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ABSTRACT 

Throughout the twentieth century there has been a general trend in orchestral performance 

towards standardised interpretations due to recording practices. This is at odds with the 

preceding nineteenth-century romantic aesthetic that prioritised individualistic, overt 

expression and variety in interpretation. Beginning in the 1920s, London became a region of 

particular interest for its rapidly evolving styles as music recording intensified and 

commercialised during the Interwar period. As orchestras and concerts were becoming more 

widely established within society, British performance style was simultaneously reconciling its 

traditional, haphazard approach with increasing exposure through recordings and broadcasting 

to the growing modernist aesthetic in continental Europe. 

 

Initial research into performance conventions exhibited by British orchestras was undertaken 

by Robert Philip, but there has been no comprehensive study that examines the orchestra as a 

separate stylistic entity and its performances a product of its own context. This thesis begins to 

fill this gap by presenting a case study of two London Symphony Orchestra historical 

recordings of Ludwig van Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2 in D Major, Op. 36 (1802) made in 

1926 and 1938, conducted by Thomas Beecham and Felix Weingartner respectively, and 

related critical reviews. An original analysis of the recordings compares approaches to tempo, 

rhythm, ensemble, and expressive timbres, and a database of reviews from The Times, The 

Musical Times, and The Gramophone are surveyed and collated to uncover values and attitudes 

of the period. In contextualising the evidence of evolving performance styles, this investigation 

presents a new perspective into the sound world of Interwar London. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

Listening to a recording of a Beethoven symphony in the present day, one can expect the 

masterwork to be brought to life by performance. The score is rendered in practice: every 

rhythm is executed accurately, and indications of dynamic contrast and articulation are adhered 

to scrupulously. Any aberrations from the notation—for example, a slight timing change before 

a cadence—are usually supported by well-established performance traditions. Orchestral 

colour, timbre, and choices of tempo encouraged by the conductor may contribute to 

personalising a particular orchestra’s recording. Yet, when listening to historical recordings of 

Beethoven from the early twentieth century, we are presented with a multitude of 

interpretations that drastically alter the work itself. These performances are ignited with 

individuality and a spirit of discovery. For the twenty-first century, these significant deviations 

from the score may seem highly unusual and even be considered ‘blasphemous’ due to the 

monumental status of Beethoven’s works and performance traditions of them. However, this 

was common practice for the early twentieth century and evidence suggests it was these 

variations that added value to a performance. 

This diversity of interpretation is remarkably apparent in the historical recordings from 

orchestras in London during the Interwar period (1918-1939). Not only is there variety in 

performance styles across different orchestras throughout the two decades, but evidence of 

rapidly changing styles is even heard between recordings of the same orchestra. These 

differences are yet to be studied. Furthermore, the consideration of evolving performance 

practices of orchestras during the early twentieth century has largely been omitted in the field 

of historical performance practice. Being products of their musical and social contexts, 

orchestras serve as an important representation of the aesthetic values and attitudes of their 

time. Functioning as collectives of musicians (including professionals, semi-professionals, and 

amateurs) in any given period, orchestras are arguably the most accurate amalgamation of 

performance style from any given era. Additionally, an established orchestra develops a unique 

persona and operates using a specialised set of performance conventions in relation to the 

demands of its repertoire. 

 

 



2 

 

Literature review and background 

London during the 1920s saw a burst of enthusiasm for music itself as a recent phenomenon 

that grew out of the late nineteenth century, as described by Timothy Day. This was amplified 

by the increased availability and distribution of gramophone records, previously a vehicle 

strongly associated with popular culture.1 Promenade Concerts by Henry Wood’s Queen’s Hall 

Orchestra, that pandered to the lower and middle classes by presenting mass concerts in 

informal settings, played a role in the simultaneous commodification and democratisation of 

classical music concert culture, although receiving some criticism at the time for its ‘rough-

and-ready’ approach and minimal preparation.2 Jennifer Doctor in her study, The BBC and 

Ultra-Modern Music, has also examined the British Broadcasting Company (BBC) from the 

1920s onwards as a catalyst for increasing public exposure to new musical works and cutting-

edge ideas developing in Europe.3 

 

This considerable and unprecedented push in public ethos to mass produce musical 

performances through the new medium of gramophone recordings is exemplified in London’s 

response to Beethoven’s Centenary in 1927. Leading up to the celebrations, there was a 

deliberate incentive to produce around 100 records that encapsulated Beethoven’s complete 

symphonies, string quartets, and other chamber music.4 The London Symphony Orchestra 

(LSO) contributed significantly to this body of work, with 13 recordings of Beethoven’s 

symphonies in total from 1923-1940. These recordings are yet to be included in any studies of 

historical recordings and performance practice. This material offers an untapped opportunity 

to examine the written critical reviews and audience reception of these recordings and evidence 

their exhibited values and attitudes in the primary audio material of the performances. Out of 

all the LSO’s recorded output of Beethoven pre-1940, Symphony No. 2 in D Major, Op. 36 

(1802) is the only orchestral work to be recorded twice, in 1926 and 1938, with the longest 

period in between its respective releases. Being one of Beethoven’s lesser-known symphonies, 

the work’s near-obscurity at the turn of the century compared to its familiarity to present-day 

 
1 Timothy Day, A Century of Recorded Music: Listening to Musical History (New Haven: Yale University 

Press, 2000), 59. 
2 Robert Philip, Performing Music in the Age of Recording (London: Yale University Press, 2004), 66-7. 
3 Jennifer Doctor, The BBC and Ultra-Modern Music, 1922-1936: Shaping a Nation's Tastes, Music in the 

Twentieth Century; 10 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007). 
4 "The Beethoven Centenary,” Review, The Times, 1927/03/11/ 1927, 12. https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS202316907/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=bb735a2c, Gale. 
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classical music audiences means the process of standardisation was arguably slower and easier 

to track and its performance conventions less rigid compared to more canonical works. 

 

Some observations have already been made about the overall impression of the LSO and British 

orchestras provided through recordings and historical accounts. Robert Philip identifies 

common teething issues surrounding the developing orchestral landscape in Britain in the early 

twentieth century, such as the deputy system, causing irregular membership and shortage of 

rehearsals.5 Regarding the concept of competence as synonymous with style, he argues that 

1920s recordings of the LSO and Queen’s Hall Orchestra reveal a low standard of playing, 

which only increased significantly with the establishment of the BBC Philharmonic Orchestra 

and London Philharmonic Orchestra in the 1930s.6 He goes into more detail in his book, 

Performing Music in the Age of Recording, identifying key performance issues of co-ordination 

between instrumental sections and clarity in articulation. For example, in comparing British 

orchestral recordings to those from North America and Continental Europe, he posits that 

1920s performances of the Philharmonic Symphony Orchestra of New York under Arturo 

Toscanini essentially made Thomas Beecham’s recordings with the LSO “sound like a joke.”7 

On the contrary, Simon McVeigh retrospectively views the LSO’s early years as closely 

aligned with its specific aims of formation; its branding invoked an air of international 

reputation—making direct reference to the Berlin and Vienna orchestras—with a focus on 

large-scale canonical works.8 While these intentions may not have truly come to fruition until 

later in the century, the LSO’s function was situated within a “decisive commercial orientation” 

and this has wide-reaching implications when examining its rapidly evolving style and 

interpretations of Beethoven; it was an orchestra well-aware of outward contextual pressures.9 

As the LSO remained consistent from before to after the Interwar period in London—and 

beyond to the present day—and maintained a receptive relationship with its audience and 

evolving context, it presents a valuable analytical opportunity in the study of early twentieth-

century orchestral performance practices.  

