







      
            Beethoven the Pianist

            
               The widely held belief that Beethoven was a rough pianist, impatient with his instruments, is not altogether accurate: it
                  is influenced by anecdotes dating from when deafness had begun to impair his playing. Presenting a new, detailed biography
                  of Beethoven’s formative years, this book reviews the composer’s early career, outlining how he was influenced by teachers,
                  theorists, and instruments. Skowroneck describes the development and decline of Beethoven’s pianism, and pays special attention
                  to early pianos, their construction, and their importance for Beethoven and the modern pianist. The book also includes new
                  discussions of legato and Beethoven’s trills, and a complete annotated review of eyewitnesses’ reports about his playing.
                  Skowroneck presents a revised picture of Beethoven which traces his development from an impetuous young musician into a virtuoso
                  in command of many musical resources.
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                  main area of interest is the early piano, its construction, and its repertoire. This is his first book.
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               In order to keep the text readable I have refrained from italicizing certain frequently recurring German terms such as Klavier
                  and Clavier. The capitalization of these terms usually follows the source at hand.
               

               The term fortepiano is only one of many historical names for a keyboard instrument with a hammer action. I use this term in the modern way to
                  address any kind of “historical piano,” no matter in which tradition or period it was built. This is a necessary shortcut
                  to keep the text readable.
               

               The part of the German and Viennese piano actions that is shaped like a fork in which the hammer pivots is called the Kapsel in German. Organologists have chosen various ways of adapting this term to English usage. I have adhered to the German term.
               

               All translations in this book are mine, unless otherwise indicated.

            

         

      

   
      
            Introduction

            This study investigates Beethoven’s formative years as a keyboardist and his active career as a keyboard performer, the most
               important part of which stretches from his youth to the first years of the nineteenth century. Two elements are generally
               seen as responsible for the end of this career, namely the loss of his hearing and his changing ambitions as a composer. A
               convenient limit is the turn of the year 1808: Beethoven’s last important public appearance as a pianist was on December 22,
               1808,1 and on February 7, 1809, Johann Friedrich Reichardt heard and praised the result of years of hard work by the Streicher piano-building
               firm: a “perfect” piano that possessed greater sonority and diversity than the earlier Viennese pianos.2

            If we address Beethoven’s keyboard playing and the practice of performing his piano works, one important question is in what
               way the keyboard tutors of the late eighteenth century fit into the picture. Opinions on this matter vary considerably. The
               relationship between an eighteenth-century tutor and eighteenth-century performance practice would in any case require careful
               study. The information we have about Beethoven’s relationship to both is even less clear and often contradictory. Apparently
               even Beethoven’s personal opinions about the theorists of his time varied according to the circumstances.3

            This book is about change: it addresses the changing performance conventions during Beethoven’s lifetime, his changing compositional
               style, his changing keyboard playing, and changes in piano building. I will thus describe Beethoven’s pianism as a development,
               the early stages of which are just as relevant and worth considering as the more famous later developments.
            

            One item that changed just as quickly and radically as Beethoven’s composing style for the piano was the piano itself. When
               considering Beethoven’s pianism, one must inevitably make an assessment of the changing instrument. One typical flaw in earlier literature
               about Beethoven’s pianos is the tendency to oversimplify the picture, taking for granted that he always preferred the newest
               pianos available to him, while the documents sometimes suggest otherwise.
            

            William Newman’s article “Beethoven’s pianos versus his piano ideals,” which appeared in 1970, was a reaction to this tendency.
               Newman stated that the three “Beethoven pianos” (Érard 1803, Broadwood 1817, and Graf 1825), “partly for the very reason,
               that they are Beethoven’s only extant pianos and partly because they figure specifically more than any other instruments identified
               with him in the early sources, have been emphasized far beyond their actual musical value to Beethoven.”4 At the same time, however, Newman supported the common view that Beethoven combined a lifelong interest in the developments
               in piano building with a fundamental dissatisfaction with his instruments.
            

            Ideas from Newman’s earlier articles and from his book Beethoven on Beethoven. Playing His Piano Music His Way, published in 1988, have found their way into many subsequent studies by other writers.
            

            In the meantime, research about early pianos has flourished and much new organological information has become accessible.
               While Newman’s statement that “new documentary evidence is hard to discover in the oft-combed sources for Beethoven” remains
               valid,5 a whole new set of tools has emerged with which to tackle the interpretation of the relevant documents yet again. Instrument
               makers have, through restoring many antiques and building new pianos after old models, collected an immense body of information
               about building styles, techniques, and materials. A vehement but informed debate is carried out at the border between organological
               expertise and opinions and arguments on the aesthetics of sound. In many cases, today’s organological knowledge helps us to
               interpret the available source information about Beethoven’s relationship to keyboard instruments and keyboard playing more
               precisely than only a few decades ago.
            

            Often, however, multiple new plausible interpretations present themselves. Performance practice research has long tended to
               favor proof and conclusions, and the arguments are often only seen as an instrument to achieve that goal. Beethoven research
               is no exception in this respect. A case in point is William Newman’s and Robert Winter’s dispute about Beethoven’s trills.6 Both Newman and Winter strive for a positive confirmation of their hypotheses through argument, but they disagree because
               the source situation is complex and because they attribute a different relevance to secondary knowledge.
            

            Part of the problem in this example may be that a modern effort to bring misty historical information into focus does not
               always do justice to the historical situation; perhaps it only seems misty because we are lacking some of the information,
               but perhaps a documented vagueness is the consequence of historical tolerance instead (in the case of the trills, this would
               be a late eighteenth-century tolerance about various ways to play a trill). In that case, final answers simply fail to describe
               the historical reality.
            

            For research based on the evidence from Beethoven’s music itself, the greatest risk is that we let ourselves be guided by
               the Beethoven picture of our time. This should be avoided: even if, in acknowledging that the unique cultural relevance of
               Beethoven reception history is the force that makes Beethoven important today, we end up rejecting Beethoven’s own performance
               practice or the practice of his day, we can nevertheless only gain understanding – even an understanding of the significance
               of this rejection – if we first acknowledge and accept the historical information.
            

            Whereas a powerfully supported conclusion might have the potential to trigger a specialists’ debate, an emphasis on argument
               greatly enhances the practical usefulness of a performance practice study, especially when a large body of conflicting material
               is to be considered. Often it is preferable not to choose among various competing answers to a question, thus introducing yet another set of constructed Beethovenian truths.
               I am convinced that using careful discussion as a tool to convey historical likelihood must be preferred to ever so skillfully
               constructed conclusions. This is the approach I have chosen for this book.
            

            An important stimulus for the artistic aspect of this work was the concert and recording project of the complete Beethoven
               sonatas on period pianos by fortepianist Malcolm Bilson and six of his former students. The CD set was issued in 1997,7 and radio broadcasts of a concert series in Utrecht in the Netherlands were distributed around the same time. In the CD set,
               the use of a total of nine old and new fortepianos (representing Beethoven’s possible piano preferences and most of the relevant
               periods) illustrates the progress of Beethoven’s piano style in a most striking manner. The project is founded on the assertion
               that Beethoven’s pianos were part of his reality and hence worth considering. Pianist, recording engineer, and listener are
               made to share an essential experience: that of the practical and artistic effects of the confrontation of the composer with
               his pianos. At last, one gets an idea of whether Carl Czerny’s 1842 statement that Beethoven’s “playing as well as his compositions
               were ahead of his time, [and] the extremely weak and imperfect fortepianos of that time (until about 1810) often could not
               yet support his gigantic performance” describes Czerny’s actual experience, or is an aesthetic judgment made in hindsight.8 What is especially successful, in my opinion, is the fact that seven pianists with very different approaches are involved.
               As a result, the often difficult problems of Beethoven interpretation on the early piano are solved in a variety of ways.
               With Czerny’s words in mind, one might think that the production of expressivity through force is the only true challenge
               in a confrontation between this repertoire and these instruments. Instead, the recording shows, in a most positive manner,
               that the realization of awkward technical maneuvers in notated non-accented dynamics, regularity in extended pp passages, and polyphonic and melodic clarity, challenge the pianist just as much as the more or less judicious command over
               the dynamic top of the instrument.
            

            In one area the similarities in these recordings are, however, more striking than the differences: in contrast to the varied
               approaches to the sonatas from c. 1800 onward, the earlier sonatas are presented in a markedly uniform manner. A comparison with the available information
               about Beethoven’s early instruments reveals that the performances of the earlier repertoire are compromised, indeed modernized.
               For the six sonatas up to the mid-1790s (WoO 47 and Op. 2), a whole range of historically plausible instruments has yet to
               find its way into the recordings. One wonders whether the pianists on this recording felt that the young Beethoven had access
               to instruments that are just too archaic to be presentable.
            

            Moreover, if we compare the extensive indications for articulation in the three earliest sonatas (WoO 47) with the recordings
               of these pieces, we find that their realization has been adapted to Beethoven’s later style. The three pianists who perform
               these sonatas have chosen to approach the passagework of the outer movements using much more legato than the score suggests.
               Hence the recordings of these early pieces leave the impression that Beethoven’s early notation needs not only interpretation
               but reworking in order to sound characteristic.
            

            The very fact that the instruments chosen for these early pieces, and the legato touch, are so well suited to some of Beethoven’s
               later works should alert us to the extent of his early development, and to the importance of the young Beethoven’s learning
               and maturing, for our understanding of the performance practice of his works. So, while I was inspired by this project, it
               also raised questions about the significance of a more detailed approach to Beethoven’s early instruments and the performance
               of his early works.
            

            I should mention some of the key problems regarding the material encountered during my work. The immensity of literature on
               Beethoven means that it is impossible to consult all of the accessible material. This in itself is no reason for despair.
               Many areas of information are heavily cross-referenced in the literature and the amount of material that specifically bears on performance practices on early pianos
               is somewhat less intimidating.
            

            Primary sources have become much more accessible in recent years. Complete critical editions of the letters and the conversation
               books are available; some important sketchbooks have been published; many autographs and early editions of Beethoven’s music
               have been reprinted in facsimile. Some institutions, such as the Beethoven-Haus in Bonn, have published an enormous amount
               of source material on the internet.
            

            Most of the anecdotal literature is easily accessible through several well-known compilations, starting with Gerhard Wegeler’s
               and Ferdinand Ries’ Biographische Notizen über Beethoven from 1838 and culminating in the various editions of Thayer’s Beethoven biography, Theodor Frimmel’s compilations of material
               and discussions, and several similar works from the early twentieth century.
            

            In the non-German literature a perennial problem is the translation of primary sources. Beethoven’s letters, for example,
               generate many difficulties of interpretation even in the original language. It is scarcely surprising that, at times, the
               accepted authorized translations are inadequate as soon as a close reading of the content of a source is required. Sometimes
               the translations are simply incorrect. This is the reason I have reworked all the translations appearing in this book, with
               very few exceptions.
            

            Even in the original language, wherever a remark from an original exchange survives on its own, one often needs additional
               background knowledge for a proper interpretation. In the conversation books, in which everything but Beethoven’s words is
               preserved (with a few exceptions), the difficulty is often not so much the absence of Beethoven’s words, but rather our lack
               of insight into the psychology of the situation. In some cases it is impossible to know whether a writer is making a statement
               casually, in anticipation of Beethoven’s consent, to test his opinion, or even to provoke an argument. The three latter possibilities
               represent a contemporary’s effort to trigger Beethoven’s reaction through a remark. Since Beethoven’s reaction is lost, such
               a remark assumes a life of its own beyond the historical moment. Some of the conversation book entries can thus be seen as
               the embryonic beginnings of Beethoven history writing.
            

            For us who have to rely on the surviving part of this material, the acknowledgment of the historical simultaneity of statement
               and reaction does not solve the problem of interpretation. Some of the conversation book entries remain, for us, cut off from
               the Beethovenian reality. An instructive example is a sentence from Carl Czerny’s long conversation with Beethoven in August
               1823. At one point, Czerny writes, “Of course at that time the instruments were very imperfect.”9 The context (a conversation about the pianist and composer Moscheles) suggests that Czerny is in fact talking about pianos. This sentence is an almost literal anticipation
               of Czerny’s opinion in 1842 that the earlier pianos were “extremely weak and imperfect.”10 But the context in both quotations is of necessity Czerny’s, not Beethoven’s. Granted, at any given moment in Czerny’s life
               pianos existed that could justify a definition of earlier pianos as “weak,” and there existed (and still exist) examples of
               pianos of various periods that were and are “imperfect” in some way. Also, the possibility that Beethoven agreed with Czerny
               certainly needs to be considered. But the option that Czerny perhaps expressed something uncontroversial does not solve the
               fundamental problem: the quotation from 1823 is, in its value as a source, no different from the 1842 one. That Czerny talks
               with Beethoven in one case and about him in the other has no influence on the fact that it is only Czerny who reveals his personal agenda in both these sentences.
               Beethoven’s agenda simply does not appear. So even if the conversation books, as a whole, belong to the primary sources in the narrowest
               sense, many entries function as a part of the abundant material that is of an anecdotal character.
            

            Apart from the specific and complex case of some conversation book entries, the anecdotal material typically contains contemporary
               writers’ reports about Beethoven’s music making, Beethoven’s character or appearance, or writers’ specific experiences of
               Beethoven. Many eye-witnesses’ reports were written down at a much later date, which presents well-known difficulties in assessing
               their accuracy and measuring the influence of the reigning zeitgeist. An example is the early romantic belief in aesthetic
               progress which sometimes influenced contemporary opinions about artistic development, performing style, the composition of
               piano music, or piano building. The related aspect of personal progress, as has been often observed, frequently caused Beethoven
               himself to re-formulate and, if necessary, even re-invent his own past – even some of the original material may consequently
               mirror something that was never really there. There are certainly good reasons for suspecting hidden agendas behind some value
               judgments in the sources of the time, and hidden value judgments behind some of the surviving factual information.
            

            The possibility of suspicion and hidden agendas opens up a further area of source-critical insecurity. The danger is clear:
               if it becomes a routine to question the accuracy of the utterances of the past, the documents risk losing their function as
               documents of a positive character – our whole discussion becomes inherently speculative. The assumption that every historical
               opinion about Beethoven’s playing, music, or style has a hidden meaning would most certainly doom the discussion to non-conclusiveness.
            
The case of Anton Schindler demonstrates, on the other hand, that matters of Beethoven performance practice and biography
               and a strong personal agenda occasionally did coincide. Schindler was most industrious in binding his view of Beethovenian musical expression into a self-glorifying narrative
               of his closeness to Beethoven, and he falsified and suppressed source information in the process.
            

            Unlike Schindler, Carl Czerny’s various texts on Beethoven performance sometimes suffer from a struggle to assume a scholarly
               attitude and from an effort to combine Beethoven performance with the demands of Czerny’s own mid-nineteenth-century musical
               taste. Additionally, his chronological memory was not always perfect (neither in fact was Schindler’s, whose Beethoven biography
               is full of inaccuracies). However, these flaws are difficulties of systematic writing more than an indication of a personal
               agenda.
            

            Modern common sense is a doubtful tool for solving the various problems of source evaluation and interpretation. In matters
               of Beethoven performance practice alone, the evocation of common sense (on both sides) lies behind some of the fiercest controversies.
               A more useful concept than common sense is contextual verisimilitude. This term encourages a scholarly technique that is based
               on the idea that a source can reveal a hidden content when it is discussed with such questions in mind that primarily appear
               relevant in historical contexts and that only secondarily represent the context of a scholar’s work.
            

            Working with contextual verisimilitude is a thorny enterprise. We are facing the classic problem that we cannot fully avoid
               basing our judgment on our own context and common sense. A scholar’s goal-oriented mindset could also hamper the creative
               and playful attitude that could lead to posing perhaps unexpected, but historically relevant questions. The greatest danger,
               perhaps, is that the interpretation of a source suffers fundamentally from the accidental omission of an important context.
            

