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While planning our approach to this recording, we decided to broaden 

our interpretative horizons through interaction with Beethoven specialist 

Dr Stewart Young, whose decades of research into his music has been 

ongoing and is not limited to the thorny tempo issues surrounding 

particularly his metronome marks. Whilst all interpretative decisions 

were of course our own, we benefitted from the open interaction provided by 

an ‘outside’ pair of ears in discussion, rehearsal and the sessions themselves.

We especially placed value upon the interpretative legacy on things 

Beethovenian that his pupil and highly respected pianist friend Carl Czerny 

assembled in his extensive 1846 notes on the “Correct Performance” of all 

Beethoven’s keyboard works, currently available in German facsimile 

and English translation. (Universal Edition UE13340) Czerny had had the 

unique privilege of studying with the master for some years, and at 21 was 

soloist in the Vienna première of the ‘Emperor’ Concerto.  In 1824 he 

felt he had to decline Beethoven’s short-notice request to contribute just 

its 2nd and 3rd movements in the repeat of the ‘Akademie’ at which his 9th 

Symphony was premièred - an invitation confirming the highest regard with 

which Beethoven viewed him.

 

   



What would today’s performers give for a time-machine lesson from a 

musician with such access and experience? Fortunately, much of what he 

would impart is available in his published advice and, as interpreters, we 

have tried to take this to heart fully and thus honour his overall philosophy 

of service to the composer’s conceptions, through always working within 

his suggested tempi (about which he echoes Beethoven’s own expressed view 

of it as absolutely fundamental) and aiming to recreate imaginatively and as 

faithfully as possible the various characters he suggested.  

We hope the following notes will be of interest to the average music-

lover (who may not read music) as well as of value to serious musicians.  A 

supplementary interactive website at www.twopianistsblog.com gives much 

more comprehensive information, and invites submissions to help hone 

accuracy, and allow airing of a range of viewpoints.

Peter Martens

Luis Magalhães



The immediate reaction of some to these introductory words might be to 

sigh at the very thought of hearing yet another tempo-driven approach to 

playing Beethoven. These artists have indeed taken on board Czerny’s explicit 

words that “observance of... the most correct tempo” is the fundamental step 

“since with an incorrect tempo the whole character of the piece is misshapen”; 

surviving information below will show that this echoes Beethoven himself. But 

any implication that interest in metronomic tempo indications (hereafter 

MTIs) might somehow ‘infect’ the artists’ playing with its rigid beat is wholly 

inapposite here; no single bar was ever played in rehearsal along with its 

ticking. Since Beethoven himself left no MTIs for these cello sonatas, Czerny’s 

suggestions in the light of his extensive musical contacts with him are invaluable, 

and certainly the closest we today can hope to come to supplementing 

authoritatively Beethoven’s own wishes. 
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The ‘Correct Tempo’ as fundamental in Beethoven interpretationm

Many interpreters treat tempo choice as their  personal domain, a field for free 

exploration of effective new approaches to classical compositions - both new and 

old.  Tempo is also widely viewed as an interpretative choice that may take into 

account factors such as size of ensemble, varying acoustics, technical resource - 

even passing moods.  While various composers may have allowed, even welcomed, 

considerable freedoms by their interpreters - perhaps to maintain fresh interest in their 

compositions - no such factors are mentioned in surviving Beethoven data.  Czerny 

mentions only technical limitation, and specifically rejects that as any kind of interpretative 

justification for less animated tempi.  And he is repeatedly emphatic about the key 

role of tempo choice in recreating as accurately as possible the correct (‘richtige’) 

framework for each piece, within which various details may differ.  

When the metronome was first marketed, Beethoven clarified his views: “Indeed, 

the tempo (‘Takt’) is more like the body of the piece, but [character words] refer to 

the spirit”.  While emphasizing that the latter could not be “given up” he asserted that 

he would in future abandon completely the four “meaningless” (‘widersinnigen’) Italian 

tempo ‘categories’ - “Allegro, Andante, Adagio, Presto” - in favour of MTIs.  Since few in 

those earliest days would yet have owned metronomes, publishers presumably persuaded 

him of the impracticability of such an idea.  Given Beethoven’s own clearly expressed 

opinion of such “meaningless” tempo words, the passion with which some interpreters 

sometimes argue their implications takes on a different perspective.        