 

 
5 Philip, "Historical Recordings of Orchestras," in The Cambridge Companion to the Orchestra, edited by Colin 

Lawson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 210. 
6 Philip, "Historical Recordings of Orchestras," 211. 
7 Philip, Performing Music in the Age of Recording. 
8 Simon McVeigh, "The London Symphony Orchestra: The First Decade Revisited," Journal of the Royal 

Musical Association 138, no. 2 (2013): 327, https://doi.org/10.1080/02690403.2013.830476. 
9 McVeigh, "The London Symphony Orchestra,” 375. 
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Leech-Wilkinson defines the concept of performance style as: 

 

…[when] performers who have sufficient technical control and musical imagination develop 

ways of making sounds on their instruments and relationships between adjacent sounds in their 

performances and identify them, place them in relation to their predecessors and 

contemporaries, and are striking enough for others to be influenced by them.10  

 

He posits that style is a collection of performance habits relating to pitch, timing, and loudness, 

which consist of ‘musical’ ways of interpreting the score, beyond its basic mechanics, to arouse 

an emotional reaction in the audience—its gradual change over time being a form of cultural 

evolution.11 Equally, performance conventions are the specific technical components that make 

up style. In the field of historical performance practice, the trend towards a homogenisation of 

styles during the twentieth century is widely acknowledged by scholars. Philip identifies this 

shift in priorities as occurring in the latter half of the century, where “spirit” gave way to literal 

accuracy in relation to the notated score, and “unanimity of purpose” to “unanimity of 

execution” within ensembles.12 Philip, along with Day and Leech-Wilkinson, have examined 

factors that contributed to this change. As well as the rise of broadcasting and availability of 

recordings that helped to disseminate styles across regional borders, these factors also include 

a decline in performance practices that had their roots in a more rhetorical style, such as 

rhythmic and tempo flexibility, agogic accentuation, vibrato, and portamento. This was due to 

increasing audience familiarity with repertoire, recordings as an agent of change in setting new 

high standards that influenced audience expectations in the concert hall, and the modernist 

values of restraint and objectivity post-World War II as a reaction against subjectivity.13 These 

broad concepts hold significant weight when examining British orchestral performance 

practices from the 1920s to 1940s, as many factors were still in their early stages of conception 

and saw varying degrees of influence leading up to the 1950s, which are yet to be tracked in 

detail.  

 

In relation to changing performance styles in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth 

century, significant research work has already begun in examining these for specific 

 
10 Daniel Leech-Wilkinson, "Recordings and Histories of Performance Style," in The Cambridge Companion to 

Recorded Music (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 248. 
11 Leech-Wilkinson, "Recordings and Histories of Performance Style," 255. 
12 Philip, Performing Music in the Age of Recording, 87. 
13 Philip, Performing Music in the Age of Recording; Day, A Century of Recorded Music; Leech-Wilkinson, 

"Recordings and Histories of Performance Style," 252. 
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instruments. This has included examining historical recordings of solo and chamber music as 

source material for studying performance conventions of the violin and piano, with key studies 

by Philip, Richard Hudson, David Milsom, Neal Peres Da Costa, and Robin Wilson.14 Philip 

has extended his study of historical string and woodwind playing to include orchestral 

recordings from Britain, Germany, and France, with the purpose of identifying performance 

conventions of specific instruments within an orchestral context. However, no study has yet 

been undertaken of the orchestra as a separate musical entity with its own performance 

conventions.  

 

Existing research by Philip and other previously mentioned scholars does account for some 

changes in performance conventions of British orchestras in the early twentieth century. 

However, these only begin to reveal what can be uncovered through a direct research focus on 

the shifting recording persona of an orchestra. Particularly with the LSO, there is the need for 

an analytical approach that acknowledges the value of investigating historical performance 

practices of the time, one that goes beyond the prior scholarly assessment of orchestras in the 

wider narrative of orchestral progress throughout the twentieth century. Furthermore, it must 

be acknowledged that musicians function with a different technical and aesthetic purpose when 

performing in an orchestra, as opposed to solo playing. This impetus shapes the focus of this 

thesis: it forms a case study centring on two historical recordings—the LSO performing 

Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2, first in 1926 with conductor Thomas Beecham and then in 1938 

with Felix Weingartner, as a point of departure for beginning to examine changes in 

performance practices of the LSO in its interpretation of Beethoven’s orchestral works. By 

narrowing the research focus to one orchestra and musical work, this study will present a 

limited but significant model for identifying and discussing performance styles of the orchestra 

as a whole, rather than its separate instrumental sections.   

 

 

 
14 Philip, Early Recordings and Musical Style: Changing Tastes in Instrumental Performance, 1900-1950 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992); Richard Hudson, Stolen Time: The History of Tempo Rubato 

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994); David Milsom, Theory and Practice in Late Nineteenth-Century Violin 

Performance: An Examination of Style in Performance, 1850-1900 (Aldershot, England: Ashgate, 2003); Neal 

Peres Da Costa, Off the Record: Performing Practices in Romantic Piano Playing (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 2012); Robin Wilson, "Style and Interpretation in the Nineteenth‐Century German Violin 

School with Particular Reference to the Three Sonatas for Pianoforte and Violin by Johannes Brahms," Doctor 

of Philosophy Ph.D., University of Sydney, Conservatorium of Music, 2015, http://hdl.handle.net/2123/12947.  
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Research aims 

This study will address the following research questions: 

• What differences in performance conventions can be discerned from a detailed analysis 

and comparison of the 1926 and 1938 Beethoven Symphony No. 2 recordings by the 

LSO? 

• How do examples of performance styles evident in the two recordings reflect the values 

and attitudes relating to orchestral performances and interpretations of Beethoven as 

expressed in British writings of the time? 

This study aims to achieve the following outcomes: 

• Begin to fill the gap in the study of early-twentieth-century performance styles by 

examining the evolving performance style of one orchestra. 

• Contribute to the developing knowledge of orchestral performance practices in London. 