            In view of such general and specific complications connected to Beethoven source readings, the traditionally accepted story
               of Beethoven’s dissatisfaction with some or all of his pianos, in whichever argumental framework it may appear, is simply
               not nuanced enough to match any of the possible emerging realities. Every single Beethoven source that bears on piano playing,
               piano sound, and piano building involves contexts more complex than the common sense of either fortepiano haters or fortepiano
               lovers from our time can provide. If the story of Beethoven’s relationship to the piano needs to be retold, the story of his
               relationship to piano playing certainly does. This is the objective of this book.
            

            
               
                  1 For some contemporary descriptions of this event, see, for example, Howard C. Robbins Landon, ed., Ludwig van Beethoven. Leben und Werk in Zeugnissen der Zeit, Zürich: Universal, 1970, 140–2.
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            Introduction

            The question of how Beethoven, the prophetic composer, was rooted in the musical practices and conventions of the eighteenth
               century began to interest some authors in the late nineteenth century. In 1881, Franz Kullak investigated the relationship
               between Beethoven and eighteenth-century keyboard tutors in order to establish guidelines for the performance of Beethoven’s
               trills.1 In 1888, Theodor Frimmel produced a 62-page essay on Beethoven as a pianist, in which information about Beethoven’s musical
               education and descriptions of his playing alternate with quotations from C. P. E. Bach’s Versuch on the one hand, and information about Beethoven’s various possible keyboard instruments on the other.2 Frimmel and, later, Ludwig Schiedermair3 were versed enough in eighteenth-century keyboard treatises to include instruments other than Thayer’s ubiquitous “Pianoforte”
               in their analyses. In his later Beethoven-Handbuch, Frimmel gave a detailed overview of the knowledge in his time of Beethoven’s various pianos.4

            After a strong tradition of subjective romantic Beethoven writing, this was a new tendency,5 in spite of a comparative lack of practical experience on the part of the authors with the performing conventions described
               in the tutors and with historical instruments.
            

            It was, indeed, not until the 1980s that an increasing number of authors entered the stage who explicitly based their keyboard
               performance practice studies on their professional experience with historical keyboard instruments.6 At a time when first-rate institutions have offered complete programs in performance practices for decades, and when the performance of historical music on instruments of historical types
               has built many successful lifelong careers, it is not arrogant to claim that our experience helps us to understand some of
               the practical aspects of Beethoven’s early musicianship in ways that were inaccessible to earlier scholars – even though the
               distance from Beethoven has more than doubled since Kullak’s or Frimmel’s time.
            

            Like their predecessors, modern Beethoven scholars usually rely squarely on the traditional biographical information. Much
               of this information, especially regarding Beethoven’s early years, comes from a small number of compilations of reminiscences
               that all take a rather associative approach. These sources may not always be correct; the chronology of events is sometimes
               jumbled, disturbed by the insertion of unrelated blocks of information each with its intact micro-chronology. The quality
               of information shifts wildly and the evaluation of these sources is often extremely difficult. Consequently, even a well-established
               part of Beethoven’s timeline can be challenged if the sources are subjected to new, careful research.7

            Most problematic of all, very often a witness would incorporate her or his own evaluation of events into the narrative, thus
               introducing an interpretation where it is difficult for the modern observer to detect. Having worked with this material for
               a number of years, and having closely re-read the chronology of events, I hope to bring new insights into this material in
               the following chapters.
            

            
               
                  1 Franz Kullak, “Über den Triller,” in Beethovens Klavierkonzerte, Leipzig: Steingräber, 1881, xii–xxviii.
                  

               

               
                  2 Theodor Frimmel, “Beethoven als Clavierspieler,” in Neue Beethoveniana, Vienna: Carl Gerold’s Sohn, 1888, 1–62.
                  

               

               
                  3 Ludwig Schiedermair, Der junge Beethoven, Leipzig: Quelle & Meyer, 1925.
                  

               

               
                  4 Theodor Frimmel, Beethoven-Handbuch, Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1926. Reprint Hildesheim: Olms, 2003.
                  

               

               
                  5 A typical example of such a romantic approach is Adolf Bernhard Marx, Anleitung zum Vortrag Beethovenscher Klavierwerke, ed. Eugen Schmitz, Regensburg: Bosse, 1912.
                  

               

               
                  6 Examples are: Sandra P. Rosenblum, Performance Practices in Classic Piano Music, Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1988; Bart van Oort, “The English Classical piano style and its influence on Haydn and Beethoven,” DMA thesis, Cornell University,
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            Chapter 1  Beethoven’s early training

            Ludwig the elder’s and Johann’s professional training

            
               The story of music instruction within the Beethoven family is a story of a short but apparently consistent tradition. Ludwig
                  van Beethoven the elder, Beethoven’s grandfather, was born in 1712 in Flemish Mechelen as the son of a baker who also traded in
                  various goods.1 When he was almost six, he was admitted to the choirboy school of the cathedral of St. Rombaut in his hometown, where he
                  stayed until he was thirteen. At that point, in 1725, the cathedral’s organist Antoine Colfs took over his education, for
                  payment and the guarantee that “the student was to substitute at the organ at the master’s discretion without recompense.”
                  Colfs taught Ludwig to play the organ, to accompany, and to play figured bass. At the age of nineteen Ludwig can be found
                  as a singer of the tenor (in the Gregorian sense) at St. Peters in Leuven, where he later became choir director. His subsequent
                  career is one of a fully trained and capable musician.2

               As far as we can see, Ludwig the elder’s musical education was traditional and goal-oriented; it seems to have been well organized
                  and, above all, successful. The contract that informs us about the organ and basso continuo lessons naturally conveys nothing
                  about their spirit or Colf’s pedagogical approach, and little about the lessons’ actual content. However, the circumstances
                  suggest apprenticeship rather than artistry, tradition rather than novelty, and a blend of learning and professional practice.
                  The education asked for a substantial investment of time and, one would believe, energy from the pupil, as well as a financial
                  investment by his parents.
               

               The concept of investment was carried on in the same tradition when Ludwig the elder, now in service at the Bonn court, had to realize the education of his only surviving child, Johann. Johann van Beethoven was born in 1739 or 1740. He went to elementary school and to the Jesuitengymnasium, where his participation as a singer in a school concert in 1750 is documented.3 He left school in 1751 or 1752, at the age of twelve or thirteen, to enter service at the Bonn Hofmusik. The uncertainty regarding the date results from a mismatch between two petitions from 1756 and 1764, by Johann van Beethoven
                  and Ludwig the elder, respectively.4 His father had already taught Johann singing and Clavier playing.5 The 1764 petition informs us that Johann, by about the age of twenty-four, had also achieved some skill in violin playing,
                  but when or where he learned that skill is not recorded in the sources.6

               The pattern of Johann’s education resembles Ludwig the elder’s curriculum, with the necessary adjustments to the circumstances
                  in Bonn. Again, it is reasonable to suppose that the musical content of the education was goal-oriented and traditional: his
                  father clearly intended Johann to follow in his footsteps. We can also assume that the content of the music lessons was based
                  on Ludwig the elder’s traditional musical background on the one hand, but tailored to meet the requirements of the Bonn court chapel on the other.
                  Similar musicians’ careers were certainly not uncommon at that time, as a glance at only a few entries in a music dictionary
                  confirms.
               

               Johann became Hof Tenorist in Bonn. There remains some disagreement in the sources about his abilities as a keyboardist: Franz Gerhard Wegeler writes that he was “no Clavier player” at all.7 Gottfried Fischer’s manuscript, however, the single most comprehensive source on Beethoven’s family and his early life, contradicts
                  this. Fischer repeatedly mentions that Johann van Beethoven taught Clavier and singing.8 This report is supported by other testimonies about the circumstances of Ludwig van Beethoven’s early music education.
               

               Both Fischer and the above-mentioned petition by his father describe Johann van Beethoven, at the beginning of his professional life,
                  as someone who “performed his duties accurately.” He was sufficiently capable and trustworthy to teach “the sons or daughters
                  of the local French, English and Imperial ambassadors, the men and daughters of the nobility, as well as the better citizens.”
                  Consequently he had often “more to do than he could cope with.”9

               Nevertheless, in the eyes of Ludwig the elder, the investment in Johann’s education may not have paid off as much as expected.
                  Even leaving aside reports that Johann even as a young man was “quite a good wine drinker,” his career certainly lacked the excellence his father may, for reasons of his own, have desired.10

               That lack was bound to feed back into Ludwig the elder’s own insecurities. His own career had admittedly developed steadily and Wegeler describes him at its end as a well-respected musician.11 All the same, he had achieved his success and personal status with many pains. He was not appointed Kapellmeister until the
                  age of 49, after 28 years of service at the Bonn court, and then almost by coincidence: On the death of Joseph Zudoli, who
                  had become Kapellmeister in 1753, Ludwig the elder substituted for “more than a year.” He was then passed over, “unlawfully”
                  as he himself once expressed it, for the young violinist Touchemoulin and would probably have never gotten his position had
                  not a change of government and the resulting economic measures induced Touchemoulin to quit his post.12 Unlike many of his contemporaries with comparable backgrounds and careers, Ludwig the elder was not a distinguished composer.13 Furthermore, the organization of Ludwig’s family life – undoubtedly already strained after the early deaths of his first
                  two children – must have completely collapsed at some unknown point when his wife’s alcoholism led to her removal to a cloister.14

               We can glimpse the consequences of this in Ludwig the elder’s pronounced need for order and his tendency towards a display of distinction and wealth.15 In his influential Beethoven biography, Maynard Solomon describes this existence as “carefully ordered, precise, and comfortable,” obviously reflecting on its appearance
                  only.16 However, one may well wonder whether Ludwig the elder found his existence truly “comfortable” or thought of himself as an
                  especially brilliant man; the preserved impression might as well indicate a successful effort to build a façade in order to
                  hide his personal doubts and sorrows.
               

               In an effort to find the reason for Johann’s developing alcoholism in his troubled relationship to his father, Solomon repeatedly returns to one of Gottfried
                  Fischer’s anecdotes. On one occasion, Fischer relates, Ludwig the elder ridiculed Johann as “Johannes der Läufer” because
                  of his “flighty” spirit that led him to take a series of “small journeys to Köln, Deutz, Andernach, Koblenz, Ehrenbreitstein”
                  when his father was not around.17 During the incident that Fischer remembers, Ludwig publicly made fun of his son.
               
In his analysis, Solomon writes: “The Fischer memoirs portray a father convinced that his son would never amount to anything,
                  who broadcast this conviction in contemptuous tones.”18 As will be seen later, Johann van Beethoven’s actions and lifestyle strongly suggest a conflict-ridden background, so it
                  is admittedly very tempting to construct such an analysis. The interpretation of this isolated incident as a reflection of
                  the general family atmosphere is, however, certainly incorrect. On the other hand, it seems safe to accept Solomon’s assumption that Johann van Beethoven was, at least professionally, strongly dominated by his father throughout the latter’s life. In view of the family circumstances, there is a realistic possibility that, as an only child,
                  Johann’s musical education, of which we otherwise know nothing, was accompanied by extensive control.
               

            

            Ludwig van Beethoven’s early education

            
               This consideration becomes important if we try to understand the kind of treatment and education that Johann van Beethoven gave to his son, Ludwig. This education was characterized by violence and harshness, according to all
                  surviving reports. Some of these reports do not mention music at all, which indicates that they reflect very early events.
                  The first historical source known to me which describes the situation dates from November 1800:
                  


                     
                        I also heard a rather accomplished violinist, with the name Noist, from Bonn, countryman of Betthowen, whom he knew very well.
                           His (Beethowen’s) father was, like his son, employed at the chapel of the Elector of Cölln, at whose expense B. made his trip
                           to Vienna. Noist told me that B. was maltreated so horribly by his father, who beat him day after day, and he believes that
                           the peculiar nature of his is only a result of this circumstance.19

                     

                  

This description corresponds with Fischer’s later observation that the “Beethoven children were not raised gently” and that “the father dealt very strictly
                  with them.”20 Another account, also not related to music, comes from a baker named Krupp, who in 1773 lived in the fourth house to the
                  left of the Beethovens in the Bonngasse: “Especially when he [Johann] had drunk something, he treated his Ludwig roughly and
                  sometimes locked him up in the cellar.” This information was also confirmed by another neighbor, Schmitz, across the street.21
Soon, however, music lessons were to become a daily routine for Ludwig; all the other witnesses tell us about Johann’s harsh
                  conduct toward his son in specific connection with his music lessons. These anecdotes are all, in one way or another, related
                  to the Fischer house in the Rheingasse 966.22 This means that they could contain first-hand information from at the earliest 1774, apart from possible street gossip from
                  before that time. They describe with certainty the situation after October 1776, when the Beethovens had definitely moved
                  to that address.23 Thus, at the time of the first reports about Ludwig van Beethoven’s music education, he was between four and six years old,
                  and in any case still so small that he had to stand on a little footstool in front of the instrument.24

               The story of Ludwig van Beethoven’s early music education is, as is well known, a sad one. Various witnesses agree that Johann
                  van Beethoven was single-minded and persistent about the lessons, that he punished Ludwig frequently and brutally, beating
                  him to make him practice the Clavier, and that consequently Ludwig could frequently be observed standing at the Clavier and
                  weeping. This would have been in his own room, one of four facing the courtyard, where he was seen by several people, including
                  Beethoven’s later friend Franz Wegeler, who, during visits to a schoolmate, could witness the “doings and sufferings of Louis” from the rear of another house.25

               In the literature we find several attempts to understand why Ludwig was taught music so early and in such a harsh manner.
                  Perhaps typical for the (as he himself admits) unmusical Wegeler, his explanation is not that Johann intended to exploit Ludwig’s
                  musical talent, but rather his status as the eldest son: Wegeler attributes Johann’s roughness both to his lack of intellectual or ethical distinction (one should
                  remember that this is a judgment made in hindsight) and to his need “to train the eldest son quickly as an assistant for the
                  education of the others.”26 Wegeler, however, was at best a casual and distant witness of Beethoven’s early education and, as such, perhaps not always
                  reliable. On this occasion he seems to have confused Johann’s pedagogical goals with what eventually happened in the Beethoven family: on September 20,
                  1789, Johann van Beethoven, after losing both his voice and his reputation due to his alcohol problems, was released from his work by electoral decree, and Ludwig effectively became the head of the family.27

               In another mixture of observation and analysis, Gottfried Fischer writes: “According to his father, he [Ludwig] had not learned much at school, and that is why his father had placed
                  him so early at the Clavier and instructed him strictly.”28 Chronologically, this explanation makes no sense (and it could even indicate that the Fischers did indeed not witness the beginnings of Beethoven’s music lessons): Ludwig Schiedermair suggests that Ludwig entered school in his sixth or seventh year and stayed until around his eleventh (even though
                  the exact dates are unknown) because this would have been typical practice in Bonn.29 If anything, Ludwig’s musical education began together with school, but as mentioned, it may have actually started even earlier.
                  Thayer, writing before Schiedermair, continues Fischer’s train of thought and also comments on Ludwig’s allegedly rudimentary
                  school education: “The father’s main object being the earliest and greatest development of his son’s musical genius so as
                  to make it a ‘marketable commodity,’ he gave him no other school education than such as was afforded at one of the public
                  schools.”30 In answer, Schiedermair points out that providing this kind of school education was scarcely uncommon “even for the rich”
                  Bonn parents. His conclusion is that Johann simply provided for Ludwig the same education that he himself had received.31 This assertion finds some support in Wegeler’s statement that “Beethoven’s education was neither noticeably neglected nor particularly good.”32 A connection between Beethoven’s school career and his early music education is in any case difficult to establish.
               