In placing “The Correct Tempo” above all else in his listing of three requirements for 

“Correct Performance”, Czerny supports Beethoven’s unambiguous stance; he explains how, 

even allowing for differences in stylistic emphasis from each interpreter, unless that fundamental 

tempo “body” is undistorted, the results will not be true to Beethoven’s explicit conception.  



For him, this requirement overshadowed even the observance of all editing as well as that 

of technical mastery.  Tempo words in Beethoven’s sketchbooks repeatedly show how that 

“body” through which the “spirit” would flow was born with the first inspiration - and even 

if, like any other aspect, that might be modified, it would remain omnipresent.  No serious 

artists today would dream of changing the text or its editing; is it not then paradoxical that 

so many allow themselves free interpretative play with the foundational tempi - which 

Beethoven termed the very “body” of the composition?

Interpretative freedoms and responsibilities

Having notated his work, does the composer then have or retain any ‘rights’ over 

its interpretation by others?  The statement “Now that Beethoven is dead, we can play 

his music any way we like!” raises complex questions.  If he were still alive and present, 

would he retain control rights?  We find Beethoven visibly asserting them when he beats 

time onstage during the 1824 première of his 9th Symphony; then in 1825, “Beethoven was 

seated near the pianoforte beating time during the performance” of two piano trios by Czerny.  All his 

words and actions consistently continued to support his first surviving view - in print in 1813, on the 

new “chronometer”:  

Herr Beethoven embraces this invention as an invaluable tool to secure in all places the 

performance of his works imbued with genius in the tempo conceived by him, which he 

deplores is so frequently mistaken.

Though he had become fully aware of the somewhat variable (“wankend”) nature of 

MTI readings when rechecking, Beethoven’s commitment to them remained unwavering 

and   frequently expressed.  His last deathbed letter included a list of the 9th Symphony 

readings for London’s Philharmonic Society.  When informed of the success of its Berlin 

première in November 1826, he had ascribed this “very largely” to his MTIs, which he 

must have been assured had been implemented; he asserted that “in our century, 

metronomisations are surely necessary” to effect the ideas of a composer’s “unfettered  

inspiration” (“freie Genius”).
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Czerny took his beloved mentor at his word, emphasizing how he was trying to 

preserve full details of the authentic Viennese traditions he knew so well:

We have everywhere endeavoured to indicate the most correct tempo, both by 

Mälzel’s metronome as well also by words, since with an incorrect tempo the whole 

character of the piece is distorted... there can be only one perfectly correct mode of 

performance, and we have striven to indicate (after our best memory) the tempo as 

the weightiest part of correct realisation.

A thoroughgoing survey of the surviving information on Beethoven’s own MTIs, and 

his views on tempo, shows that today’s discussions generally embody a great deal 

of myth, muddle and misinformation - made still worse by Anton Schindler’s brazen 

fabrications on this (and other subjects) which remained unsuspected for far too 

long.  The widely repeated belief that “all his MTIs are faster” than today’s norms is 

at once dispelled by finding steadier than usual ones for the finales of the 5th and 

7th symphonies.  In fact only a small part of Beethoven’s oeuvre is today traditionally 

subjected to radical departure from his own tempo markings: Carlos Kleiber’s and 

Karajan’s 1977 interpretations of the 5th Symphony are throughout close to the 

precise figures published in 1817 as the composer’s. Yes, many of Beethoven’s own 

and Czerny’s figures do require greater liveliness in animated music and a more 

concentrated fluency in slower pieces but, since each case embodies individual 

considerations, all generalizations are meaningless. 



Flexibility within a basic tempo

The common implication that observance of an MTI must somehow imply the impart-

ing of a rigid, mechanical straitjacket throughout is an imaginary ‘straw-man’ set up for 

attack - has any composer ever espoused this, except for such pieces as a ‘Sabre Dance’?  