• Offer further weight to the case for the validity of historical recordings as invaluable 

source material for research into historically-informed performance. 

• Offer a model and impetus for further specialised research into the performance 

practices of other orchestras, composers, and conductors. 

 

Methodology 

This research is situated within the well-established methodologies of historical musicology. 

This includes the use of both textual material, such as reviews, and sound recordings as primary 

sources as well as relying on relevant secondary literature. The analysis of historical recordings 

has grown in popularity within the field of musicology, especially in the study of historically-

informed performance, since Philip’s revolutionary study in 1992, Early Recordings and 

Musical Style.15 Many of the studies mentioned previously have successfully utilised the 

analysis of early-twentieth-century recordings to understand the performance practices of late-

nineteenth-century violinists and pianists in relation to vibrato, portamento, and tempo 

rubato.16 Detailed musical analysis and comparisons of orchestral recordings have also featured 

prominently in Philip’s output with the aim of providing an overview of changing performance 

 
15 Philip, Early Recordings and Musical Style. 
16 Milsom, Theory and Practice in Late Nineteenth-Century Violin Performance; Peres Da Costa, Off the 

Record; Wilson, “Style and Interpretation in the Nineteenth‐Century German Violin School,”; Hudson, Stolen 

Time. 
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styles of the twentieth century.17 The history and logistics of dealing with historical recordings 

has been examined in detail by Simon Trezise. In his discussion, he presents his own case study 

of various classical, jazz, and contemporary recordings that accounts for the specific conditions 

of recording, the context behind the performance, and the final editing and production stages.18  

 

The analysis of written sources has been commonly used in musicology to gain an 

understanding of prevailing attitudes and values of a period, as well as the reception history of 

a composition, conductor, or orchestra. Most notably, Clive Brown’s close reading of 

performance treatises and instructional instrument manuals by prominent musicians enables 

him to formulate informed judgements about historical performance practice pre-1900—before 

the invention of audio recordings.19 Research into late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century 

historical performance styles, such as that by Philip, has also incorporated the use of critical 

reviews and opinion pieces from newspapers and journals to support the investigation, often in 

conjunction with evidence from relevant recordings.20  

 

This study draws on the extensive archival work by Philip Stuart in the LSO’s discography to 

identify all recordings of Beethoven’s orchestral works between 1913-1940—16 in total.21 A 

summary of these recordings can be found in Appendix A. For the written sources, a manual 

literature survey has been conducted of the complete issues of The Musical Times, The Times, 

and The Gramophone from 1923-1938, which utilised the online archives provided by JSTOR, 

Gale Primary Sources, and Exact Edition’s digital platform reader. The aim of this search was 

to collect reviews that had specific references to the case study recordings, the LSO, and/or 

Beethoven’s works out of the multiple thousands of records from these publications that were 

surveyed, listed in order of significance in the following table: 

 

 

 
17 Philip, Early Recordings and Musical Style; Philip, Performing Music in the Age of Recording.  
18 Simon Trezise, "The Recorded Document: Interpretation and Discography," in The Cambridge Companion to 

Recorded Music, 186-209 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009). See also: Neal Peres Da Costa, Off 

the Record: Performing Practices in Romantic Piano Playing. 
19 Clive Brown, Classical and Romantic Performing Practice, 1750-1900 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 

1999). 
20 Philip, Early Recordings and Musical Style; Trezise, The Recorded Document: Interpretation and 

Discography,"; Wilson, “Style and Interpretation in the Nineteenth‐Century German Violin School.” 
21 "The World's Most Recorded Orchestra: The LSO Discography," London Symphony Orchestra, updated  

August, 2021, https://lso.co.uk/orchestra/history/discography.html. 
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Type of review Number of reviews collected 

1. Direct reference to the 1926 or 1938 recording by the LSO of Beethoven’s 

Symphony No. 2 

4 

2. Direct reference to a live performance by the LSO of Beethoven’s Symphony 

No. 2 

3 

3. Direct reference to a recording by the LSO of any Beethoven orchestral work. 14 

4. Direct reference to a live performance by the LSO of any Beethoven orchestral 

work. 

31 

5. Direct reference to a recording by any British orchestra of any Beethoven 

orchestral work. 

5 

6. Direct reference to a live performance by any British orchestra of any Beethoven 

orchestral work. 

20 

 

From this overview, reviews from the top four categories were selected and transcribed for the 

purpose of analysing written sources. Including reviews of both gramophone recordings and 

live performances, a database has been created which categorises the sources based on general 

statistics, the overall opinion expressed (i.e., negative, neutral, positive), and common themes 

identified, as outlined in Appendix C.  

 

A close analysis of the case study recordings forms the central part of this investigation in 

Chapter Two to examine differences in performance conventions and interpretations of 

Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2, focusing on tempo and rhythm, ensemble, and orchestral timbre. 

Following this, Chapter Three comprises an analysis of written sources related to these 

performances. Starting from reviews with direct references to the 1926 and 1938 recordings, 

this inquiry centres on the nature of the evaluative language used, which value systems are 

being represented, and what is revealed about the overall orchestra climate in London. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Analysis of case study recordings 

The London Symphony Orchestra experienced a significant period of stylistic change between 

1926 and 1938. Evidence of evolving performance practices can be identified in the two LSO 

recordings of Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2 in D under conductors Thomas Beecham and Felix 

Weingartner. While in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, established 

performance traditions for canonical orchestral repertoire preserved a more fixed interpretation, 

these early twentieth-century recordings present two highly individualistic interpretations of 

the same work by the same orchestra that are separated by only twelve years. What 

characterises these differences is the way the LSO’s recordings deviate from a literal 

interpretation of the notated score for expressive effect and a prioritisation of creating variation. 

Overall, both exhibit a fluid approach to the treatment of tempo, modification of rhythm, and 

active use of portamento, but the frequency and function of these practices within the two 

performances varies greatly. Beecham’s 1926 recording reveals an orchestra that regarded the 

concept of ensemble as the amalgamation of ‘horizontal’ parts, with relative metrical placement 

of these varying and depending on musical context, rather than ‘vertical’ parts lining up 

metrically within the same beat, as is more characteristic of Weingartner’s 1938 recording. 

While the flexible treatment of tempo and rhythm is evidenced in both performances, 

Beecham’s recording employs more metrical rubato and rhythmic modification by individual 

orchestral sections, with the expressive placement of melodic material and soloistic lines 

asynchronous with the accompanying parts. Weingartner’s recording also utilises these 

devices, but to a smaller degree; tempo changes are used in a collective, planned manner and 

rhythmic alterations are reserved for significant structural moments in the piece. In the 1926 

recording, there is an organic sense of spontaneity and free creation, with the orchestra reacting 

to new musical material as it occurs, whereas the 1938 recording exhibits more restraint in 

comparison, with a planned approach to each movement’s thematic progression. Yet, some 

similarities in the underlying rhythmic impulses in both performances suggest a lingering of 

aesthetics and the orchestra’s placement in an active period of change. Audio examples for this 

chapter can be accessed through the link in Appendix B. 
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pronounced, within each segment the general rhythmic pulse remains steady, and any tempo 

fluctuations are performed as an ensemble in a gradual terraced fashion. 