               Ludwig the elder died in December 1773. One could, in the light of the previous discussion about Johann’s relationship to his father,
                  accept Solomon’s analysis that “the death of his father brought Johann’s hostile feelings to the surface.”33 As an alternative, one could interpret his court petition two weeks after his father’s death, where he describes himself
                  as a suitable successor as Kapellmeister, as a naïve attempt to take over Ludwig the elder’s role, that is, to fill his niche
                  as a personality as well as his court position. This attempt failed when Andrea Lucchesi became the new Kapellmeister on May 26, 1774. Johann remained court singer and private music teacher. One of his first tasks after this professional disappointment was
                  to see to the instruction of his son. To fulfill the role of Ludwig’s teacher, Johann very likely staged a recapitulation
                  of his own education by his father, both because there was no necessity to invent something different, and in order to prove his own competence as a music-teaching father to himself.
               

               Few eighteenth-century music tutors deal with music teaching for beginners in any detail (with the notable exception of the
                  more important French keyboard schools and, inspired by these, Marpurg in his Anleitung zum Klavierspielen). Often the first instruction of the intended reader is assumed to have happened before the advice of the writer is to be
                  considered.34 Eighteenth-century tutors tell us nothing about the best approach to teaching beginners if the teacher is a parent. Our interpretation
                  of the young Beethoven’s education is further complicated because that education does not even represent a “best” pedagogical
                  approach, but just “some” approach in which general pedagogy, music education, and Johann’s idiosyncrasies appear all jumbled
                  together. Not surprisingly, the traditional view is that his approach actually was a jumble. “Brutal and willful” to Solomon, it gives us today an impression of being methodically unsound in every respect.35

               One should, however, realize that the elements of intense control, correction, and punishment belonged to the main toolbox
                  of enlightened eighteenth-century German pedagogues, while the concept of pedagogy was becoming a cornerstone of bourgeois
                  identity.36 Whatever one may think of Johann’s rough methods today, they were certainly not unusual. It may perhaps seem that a man who,
                  “especially when he had drunk something,” treated his son roughly was acting according to his whim alone. However, a more
                  realistic option is that Johann, a man who was rubbing shoulders with high court officials and distinguished members of the
                  Bonn society, thought of pedagogical strictness as being ambitious and upward-striving, and simply denied that the occasional
                  intensification of such “strictness” due to his alcohol consumption should be worth less. On the basis of the surviving information
                  we simply cannot know with certainty where, in terms of pedagogical awareness, Johann was located on the scale between intuitive
                  brutality and theoretically sanctioned harshness, but his closeness to the latter is by no means unlikely.
               

            
Beethoven’s early lessons – musical considerations

            
               In striking contrast to earlier customs in the Beethoven family, Ludwig was not taught to sing. Considering Johann’s authoritarian
                  attitude, it seems unlikely that the child’s own inclination toward one or the other musical activity was the reason for the choice
                  to instruct him in Clavier and violin playing. But a choice it was, and very likely not a random one. For an explanation,
                  one needs to find reasons much more closely related to the actual situation at the Bonn court than the persistent speculation
                  that Johann van Beethoven was raising, and planning to exploit, a wunderkind after Mozart’s example (the story that Beethoven “became known in Bonn as a child prodigy” originates from Johann
                  Aloys Schlosser’s 1827 Beethoven biography, but is not backed up by any evidence).37 Singing had, for both the elder Beethovens, been the basis of their activities at the court. It had helped Ludwig the elder
                  to build a solid reputation as a good musician. But as the circumstances surrounding his Kapellmeister nomination show, this
                  reputation had not prevented him from being temporarily passed over for a younger violin player. Subsequently, Johann saw himself passed over for another instrumentalist: the capable keyboardist and opera conductor Andrea Lucchesi, who became
                  the new Kapellmeister. The new concert master Gaetano Mattioli had much influence as well and earned just as much as Lucchesi.38 It seems at the very least plausible that Johann van Beethoven simply deemed a court career as an instrumentalist most promising for his son and that he chose such
                  instruments as would provide good chances of a later employment.39

               The whole setting of Beethoven’s early musical education was conflict-ridden. Starting with Johann’s unsuccessful Kapellmeister
                  aspirations, several old and new personal frustrations influenced his actions,40 while the trap of repetition compulsion,41 as yet another young Beethoven was to be taught music, was wide open. If Johann indeed was also striving for the establishment
                  of “supremacy in the family” through these music lessons, it is doubtful whether he initially understood at all that he had
                  a “supremely gifted” child to guide, as Solomon puts it.42 That the education of a wunderkind was originally not part of Johann’s plan can be seen in his effort to subdue Ludwig’s creativity and musical playfulness,
                  as preserved in the following passage from the Fischer memoirs:
                  


                     
                        Ludwig van Beethoven also [i.e. in addition to Klavier lessons] had daily lessons on the violin.43 Ludwig was once playing without the music, when his father entered the room, said, what are you again scraping away on such
                           nonsense, you know that I cannot stand that, scrape according to the notes, or your scraping will be of little use. When Johann
                           van Beethoven received visitors, and Ludwig van Beethoven came in, he would usually hang around at the Clavier, playing chords
                           on the Clavier with his right hand, his father said, what are you bubbling now again, go away or I will slap your face. At
                           last, his father began to notice when he heard him play the violin, he played again from his head without the music, then
                           his father came in, don’t you ever stop, after all I have told you? He played again, said to his father, but is this not beautiful?
                           His father said, this is only something else, only out of your head, you are not yet ready for such things, practice the Klavier
                           and the violin, [learn] quickly to play the notes correctly, this is more important. After mastering this, you may, and will
                           have to, work sufficiently with your head. But don’t concern yourself with this now, you are not yet ready for it.44

                     

                  

Gottfried Fischer’s musical observations, like this tripartite anecdote, are believed to originate from his elder sister Cäcilie (born in 1762 and around thirteen years old at the time of these events). Cäcilie was in fact Johann van Beethoven’s
                  pupil in the fundamentals of singing and Clavier accompaniment, and she had her own opinions about musical matters.45 This anecdote evidently belongs to the time of Beethoven’s early education, when Johann van Beethoven was his only teacher,
                  that is, earlier than any of the incidents when Johann van Beethoven showed off Ludwig’s abilities to visitors and during
                  house concerts (see below).
               

               It is easy to name some non-musical reasons for Johann’s restrictive attitude in Fischer’s three examples: By disregarding
                  the instruction to play from the music and to refrain from “scraping nonsense,” Ludwig was disobeying, and thus threatened
                  his father’s position as an authority; doing so repeatedly showed stubbornness, which was classed as a “dangerous habit” by
                  eminent pedagogues of the day;46 Ludwig’s insistence on “playing” while his father had decided on “learning” can be seen as a cheeky attempt to upset the division of
                  the day into Arbeit and Vergnügen; finally, “hanging around” at the Clavier and playing tentative chords to attract attention on the occasion of other grown-ups’
                  visits would be seen, even by the most patient parents of our time, as a trying habit.
               

               Even according to the gentlest music pedagogy at the time, a pupil’s auditive inclination to try out sounds and figurations
                  would not have been reason for a teacher to pay special attention. In a paragraph devoted to the negative influence of talent
                  on industry and reflection, for example, Johann Joachim Quantz opposes “disposition,” which is innate, and “Wissenschaft” (to be translated as knowledge), which needs to be acquired
                  by way of a good education and an inquisitive mindset.47 While Quantz earlier emphasizes how essential disposition, or “talent,” and “nature’s gifts” are if one wants to become a
                  good musician, much of the following text is devoted to the absolute necessity of industry as a good foundation for avoiding
                  becoming a mediocre one.48 The essence of these ideas, the philosophy of “first steps first,” can be found in various forms in music tutors throughout the eighteenth century.
               

               “Mastery of the art of improvisation was the hallmark of the eighteenth-century virtuoso and composer,” writes Solomon in his musical analysis of this anecdote, in an attempt to show that Johann’s commands do not fit into the spirit of the time.49 However, we witness in Fischer’s anecdote the first steps, not in educating a musical genius, but in teaching a court musician
                  in spe the fundamentals of his craft. There is no reason whatsoever for expecting a pedagogy that would suit a virtuoso or a composer.
                  Johann was simply guiding, or rather bullying the child along the traditional path of Beethoven music education.
               

               Johann’s formulation “[learn] quickly to play the notes correctly” deserves particular attention here. The choice of words
                  is unfortunately somewhat ambiguous. Most likely in the general context it has to do with learning the skill of reading and
                  playing off the score (and with maintaining some discipline during this enterprise) as opposed to “playing out of one’s head.”
                  “Quickly” is possibly used in the compressed meaning: “Learn to read the notes first; if you do this quickly, you can advance
                  to other things.” While lacking all of Quantz’s sophistication, Johann’s insistence that young Ludwig learn the necessary
                  steps in the right order – so that the effort of learning to play might amount to something of “use” – is thus quite the opposite
                  of a haphazard musical and pedagogical approach.
               

            
Van den Eeden, Pfeiffer, and Rovantini

            
               Various witnesses describe Ludwig van Beethoven during the last years of the 1770s as “introvert” or “shy and taciturn.” He
                  was also “often untidy, indifferent,” or even “distinguished by uncleanliness, negligence.” The cellist Bernhard Mäurer, who came to Bonn in April 1777, “sometimes sang solfeggios with Beethoven’s father, which the latter accompanied.
                  Beethoven and his five-year-old brother were sometimes present and listened quietly. It was not mentioned that Louis played.”50 Evidently, at that time, Ludwig’s attempts to attract attention had been successfully suppressed, and Johann did not yet
                  show off his son in any special way – at least not to occasional visitors like Mäurer. One year later, however, Johann deemed
                  Ludwig’s musical skills advanced enough to be demonstrated in public. On March 26, 1778, Ludwig shared a public concert in
                  Cologne with one of Johann’s pupils, Helene Johanna Averdonck, playing “various clavier-concerte and trios.” The Avertissement for this event informs us that both had been heard at the Bonn court earlier. Seventeen- (or eighteen-) year-old Helene Averdonck
                  is called “Hofaltistin,” suggesting that she already had a court position.51 There are no records of any of these performances, and observers like Mäurer seem to have missed them altogether.
               

               Around the same time, other teachers appeared in Ludwig’s life. Gottfried Fischer tells us that Ludwig, under Johann’s tuition,
                  advanced far enough to play “neatly” the music that was put in front of him. Johann understood that he “could not bring him
                  much further,” and also, he “believed that he [Ludwig] perhaps had a talent to learn to compose music,” so “an old master
                  named Santerrini” taught him for a while. However, Johann found this teacher unsuitable and ended the lessons.52 An actor and singer called Santorini is listed among the participants of the Großmann-Helmuth theater in Bonn.53

               Beethoven’s first external teacher appears to be the almost seventy-year-old court organist Gilles van den Eeden. Van den Eeden is first mentioned in Johann Aloys Schlosser’s 1827 biography, albeit surrounded by details about the
                  lessons that cannot be verified from other sources.54 Wegeler, admittedly uninformed in this particular case, believes in the possibility that Beethoven had lessons with van den
                  Eeden, but is unsure about their content and suggests incorrect dates.55 The Fischer memoirs, on the other hand, do not mention the court organist at all in connection with Ludwig’s tuition. Anton Schindler, however, refers in his Beethoven biography to Beethoven’s own recollections of the organ-playing technique that
                  he learned from van den Eeden.56 Bernhard Mäurer is confident in this matter as well (but remains otherwise vague, like in his earlier example): “In his eighth year
                  the court organist van der Eeden took him as an apprentice, one did not hear anything about his progress.”57 In view of the uncertainty about Beethoven’s exact age at that time, van den Eeden might have become Beethoven’s teacher
                  as late as 1780. On the other hand, Mäurer would surely have had opportunities to hear of Beethoven’s “progress” by that time. So the lessons with van den Eeden could
                  have begun as early as late 1778, but at the latest in 1780.58

               There remains some uncertainty about the period, content, and frequency of van den Eeden’s lessons. First of all, the Fischer manuscript provides some detailed information about another organ teacher, a Bruder Willibald (Sebastian Koch) from the Franciscan monastery. Willibald was, according to Fischer, well acquainted with Johann van Beethoven, and a
                  respected organ player. He taught Beethoven organ playing and liturgy. As he advanced, he “often used him as an assistant,”
                  and he liked and appreciated Beethoven. Subsequent to his association with Koch, Beethoven became friends with the organist of the
                  Minoritenkirche and played in the morning mass in that church.59 Fischer’s description of Beethoven’s initiatives to search out the possibility of playing on various organs in the town is placed between
                  anecdotes about the fire at the Bonn palace in January 1777 and a lengthy set of miscellaneous anecdotes, but it comes before
                  a passage that describes events after the spring of 1779. This order implies that these initiatives occurred exactly at the
                  time of the supposed influence of van den Eeden.
               

               The period of time that can be concluded from Mäurer’s suggestion also coincides with the arrival of Tobias Friedrich Pfeiffer (or Pfeifer), who, according to Mäurer, sang tenor in the theater group of Großmann and Helmuth (the same group that employed Beethoven’s later teacher Neefe).
                  The “young” Pfeiffer (his birth date is not given in the literature) was “an accomplished Clavier player and excellent oboist.”60 He quickly became a close friend of the Beethovens. He soon rented a room in their house and taught Ludwig between the spring
                  of 1779 and Easter (March 26) 1780, when he was forced to leave Bonn.61 Wegeler’s suggestion that Beethoven’s lessons with van den Eeden only took place after Pfeiffer’s departure is, as he admits, only a guess.62 Mäurer, finally, returns to van den Eeden after discussing Pfeiffer and says that he “remained [Beethoven’s] only teacher in thoroughbass and, in his seventies,
                  sent the eleven- or twelve-year-old Beethoven to accompany the mass and other church music in his stead.”63

               In 1801, Lisette Bernhard, a young pianist who knew Beethoven from Vienna, met Tobias Pfeiffer in Düsseldorf. In a letter she writes: “[Pfeiffer]
                  claims that he was Beethoven’s master in Bonn. He is said to be a skilful Clavier player and to play the oboe very agreeably.
                  Otherwise, he is a completely uneducated and indecent person.”64 Although Pfeiffer taught Beethoven for only one year, he figures prominently in all the reminiscences. The two reasons for
                  this fact are spelled out in Bernhard’s letter: He was a good musician, and his peculiar manners gave people ample reason
                  to remember him as a person. Mäurer famously relates that Pfeiffer taught Beethoven at irregular times, “often” even after the closing hours of the tavern. Nonetheless,
                  Mäurer credits Pfeiffer for recognizing Beethoven’s “extraordinary talent.”65 Wegeler describes Pfeiffer’s tuition as “far better” than Johann van Beethoven’s and he calls him “an excellent artist,”
                  and “highly genial.”66 The Fischer manuscript is full of anecdotes concerning Pfeiffer, most of which inform us about his personal quirks rather
                  than his music-making. There is, however, a striking agreement between Fischer’s memoirs and Wegeler’s Erinnerungen: Wegeler writes “Beethoven had him to thank for most [of his musical knowledge],” while Fischer, once in the main text and
                  again in the margin of the manuscript, says that Pfeiffer had been “his main master, from whom he received everything.”67

               Beethoven’s fourth teacher during this period was Franz Georg Rovantini (born 1757). Rovantini was a son of a cousin of Beethoven’s mother. He had returned to Bonn in 1778 after a study
                  trip and lived in the Beethovens’ house until his early death in September 1781. Thayer says that according to the Fischer
                  document, Beethoven was among his pupils.68 The new edition of the Fischer manuscript reproduces a footnote from the previous critical edition that describes Rovantini
                  as Beethoven’s first teacher for violin and viola.69 The circumstances certainly invite the assumption that Rovantini was responsible for this part of Beethoven’s education.
                  However, the main body of Fischer’s text tells us only about daily violin and viola lessons but identifies no teacher.
               