Fortunately, Beethoven’s brief note on his song Nord oder Süd specifically proves his 

awareness of the need to allow flexibility, giving a tempo of “100 according to Mälzel”, 

but saying that “this can only apply to the first bars, for feeling (‘Empfindung’) also has 

its pulse - however this cannot be entirely expressed by this figure.”  Weber was later to 

write perceptively on the needs for some adjustment to overall tempi. Whilst views on 

the degree appropriate without impinging on the unity of the piece have varied widely, 

Czerny provided a period ‘yardstick’, emphasizing that relaxation of tempo for the ‘second 

subject’ (‘Mittelgesang’) in the 1st movement of the Piano Trio Op.1 No.3 should become 

noticeable only if a metronome is ticking along; greater adjustments are only permissible 

when expressly indicated verbally.

Setting MTIs  - possible sources of error

Mälzel’s earliest model ticked over a narrower range of 50-160 b.p.m. than the later 

expansion to 40-208, restricting the available pulse choice for the setter, and Czerny 

always stays within the narrower.  Musicians sometimes ‘read’ significance into the note 

unit selected; even if certain composers may also have done so, one could only know 

which if explicitly stated.  Many seem unaware that adjacent metronome ‘notches’ differ 

by but 4-5% - barely perceptible to most - and when a resetting produces a different figure, those 

unskilled with ratio perception may get the impression that the degree of variance is greater than 

it actually is, especially at the top of the scale.

The possibility of setting MTIs inaccurately is a complex issue (see the webpage) but some 

human error in misreading numerals and in their transmission was sadly inevitable.  From day 

one Beethoven’s MTIs were subjected to a few egregious errors of both figures and their 



applicable note-values which soon stoked scepticism. The ‘Hammerklavier’ Sonata, Op.106 

was Beethoven’s only piano work given MTIs by himself; discerning testing will show that 

the frantic 138 for its 1st movement is surely a single digit error for the 108 that optimizes 

both its grandeur and drive. Perhaps unaware that such errors may lurk anywhere, Czerny 

faithfully accepted this extreme figure, fully aware of the implications: the piece’s “chief 

difficulty”, he said, was the  “exceedingly fast and fiery tempo.” Schindler’s statement 

(now seen to be fabricated) that Czerny had actually studied Op.106 with Beethoven had 

appeared to further ‘authenticate’ the figure, but the conversation books indicate that their 

interaction from 1818 onwards was minimal, and the true speed may thus never have been 

confirmed between them.  For the three catastrophic errors that later bedeviled the 9th 

Symphony MTIs, refer to the webpage.  And see the notes for Op.102 No.2 below for a 

presumed rare digit error in Czerny’s MTIs.

The Six Cello and Piano Sonatas

Beethoven’s genius hugely enriched the entire range of contemporary musical 

genres, and these unprecedented cello sonatas too broke much fresh stylistic ground 

in many new directions.  Czerny confirms that the reworking of the 1801 Horn Sonata 

Op.17 was made by Beethoven himself, and its title page designation as a “Sonata 

for the Pianoforte with a Horn, or Violoncello”, testifies to its status as a fully valid 

alternative version rather than a mere arrangement; the Wiener Urtext edition now 

includes it as a sixth.

Czerny preceded Von Lenz (1852) in roughly delineating Beethoven’s composing career 

into three ‘periods’; in widely spanning all three, these six sonatas evince the growth of his 

musical language in a wide range of facets across his career.  In his first period, up to the Op.28 

Piano Sonata “of 1803, he remains faithful to a certain degree to the Mozart-Haydn style”; but 

from then “until about his [Op.90 Piano Sonata], from 1803 through 1815, his complete (‘ganze’) 

individuality evolved and, from this point on, yet again a new direction unfolded.”   



Beethoven’s pupil, then friend, Ferdinand Ries reminisced that on a 1796 Berlin visit he 

had “played several times at [the King’s Potsdam] court”, including the two Op.5 Sonatas 

written for the King’s  illustrious violoncellist Duport.  In both, the only slow music is the 

opening introduction to an extensive fast main section; there the cello enjoys a virtuosic and 

assuredly “obbligato” role - an unprecedented interplay of equals.  Czerny urges that both 

extended Rondo finales be “lively and brilliant” in style - extrovert and fun-filled.  

The close identity of very opening of No.2 with the Rex tremendae of Mozart’s Requiem lets 

one imagine that it might have originated as an improvised memory of that; Beethoven had 

moved to Vienna from Bonn just weeks before the first performance on 2 January 1793 for 

the benefit of Mozart’s widow and, having hoped to have studied with Mozart, he surely 

attended. At Czerny’s tempo, the descending dotted scale after the strong opening in the 

identical key of g minor surely takes the resemblance beyond coincidence.  The intensity of 

the surging stormy drama that follows must have broken known bounds, with the joyous finale 

complementing it in perfect relief.