 

The choice of performance devices in Beecham’s recording also reflects the accompaniment 

context for the main melodic line in both its iterations. The strings’ opening phrase has a faster 

tempo compared to the later LSO recording by Weingartner in 1938, around approximately 80 

BPM, but is simple and pure in its unwavering tempo and, uncharacteristically, rhythmically 

true to the literal notation (Audio Ex. 2 ♫). Here, the absence of significant tempo modification 

allows for the use of portamento to feature as a primary expressive device. In the woodwinds’ 

theme from bar 9, the increase in rhythmic interest welcomes a looser and more malleable 

tempo (Figure 1, Audio Ex. 3 ♫). The first clarinet asserts its role as the main melodic line and 

takes extra time in the dotted semiquaver in bar 11, falling behind the semiquaver 

accompaniment. The woodwind section also struggles to maintain the expansive tempo while 

the strings rush ahead in the syncopated pattern from bar 12, resulting in two competing tempi. 

Another more extreme example of woodwind soloists playing in a slower tempo in relation to 

the rest of the orchestra can be heard in the recapitulation of the third theme (Audio Ex. 4 ♫). 

The crescendo in bar 13 is also interpreted as an accelerando, led first by the cellos and double 

basses placing their third quaver early and then by the violins’ rushed semiquavers into the 

subito piano in bar 15. This idea of individual orchestral sections taking charge to persuade the 

rest of the orchestra to join in becoming faster or slower is a common feature throughout 

Beecham’s 1926 recording.  

 

Figure 2: Fourth movement, recapitulation of the second theme, bars 211-217. 

 

Evidence of the use of contrasting tempi in different iterations of a theme, as identified in 

Weingartner’s 1938 recording of the second movement, can also be found in the fourth 

movement. In the initial presentation of the second theme, the melody in the string section is 
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While being straightforward in its notated rhythm, the first repeated section of the Scherzo can 

hardly be heard as a literal rendition in either recording. There are some shared choices of 

tempo between the recordings, but where they differ here is in their frequency of change and 

degrees of perceived stability. Weingartner’s interpretation is characterised by the 

rambunctious execution of the three-crotchet figure, while Beecham’s is more turbulent overall 

in its organic and reactionary changes of tempo. In Beecham’s recording, a steady tempo of 

100 BPM is established in bars 1-7 of Figure 3, but in the second half of the phrase this 

framework unravels as the ensemble builds in speed with each entry. In particular, the unison 

fortissimo bars are used as a vehicle to propel the rhythm into the next downbeat. By the second 

repeat, the arrival tempo of 104 BPM is consistent throughout (Audio Ex. 6 ♫). This raises the 

question as to whether a noble effort to perform at the originally established tempo was quashed 

by the orchestra’s innate reaction to the eager content of the music, or if this was a deliberate 

choice on the part of the conductor and orchestra. In listening to the Da Capo repeat after the 

Trio, the latter appears to be true as this accelerating tempo structure reappears in the same 

fashion. By comparison, the tempo of Weingartner’s opening of the movement sits more 

consistently around 110 BPM, yet there still exists a tendency to accelerate nearing the end of 

the second repeat. Compared to Beecham’s, however, there is a higher degree of rhythmic 

variety between each iteration of the three-crotchet figure (Audio Ex. 7 ♫). 

 

Figure 4: Scherzo transition, bars 55-60. 
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Weingartner’s tempo changes are more definite than Beecham’s, as block-like shifts are 

utilised again in this movement to signify changes in melodic material and texture. An 

important moment is the transition into bar 59 (Figure 4), as a new faster tempo of 114 BPM 

is established at the start of the oboe’s and bassoon’s theme (Audio Ex. 8 ♫). Beecham’s 

recording also interprets this section as suited to a more pressing speed, but accelerates this 

later on as the theme develops, achieved through compressed melodic figures in various 

sections of the orchestra to push forward the tempo (Audio Ex. 9 ♫). Both recordings perform 

the contrasting theme in the woodwind at the start of the Trio considerably slower than the 

Scherzo, with Beecham’s recording having a more pronounced pause. This resemblance could 

arguably be related to a performance convention in the orchestra itself when approaching the 

dance-like movement structure, rather than the specific work.  
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In Beecham’s recording, the extreme rubato employed in the rhythm of melodic lines 

contributes to the asynchrony between solo and accompanying parts and the ‘horizontal’ 

placement of ensemble parts, while in Weingartner’s recording there is still free treatment of 

the notated rhythm but also greater prioritisation of ‘vertical’ rhythmic synchrony (Figure 9). 

In Beecham’s recording the last quaver in bar 11 marked fortissimo hurls into the next bar in a 

new, faster tempo that emphasises a shift in mood and reinvigoration of spirit. This is a 

significant change in timing that is not marked in the score and added in performance (Audio 

Ex. 19 ♫). On the contrary, Weingartner’s recording has a level of restraint in the slow 

introduction by maintaining tempo continuity between smaller sections (Audio Ex. 20 ♫). 

While Weingartner’s recording is more metrical in the execution of rhythmic figures, in 

Beecham’s recording the first violins, flute, and bassoon play demisemiquavers freely around 

the driving semiquavers in the string section, rather than trying to synchronise the subdivisions 

exactly, prioritising instead the direction of the overall gesture. Particularly in bar 13, the first 

violins rush through the quavers and lead the rest of the string section to arrive early on the 

next downbeat before the woodwind section. This implies the idea of competing forces between 

orchestral sections rather than a united whole, but the effect here is one of anticipation and 

uncontained excitement. The intention of this seemingly disjointed approach is solidified as a 

deliberate choice, rather than an error in ensemble, in framing this section within the wider 

context of the recording. There are indeed many sections that prove the ensemble is capable of 

playing together rhythmically when on purpose. For example, in the following section from 

bars 17-23, with short call-and-response phrases over triplets in the second violins and violas, 

the entries in the cellos, first violins, and woodwinds line up metronomically and the tempo is 

steady—an abrupt contrast from the preceding section (Figure 10, Audio Ex. 21 ♫). This 

demonstrates that the tempo fluidity and independent rubato exhibited in the passage above 

must be a calculated interpretive choice by the musicians, possibly due to the context of the 

orchestration and intended affect.  
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The greatest disparity in the two recordings’ treatment of rhythm, and how this works in 

conjunction with choices of tempo, can be heard in the Allegro con brio of the first movement.  