               The previous paragraphs describe the situation according to the few surviving sources. Beethoven biographers have been reluctant
                  to accept some of their claims, to the disadvantage of van den Eeden and Pfeiffer. In the view of many, Christian Gottlob Neefe, who came to Bonn in October 1779, was a much more likely figure to have had a major influence on Beethoven’s education
                  than were old-fashioned teachers such as van den Eeden, or erratic, short-term ones such as Pfeiffer. Thayer, for example, finds van den Eeden to be “a totally colorless picture in the history of Beethoven’s youth,” and believes
                  that Mäurer confused van den Eeden with his successor Neefe, because Neefe later also instructed Beethoven in thoroughbass.70 This reasoning is weak: Van den Eeden was very likely Beethoven’s only thoroughbass teacher at the time Mäurer speaks of.
                  Van den Eeden died in 1782 when Beethoven was eleven-and-a-half years old; it is quite possible that he taught Beethoven in
                  a variety of subjects over an extended period, almost until his death. As to the possible coincidence of van den Eeden’s and
                  Pfeiffer’s tuition, it could be that Pfeiffer was involved in Beethoven’s Clavier lessons during part of the same period that
                  van den Eeden taught him organ playing. Finally, van den Eeden may well – after 1780, when he was in his seventies – have
                  sent Beethoven as a replacement to some of the court services, when his physical condition prevented him from playing himself. Mäurer’s only error might have been that Beethoven was actually younger than eleven or twelve years.
               

               Moreover, few biographers have been willing to consider Pfeiffer’s importance for Beethoven’s education. Schindler bases his information about Pfeiffer on Wegeler, whom he dutifully but briefly quotes.71 Thayer grants Pfeiffer a short paragraph (Solomon does the same later), quoting Mäurer’s story about the nocturnal lessons.72 Paul Bekker supposes that under such circumstances the result of the lessons could scarcely have been fruitful.73 As an exception, Schiedermair provides lengthy transcriptions about Pfeiffer from the Fischer manuscript. He finds it plausible “that Pfeiffer
                  recognized the unusual talent of his pupil and that the latter really could learn something from him.”74 Theodor Frimmel seconds Thayer’s and Bekker’s negative opinion in various places. In his entry on Pfeiffer in his Beethoven-Handbuch, he strategically edits Fischer’s information in support of his view.75 The fairly recent Beethoven Kompendium,76 finally, does not mention Pfeiffer at all.
               
A possible way to disentangle the assignments of Beethoven’s various alleged teachers is to understand their different positions
                  in the various musical and social spheres. Beethoven’s private keyboard tuition and the making of domestic chamber music belong
                  to a different world than learning to play church organs, which in turn may or may not have had anything to do with the social
                  workings of the Bonn court and with its organist van den Eeden.
               

               In this sense, Pfeiffer could have been a convenient successor for Johann van Beethoven in the domestic sphere, because he was living in the house.
                  Being a good musician and young, he perhaps was familiar with the newest trends of musical fashion, which could have made
                  him especially interesting for the Beethovens.
               

               Returning to the matter of church organs, another piece of circumstantial evidence makes it likely that the chronological
                  placement of the information about Beethoven’s organ playing in the Fischer manuscript is correct: during the fire in 1777, the organ in the electoral chapel at the Bonn court was destroyed
                  and the new one was “very small and a temporary solution.”77 It was therefore necessary for Beethoven to learn organ playing in another place. If van den Eeden was truly conscientious in teaching Beethoven, he would in fact have been the first person to suggest this. In order
                  to gain access to church organs, Beethoven naturally had to become associated with their organists in one way or another.
                  All this was bound to happen at the same time as he was taught by van den Eeden. To involve Brother Willibald in his tuition would have been sensible because he was a renowned organist, he could teach Beethoven the liturgy
                  and he could use him as an assistant, providing practical training in the craft (much in the spirit of the Beethoven family
                  tradition).
               

               About van den Eeden, finally, we know too little to decide whether he was a brilliant teacher or not. Having been a lifelong
                  colleague of Beethoven’s grandfather, he was very likely a close acquaintance or perhaps even a friend to the Beethovens.
                  He was in any case very well suited to initiate Beethoven in the ways of keyboard service at the Bonn chapel and to introduce
                  him to court life in general. So to employ him as a teacher might have been a political choice as well as a musical one.
               

            

            Beethoven’s Clavier

            
               In addition to the search for Beethoven’s most influential teacher, a favorite question concerns the most likely keyboard
                  instrument for Beethoven’s early tuition. Apart from the organ, the term Clavier, or Klavier, is used throughout the documents dealing with this period.
                  This allows both a general interpretation as “keyboard instrument” and a specific one as “clavichord.” Schlosser describes van den Eeden as court organist and “the best Klavier player in Bonn.”78 Thayer interprets Schlosser’s apparent failure to distinguish between “Klavier” and “organ” as follows: “Schlosser does not say that [Beethoven’s] instruction was on the organ and it is unlikely that the boy, who was destined for a more
                  systematic instruction in pianoforte playing, was put at the organ at so early an age.” He concludes: “It is our conjecture that van den Eeden taught the boy chiefly pianoforte playing, being a master in that art;
                  but his influence was small.”79

               In 1888, Frimmel assumed a more historically realistic perspective by suggesting that in his youth, Beethoven possibly still played
                  on clavichords and harpsichords.80 A few decades later, Schiedermair wrote in the same spirit that the instrument for Beethoven’s lessons was “probably at first still the old clavichord
                  . . . but quite soon also the pianoforte.”81 Thus a typical eighteenth-century situation in the Beethoven household was accepted early on in German Beethoven scholarship.
                  Elsewhere, it took a long time for a full acceptance of the idea that the clavichord or the harpsichord had some relevance
                  for the young Beethoven.
               

               The various English translations of “Clavier,” for example, remained conservative for a long time. It may not be surprising
                  that Thayer, writing in the nineteenth century, translated most – not all – occurrences of the word “Clavier” into “pianoforte.”
                  But even the Beethoven entry in the 1980 edition of The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians puts “piano” in place of Clavier.
               

               Obviously, we cannot decide about the keyboard instruments of Beethoven’s youth without considering the typical conditions
                  of the period and Beethoven’s specific circumstances. This realization lies behind the statements of Frimmel and Schiedermair.
                  Thayer’s opinion, based on the outdated assumption of fortepiano dominance in Germany before the 1780s, would not need to
                  be mentioned at all, were it not that the implication of a “destination” for Beethoven’s training still persists in Beethoven
                  scholarship as well as the myth about his preferred or “intended” instruments.
               

               Our unease with the ambiguous term “Clavier” is probably not only the result of our own desire to know the whole story: we also suspect that the term hampers our access to opinions about, and preferences for, the specific instruments that actually existed at the time.
               

               Opinions about the matter did, in fact, exist. In 1781, Johann Nicolaus Forkel commented upon the exclusive use of “Clavier” in musical editions:
                  


                     
                        The mere use of the word Clavier does not suggest anything and it is indeed careless and odd that a composer so often writes:
                           “Sonatas for Clavier,” without indicating at the same time to which species they really belong. Because it makes a difference
                           whether I compose for harpsichord [Flügel], fortepiano or clavichord; each composition for each of these instruments must have its different character.82

                     

                  

In order to make his point, Forkel tactically omits what was probably the most important reason for that so-called carelessness:
                  narrowing down the choice of keyboard instrument was unwise if a composer wanted to sell his music to a large community of
                  keyboard amateurs.
               

               Apart from this, Forkel tells us that there was not always a pre-understood context available to guide even an eighteenth-century
                  “Kenner” of music as to whether Clavier meant specifically clavichord or was being used in a generic sense. Obviously neither
                  the typical keyboard composer nor the public bothered too much about such a distinction. In fact, this indifference concerned
                  the actual use of the instrument. While Forkel asks for the recognition of the harpsichord, the fortepiano, and the clavichord as aesthetically distinct instruments, the
                  average amateur simply played keyboard music on some keyboard instrument. This indifference in musical practice would explain
                  the indifferent use of terminology in the early Beethoven sources.
               

               However, there can be little doubt that a typical instrument for the keyboard lessons of a talented child, in a German city
                  around 1777 with teachers all born in the first half of the eighteenth century, would have been the clavichord; it is the
                  most probable instrument of Beethoven’s early years. Eighteenth-century authors agreed on the merits of instruction on the
                  clavichord. For example, C. P. E. Bach wrote in his Versuch in 1753:
                  


                     
                        Every clavierist should have a good harpsichord and also a good clavichord to be able to play all kind of pieces alternately. Whoever can
                           play on the clavichord in a good fashion will be able to do the same on the harpsichord, but not the reverse. So one must
                           use the clavichord to learn the right expression and the harpsichord to strengthen the fingers.83

                     

                  

Jakob Adlung’s view, published six years after his death in 1768, is similar:
                  


                     
                        [The clavichord] has the advantage that one does not need to annoy oneself with [the replacing of] quill plectra, they [sic] also keep the tuning better . . . This is why they are used for teaching: because anyone who has learned on it can also play on organs, harpsichords etc.84

                     

                  

In 1773, Charles Burney reported:
                  


                     
                        I went to Mr. L’Augier’s concert, which was begun by [a] child of eight or nine years old . . . who played two difficult lessons
                           of Scarlatti, with three or four by M. Becke, upon a small, and not good Piano forte. The neatness of the child’s execution
                           did not so much surprise me, though uncommon, as her expression. All the pianos and fortes were so judiciously attended to; and there was such shading off some passages, and force given to others as nothing but the
                           best teaching, or greatest natural feeling and sensibility could produce. I enquired of Signor Giorgio, an Italian, who attended
                           her, upon what instrument she usually practised at home, and was answered, ‘on the clavichord’. This accounts for her expression,
                           and convinces me, that children should learn upon that, or a Piano Forte very early on, and be obliged to give an expression
                           to lady Coventry’s Minuet, or whatever is their first tune; otherwise, after long practice on a monotonous harpsichord, however
                           useful for strengthening the hand, the case is hopeless.85

                     

                  

Daniel Gottlob Türk, finally, writes in 1789:
                  


                     
                        For learning, the clavichord is undeniably most suitable, at least in the beginning; because no other keyboard instrument
                           is more suited for achieving subtlety of expression. Later, it is an advantage if one can have a harpsichord or a good fortepiano
                           as well; because the fingers achieve more strength and elasticity by playing on these instruments.86

                     

                  

In these examples, the clavichord gets credit as a pedagogical device rather than an aesthetic one. There will be more to
                  say about the favorite instrument of the German Empfindsamkeit further below. It is, in any case, overwhelmingly documented that the clavichord was, more than any other keyboard instrument,
                  ubiquitous in the musical Germany of the eighteenth century. The Fischer house that the Beethovens occupied was no exception.
                  As mentioned above, Johann van Beethoven taught Cäcilie Fischer in singing and accompanying herself. She advanced far enough to “sing from the music and also play it neatly
                  on the Klavier.” In fact she made such musical progress that both Johann van Beethoven and Pfeiffer tried to persuade her
                  to become a professional singer, which she declined; but in order to master the “songs that were difficult to sing and difficult
                  to play, she exercised them so long that she was able to sing and play them correctly.” 87 In view of such diligence and relative success, it would in fact seem that the Fischers had their own Clavier for her daily practice.
               
Regarding Beethoven’s Clavier, we get an unexpected snippet of information from Carl Czerny. Czerny remembers Beethoven telling him that, “in his youth, he had practiced enormously, often until long after midnight.”88 This description may not tell us when all this happened, but it suggests that Beethoven practiced in his own room and this
                  does give an indication of his practice instrument. One has to imagine a house where the second floor was rented by a musician’s
                  family with three children, a maid, and one or two permanent houseguests. The family of the landlord lived on the first floor.
                  The clavichord would have been the only keyboard instrument to allow for a practice routine like Beethoven’s. Any other instrument
                  would inevitably have been too loud; Beethoven’s playing would have led to a constant struggle with the other inhabitants
                  of the house, and the information about this would have found its way into the surviving documents.89

               One set of anecdotes from the Fischer manuscript describes music making in the Beethoven house that in fact could be heard in the street, causing people
                  to stop and listen, and to praise the beautiful music. At one point, Fischer talks about Tobias Pfeiffer playing the flute and Beethoven improvising at the Klavier. Later on, he rewrites the passage and says that Beethoven
                  played the Klavier, Pfeiffer the flute, and Rovantini improvised on the violin.90 This must have been a typical situation (“Whenever the three happened to come together”) from the time between the summer
                  of 1779 and Easter 1780 (i.e. during Pfeiffer’s stay in Bonn). Most probably these chamber music sessions indeed took place during the summer or early autumn of 1779, if one assumes that
                  the windows in the house were open on such occasions. From these anecdotes we learn that there must have been another keyboard
                  instrument in the house at that time besides the clavichord presumably in Ludwig’s room, one that stood in one of the “two
                  big rooms towards the road.” This instrument, “Johann v. Beethoven’s Klavier,” which had to be tuned by the organist Mombauer,91 was loud enough to function in chamber music and to be heard in the street. Later still, just before the Beethovens moved
                  out of the Fischer house in 1787, the constant music making had become a problem for the landlord: At that time, a Klavier
                  at the front stood right above the bedroom of the Fischers. Whether this was the same instrument as in 1780, or a new one,
                  is not known. It was in any case loud enough to disturb old “Master Fischer,” who was a baker and had to begin his work very early in the morning, in his afternoon sleep.92

               We do not know what kind of instrument Johann van Beethoven’s Klavier was. It seems unlikely that it was a new fortepiano:
                  the Fischers already mention a Klavier of some kind in the household of Johann van Beethoven’s father.93 Johann van Beethoven most likely inherited this very instrument. For a court singer and private music teacher there would
                  have been no real reason to buy a large new instrument when he already owned a keyboard instrument, at a time when the fortepiano
                  was not yet universally accepted. Another question is whether Johann actually had the means to obtain an expensive instrument of a new kind, such as a fortepiano.94 The title of Beethoven’s first surviving work (the Dressler variations, WoO 63 from 1782): “Variations pour le Clavecin sur une Marche de Mr. Dresler composées et dediées à son Excellence Madame
                  Comtesse de Wolfmetternich née Baronne d’Assebourg par un jeune amateur Louis van Beethoven agé de dix ans,” as well as the
                  total absence of any dynamic signs in these variations, suggest that they were written with a harpsichord in mind. Whether Johann’s Klavier was a harpsichord or not remains nevertheless a guess.
               

               The discussion about Beethoven’s domestic keyboard instruments distracts from the one instrument of his ambition, both musically
                  and professionally, that stands out as relevant from his own perspective at the time: the organ. Perhaps he did like, and
                  was inspired by, the organ more than other instruments. Moreover, practicing in various churches gave Ludwig an opportunity
                  to learn music away from the immediate and permanent control he experienced at home. Domestic Clavier playing, although less
                  conspicuously audible than his violin or viola studies (again assuming the clavichord), did not provide this sort of freedom.
                  On the other hand, one wonders how many opportunities Beethoven would have had to play organs outside the church services.
                  This would even have been a financial problem, because the people who worked the bellows had to be paid.
               

            

            First success

            
               Pfeiffer departed from Bonn in the spring of 1780. Mäurer – clearly better informed this time – writes that Beethoven’s “exalted” father at this point suddenly recognized his son’s talent and “invited everyone” to admire him. According to Fischer’s account,
                  curious music lovers would frequently come and ask to hear the young Beethoven “in a little concert,” especially when Ludwig
                  also became known as a composer (that is, in 1782 at the earliest). Johann van Beethoven would then try to arrange a private concert with local musicians.
               