His Sonata Op.17 originally incorporated much characteristic horn writing for the virtuoso 

Giovanni Punto with whom he toured in 1800; its part was idiomatically recrafted for the cello, and now 

it is perhaps only the opening flourish that would make one suspect its origin.  Since a concert later that 

year included Beethoven’s newest compositions, it is likely that the ‘cello sonata’ he played was this 

rather than an Op.5 already in print for years - a testimony of his satisfaction with it.

The magical solo cello opening of the 1808 A major Sonata Op.69 at once speaks with a 

new musical language.  The originality of the driving Scherzo is startling; Czerny explains how 

each of the first forceful syncopated notes of the pianist’s very loud opening theme must be 

fingered 4-3, giving a ‘rebound’ on the main beat.  The artists used the Bärenreiter Urtext 

edition, whose editor Jonathan Del Mar has brilliantly established that Beethoven indeed 

intended for this Scherzo the ff dynamic from the very first note.  Again, the only slow music is 

an introduction - here to an animated finale whose joyous effervescence is irresistible.



Dating from the start of his 3rd period, in 1815, Op.102 no.1 again opens with a contempla-

tive solo cello phrase, leading to intermingled conversation of an improvisatory nature; for 

the main fast section, (most unexpectedly in the relative minor key) Czerny calls for “serious, 

tragic expression.” The second movement begins with an exploratory Adagio culminating in 

a reminiscence of the very opening music - an innovation of Beethoven’s previous opus - 

before the animated finale finds its focus.

At Czerny’s MTI of 152 for the opening movement of Op.102 no.2, a frantic scuttling will 

negate any chance of the “robust, resolute grandeur” he asks for; an optimum was achieved by 

assuming that to be a single-digit error for 132 - the relaxation of the pulse by three ‘notches’ 

is far less than 20 b.p.m. ‘looks’ to the eye.  At last a substantial central movement 

allows the lyrical potential of the cello profound play.  Its opening chorale is marked 

mezza voce - ‘with middle voice’ - a term Beethoven used also for the heartfelt 

minor song in the slow movement of the Piano Sonata Op.106, where the intense 

feeling also called for is the very antithesis of a subdued tone; the artists explored 

a number of options for this.  If one halves Czerny’s unexpectedly fluent figure of 60 

to the 30 (unavailable even on today’s metronomes) and aims at feeling that pulse 

rather than each quaver as dominant, the result ‘feels’ much broader than usual. Did 

Beethoven ever surpass the inspired consolation of the central section in the major, 

and the remoteness of the ethereal world of the coda?  

As Beethoven revisited the fugal style in his later works, he was always striving to 

rejuvenate its function and to avoid any hint of routined resuscitation. After finding 

for this finale the most cheerful subject imaginable, he explores the fullest gamut of 

its potentials and, as in the fugue of the later Op.106, he does not shy away from 

novel sonorities better thought of as bright rather than harsh.  Czerny emphasizes 

the precision and stylistic awareness needed to clarify procedures for the listener 

en route to the grand close.

Dr Stewart Young



PETER MARTENS



Peter Martens was born in Cape Town, South Africa in 1971 and began his cello 

studies at the age of 8. Whilst still at school, he won a scholarship to participate in the 

World Youth Orchestra in Michigan U.S.A. where he led the cello section. He continued 

his studies at the Mozarteum, Salzburg, with Prof Heidi Litchauer from 1991 to 1993 

where he also had master classes from William Pleeth, Ivan Monighetti and Heinrich 

Schiff. During this time he performed extensively as solo cellist for the Austrian Ensemble 

for Modern Music and as a member of the chamber orchestra, Salzburger Musici. His 

career as orchestral cellist saw him occupying principal positions in several South African 

orchestras as well as having worked with the Mozarteum Orchestra in Salzburg and the 

Philharmonia Orchestra in London. He currently divides his time between the management 

of the Stellenbosch International Chamber Music Festival and the Endler Concert Series 

at Stellenbosch University, a busy chamber music and solo schedule as well as being 

an active family man.