Beecham’s 1926 recording has a fast tempo of roughly 120 BPM to the minim (Audio Ex. 29 

♫), while the tempo of Weingartner’s 1938 recording is between 92-94 BPM (Audio Ex. 30 

♫). This results in two very contrasting interpretations of the same musical material by the 

same orchestra, albeit twelve years apart. For Beecham’s recording, the fast tempo creates 

emphasis on the downbeat of each bar with the pulse in 60 BPM to the semibreve, acting as a 

springboard for the resulting rhythms where exact subdivisions of the beat do not line up. A 

key example is the execution of the recurring rhythmic figure that begins in the cellos and 

basses in bar 1 and is then passed around the orchestra, where the semiquavers are frequently 

played in a compressed manner in anticipation of the next bar, or slightly early, independent of 

the repeated quavers in the accompaniment (Figure 15). This is less apparent in Weingartner’s 

recording, but there are still notable occurrences of this ‘rushing’ figure later in the movement. 

While there do exist these fluctuations in tempo, there are conscious collection points where 

the ensemble under Weingartner re-establishes its unity of ensemble, such as later in bar 61. 

At the beginning of the Allegro con brio in Weingartner’s performance, repeated quavers in 

the violins hold significant authority at the beginning of the section, performed staccato in a 

very articulate and definitive manner. Overall, there is a strong sense of two beats in a bar.  In 

contrast, Beecham’s performance exhibits a higher degree of freedom and independence 

between sections of the orchestra. The cellos and basses take charge at the Allegro con brio as 

the main melodic line, while the repeated quavers in the violins and violas play a flexible 

accompanying role and often lag behind. The building excitement in the introduction of this 

lively melody and its resulting rhythmic alterations is what takes priority over the need for 

‘vertical’ rhythmic unity within the orchestra. These differences between Beecham and 

Weingartner’s treatment of rhythm and tempo reflect a major change in aesthetic over a 

relatively short period of time; Beecham’s preserves a late-nineteenth century approach, while 

Weingartner’s is more modernist in style and aesthetic.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

Analysis of written sources 

By examining reviews of the LSO in The Musical Times, The Times, and The Gramophone 

during the period 1926-1938, an idea of common opinions about orchestral performance, 

conducting styles, and interpretations of Beethoven can begin to be pieced together. These 

reviews of the LSO performing Beethoven’s music in live concerts and on gramophone 

recordings are invaluable in providing context in which the performance conventions and 

practices identified in the two recordings analysed in Chapter Two can be further understood. 

Due to the limited scope of this study, the analysis of written sources focuses exclusively on 

relevant reviews as outlined in the methodology.25 In general, the majority of reviews focus on 

the conductor’s interpretation and their handling of the orchestra, and only occasionally 

comment on the playing of the musicians. The latter, particularly in reference to sound colour 

and clarity, is more prominent in gramophone record reviews. The character of the orchestra 

itself can also be descended through these judgements, while often not explicitly commented 

on. In terms of changing aesthetic values during the Interwar period, due to external factors 

including the rise in the availability of gramophone recordings, the emergence of objectivity 

and modernism, and elevated audience expectations, these had a direct impact on performance 

styles.26 Practices started to shift toward modern ideologies and away from the Romanticism 

of the late nineteenth century; favouring ‘by-the-book’ performances over varied 

interpretations and forms of expression. A general acceptance and tolerance of the lack of 

ensemble precision is prevalent, revealing the typical standard of British concerts and where 

the audience placed value in performance. While earlier reviews situate themselves as relative 

to what was on offer in London at the time, those nearing the end of the 1930s show a greater 

awareness of performance approaches in Europe and North America and emerging practices 

relating to the advent of modernism in music. These evolving values concerning performance, 

and the works of Beethoven specifically, will be discussed in this chapter in more detail as they 

relate to common themes identified in the reviews surveyed for this study. 

 

 
25 Expanding the scope to include the writings of each conductor may provide valuable insight for future studies: 

Felix Weingartner, On the Performance of Beethoven's Symphonies (London: Breitkopf and Hartel, 1907); 

Thomas Beecham, Harold Atkins, and Archie Newman, Beecham Stories: Anecdotes, Sayings and Impressions 

of Sir Thomas Beecham (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1979). 
26 Philip, Performing Music in the Age of Recording; Day, A Century of Recorded Music; Leech-Wilkinson, 

“Recordings and Histories of Performance Style.” 
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Expression and interpretation 

Two competing trends of thought existed during this period in relation to what constituted a 

good quality performance of classic repertoire, particularly that of Beethoven. The first is an 

expectation of individualism, variety, spontaneity, and new perspectives being presented in an 

orchestral concert, while the other is the belief in minimal interference with masterworks and 

a prioritisation of balance, detail, and clarity. Although beginning as a novelty, it is clear that 

the latter gradually became more desirable by the end of the 1930s. When examining a review 

from The Musical Times of the 1926 recording conducted by Beecham, discussed above, the 

success and inherent value of the recording is clearly attributed to the energy it exudes and the 

high degree of variation and interest this holds for the listener: 

 

What Beecham does with No. 2 is well known: his performance of it about a year ago remains 

among the most vivid memories of those who heard it. Vivid is exactly the word for this 

recording, especially the Finale. Who would have thought that this fundamentally simple music 

had so much fire in it? And the amount of detailed and finished nuance throughout is 

remarkable. Beethoven, we know from his letter, could never get enough variety of this kind 

from his interpreters. Indeed, it is not too much to say that he never heard what we should regard 

as a first-rate performance of any of his orchestral works. They were always under-rehearsed 

for one thing; and, for another, the art of the conductor was as yet in its infancy.27 
 

This review implies that Beethoven’s music could not be fully realised from the score alone, 

but that it needs an intuitive conductor and musicians to enliven it. Framed in the context of 

the value of variety, the reviewer’s commendation of the “detailed and finished nuance 

throughout” could possibly refer to the added expressive devices and distinctive character 

created by the orchestra’s performance style. This review also suggests that the recording is an 

accurate reflection of how the LSO and Beecham had performed this work live, with an element 

of spontaneity. In examining concert reviews of Beecham and the LSO performing the same 

work on other occasions, this case is strengthened: 

 

[The first movement] was as passionate as the fifth symphony, and, with the last movement taken 

in the same electrical manner, No. 2 hurled at the ear all the characteristics of the later Beethoven… 

The reading of this symphony was the most striking thing in the concert, a challenge to the accepted 

view of its character, and a highly stimulating performance.28 

 

 

 
27 Discus, "Gramophone Notes," The Musical Times 68, no. 1010 (1927): 345-48, 

https://doi.org/10.2307/912791, www.jstor.org/stable/912791.  
28 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, January 19, 1926, 10, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS169417267/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=3cd82de2, Gale. 
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Sir Thomas Beecham showed how easily a strong individual style can enliven and bring out the 

many excellences of this seldom-played Symphony. Indeed, it was such a performance as may be 

described as a re-discovery, for there must have been many in that packed hall who enjoyed it for 

the first time. It brought to the conductor and his orchestra the most hearty acknowledgement…29 

 

Descriptive words of “vivid”, “electrical”, “striking”, and “stimulating” all suggest an 

assessment based on the level of engagement and emotional effect the music stirred in the 

audience. 