               A long passage in the Fischer manuscript deals with three consecutive trips made by Johann van Beethoven, Rovantini, and Ludwig. These most likely took place during the summer of 1781, just after Beethoven’s school attendance had
                  come to an end.95 The company had been invited to two of the twelve destinations. In the period between these invitations, they made a round
                  trip to various old acquaintances of Johann van Beethoven and the Fischer family, and to others who were “equipped with [a]
                  Clavier.” Fischer uniformly characterizes ten of the hosts as “great music lovers” and relates that the party received “many
                  honors.” Clearly the whole trip was devised as a promotion tour with the objective of receiving such honors.
               

               The circumstances suggest that Johann van Beethoven finally, in the summer of 1781, showed off his son to the musical world
                  around him. Whether or not Johann was beginning to see the possibility of actually exploiting Ludwig’s talent is, however,
                  unclear. Johann was in any case too late: the teenager Ludwig was not at all keen on the sudden attention. Mäurer mentions
                  Beethoven’s indifference to praise and explains that Ludwig “removed himself in order to practice alone, preferably when his
                  father was not at home.”96 In a similar vein, Fischer writes that Ludwig had his “happiest hours when he was excused from the company of his parents, which was seldom the case.”97 These descriptions show that the thing that Beethoven seemed to have loathed most about the domestic musical situation remained
                  unchanged during the period of Johann van Beethoven’s domination: the element of control and exposure. It makes little difference
                  whether a child gets excessive attention through harsh criticism and unjust punishment, or by means of exaggerated praise.
                  It may indeed have been especially confusing that the same father in close succession assumed both attitudes. Beethoven’s difficulties in acknowledging his public’s praise in a graceful and
                  unforced manner are documented throughout his life, as is his pronounced reluctance to play anything upon request. It is clear
                  that this behavior pattern has its origins in these early days.
               

               Following his initial musical success, Beethoven soon learned to see himself not as a talented youngster, but rather as a
                  capable young adult. Thayer records an anecdote about the organist of the Münsterkirche, Zenser. When Beethoven brought him some compositions of his own, he said: “Why, you can’t play that, Ludwig,” to which the
                  latter replied, “I will when I am bigger.”98 If there is any substance to this anecdote at all, the event must also belong to the time around 1780. Later, Beethoven would
                  surely have brought his compositions to Neefe instead. Fischer describes how Beethoven suddenly “adopted a totally and completely different attitude” and “attached much importance
                  to being treated respectfully.” Fischer mentions Rovantini before and after this quotation, which suggests again that he is addressing the time before Rovantini died in September
                  1781. Beethoven now received the uniform of the court musicians, and he is reported playing together with Rovantini and his father at court and in various other professional circumstances, such as “Komedi” performances at the Poppelsdorfer
                  castle.99 His prior negligence, indifference, and untidiness were replaced by an attempt to appear mature.100

               It is impossible to know exactly when and how Beethoven took his development into his own hands, and how Johann van Beethoven’s
                  influence changed during this process. Somewhat awkwardly, Fischer twice uses a phrase about how Beethoven “now believed that he was equal to his father in music,” but he is silent
                  about the consequences this “belief” may have had for their personal relationship.101 We do get the impression that Beethoven tried to use his early introduction at the court as a chance to exhibit his musical
                  talent in his own way. Mäurer relates, for instance, how the eleven- or twelve-year-old Beethoven (he was actually ten or eleven) substituted for
                  van den Eeden at the Bonn chapel and on one occasion surprised everyone with his abilities, so that “one was bound to think
                  that he had [previously] restrained himself on purpose.”102
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            Chapter 2  Beethoven the pianist

            Christian Gottlob Neefe: the traditional picture

            
               Christian Gottlob Neefe came to Frankfurt in May 1777, to conduct the orchestra of Seyler’s theater company. He worked there for two and a half years, conducting operas “which, in turn, were presented in Frankfurt,
                  Mainz, Kölln, Hanau, Mannheim and Heidelberg.”1 In August 1779, Seyler went bankrupt and fled from Frankfurt; his company continued playing for a while “to earn the means
                  of leaving the city,” but in October its members dispersed.2 Neefe went to Bonn to join the Nationalbühne of Großmann and Helmuth, who, too, had both previously been members of Seyler’s company. This theater had been opened at the request of Elector Maximilian Friedrich in November 1778.
               

               On February 15, 1781, Neefe’s name appears for the first time in the Bonn court documents. On that date, “on the recommendation
                  of the reigning minister Count von Belderbusch and of Countess von Hatzfeld,” an official decree pronounced him “candidate for the office of court organist in Bonn.”3 It is not known when Ludwig van Beethoven’s lessons with Neefe began. Thayer writes: “It would create no surprise should proof hereafter come to light that this change
                  [of teacher] was made even before the issue of the decree of February 15, 1781.”4 In the same vein, Schiedermair supposes the lessons to have begun around 1780, after Tobias Pfeiffer had left Bonn.5

               Born in 1748, half a generation younger than C. P. E. Bach, well educated, intelligent, and an articulate writer, Neefe was
                  an excellent example of the enlightened musician of the late eighteenth century. As he writes in his autobiography, he was
                  largely self-taught as a keyboard player, using Marpurg’s and C. P. E. Bach’s methods.6 While he was still at school, however, he also wrote to Johann Adam Hiller for instruction in composition. When he moved from his native Chemnitz to Leipzig, he became friends with Hiller, and
                  after completing his law studies, he apparently received tuition and professional support from his friend and teacher in every
                  way:
                  


                     
                        He recommended me as music teacher in various distinguished houses, accepted me as an assistant for his operetta Der Dorfbarbier and for his weekly musikalische Nachrichten und Anmerkungen, and thus he introduced me to the musical world. He helped to get some of my subsequent works printed, and thus increased
                           my income. Some songs of the Dorfbarbier, various small pieces in his weekly N[achrichten] u[nd] A[nmerkungen], three operettas
                           . . . and the Klavier sonatas that are dedicated to C. P. E. Bach were composed and printed entirely under his supervision.7

                     

                  

Neefe possessed musical experience, personal discipline and general knowledge, and he had a keen interest in the philosophy
                  of the day, so it is no surprise that Beethoven’s biographers have given him a prominent position. Especially striking in
                  Neefe’s career is the similarity between the support he received from Hiller and the encouragement he himself later gave to Beethoven. In his famous letter to Carl Friedrich Cramer’s Magazin der Musik (March 2, 1783, published on March 30), in which he describes Bonn’s musical life, Neefe himself gives us the details:
                  


                     
                        Louis van Betthoven, son of the above-mentioned tenorist, a boy of 11 years, and of a very promising talent. He plays the Klavier with much skill and power, reads excellently at
                           sight, and he plays the greater part of the Well-Tempered Clavier by Sebastian Bach, which Mr. Neefe has given him to play, which says it all . . . Mr. Neefe has also, as far as his other duties permitted,
                           given him some instructions in thoroughbass. Now he trains him in composition and has, for his encouragement, arranged for
                           nine variations on a march for Clavier by him to be engraved in Mannheim.8

                     

                  

This passage shows in a snapshot how Neefe had thus far supported the talented young man, in whom he clearly was genuinely
                  interested. Beethoven’s gratitude for this support is evident in an excerpt from a letter he wrote to Neefe, perhaps in connection with his departure from Bonn in October 1792. The fragment survives in a newspaper article from
                  1793 about Beethoven’s study trip to Vienna (Beethoven is said to be “Now beyond doubt one of the foremost Klavier players”).
                  The editor honors Neefe with the assertion that Beethoven was “indebted to Neefe for part of his development,” and cites the
                  following passage from Beethoven’s letter, which clearly was provided by Neefe:


                     
                        I thank you for the advice which you have very often given me for the progress of my divine art. If I ever become a great
                           man, you will have a part in this; this will please you all the more, because you can be assured . . .9

                     

                  

A consideration of Neefe’s actual influence on Beethoven is of great importance in establishing Beethoven’s relationship to several of the musical
                  traditions or stylistic trends of his time. The tradition of emphasizing Neefe’s role dates back at least to Thayer, where it is an explicit response to a problematical passage in Wegeler’s Erinnerungen, as well as an implicit one to Schindler’s muddled evaluation of Wegeler’s account.10 Wegeler, who says that he made Beethoven’s acquaintance in 1782, claims that Neefe had “little influence” on Beethoven’s
                  education, and that Beethoven “even complained about Neefe’s too severe criticism.”11 Thayer judges, “The first of these assertions is obviously an utter mistake,” and he adds a lengthy passage about the possible
                  content of Beethoven’s lessons with the “zealous Bachist.”12

               Ludwig Schiedermair portrays Neefe’s own life and musical preferences, and especially his admiration of C. P. E. Bach and his Versuch, in much the same vein. This assemblage of facts subsequently forms the basis of several long passages of free association
                  about the possible content of Beethoven’s tuition (about which, in fact, only the 1783 quotation from Cramer’s Magazin gives any particulars). Neefe is here assigned the role of “Lehrmeister” (the word is emphasized in the text), the implication
                  being that he, in an intensive course of study, and with great personal devotion, taught Beethoven not only music but all
                  of his aesthetical and philosophical values.13

               This picture is handed down in the vast majority of publications about Beethoven on every level. In the face of Thayer’s and Schiedermair’s vehemence, it seems indeed that Wegeler was mistaken. There are a few possible explanations for this, to which I will return below. Nevertheless, the canonical
                  picture is not without its own problems: the suggested period of time and the intensity of the tuition, as well as Beethoven’s
                  attitude in receiving it, deserve a closer look.
               

            

            A look at Neefe’s and Beethoven’s calendars

            
               The two famous passages about Neefe and Beethoven are the only existing documents that inform us about a teacher–pupil relationship of any sort between
                  Neefe and Beethoven, apart from Wegeler’s recollection. The window through which we see Neefe providing Beethoven with a regular tuition is, in fact, very small. Other documents, even
                  Neefe’s autobiography, usually mention Beethoven as Neefe’s assistant, either temporary (from 1782), or permanent (from 1784).
                  Besides these sources, Gottlieb Fischer lists Neefe and his wife among the friends that often visited the Beethovens, but he mentions no date or period of
                  time.14

               In the following, I will present a schedule of Beethoven’s lessons with Neefe, based on Wegeler’s and Neefe’s descriptions, and on a comparison between Beethoven’s and Neefe’s activities after the latter arrived
                  in Bonn. The fact that Neefe himself provided the only passages which describe him as Beethoven’s teacher and mentor should
                  not be seen as problematic. His sincerity and modesty speak clearly from all his writings and actions. In his own words, he
                  was indifferent to “status and title,” but he “always loved honor and it [was] the driving force for many of [his] actions.”15 To meet these standards it would have been out of the question to modify the facts for his own sake, while it would, on the
                  other hand, have been careless not to state his role in Beethoven’s education (since this was a matter of his honor).
               

               As discussed earlier, during the winter of 1779–80, Beethoven probably had lessons with Pfeiffer and van den Eeden. He was also still attending school. Neefe, on the other hand, had just become “Musickdirecktor.” His wife had joined
                  the theater company as an actress. The theater season of that year opened on December 3, with a welcome program for the returning Elector
                  that featured music by Neefe and other composers.16 One of Neefe’s first tasks was to “fill the gaps” and “put the opera on a better foundation.” At the same time, he had his
                  mind set on his long-standing plan to return to his native Saxony. Until mid-January 1780 he fought unsuccessfully for his
                  right to leave Bonn, but his plan was successfully thwarted by his employers Großmann and Helmuth, who needed Neefe in Bonn.17 It should also be mentioned that between their marriage in May 1778 and September 1782, the Neefes had six children, of whom
                  two died. Even if one assumes that they had one or more pairs of twins (otherwise a child was born in the Neefe house every
                  nine months), their family life must have required a lot of energy. Perhaps this is what leads Neefe to state somewhat defiantly
                  in his autobiography: “I do not gladly let matters of [my] marriage, or friendship, disturb me in my general duties.”18

               Between March 16 and the beginning of April 1780, the theater company was in Frankfurt. Neefe was back in Bonn during April
                  and May. This was immediately after Pfeiffer had left Bonn, but it is doubtful whether Neefe, during the preparation of the seven different programs that were performed up until the close of the season, had any time
                  to spare for Beethoven.19 Between the beginning of June and the end of September, the company was traveling.20

               Compared to the preceding season, the winter season (1780–81) at the theater was somewhat less active. Neefe indicated his
                  interest in the position of organist in the court chapel in the spring of 1781. In the eyes of court habitués, the services
                  of the aging van den Eeden had become unsatisfactory. Neefe was supported by the very influential Count von Belderbusch and
                  Countess von Hatzfeld. On February 15, 1781, Neefe was declared a candidate for court organist. However, this had no far-reaching immediate
                  consequences, as Neefe traveled again with Großmann and Helmut during the entire summer, leaving Bonn on April 17 and returning on September 29.21

               Mäurer and Fischer remember Beethoven appearing at court around 1781, playing in performances like the “Komedi” and substituting
                  for van den Eeden in the court chapel. Neefe must have been acquainted with the Beethovens by that time. But before he took a personal
                  interest in the organist’s position and thus came close to the Beethovens’ sphere of work (or perhaps to Ludwig’s ambitions),
                  the likelihood of any intense musical or professional contact seems rather small.
               

               Mäurer remembers that Beethoven presented “his first attempt at composition” in January 1781. This was a funeral cantata for
                  the English envoy George Cressener. The music director Lucchesi was asked to correct the piece and it was later performed.22 The lack of corroboration for this story, including the fact that no cantata of this kind is preserved, cautions against
                  drawing too far-reaching conclusions from it. Nevertheless, Mäurer is clear enough in mentioning Lucchesi; it would seem, therefore, that in early 1781 the person who corrected Beethoven’s attempts at composition was not yet Christian Gottlob Neefe. On the other hand, the theater had
                  no performances with music between February 21 and April 17, 1781, so Neefe might have had time to spare in these weeks, perhaps
                  even to teach Beethoven.
               

               After his usual active summer away from Bonn, Neefe’s workload over the whole year between the autumns of 1781 and 1782 can
                  be measured by the fact that, up until the summer of 1782, the orchestra rehearsed seventeen new musical dramas, including
                  three by Neefe.23 On June 19, 1782, van den Eeden’s funeral was held, and Neefe became the “true court and court chapel organist.” Nevertheless, he departed again for
                  summer tours on June 20 and he was away until October. His duties as court organist were entrusted to a “Vikar.” On September 30, 1782, while still in Frankfurt, Neefe concluded the first part of his autobiography
                  with this very piece of information.24 This “Vikar” has since been identified as the eleven-year-old Beethoven.25

               Little is known of Beethoven’s activities during the same season. His alleged violin teacher Rovantini died on September 9, 1781, at the age of twenty-four. Neefe’s appointment suggests that, as early as the spring
                  of 1781, van den Eeden was unable to perform his duties on a regular basis, which makes it even less probable that he taught
                  Beethoven in the subsequent autumn of 1781. This is the point in history where we can suppose that Beethoven needed a new
                  outlook. It is therefore likely that Neefe became Beethoven’s teacher during the winter season of 1781–82. On the other hand,
                  it is slightly confusing that Neefe does not name Beethoven in his autobiography when he speaks of his “Vikar” in September
                  1782, having taught him perhaps for the best part of a year. In his letter to Cramer’s Magazin from early 1783, he is full of praise for Beethoven. So why did he, half a year earlier, merely refer to a “Vikar”? There
                  is no certain answer to this question, but the formulation rather suggests that at that point Beethoven did not yet have a
                  prominent place in Neefe’s life.
               

