
broadening in the seventh bar, as seems to be suggested by Mengelberg through his bowing. 
 
 

 
73 

 
 
 
Markings 
Similar markings to the ones already discussed. In the last bar on the page Mengelberg 
writes four vertical lines in grey and blue and a horizontal blue line. 
 
Reflections 
Mengelberg’s marking suggests beating in eight notes here. This would only make sense if 
the intention would be to slow down substantially. 
In my opinion it would be more natural to keep pushing through the tempo in the crescendo 
part of the long hairpin after some lingering on the two hairpins in the third and fifth bar on 
the page. 
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74 

 
 

Markings 
Mengelberg marks R(uhig) over the first four bars on this page and at letter A suggests poco 
fliessend (Ruhig fliessend) and R(uhig) getragen, with a marking of 76. 
 
Reflections 
The marking of 76 for the quarter note is within the range of tempi given by Mengelberg on 
the first page of this movement. The indications fliessend and getragen seem somewhat at 
odds with each other. My impression is that Mengelberg’s intention was to play a little more 
flowing, without using a substantially different tempo. 
 
Other considerations 
A decision about the tempo relation between this middle section (until the last bar of page 
80, when the first theme comes back, and the music involving the first theme, is inevitable. 
If Brahms would have wanted a substantial difference between these sections, surely he 
would have marked it. However, the fact that he didn’t do so, does not mean that we should 
keep the same tempo all the way through.  
All recordings I have heard have a tempo in which it is near impossible for the soloists to play 
the legato slurs Brahms wrote in the score. I intend to work with a faster basic tempo that 
would allow the soloists to play Brahms’s slurs. I am very curious to see if this would open up 
the possibility of slowing down slightly, for a calmer tempo at letter A. I am hoping that this 
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might work, also to avoid what happens in so many recordings: a somewhat faster tempo 
played by the orchestra at letter A, followed by a much slower tempo as soon as the soloists 
enter, from the eighth bar of A onwards. 
 
 

 
75 

 
Markings  
Mengelberg has marked the woodwinds who engage in dialogue with the soloists. He has als 
marked a new tempo of 69 R(uhig), slower than the original tempo at letter A at the solo 
violin’s entry in the second bar on the page, and he changed the dynamics in the 
accompaniment to pp. There is a reminder here that it is to be played by only two desks (2 
p(ulte)). In the solo parts Mengelberg has added some small hairpins. 
 
Reflections 
As I explained above, I am hoping to avoid moving to a new tempo so quickly after setting 
the tempo at letter A, whether or not that tempo be slower or faster than the previous 
tempo. So I have no intention of following Mengelberg’s suggestion here. 
Changing dynamics such as Mengelberg proposes here in the accompaniment, should only 
be considered in rare cases, because we know Brahms was painstakingly precise in the 
markings he provided, as I wrote in my chapter on the first movement quoting Richard Barth 
(page 32). I think it would be a mistake to change the dynamics to pp here. The 
accompaniment by only the two violin groups hardly poses a threat to the soloists and the 
loss of the ability to give the pp of two bars before letter A and the pp of the next double bar 
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on page 79 it’s proper distinguishing effect are good arguments for observing Brahms’s 
dynamics. 
 
 

 

 
76 

 
Markings 
The most significant marking on this page is the new tempo of 72, with R(uhig) getragen 
In the last bar on the page at the entry of the solo violin. 
 
Reflections 
At the place of the marking, the upbeat to letter B, we find the return of the wind music of 
letter A. It strikes me as odd that Mengelberg marks yet another tempo, based as it seems 
largely on the structure of the solo violin part, even though one might argue that this 
constitutes nothing more than an ornamentation around the wind theme. 
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77 

 
Markings 
Stress marks on the top notes in the solo violin part. 
 
Reflections 
The first stress mark makes more sense to me than the second, as the top g in bar two is a 
jump from the c at the end of the previous bar, whereas the top a in bar five is part. Of the 
line e-f-g-a. 
 
Other considerations 
I think the key to the answer to the question how much freedom a soloist is allowed or 
expected to take in a particular passage can often be found in the accompaniment. On this 
page we can see that the solo violin is playing around a flowing line in the woodwinds, whilst 
the solo cello is accompanied by only two pizzicato chords. This, in combination with the 
contrasting dynamics between the two soloists,  would suggest to me that the solo violin 
should follow the flow of the line of the winds. In contrast, the cellist can take all the 
freedom he wants in the forte comments, as the accompaniment is designed to allow him to 
do so. The fact that no such markings are to be found in Mengelberg’s score does not 
necessarily mean that this was not done in performances lead by him. 
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78 

 

 
79 
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Markings 
On page 78 and 79 no significant markings, other than the tutti marking at the double bar 
between the sixth and seventh bar on page 79 
 
Reflections 
The tutti marking is confirmed in the last bar of the next page. I intend to concur with this 
marking. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
80 
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83 

 
84 
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85 

 
 

Markings 
No markings on the final pages of the movement of things that haven’t already been 
discussed in the pages above. It strikes me as odd that Mengelberg felt free to add hairpins 
to the theme on page 81, given the fact that Brahms chose to write them in specific bars, not 
at random. The only new marking is on page 83. There is a W(eiter) (forward) in red, 
followed by a horizontal line in red on the next page, and the metronome mark of 60 at 
letter C on page 83. On page 83 we also find a series of vertical lines indicating that 
Mengelberg intended to beat in eight notes in the first two bars on that page. 
 
Reflections 
In the parallel passage on page 73, there is no W, as an indication of the intention to move 
on, but it’s not unreasonable to assume that in both places Mengelberg would have pushed 
the tempo forward. I intend to also move forward, but I don’t intend to slow down on page 
83 before I reach the piano of the fourth bar, or maybe the hairpins of the third. 
 
Johannes Leertouwer 
Leiden, August 2020 