 

In contrast, Weingartner’s recording of Beethoven’s Second Symphony in 1938 evokes a 

different response from critics, focusing on his intellectual reading and ability to draw attention 

to the work itself in commending that: 

 

…it is alive in every bar and has a spaciousness and serenity born of a life spent in intimate 

companionship with the great classics. Listening to this performance, one feels that here is 

embodied all that any one man can know about this symphony.30  

 

This praise is often given to Weingartner, being a visiting conductor from Germany who 

specialised in conducting Beethoven and, potentially, brought a different approach than that to 

which London audiences were accustomed. Over a decade earlier, his style was considered 

even more striking, and the fact his restraint is brought up as a key point suggests it was quite 

an unusual feature in London concerts at the time: 

 

Mr. Weingartner secures it all; he is never carried away; everything is controlled by a beat 

within which there is room for the players to articulate every detail. Some listeners are 

disappointed in him in consequence and complain that he does not carry them away as more 

impulsive conductors do. But if the test of a great performance of a Beethoven symphony lies 

in the hearer’s power to think over it afterwards and remember just how every passage sounded 

and feel satisfied with its rightness, then the performances of this concert were among the finest 

we have heard.31 

 

This novelty in Weingartner’s style is reflected in a concert review of the LSO from The 

Musical Times in 1928: 

 

 
29 "London Concerts," The Musical Times 67, no. 996 (1926): 155-56, www.jstor.org/stable/912962. 
30 "The Musician's Gramophone," Review, The Times, November 2, 1938, 12, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS202847074/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=07392098, Gale. 
31 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, February 1,1927, 10, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS168762433/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=d7c70cac, Gale. See 

also: “Weingartner's Concert," Review, The Times, June 1,1923, 12, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS201659585/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=a6c0b331, Gale. 
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This concert was a great change from some other we have lately heard, for Weingartner’s 

belongs to the old school, and believes in this letter of a composer’s writing. No doubt a 

musician’s intentions cannot all be put down in black and white, but there are conductors who 

go too far in assuming that it is necessary to contradict the letter in order to attain the spirit… 

The performance was reasonably good, if hardly invigorating…Weingartner is not one to find 

unexpected springs of poetry in so familiar a work, but what he could do was to render it its 

normal shape and movement. It was a refreshing performance by reason of its natural, unforced 

character.32 

 

An example of the dichotomy between audience and critic opinion regarding interpretations 

during this period is particularly apparent in reviews that compare two concerts of the same 

work. Weingartner and Serge Koussevitzky both presented Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony in 

1924, as The Times acknowledges in describing the audience’s reception of both performances: 

 

There were those who felt Herr Weingartner’s performance to be too restrained, and they must 

surely have been satisfied with M. Koussevitzky’s, for he mustered every ounce of energy from 

every one of his performers, concentrated it by his highly magnetic personality, and, as it were, 

hurled the result over his shoulder at the large audience… Those, on the other hand, who found 

supreme satisfaction in last Thursday’s performance because of the conductor’s refusal to place 

himself between the music and the hearers, and we were among them, could not get the same 

satisfaction from this one. Much of M. Koussevitzky’s output of energy seemed supererogatory, 

and it sometimes defeated its own object… Still, in these movements there was much that was 

brilliant; it was in the slow movement, where brilliance is not a factor to be considered, that the 

conductor’s conception of the music seemed most deficient. If there ever was a movement 

which must be let alone it is this, and M. Koussevitsky lets nothing alone. Throughout the 

delicate embroideries on the theme he was urging the violins to greater expressiveness, with 

the result that they lost eloquence…33 

 

The review from The Musical Times also credits the merit of Weingartner’s interpretation when 

compared against Koussevitzky’s, but inevitably based its final judgement on the level of 

engagement and creativity: 

 

At the same time, whatever Koussevitzky’s extravagance and inequality, his performance did 

at moments open up sublime vistas; without generally attaining to them, it suggested wondrous 

new possibilities thrilling to the imagination, whereas Weingartner simply had accomplished 

with preciseness just what he had intended.34 

 

From the 1930s onwards, support in reviews for the approach exemplified by Weingartner 

strengthens. In a 1930 review from The Times, the critic makes a clear statement regarding the 

 
32 "London Concerts," The Musical Times 69, no. 1023 (1928): 449-53, www.jstor.org/stable/915997. 
33 "The London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, March 25, 1924, 12, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS202708601/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=02ce1517, Gale. 
34 "London Concerts," The Musical Times 65, no. 975 (1924): 453-56, www.jstor.org/stable/914023. 
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competing ideologies of creation and variety against minimal interference in interpretation, and 

goes further to discredit more vivacious conductors: 

 

Dr. Weingartner realises that the primary function of the conductor is that of setting the time 

and keeping it. The time is the framework of the classical symphony within which every nuance 

of expression must find its place. The right time is that in which there is space for everything 

which has to be said. It sounds prosaic, but it is that realization which makes him a master of 

the classical symphony, and it is the lack of it which makes many a brilliant virtuoso appear a 

muddle-headed amateur when he attempts to conduct Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven.35 

 

Weingartner is also increasingly credited for his respect of the masterworks, as frankly stated 

in a review of a 1932 LSO performance: “Dr. Weingartner is not precious over it. By playing 

it with an undeviating precision he enables its perfection to appear.”36 This emerging trend of 

favouring clarity and restraint in the performance of Beethoven continues later into the Interwar 

period, marking a significant turn away from the previous prioritisation of an emotionally 

charged and novel experience for the audience. There is an understanding that ‘classical’ works 

were synonymous with intellectualism, as expressed in a 1933 concert review: 

 

The program was of the kind in which Dr. Weingartner excels, Brahms before interval, 

Beethoven after, and to each he brought that balanced interpretation which shows all the parts 

in a right relation to the whole. Both symphonies seemed short in performance because he made 

them clear and inevitable.37 

 

Ensemble and unity 

References to ensemble issues in performances and recordings feature frequently in the LSO 

reviews. These imply a general understanding that this occurred regularly in professional 

orchestral performance, and they were not dismissed as indications of amateur or inferior 

quality. While these issues begin as an unfortunate but accepted reality of performances in the 

1920s, later signs show the beginnings of an emerging expectation of wanting more rhythmic 

precision from performances and recordings. Particularly in earlier reviews, issues of ensemble 