               During the winter of 1782, Neefe prepared his extensive report for Cramer’s Magazin from which I have quoted above. In a letter to Cramer dated December 24, 1782, he also mentions that “the pressure of so many mechanical tasks at the theater” prevented
                  him from composing a piece for Cramer, which is referred to as “an old debt” but is nevertheless “a task I would have preferred.”26 Neefe’s workload during this time is also evident when he describes how he taught Beethoven “as far as his other duties permitted.”
               

               On April 26, 1783, the Kapellmeister Andrea Lucchesi and the Konzertmeister Cajetano Mattioli went on a journey to Italy, and Neefe stood in as Kapellmeister for the church music, taking on yet more tasks.27 The twelve-year-old Beethoven is said to have helped as a “cembalist” in the orchestra.28 The strain on Neefe during the 1783–84 season was probably even more extreme. A notice by Graf Salm (the content of which is based on Beethoven’s lost petition for a salary increase) from February 23, 1784 retrospectively
                  credits Beethoven for his efforts as an assistant. “After a preliminary adequate examination,” writes Salm, Beethoven has
                  shown “ample capability for the court organ, which he has frequently played during the often recurring absence of the organist
                  Neffe, at opera rehearsals or otherwise, and will continue to do in similar cases.”29
In a letter from January 20, 1784, Neefe confirms this information. He writes, “In the year 1783 Beethoven, then still small,
                  later so great [received] only 48 Cologne Guilders for playing the organ in the court chapel.”30 Beethoven’s development was now apparent in his compositions (after the initial Dressler Variations, he composed three sonatas and four small works during 1783, of which all but one fugue were directly published). Additionally, he was now beginning
                  a professional performer’s career and took the role of deputy organist ever more seriously. At the same time, Neefe’s slightly
                  ironic formulation “so great” conveys, in its context, estrangement rather than admiration. Apparently, the thirteen-year-old
                  “great” Beethoven was now established and did not need to be taught any more.
               

               Following the death of Elector Maximilian Friedrich on April 15, 1784, Neefe’s position at the Bonn court became endangered due to personal intrigues. This development directly strengthened Beethoven’s
                  position, and one can assume that one consequence was a temporary detachment between Neefe and Beethoven.31 Already in the February of that year, Graf Salm described Beethoven in the abovementioned notice as a “frequent” substitute during Neefe’s absence. The second of three
                  pro memorias that were assembled for the information of the new Elector Maximilian Franz contains a description of Neefe as “not very well versed on the organ, also a foreigner with no merits at all and of
                  Calvinistic religion.” An entry on Beethoven follows, presenting him as “of good ability, still young, of good and quiet conduct
                  and poor.”32 One passage in the third report reveals that these descriptions were part of a plan to promote Beethoven: “If Neefe were
                  to be dismissed, another organist would have to be appointed, who if he were to be used only in the chapel could be had for
                  150 florins, the same is small, young and a son of one of the court musici, and when it has been necessary has already filled
                  the place for nearly a year [sic] very well.”33 A pay list from June 23 lists Beethoven next to Neefe with a salary of 150 florins.34

               In a lengthy letter to Großmann from July 23, Neefe describes how his friends successfully convinced him not to resign and to wait instead until
                  the truth came to light to “put shame on the slanderers.” On January 19, 1785, Neefe was still waiting for the situation to
                  improve. Commenting on the fact that the news was spreading that he was forced to teach six hours each day, he writes in another
                  letter to Großmann: “Betthoven will be most happy of all, but I doubt nevertheless that he will truly profit from this [circumstance].”35
The complete meaning of Neefe’s allusions remains hidden. It seems, for instance, unlikely that he thought Beethoven was happy
                  because Neefe was forced to give private music lessons against his will. It is, however, clear that Neefe (as Beethoven’s
                  former teacher) doubted that the situation was doing Beethoven much good, musically speaking. It is also clear that Neefe
                  had no influence on Beethoven whatsoever during his time of absence from the Bonn court. On February 8, 1785, Neefe’s former
                  allowance was restored.36

            

            What Neefe taught Beethoven

            
               So far, we have only learned something about the possible extent of Beethoven’s lessons with Neefe, but nothing about the lessons themselves. A closer look at Neefe’s 1783 letter to Cramer’s Magazin reveals certain subtleties that further help us to understand the duration and the content of Beethoven’s tuition.
               

               Neefe’s use of present and past tense indicates that he is describing a development and not a static situation: Neefe has given Beethoven instruction in thoroughbass and he has given him the Well-Tempered Clavier to play. Now Neefe is training him in composition, while he has already initiated the publication of the variations.
               

               We also get some information about the intensity of the various elements of this tuition: thoroughbass, composition and Clavier
                  playing. Neefe spent time teaching Beethoven thoroughbass only “as far as his other duties permitted.” But he mentions no
                  such reservation when he talks about teaching Beethoven composition, which is, as we have seen, an ongoing project at the
                  time of the article. On the contrary, in spite of his many obligations, he has in addition arranged for the publication of the variations as an encouragement. Finally, Neefe does not actually mention giving Beethoven
                  any keyboard instruction at all. He merely states his interest in Beethoven’s talent and that he gave him Bach to play.
               

               In fact Neefe does not suggest that he is a good player because he gave him Bach to play, but that he is already accomplished enough to play it. However, Beethoven needed training in thoroughbass
                  for a short while. But “some instructions” were sufficient and were clearly discontinued in favor of the composition studies.
                  In composition, finally, Beethoven still needed to be “trained” and “encouraged” at the moment of writing.
               

               Apparently, Neefe concentrated his efforts chiefly on teaching Beethoven in composition, and this tuition was in its most
                  intense phase at the time when Neefe prepared his article, probably during the winter of 1782–83. The timetable of Beethoven’s
                  development indicates that he was already (or rapidly becoming) a very advanced keyboard player when Neefe entered his world.
                  Considering that his playing skills at that time were very likely the cause of Beethoven’s growing self-esteem (rather than his compositions), it is unlikely that he saw himself in need of any
                  more keyboard lessons after a certain point. The lack of detail in Neefe’s letter suggests that, by 1783, any keyboard tuition
                  by Neefe (if it ever took place) belonged to the past.
               

               One problem still to be solved is the discrepancy between Wegeler’s account and Neefe’s letters from 1783 and 1792. The passage from Wegeler about the content and influence of Neefe’s
                  tuition runs as follows:
                  


                     
                        The musician Neefe, who was initially employed as director of music in Großmann’s theater company, later as court organist,
                           and who also had a name as a composer, had little influence on the tuition of our Ludwig; the latter even complained about
                           Neefe’s too severe criticism of his first attempts in composition.37

                     

                  

Beethoven’s complaints were very likely something Wegeler actually observed in person soon after he met Beethoven in 1782,38 for the word “klagte” in the German original typically describes someone’s discontent with an ongoing situation. If we accept
                  Beethoven’s complaints as a fact, they could well have caused Wegeler, an unmusical onlooker, to misinterpret and underestimate
                  Neefe’s overall influence. Wegeler shows elsewhere that he was not too well informed about the Bonn court music. By asserting,
                  for example, that other duties did not hinder Neefe (“who was in good health”) from playing the organ himself, Wegeler disregards
                  Neefe’s involvement at the theater as well as his role of temporary Kapellmeister in 1783. Wegeler’s explanation that Beethoven’s appointment as deputy organist was probably only a pretext made by the Elector for supporting Beethoven financially is pure speculation. His final claim that this act of charity was the work of
                  Count Waldstein is simply incorrect because Waldstein did not arrive in Bonn until 1788.39 The whole presentation shows that Wegeler was only scantily informed about the music at the court chapel and that he remembers
                  the succession of events imprecisely, while perhaps also being uninterested in Neefe as a person.
               

               Around 1792, when Beethoven wrote to Neefe to thank him for the “advice” which he “very frequently” gave him for his musical
                  progress, he no longer held a grudge against his strict teacher. Whereas Wegeler describes the situation at one particular moment, Beethoven in his later letter gratefully sums up the entire time of his and Neefe’s acquaintance. However, it is also clear that Beethoven understood his influence as a whole as being
                  frequently given “advice” rather than, for example, instruction or lessons. This again suggests that Neefe’s tuition was perhaps rather informal at times.
               

               The only early publication to fill in the gaps in our knowledge about Neefe’s lessons is Johann Aloys Schlosser’s Beethoven biography from 1827. This work has always occupied a difficult position as a source because it is full
                  of factual errors and owes much of the correct part of its content to citations from other written sources. While Barry Cooper,
                  the editor of the 1996 English translation, finds the traditional criticism of Schlosser’s book “at times overstated,” no
                  one can overlook Schlosser’s tendency to fill in gaps in his information with pure conjecture.40 This is especially problematic when he describes events that are otherwise not documented. The whole passage about Neefe’s
                  tuition is an example: “The Elector [Maximilian Friedrich],” writes Schlosser, “instructed Neefe to consider young Beethoven’s musical education one of
                  the most important assignments. This pleased Neefe, who had already noted the talents of his future pupil. He was glad to
                  do everything possible for him, especially since Ludwig was very fond of him and tried to please him by showing great industry.”41

               It is hard to know what to make of Schlosser’s statement. There is, of course, no doubt that Neefe acknowledged Beethoven’s
                  talents. But we can conclude from the previous three sections that only little is known of what, when, and how intensely Neefe
                  taught Beethoven. Less still is known of Neefe’s personal closeness to Beethoven, or about the attitude with which Beethoven
                  received this tuition. Nothing, finally, tells us about the older Elector’s interest in Beethoven. Schlosser would be totally
                  alone in his assertions were it not for the fact that much of the later evolving, now canonical, account of these matters seems to be inspired by
                  similar ideas of what very likely happened, or even what most desirably ought to have happened.
               

               It is certainly compelling to think that Neefe, given the opportunity, exposed Beethoven to the full essence of his knowledge,
                  aesthetic outlook, and philosophy. In the same manner it is tempting to believe that Neefe’s initiative to give Beethoven Bach’s music to play was an element in a complete course of keyboard playing. Both can certainly not be excluded, but it is
                  important to realize that our information about these matters is substantially less precise than any of the major Beethoven
                  biographies suggest.
               

            

            The introduction of fortepianos in Bonn

            
               During the 1780s, Beethoven engaged in various kinds of musical activities: playing at court (using the small organ there
                  and perhaps a harpsichord for continuo), playing organs in churches (although this may have been earlier, as described above), composing and playing solo
                  on the Clavier in various circumstances, and, eventually, playing the viola in the reinstated court orchestra. At the same
                  time, Bonn’s music world, and Beethoven with it, adapted to the latest fashion in keyboard instruments.
               

               Despite the lack of documentation of the extent of Neefe’s influence on Beethoven, we know that they had some kind of exchange about keyboard playing besides organ playing. It is, therefore, interesting to review briefly how Neefe’s
                  own taste in keyboard instruments developed.
               

               Neefe was an admirer of C. P. E. Bach. In Bonn, his affinity with Empfindsamkeit and the clavichord as a medium for expressing the intense and spontaneous had given way to a curiosity about new developments. Schiedermair
                  says that Neefe at one point even became an agent for the fortepianos and clavichords of Friederici and other renowned masters.42 In his letter to Cramer’s Magazin der Musik from March 2, 1783, in which he mentions the young Beethoven, Neefe provides an extensive description of the musical life
                  in Bonn. Interestingly, he departs from the generalized use of the term Clavier whenever he mentions keyboard instruments of special interest. This is, for example, the case with the collection of five
                  harpsichords (“Flügel”) from between 1646 and 1664, and a clavichord (which he in fact calls “Clavichord” and not “Clavier”)
                  owned by the music enthusiast Hofkammerrath von Mastiaux.43

               Neefe also mentions thirteen amateurs (including Beethoven and six other talented youngsters), nine of whom played Clavier
                  at varying levels. Only two people either owned a fortepiano worth mentioning or were able to master it. One was Mastiaux, who had a “large Hammerclavier in the shape of a pyramid” in his collection. This was part of a yet unfinished combination instrument. It still had to be
                  completed with a pedalboard, a glockenspiel and a stop of pipes. The other was Countess von Hatzfeld, whom Neefe describes explicitly as a brilliant fortepiano player.
               

               Also mentioned in Neefe’s letter are a number of inventions by the maker of Mastiaux’s brand-new combination instrument, one Gottlieb Friedrich Riedlen. Riedlen (b. 1749) was in Neefe’s opinion a “skilled mechanicus” who, apart from building “quilled harpsichords [Flügel] of the ordinary kind,” appears to have been very keen on innovation and experiment. That he experimented with metal harpsichord
                  plectra may not seem very extraordinary in comparison with his invention of a “means to let most Clavier-instruments stay
                  in tune, even though the climate has a strong influence on the strings,” or “an instrument on which everything that is played by the player is, during the playing, printed out in music
                  by means of a special mechanism.”44 Of a more serious character were probably the remaining three Instrumente:45 one with “hammers of a new invention from which the player may expect nothing but satisfaction,” another kind, also newly
                  invented, with quills and hammers, and an “instrument with gut strings with which one can make the impression of two violins,
                  viola, cello, double bass, and the flute with all ease.”46

               It seems that Neefe was less biased against such instruments than was Cramer, the editor of the Magazin der Musik. Although, during the course of 1783, Cramer let various instrument builders advertise in his magazine,47 reviewed the work of especially talented builders,48 and personally contributed a lengthy report about a Bogenhammerclavier,49 at the end of the same year he lost patience with all new fashions in instrument building and wrote:
                  


                     
                        It is indeed a sad thing for music to find this sort of instrument [the fortepiano] to be dominating whole nations, and even
                           in Germany, the real home of the Clavier [clavichord], and to find, especially in the southern parts, twenty good pianofortes,
                           fortpiens, clavecin-royals, and whatever else this kind of Hackbrett is called, for every single tolerable Clavier.50

                     

                  

We need not concern ourselves with Cramer’s objections against changing fashion; what is important here is that the tide was definitely turning. Especially in southern Germany, fortepianos were replacing
                  clavichords in ever larger numbers. Equally clear is that in 1783 the situation in Bonn can still be safely described as fairly
                  provincial.51 This is not so surprising. The earliest-known so-called German, or Prellzungen, piano action by Johann Andreas Stein, for example, was made as late as 1781.52 It is in fact plausible that fortepianos of a quality to satisfy professional musicians or advanced Liebhaber appeared in Bonn only shortly before Neefe wrote about them in 1783.
               

               Only four years later, the new trend had definitely arrived in Bonn. On April 8, 1787, Neefe sent another, much shorter letter to Cramer’s Magazin in which he wrote:
                  


                     
                        The love of music is increasing greatly among the inhabitants. The Clavier is especially liked; there are here several Hämmerclaviere by Stein of Augsburg and other equivalent instruments.53

                     

                  

A list of nine countesses devoted to this instrument accompanies this notice. Apart from that, Beethoven, the four Mastiaux
                  sons, the children of the Kapellmeister, and one young baron are mentioned as Clavier players (the list closes with “etc.”). A comparison of Neefe’s two letters
                  shows clearly enough that good fortepianos such as the ones by Johann Andreas Stein, which soon became important for Beethoven’s early career as a keyboard virtuoso, came to Bonn after 1783 and before 1787.
               

               Beethoven soon found his own ways to introduce himself to the musical scene described by Neefe in 1783. His association with
                  the household of the widow von Breuning (he soon became Clavier teacher for the two children and took part in the musical activities of the house) is but
                  one example of his various connections. The Beethovens were close to most amateur musicians among the officials at court.
                  Some of these were extraordinarily active. Mastiaux, a devotee of Joseph Haydn, organized house concerts in his concert hall once a week during the winter and had, apart from his many musical instruments,
                  a huge collection of music scores. Beethoven was good friends with one of his five children, Caspar Anton, a fine Clavier
                  player. Countess von Hatzfeld, a niece of the Elector, later received the dedication of Beethoven’s “Venni Amore” variations (WoO 65), composed between 1788 and 1791.
               