His first concerto engagement was with the Cape Town Symphony Orchestra at the age 

of 15. He has recorded for the South African Broadcasting Corporation as well as for “Cello 

Classics” of London with the sextet “I Grandi Violoncellisti”. 

He is a member of the Amici String Quartet and Bass-ically Brilliant with bassist Leon 

Bosch. Other chamber music activities include partnerships with the late Lamar Crowson, 

Nina Schumann, Luis Magalhães, Benjamin Schmid, Daniel Rowland, Tom Carroll, 

Suzanne Martens, Ivry Gitlis and members of the Osiris Piano Trio, Amsterdam. As Chamber 

Musician, he has participated in Festivals in Russia, Holland, Austria and Portugal as well 

has having performed in the U.K and U.S.A. In 2008 he formed the highly acclaimed 

Stellenbosch University Camerata, whose first CD recording released by TwoPianists 

Records won a SAMA in the only classical music category in 2010. Many South African 

composers including Hendrik Hofmeyr and Paul Hanmer amongst others have written for 

him, the most notable composition being the Cello Concerto by Allan Stephenson. This 

will be recorded for CD by Meridian U.S.A. in December 2010. Peter plays on a Locky Hill 

Cello and is married to violinist, Suzanne Martens with two children.
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Portuguese pianist, Luis Magalhães, started playing piano at the age of five, 

receiving formal tuition from Eduardo Rocha, José Alexandre Reis, Pedro Burmester 

and Vladimir Viardo, as well as ad-hoc tuition from, amongst others, Helena Sá e 

Costa, Paul Badura-Skoda and Alicia de Larrocha.

Mr. Magalhães has won several prizes at national and international competitions, 

including first prize at the Maria Campina Competition, second prize at the Juventude 

Musical Portuguesa Competition, second prize (Chamber Music) at the Jovens Músicos 

Competition, honorary mention at the Helena Sá e Costa Competition, as well as 

second prize for the best performance of Russian music and best performance of 

Rachmaninoff at the 2002 Russian Music International Piano Competition, USA. In 

2001 he was awarded the National Medal for Cultural Achievements by the Mayor 

of Famalicão, where he was born. In 2009 he was awarded the UCT Rector’s Award 

for Excellence in recognition of contribution to the music field.

A concert pianist since the age of nine, Mr. Magalhães has given numerous 

recital, concerto and chamber music performances in Europe, Asia, South America 

and Africa, rendering rave reviews. He also regularly appears in concert with his 

wife, pianist Nina Schumann. Their second CD, titled TwoPianists, not only received 

rave reviews in international publications but was also shortlisted for the 2009 

Grammy Awards nominations and nominated for 2010 South African Music Awards. 



Recorded at: Endler Hall – University of Stellenbosch, South Africa, 

Sep 07–13, 2009, Cello: Peter Martens, Piano: Luis Magalhães,   

Produced by: Dr Stewart Young, Peter Martens and Luis Magalhães, 

Piano tuner: W. Heuer Musikhaus, Edited and Mixed by: Gerhard 

Roux, Mastered by: Tim Lengfeld, design by: Glitz-Design.com, 

bösendorfer 280 concert piano

CD 1 

  Sonata in C major Op. 102 no.1
01   8:04  Andante - Allegro vivace

02   6:34  Adagio - Tempo d’Andante -

             Alegro vivace

  Sonata in F major Op. 5 no. 1
03  15:50 Adagio sostenuto – Allegro

04   6:55 Rondo. Allegro vivace

  Sonata in A major Op. 69
05  12:29  Allegro ma non tanto

06   5:20  Scherzo. Allegro molto

07   8:03  Adagio cantabile - Allegro vivace

              Total: 63:15

CD 2 

 Sonata in F major Op. 17
01   7:56 Allegro moderato

02    1:16 Poco Adagio, quasi Andante

03   4:48 Rondo. Allegro moderato

 Sonata in G minor Op. 5 no. 2
04  17:42 Adagio sostenuto e espressivo - 

             Allegro molto più tosto presto

05   8:38 Rondo. Allegro

 Sonata in D major Op. 102 no. 2
06   6.44 Allegro con brio

07   7:16 Adagio con molto sentimento                          

             d’affetto

08   4:03 Allegro fugato

               Total: 58:23
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