 
35 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, April 8, 1930, 14, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS236135048/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=bookmark-TTDA&xid=287f11b4, 

Gale. 
36 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, March 15, 1932, 12, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS201795183/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=bookmark-

TTDA&xid=e51d73a3, Gale. 
37 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, January 31, 1933, 8, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS135079999/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=bookmark-

TTDA&xid=d2357466, Gale. 
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are often raised but ultimately overlooked, since they were not considered to tarnish the overall 

recording or performance. Of the LSO’s recording of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony in 1925 

conducted by Weingartner, The Musical Times writes: 

 

The playing is first-rate, except in one respect: in the opening movement the three quavers of 

the ‘knocking’ motive are not always unanimous—so much so that in one case the figure is 

[four semiquavers, crotchet] rather than [quaver rest, three quavers, crotchet] The Scherzo is 

particularly good, and the fugato section especially so. The interpretation is of the sound, 

classical type that Weingartner stands for. Some people like it, others prefer a more vivid 

reading…38 

 

While what the critic describes here would be viewed as a significant fault of rhythmic 

execution in the majority of modernist recordings of the present day, overall, according to this 

reviewer this recording is still considered refined and of “first-rate” quality—the repeated 

rhythmic anomaly is excused. This is a common trend among such positive reviews of the LSO; 

reviewers acknowledge the existence of what they perceive to be errors but do not give much 

weight to these in assessing the overall experience. A concert review of Beecham and the LSO 

performing Beethoven’s Second Symphony in 1926 makes similar comments in reference to 

the preceding Mozart overture: 

 

…of this the conductor gave a reading full of colour and vitality, but also wonderfully clear. 

There was only one passage in which the first violins led the rest of the strings by rather less 

than half a semiquaver. But this was the exception. The unanimity, generally speaking, was 

impeccable here.39 

 

A comparable remark can be found in a concert review from The Times in 1928 with conductor 

Hermann Abendroth, where the critic writes that “there were some accidents in the playing of 

Beethoven, of which the worst was that which befell the drummer on the last chord of the slow 

movement, but on the whole the playing was remarkably clear and crisp.”40 

 

The vitality and engagement of the orchestra’s interpretation of the music was most highly 

valued over perceived accuracy in execution, such as this 1927 concert review of Weingartner 

conducting the LSO: 

 
38 Discus, "Gramophone Notes," The Musical Times 66, no. 990 (1925): 715-16, https://doi.org/10.2307/914048, 

www.jstor.org/stable/914048. 
39 "London Concerts," The Musical Times 67, no. 996 (1926): 155-56, www.jstor.org/stable/912962. 
40 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, February 21, 1928, 14, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS235478613/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=e830a60c, Gale. 
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There were a few passages in the symphony in B flat where the strings fell short of perfection, 

and one moment (the arpeggio near the end of the slow movement) where the horn-player had 

something to be sorry for; but slight blemishes of execution are of little importance. There was 

not one in the balanced conception of the music. The lovely details of the fourth and the majestic 

proportions of the “Eroica” were alike given with the fullest understanding, and the latter made 

a splendid climax to an evening of great experiences.41 

 

Reviews were not always positive for the LSO, however, and the orchestra’s performances 

were often judged to be completely unsuccessful: 

 

Then a curious thing happened. Liszt’s “Mazeppa,” that perfectly futile composition, 

pretentiously effective and musically empty, in a strait-jacket of four-bar phrases, flinging 

whirling words about without meaning, seemed to demoralize the conductor. The Beethoven 

which followed suffered by this more than a little. It lacked dignity and force, and all one can 

honestly say is that the tempi were exactly right. The ensemble of the strings was wretched, and 

with that went the tone; only the wind restored things now and then. The finale was better than 

the other movements, at any rate until the great C sharps in the middle, when the time became 

unsteady… In the Leonora overture one of the syncopated descending passages actually came 

out as plain notes; on the other hand, the coda was perfectly steady. Seldom can a wrong choice 

in a programme have had such dire consequences.42 

 

The attitude displayed in this review suggests that an unravelling of ensemble was simply 

inevitable after an apparently difficult and ‘unmusical’ piece. Rather than placing the fault on 

the conductor or orchestral musicians’ skills, it was accepted that they would not have the 

ability to recover from disparity in the repertoire performed. Evidently, there were no 

exceedingly high expectations. A review in The Gramophone of Weingartner’s 1938 recording 

of Beethoven’s Second Symphony with the LSO shows that this was a commonly held opinion 

and according to the reviewer, a fact of which musicians were, self-aware. The critic laments: 

 

Some day an English orchestra will confound us all by being entirely and satisfyingly rhythmic 

at the start of every movement. But not yet. We have big handicaps to overcome, I believe since 

we are, from bottom to top, an oddly unrhythmical people… I’m not saying that the admired 

L.S.O. is raggy: only repeating what every musician knows, that we are fundamentally a 

rhythmically weak race: and that goes for us all.43 

 

 
41 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, February 1, 1927, 10, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS168762433/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=d7c70cac, Gale. 
42 "The London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, March 24, 1925, 18, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS303896696/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=ac3e7183, Gale. 
43 Mackenzie, Compton and Stone, Christopher. "Analytical Notes and First Reviews." The Gramophone 16, no. 

184 (1938): 155. https://reader.exacteditions.com/issues/32693/page/13. 
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For the LSO, common problems were also attributed to the unreliability of the quality of 

players, with frequent use of deputies. These deputy players evoke strongly negative responses 

from critics, who rate them as exceedingly less competent than the regular principal musicians:  

 

… in neither, however, was the orchestral playing ideal, and in the Beethoven defects in tone 

quality and sometimes in actual notes were rather painfully obtrusive. One guessed that some 

of the principal players, especially among the wind, were occupied in another place. The great 

difficulty about the present state of London orchestras is that the name does not necessarily 

imply the thing… Throughout this performance M. Koussevitzky was obviously trying to make 

the best of a bad job, and the raucous tones of the wood wind and the failure to mortice together 

the joints in the orchestration were no fault of his. He was much less demonstrative and 

hectoring than he was with the Seventh Symphony a fortnight ago, and, on the whole, he aimed 

at a broad and sane reading, which brought out the majestic outline of the music and minimized 

the drawbacks…44 

 

Performances of this nature could explain the low regard of the orchestral musicians’ ability to 

keep time among critics. Conductors were viewed to have an especially significant role in 

keeping the ensemble together, with most reviews suggesting that the onus was on them for 

maintaining unity between orchestral sections: 

 

In a good part of the L.S.O. concert we had the great man’s [Koussevitzky’s] mannerisms 

without quite the spirit with which to back them up. The Symphony was Beethoven’s seventh, 

and really it was uncommonly ragged. Has M. Koussevitzky’s beat the clearness desirable when 

orchestral concerts are, as in London, given with the scantiest of rehearsal? The conductor went 

through a pantomime of spiritual transports, but in the absence of solid preparation the orchestra 

was not at one with him, so that the fervour was not very useful. A Concerto of Vivaldi was 

rough.45 

 