               Naturally, the arrival of any new fortepiano in these circles would soon have come to Beethoven’s attention. Once he had started to take part in public performances
                  himself, there would have been ample opportunity for Beethoven to become acquainted with the fortepiano. We can therefore
                  assume that his association with the clavichord became less important at this stage. It is also evident that Beethoven never
                  had much interest in the 
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                        Example 2.1. Concerto in E flat major WoO 4, mvt. 1, Allegro moderato, bars 95–654

                     

                  

clavichord as a special expressive medium after the fashion of the North German School, even though it must have been the
                  tool for his daily practice for quite some time.
               

               Beethoven’s experience with the fortepiano can be traced in documents going back to 1783. During the late autumn of that year,
                  he traveled with his mother to Rotterdam and played “a great deal in great houses, astonished people by his skill and received
                  valuable presents.”55 On November 23, he performed on the “forte piano” at the court in The Hague, in a concert where Carl Stamitz played the viola. Apparently Beethoven, and probably Stamitz too, played solo concerti. There was an orchestra present,
                  and Beethoven’s payment was sixty-three guilders, that of Stamitz fourteen, while the other musicians involved received only
                  seven guilders.56 What music Beethoven played is not known.
               

               The surviving copy of the keyboard part of Beethoven’s 1784 Piano Concerto in E flat major (WoO 4) is not in his hand but bears a title written by him: “Un Concert pour le Clavecin ou Forte-Piano Composé par Louis
                  Van Beethoven agé douze ans” (the age is wrong: he was thirteen years old). The keyboard part itself is headed with the word
                  “Cembalo,” and at least one passage in the first movement, with crossing sixteenth-note passages in both hands, looks as if
                  it is inspired by the possibilities of a two-manual harpsichord (bar 96 in Example 2.1).
               

               On the other hand, the solos in this concerto are marked with the dynamics f, fp, p and pp (sometimes in quick alternation),
                  which would have been impossible to realize properly on a harpsichord. In addition, at three points in the first movement
                  a “cresc” is indicated, as in the following example from bar 82 of the first movement (Example 2.2).
               

                  [image: Example 2.2.]

                  
                     Example 2.2. Concerto in E flat major WoO 4, mvt. 1, Allegro moderato, bars 82–357

                  

               

               The second example definitely indicates that the instrument Beethoven had in mind for this concerto was a fortepiano, and that the interlinked sixteenth notes of the first example were meant to be a virtuosic display on one
                  keyboard. This is important because Beethoven’s interest in playing the fortepiano is otherwise not documented earlier than
                  the descriptions of his playing from 1791 and some of his musical sketches from around the same time. Both will be discussed
                  further below.
               

               The title pages of Beethoven’s early compositions, whether autographs or printed, give no evidence of his interest in the
                  fortepiano.58 As Forkel’s criticism from 1781 makes clear, printed editions of keyboard music often did contain conservative or vague indications, simply because this would ensure their appeal to all the Clavierliebhaber, no matter which variety of instrument they played. The printed editions of Beethoven’s early keyboard works are no exception.
                  For example, the variations WoO 63 are for “clavecin,” the title page of the Sonatas WoO 47 indicates “Klavier” (while, above the first sonata, “Cembalo solo” is written). The two rondos and songs from Boßler’s
                  “Blumenlese” (WoO 48, 49, and 107, all from 1782, and WoO 108 from 1784) bear no separate indications as they are part of a large compilation
                  of compositions called “Blumenlese für Klavierliebhaber.” Only the four-hand variations WoO 67 from 1792 are for “Piano Forte.”
               

               In the autograph sources, too, Beethoven’s instrument indications are conservative. In the early chamber music with keyboard,
                  for instance, he uses various words for the harpsichord. Thus, the title of the three piano quartets WoO 36 (1785) bears the indication “clavecin” and the keyboard part is consistently marked “cembalo.” The title of the woodwind
                  trio WoO 37 (after 1785) indicates “clavicembalo.”59 Three pieces are linked to the organ: the 1782 fugue WoO 31 (which Gustav Nottebohm believed Beethoven to have played at his audition for the post of second organist),60 and the two preludes Op. 39, which are possibly from 1789.61 The autograph of two sonata movements from around 1790 (WoO 50) has no indication. Finally, the sketches for the “Venni amore” variations WoO 65 bear the inscription “orgelVariationen,” whereas in 1791 they were published for “Clavier ou Pianoforte.”62 Beethoven later played them on a fortepiano. Other sketches (for example, the sketches for a concerto in A) bear no indication
                  at all, or they have indications such as “cembalo” or “clavicembalo,” for example, the E minor Romanze for flute, bassoon, and keyboard instrument, and the Concerto Op. 19. This concerto, which Beethoven played in various forms in concerts during his first Viennese years, was definitely
                  performed on fortepianos.
               

               Beethoven’s occasional use of a term that indicates the harpsichord in pieces that are unequivocally meant for the fortepiano
                  (such as the Concerto WoO 4), or that Beethoven reportedly performed on a fortepiano (such as the Concerto Op. 19), shows that in these cases, he was indicating obbligato and soloistic keyboard parts, but not specifically the instrument.
                  His indications probably represent a conservative usage of terminology rather than a conservative choice of instrument.
               

               There is no surviving piano known to have been played or owned by Beethoven from before 1803, with one possible exception.
                  During his first stay in Vienna, approximately between April 7 and 20, 1787,63 Beethoven is thought to have played for Mozart and perhaps also to have taken some lessons from him.64 The most trustworthy version of this story probably comes from Otto Jahn, who, on the word of a “good source” in Vienna, says that Beethoven was “taken to Mozart” and was asked to play for him.65 If this is accurate, he would have played on Mozart’s own fortepiano, an instrument attributed to Anton Walter (1782) which is preserved and playable today. This instrument normally
                  stood in Mozart’s study and was transported to all his concerts.66 There are no reports of major public appearances by Mozart for the period when Beethoven was there, so the instrument was probably in Mozart’s home.67 Since Beethoven seems to have greatly impressed Mozart with his playing, we can assume that he was well acquainted with fortepiano playing at that time, providing the story is true.
               

               On his way back from Vienna, Beethoven stayed in Augsburg with the family of Joseph Wilhelm von Schaden. Anna (Nanette) von Schaden, who showed “admirable skill on the Piano forte,” was a close friend of Nannette Stein,
                  the daughter of piano builder Johann Andreas Stein, who at the time had become a celebrity among instrument makers.68 An entry by Nannette Stein in a conversation book from September 1824 suggests that, during his stay in Augsburg, Beethoven
                  visited Stein’s workshop and played his instruments.69

               One of Thayer’s sources from the Bonn years, the Widow Karth, remembered that Beethoven’s patron Count Waldstein had given him a fortepiano as a present some unknown time after his arrival in Bonn in 1788.70 The story of Waldstein’s present is inconclusive in many ways. It is sometimes suggested in the literature that this piano
                  was also by Stein, but there is nothing to substantiate this claim.71 The instrument must have stayed in Bonn when Beethoven moved to Vienna, because once in Vienna, he immediately took steps
                  to rent a grand piano.72 One possibility is, of course, that upon his departure Beethoven returned it with gratitude to Waldstein, in anticipation of the vast offerings of the Klavierland Vienna. But perhaps it was not an exceptionally valuable or outstanding instrument at all. In fact we do not even know whether
                  it was a square piano or a grand piano (for other reasons, the notion that Beethoven would have accepted a very expensive
                  instrument is debatable as well).73

               Sometime during the period 1790–92 (probably in 1792), there was a fortepiano with knee levers for the damping mechanism at
                  the chapel of the Bonn court. On one page of the Kafka sketch miscellany, two distinct sets of Beethoven’s sketches for a piano accompaniment for Jeremiah’s lamentations, to be performed on a Klavier
                  (instead of the organ) during Holy Week in one of these years, are preserved.74 These sketches contain an “oom-pah-pah-pah” bass figure with thick crescendo–decrescendo hairpins and the written addition “mit dem Knie,” meaning that the player should lift the damping during the “pahs” with
                  his knee.75 This feature points to a grand piano of the newer kind, such as Stein and some Viennese piano builders were making.
               

               Some sketches from the Kafka miscellany that might date from around the same time contain quite extreme dynamic markings which
                  also suggest the use of fortepianos. For example, one exercise that appears on f. 88r. together with sketches for the cantata
                  WoO 88 from October 1790 (lines 10/9; 11/9, continued on lines 12; 13) is marked crescendo (plus hairpin) ff, fff, sf (decrescendo hairpin) p, pp. This exercise may, however, stem from a later date since it is written in another ink than the cantata,
                  as even the monochrome facsimile of this page shows.76 The appearance on the page also suggests that they were written later than the cantata sketches, making use of empty space
                  on the page. As another example for sketches that contain extreme dynamics, the keyboard part in a sketch for the choir “Der freie Mann” WoO 117 from 1792 shows an alternation of ff and sf and ends fff (f. 61r).77

               Anton Reicha, who became Beethoven’s friend after arriving in Bonn in 1785, relates that Beethoven performed a Mozart concerto at
                  the court. The details leave no doubt that this performance was on a fortepiano.78 This fits well with the description in Boßler’s Musikalische Korrespondenz No. 28 from July 13, 1791: “Hr. Ludwig von Beethoven plays Klavier concertos and Hr. Neefe accompanies at court, in the theater
                  and in concerts.”79

               During a trip to Mergentheim with the court orchestra, also in 1791, Beethoven visited the keyboard virtuoso Franz Xaver Sterkel in Aschaffenburg and played on his Klavier (as will be discussed in more detail below). Sterkel owned a Stein grand piano (“Flügel”) which had been sent to him on February 20, 1783.80
On the same journey, he encountered Carl Ludwig Junker, who then wrote a lengthy article describing Beethoven’s playing as brilliant and idiosyncratic in a most positive
                  way. Junker relates that Beethoven refused to perform in public because the instrument on that occasion was a Flügel by Spath,
                  and in Bonn Beethoven was “accustomed only to play upon one by Stein.”81

               From all this it is clear that, during Beethoven’s last years in Bonn, the fortepiano became well established both in the
                  local musical scene and in Beethoven’s personal practice. In the following section, I will explain how Reicha’s recollection,
                  and the information and anecdotes from the Mergentheim trip, relate to Beethoven’s playing style at that time. I will also
                  discuss the characteristics of the instruments in question.
               

            

            A suitable touch – exploring a new instrument

            
               In 1825, Beethoven told the visiting organist Karl Gottlieb Freudenberg: “I, too, played the organ often in my youth, but
                  my nerves could not endure the force of this huge instrument. If an organist is master of his instrument, I rank him highest
                  among the virtuosos.”82 In 1790 or 1791, Beethoven could evidently still endure the force of the “Rieseninstrument,” as an anecdote related by Professor
                  Wurzer (Beethoven’s former classmate) suggests. A group of friends had talked Beethoven into trying out the organ in the freshly
                  renovated church of Marienforst near Godesberg, and with “his great good nature” he “soon” yielded to the request.83 He then improvised on themes given to him by the company. His playing greatly moved his friends and some “simple workers”
                  who were busy cleaning the church.84

               A cluster of reports from the early 1790s and their discussions in the literature have created the impression that playing
                  the organ and performing on the fortepiano did not go together very well for Beethoven. That Beethoven’s keyboard technique
                  at least once led to complications during a concert is evident from Reicha’s aforementioned description of Beethoven performing a Mozart concerto at the Bonn court:
                  


                     
                        One evening when Beethoven was playing a Mozart piano concerto at the Court, he asked me to turn the pages for him. But I
                           was mostly occupied in wrenching out the strings of the piano, which snapped, while the hammers stuck among the broken strings.
                           Beethoven insisted upon finishing the concerto, so back and forth I leaped, jerking out a string, disentangling a hammer,
                           turning a page, and I worked harder than did Beethoven.85

                     

                  

As has been pointed out above, Reicha’s arrival in Bonn in 1785 allows us to date this incident to some time between that year and 1792, when Beethoven left Bonn.86 Of course, without knowing more about the circumstances, it is impossible to draw definite conclusions about Beethoven’s
                  playing technique. Modern experience of playing early fortepianos with strings that have been produced in our time suggests that it is extremely hard to break the strings
                  in such instruments by playing without first damaging parts of the action.87 Also, the sound of any kind of early piano would become very ugly long before a string actually broke.
               

               Such modern experience cannot, however, be transferred to the historical situation without further consideration. The inevitability
                  of string breakage, especially as a consequence of excessive pounding, must have been a major issue at the time, since it
                  is mentioned in various manuals about tuning and instrument maintenance from around 1800.88 From these sources it becomes very clear that historical stringing and modern replacement materials cannot be directly compared.89

               String breakage in early pianos could occur in areas where the tension is closest to the breaking point of the strings. It
                  could also result from structural weaknesses in some of the handcrafted strings. Such structural weaknesses usually reveal
                  themselves when other conditions change: on the first few occasions when a new instrument is used for a whole performance,
                  after an instrument has been tuned up (for instance, to match the pitch of an orchestra), or in reaction to climatic changes
                  caused by, for instance, sudden drafts, candles, or the audience. The rise in pitch caused by the increase in humidity and
                  drop in temperature associated with a sudden thunderstorm in an environment with large single-pane windows might, for example,
                  cause the most critical strings of an instrument to snap spontaneously if the instrument was already tuned relatively high.90 Another possibility is that Beethoven indeed played too loudly, or was carried away by his temperament, or was especially
                  tense because he was performing a concerto at the court.
               

               Finally, it is not entirely clear from Reicha’s story just how serious the trouble actually was. Disentangling broken strings during an ongoing performance is an
                  intricate maneuver to be performed quickly; this consideration, along with the obvious pleasure Reicha has in telling this
                  story, might well suggest that it reflects Reicha’s involvement rather than the actual number of broken strings. The fact
                  that Beethoven played on suggests that this number may have been lower than Reicha implies.
               

               The assumption that the young Beethoven indeed had a heavy touch during a certain period helps to explain a famous but contradictory
                  passage by Wegeler. Wegeler retells an anecdote about Beethoven’s visit to Abbé Franz Xaver Sterkel in Aschaffenburg. This event took place during the Bonn orchestra’s journey to Mergentheim in the late summer of 1791.
                  Besides Wegeler’s version, which is based on an otherwise unknown verbal account by Franz Ries, there is also a firsthand account of the event from Nikolaus Simrock, who was, like Ries, present on the occasion.91

               After playing for his visitors, Sterkel asked Beethoven to play some of his newly published Righini variations (WoO 65). Sterkel could not find the music and Beethoven was forced to play from memory, which he initially refused to do.
                  When it became clear that Sterkel suspected him of being unable to play the variations, he finally played. Both versions of
                  the story agree upon his ability to play the music from memory, to add a few improvised variations, and also to imitate the
                  elegance and ease of Sterkel’s playing, as Wegeler says, “to the greatest surprise of the listeners.” Simrock explains the “amazement” of the Bonn musicians present from the fact that they had never heard Beethoven play in this
                  way earlier.
               

               At the beginning of Wegeler’s account, however, we find a comment that seems altogether irreconcilable with Beethoven’s ability
                  to adjust his playing spontaneously to Sterkel’s elegant manner:
                  


                     
                        Beethoven, who until then had not heard any great, outstanding Clavier player, did not know the finer nuances in the treatment of the instrument; his playing was rough and hard.92

                     

                  

The literature has been oddly forgiving regarding the obvious incompatibility of this statement with, on the one hand, the
                  known facts (Beethoven had, before 1791, already visited the Netherlands and Vienna, and a common assumption in the literature
                  is that he had certainly already heard other famous keyboard players) and, on the other, the content of the anecdote itself. Schiedermair adds an editorial question mark to the claim that Beethoven had not heard a great Clavier player and an exclamation
                  mark after “hard.”93 Thayer leaves the sentence uncommented upon,94 while Schindler mentions another contrast: that between Beethoven’s flexibility on this occasion and two accounts of Beethoven’s
                  later inability to “adopt another pianist’s style” (referring to characterizations by John Cramer and Cherubini that date
                  from 1799 and 1805 respectively).95 Newman acknowledges the contradiction in passing.96 Frimmel writes, “These reliable details from Wegeler reveal that his playing then, that is in his twenty-first year, was only
                  agreeable by way of exception, but usually rough and harsh, and hence agreed with his general disposition.”97 Finally, Siegbert Rampe accepts Beethoven’s technical flexibility in this anecdote as a part of Beethoven’s general disposition and describes
                  his “characteristic heavy touch” as a deliberate means to “expand the fortepiano tone to its limits and beyond.”98

               In an earlier attempt to interpret Wegeler’s comment, I have, by contrast, suggested that he might have been wrong about the
                  chronology and that “the testimony about his rough playing simply found its way into the wrong story.”99 A close examination of the narrative technique in the anecdotes further strengthens this assumption. The intended climax
                  of the story is, evidently, the “greatest surprise” or the “amazement” of the listeners, who “had never heard Beethoven play
                  in this way earlier.” In order to make this effect even clearer, Franz Ries apparently inserted a description of his own about the “rough” playing style the Bonn musicians otherwise knew
                  from Beethoven. In retelling Ries’s version, Wegeler simply omits to forge a convincing logical connection between his first
                  sentence and the following anecdote: the point of the story was the very fact that Beethoven suddenly and unexpectedly displayed qualities that (indeed) seemed altogether incompatible with his usual
                  ways. Ries’s (or Wegeler’s) explanation for Beethoven’s “rough” playing is probably truthful, but it belongs to a time before the
                  late summer of 1791 and the words “until then” are simply inexact.
               

               Schindler explains the whole in the following way: “Beethoven himself blamed the harshness of his touch at that time on his
                  constant playing of the organ.”100 Unfortunately, Schindler does not make it at all clear whether he actually talked with Beethoven about his performance at
                  Sterkel’s in particular (in which case it would have been Beethoven himself who told Schindler all the circumstances, since
                  both Wegeler’s and Simrock’s versions became known to the public only after Beethoven’s death), or whether he just combined his recollection of a remark
                  by Beethoven with this particular story, which he had read in Wegeler’s book.
               

               Whatever the correct explanation for Wegeler’s comment may be, it is obvious that in the late summer of 1791 Beethoven’s technique was not rough any more, or at least not
                  necessarily only rough, and that this development was quite remarkable even to musical observers. A well-known description of Beethoven’s
                  playing later during the same journey was written by Carl Ludwig Junker in the November of that year. Here we also find the first evidence of Beethoven’s interest in the quality of keyboard
                  instruments (Junker had listened to rehearsals and concerts of the musicians of the Bonn court chapel during their stay at
                  Mergentheim, on October 11 and 12, 1791):
                  


                     
                        I also heard one of the greatest Klavier players, the dear, good Bethofen, some compositions by whom appeared in the Speier
                           Blumenlese in 1783, written in his eleventh year. True, he did not perform in public, perhaps because the instrument was not
                           to his taste. It was a Flügel by Spath and in Bonn he is accustomed only to play upon one by Stein. Yet, to my far greater
                           pleasure, I heard him extemporize, I was even invited to give a theme for him to vary. One can, I believe, safely measure
                           the virtuosity of this kind, quiet man by the sheer inexhaustible wealth of his ideas, by the completely personal kind of
                           expressivity of his playing and by the dexterity of his playing. So I cannot imagine what could prevent him from achieving
                           the greatness of a true artist. I have heard Vogler on the fortepiano . . . often and for hours at a time, and always admired
                           his exceptional skill, but Beethoven is, apart from his skill, more speaking, more significant, more expressive, in a word
                           more for the heart: that is, [just as] good an adagio player as an allegro player. Even all the outstanding members of this
                           orchestra [the Elector’s orchestra] are his admirers and are all ears when he plays. But he remains modest and free from all
                           pretension. Nevertheless he confessed that, during the journeys that the Elector had enabled him to make, he had seldom found
                           in the playing of the most famous Klavier players what he supposed he had a right to expect. His playing differs so much from
                           the usual way of treating the Klavier that it seems as if he has made his own path towards the perfection he has now reached.101

                     

                  

It has been observed that, when writing his article, Junker “had much to gain from being impressed and absolutely nothing to gain from criticizing.” His enthusiastic report was
                  perhaps even an attempt to “depict himself close to court society.”102 We should, therefore, especially appreciate the fact that most of the details in his account agree with other descriptions
                  of Beethoven’s character and playing from that time: for example, his unwillingness to play upon request is also evident in
                  the Ries/Simrock anecdote. This idiosyncrasy was to become constant in later years; the only interesting element here is that his reason for not playing
                  in public was the instrument. His early skill in improvising with dexterity and imagination is documented in Wurzer’s account
                  mentioned above. In another early description, Wegeler relates how Beethoven, at the von Breunings’, was asked to characterize various well-known persons through his playing.103 The two versions of the Sterkel anecdote also support his ability. While as a youngster he could be “stubborn and unfriendly”
                  in private,104 by 1784 the above-mentioned pro memoriam of the Bonn court attested to his “good and quiet conduct” in public, which matches well with Junker’s characterizations
                  “dear,” “good,” “kind,” and “quiet.” The only real disagreement (with Wegeler’s account) has to do with Beethoven’s travels
                  and his having heard other famous keyboardists.
               

               There is every reason to believe that the new information contained in Junker’s text is accurate as well. Most interesting is the fact that Beethoven, at twenty, already played markedly differently from
                  other fortepianists in a positive sense and that he thought about playing in a different way from others (his disapproval of the usual manner of treating the
                  fortepiano recurs in his correspondence with Andreas Streicher in 1796, which is discussed below).
               

               Taken together, the evidence of Wegeler’s, Simrock’s, and Junker’s anecdotes suggests that Beethoven, in the fall of 1791,
                  had recently been making deliberate efforts to improve his technique of playing, specifically, the fortepiano. These efforts,
                  which can be clearly seen in connection with (or were perhaps even directly inspired by) Stein’s pianos (on which he was “accustomed
                  to play”), and which perhaps also related to some of the surviving early sketches of technical exercises, bore fruit quickly
                  enough to surprise even the musicians that knew Beethoven well.105

            

            Spath’s and Stein’s Klaviere

            
               Beethoven’s refusal to perform on a Spath instrument deserves a short discussion. Franz Jacob Spath from Regensburg (1714–86) was especially known for his Tangentenflügel (a term only employed from around 1790).106 These instruments have an action different from the clavichord, harpsichord, and fortepiano (see Figure 2.1). Upon depressing the key, a wooden strip not unlike a harpsichord jack107 is propelled by means of an intermediate lever upward to the string. It strikes the string, allowing for dynamic variation,
                  and then immediately falls back.
               

                  [image: Figure 2.1.]

                  
                     Figure 2.1.Diagram of a tangent action108

                  

               

               The top of the tangent is usually not covered with leather like most piano hammers, producing a sound not unlike a large clavichord.
                  However, the surviving instruments have at least four stops that allow for a whole range of variations in timbre. Such variations
                  are to be seen as integral to the instrument’s concept.109

               We cannot be completely certain that the rejected Flügel had such a tangent action.110 Spath was known for making a variety of keyboard instruments.111 It is perhaps likely that the Mergentheim Flügel was such an instrument, but even so, it is impossible to trace the exact nature of Beethoven’s
                  problems. Since Beethoven did agree to improvise on the Spath, it is possible that it was simply acoustically unsuited for
                  a performance for a larger audience. The c. 1785 Spath & Schmahl Tangentenflügel in the National Music Museum in Vermillion is a perfectly good match for the medium-sized hall at the museum, but if played
                  in a large hall with a high ceiling it would probably sound very soft.112 Another significant difference between Stein’s Hammerflügel and Spath’s Tangentenflügel is the dynamic control for the player: while a good tangent action can be even and pleasant enough to be played with confidence,
                  it also has a tendency to be unresponsive at lower dynamic levels. Stein’s action, by contrast, was designed to give the player
                  the utmost control down to very soft levels; a well-regulated Stein action is in this respect definitely superior.113

                  [image: Figure 2.2.]

                  
                     Figure 2.2.Stein Phase II action (Gothenburg claviorgan)
                     

                  

               

               From a modern standpoint, in a world of standardized piano keyboards, it would certainly seem logical that Beethoven hesitated
                  to play in public on an instrument that was quite different from the ones he knew well. My suggestion that during this period
                  he was actively (and apparently self-consciously) working to improve his fortepiano technique would fit such an explanation
                  well. But it is impossible to assess what degree of variety in keyboard instruments was acceptable, even to an ambitious young
                  player, at a time when typical keyboardists were accustomed to moving freely between harpsichords, organs, clavichords, and
                  fortepianos of various kinds.
               

               While little can be said about the Spath Klavier in Mergentheim, more is known about the characteristics of Johann Andreas Stein’s fortepianos during the 1780s, to which Beethoven had access in Bonn.114 Sixteen of Stein’s fortepianos from 1781 onwards still exist. This may represent about three percent of Stein’s total output.
                  Some of the instruments have been restored to playing condition.
               

               Organologist Michael Latcham has divided the surviving Stein pianos into three phases.115 The second phase, c. 1781–83, is certainly of interest here. It is represented by six surviving instruments. Instruments of this type would have
                  been in circulation even after Stein changed the design of his action at some time during 1783. As mentioned above, for instance,
                  Franz Xaver Sterkel had owned a Stein Flügel since the spring of 1783, on which Beethoven quite probably played in 1791.
               

               The German action (Prellzungenmechanik) of Stein’s Phase II instruments featured wooden Kapseln, hollow, round, wooden hammer heads116 that are glued to the hammer shanks and secured by thin strips of leather, and no hammer checks. These hammers were, as far
                  as is known, originally covered with one layer of leather (Figure 2.2).
               
Stein’s third phase (1783–92) is represented by ten surviving grand pianos. Here too, the Kapseln are wooden and there are
                  no checks. The hammers in these instruments are solid, club-shaped and were, as Latcham suggests, covered with one or two
                  layers of leather.117 The stringing, the internal construction, and the design of the hammer escapement also differ from those in earlier instruments.
               

               Of all these details, those that bear upon the sound character of the instrument and its responsiveness to various styles
                  of playing are of most interest here. One central item in the discussion of sound is the covering of the hammers. Hammer leathers have been replaced as a matter of maintenance on most historical pianos. While doing
                  so, an upgrade of the sound character was often attempted. During this process, some of the original materials may have been
                  removed. This has inspired a very careful approach among organologists and restorers in the field: the idea of using less,
                  or even no, leather on early piano hammer heads is beginning to be accepted as a true possibility for the sound world of the
                  late eighteenth century, even for instruments other than the Tangentenflügel.
               

               Depending on the construction of a piano and the dimensions of the hammers in relation to the stringing, bare or almost bare
                  hammers can produce timbres roughly covering the range between the sound of a clavichord and that of a hammered dulcimer.118 Michael Latcham has argued that instruments with bare hammers often had devices to alter the timbre, as in the case of Spath’s Tangentenflügel.119 One important feature of Stein’s pianos is that there are generally no such Veränderungen, apart from a knee lever to lift the damping.120 Only the two earliest Stein instruments, the 1777 so-called Vis-à-vis (with bare wooden hammers) and the 1781 claviorgan in Gothenburg, have original moderators (a register where a layer of cloth
                  is inserted between the hammer and the string).121

               The Gothenburg claviorgan hammers feature a layer of leather of graduated thickness (below two other, probably unoriginal,
                  layers) that matches the rather firm original beak leather, and that therefore also seems original despite the confusing fact
                  that it was detached and re-glued for an unknown reason some time after the other layers were mounted.122 The thickness is around 1.5 mm at FF and c. 0.5 mm from d′ upwards. The hammer leathers in another 1783 (Phase II) instrument are similar in thickness, but made from “compact, fine-textured chamois leather.”123 Even after Stein began to use solid hammer heads and two layers of leather, these were, by comparison with most later fortepianos,
                  very thin.124 The sound that these pianos produce is considerably brighter than the average sound that has become customary in the fortepiano
                  playing of our time. On the instrument in Gothenburg a few test chords are playable with a regulated action and proper stringing.
                  The touch feels very precise and quite light, but in comparison with other historical pianos from the Viennese tradition not
                  surprisingly so; the tone is brilliant but pleasant and the treble sustain is astonishingly good. The 1783 Trondheim piano
                  is not kept in a playing condition.125 Phase III pianos with solid hammers could produce somewhat more volume than the earlier instruments.126

               The special feature in Stein’s actions that generated some historical discussion and has strongly influenced modern opinion
                  is the absence of a hammer check in his instruments. Such a device has the function of catching the hammer on its return from the attack, preventing
                  it from hopping up and striking the string again. A detailed discussion about the function of the check is part of my further comparison between Walter’s and the Geschwister Stein fortepianos.127 Here it suffices to say that, in newly regulated instruments, this particular characteristic of Stein’s design would not
                  have been seen as problematic, nor would it have been outdated in 1791. Instruments with similar actions were built until
                  after 1800, and their regulation is still described in some detail in an owner’s manual from 1814.128

               If by 1791 Beethoven was indeed used to playing on a piano by Stein, the clavichord and the harpsichord evidently belonged
                  to his musical past at this point. After 1783, Stein’s fortepianos displayed one consistent feature, which is that one basic
                  timbre is supplied by the builder whereas tonal variation is to be achieved by the touch of the player, aided by a very carefully
                  crafted action; Beethoven had not simply become acquainted with some piano, he had gotten used to that particular concept.
                  This link between instrument and player finds its modern counterpart among brand-oriented concert pianists. In terms of late eighteenth-century Clavier playing, however, it must have been a novelty.
               

               Our excitement about the connection between Stein’s fortepianos and Beethoven should not blind us to the fact that the instruments
                  under discussion have sound properties that, in comparison with the ubiquitous modern c. 1800 Anton Walter copy, might be called archaic. Stein’s instruments are brilliant and responsive; they react well to impulsive
                  attacks, but not to weighty pounding; they sound elegant but never massive. Considering the future of Beethoven’s piano writing,
                  they do, however, lack certain possibilities. They were nevertheless important for him during the time he shaped his personal
                  playing style. If we regard them as made to fit the requirements of their time, they were among the best available, and Beethoven
                  was, like everyone else, certainly aware of this.
               

               To summarize, it is possible to establish with some certainty that 1791 was the decisive year for Beethoven’s development,
                  from an enthusiastic and virtuosic player of various keyboard instruments (especially the organ) whose playing sometimes lacked
                  sophistication, to a fortepianist with a large expressive range. Although his private instrument of that time is not known,
                  circumstantial evidence suggests that his new skills are closely connected to the possibilities of the pianos of Johann Andreas
                  Stein. To the modern listener, Stein’s pianos perhaps do not stand out as a typical medium for Beethovenian power; they sound
                  elegant and have an action that reacts to the subtlest differences of touch. It is, however, clear that Beethoven was used
                  to Stein’s instruments at that time and that he was reluctant to take the risk of performing on instruments of another builder, such
                  as Spath. The harpsichord and the clavichord were definitely things of the past when Beethoven made his decisive move to Vienna.
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