With the luxury of adequate rehearsal time apparently being a rarity in the orchestral landscape 

of London, this review shows that conductors were considered to have a heightened 

responsibility for ensemble issues rather than expecting this to fall to the musicians. If they 

came at the expense of unity, the extra zealous gestures of more expressive conductors like 

Koussevitzky and Pablo Casals are also critiqued, implying they should have known what they 

were dealing with in English orchestras.  In a 1927 review from The Times of Casals conducting 

the LSO, the reviewer writes: 

 

 

 
44 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, May 26, 1925, 14, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS235477178/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=16668786, Gale. 
45 "London Concerts," The Musical Times 66, no. 988 (1925): 543-46, www.jstor.org/stable/912870. 
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The orchestra played with more zest than its wont, as though something had put a little more 

rosin than usual on the bows of the string players… But it was for all that not very precise 

playing, the three-note figure of the seventh symphony often sounded like two notes and there 

were several far from unanimous passages. Some blame for this probably belongs to the 

conductor, for being a violoncellist he is apt occasionally to conduct with his elbow instead of 

the point of his stick, and in this country where a “run through” and a rehearsal mean the same 

thing, it is not possible to get pointed playing without precision of gesture.46 

 

This attitude also translates to record reviews, with the playing rated at a similar level of quality. 

In a review of the same year of an LSO gramophone recording of Beethoven’s Third 

Symphony, The Musical Times also comments similarly on Coates’ handing of the orchestra: 

 

Coates is the conductor, and it goes without saying that he gets all that is to be got in the way 

of fire and impetus. But he pays for these qualities by an occasional lack of clarity—sometimes 

even of unanimity. The Scherzo, for example, is at times very loose in ensemble. The first 

movement is the best. It hurtles along in fine style…47 
 

Choice of tempo is a particular point of contention in reviews of the LSO, often making or 

breaking a performance depending on the orchestra’s ability to adapt to the conductor, while 

the conductor is again blamed for ‘incorrect’ and apparently unfeasible tempi: 

 

The concert began with the Egmont overture, not very well played; it seemed as though the 

players could not easily enough accommodate themselves to the unusually slow tempo 

adopted…48 

 

In both Beethoven and Brahms, however, he [Hermann Abendroth] forced the pace so that the 

playing was much rougher. The drummer came to grief inexplicably on the last chord of 

Beethoven’s slow movement; the bassoon player was rendered inarticulate by hurry.49 

 

The prevailing attitude towards orchestral musicians in London seems to have been that 

achieving a high level of accuracy is not as important for musicians. With the conductor holding 

significant sway over the orchestra’s movements, this dynamic could suggest that orchestras 

were possibly more heavily influenced by the conductor’s gestures and ability to dictate a clear 

beat, rather than just for expressive and artistic direction. 

 

 
46 "London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, December 6, 1927, 14, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS235478406/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=be2630ee, Gale. 
47 Discus, "Gramophone Notes," The Musical Times 68, no. 1009 (1927): 245-47, 

https://doi.org/10.2307/913329, www.jstor.org/stable/913329. 
48 "The London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, April 13, 1926, 12, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS202971789/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=e0bd1900, Gale. 
49 "London Concerts," The Musical Times 69, no. 1022 (1928): 355-58, www.jstor.org/stable/916312. 
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Fixation on tempo 

Most reviews favour the romantic nineteenth-century view of tempo being flexible and 

malleable, with the expectation for orchestras to fluctuate throughout a piece. This view also 

relates to those who favour variety in performance. During this period, however, there is 

recurring evidence of conductors—and in turn the orchestral musicians—playing slower, more 

subdivided tempi, and more strictly metrical in general. While sometimes clarity and 

togetherness are praised as a novelty, overall critics are adamantly resistant of this emerging 

trend. The frequency of these negative comments suggests that visiting conductors of the LSO 

were increasingly demanding this approach to playing, which had not been the norm for British 

orchestras earlier in the century; while this was the subject of critique for most reviews, this 

was the reality of the direction in which orchestral performance was moving.  An early example 

of metrical playing being a rare curiosity can be found in a review from The Times in 1923: 

 

But what made his [Weingartner’s] Beethoven so compelling seemed to be simply strict time. 

To play in time is the normal thing under his beat, so that the smallest variation from it becomes 

eventful, and a pause takes the breath away. This is the classical method. To apply it to a 

wayward thing like “Brigg Fair” is to try find logic in a passing fancy, but with Beethoven it 

discovers poetry in syllogism.50 

 

This approach is attributed to intellectualism and considered the exception saved for academic 

interpretations of more ‘classical’ works. It is implied that music is not usually performed this 

way in London. The idea that interpretations of Beethoven’s music require continuous 

momentum and intensity is a recurring theme, and performances are often considered lacking 

if this is not achieved. This attitude is apparent in a 1926 recording review of Beethoven’s 

Ninth Symphony with the LSO conducted by Weingartner: 

 

The Scherzo is less satisfactory. Weingartner is a bit on the staid side, I feel. After all, it is not 

enough for the composer to be ‘unbuttoned’; the conductor must let himself go similarly. The 

Scherzo strikes me, then, as being too respectable. The pace may be right, but it certainly seems 

a trifle slow at the start, and we hardly ever get the irresistible ‘drive’ that is in the music. There 

are, too, a few places where the ensemble lapses… Those of us—an increasing number, I 

fancy—who find the Adagio somewhat boring, except during the delightful swaying second 

subject, are hardly likely to be converted by the most perfect of gramophone recording. This 

example is good as a whole, but more variety seems to be called for, and the ensemble is not 

always faultless.51 

 

 
50 "Weingartner's Return," Review, The Times, May 26, 1923, 8, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS134681786/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=79037d0, Gale. 
51 Discus, "Gramophone Notes," The Musical Times 67, no. 1005 (1926): 1014-16, 

https://doi.org/10.2307/913487, www.jstor.org/stable/913487. 
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While this style becomes more frequent, comments continue to focus on the static and 

‘unnatural’ aspects of rhythmic execution as leaving audiences wanting more: 

 

The moral of his vogue is that great works of German 19th-century music should be performed 

with the earnestness with which they were composed. Dr. Abendroth does not take his duties 

lightly. We have a suspicion that he could not if he would; but his seriousness is very energetic 

and truly impressive. Sometimes we should like for a change to have the effect of a natural 

flowing movement in the music. He pommels the score in hand. But when he is in charge the 

orchestra does certainly put its back into work.52 

 

A decade later in 1938, comparable conductor Charles Hambourg is also deemed not very 

‘adventurous’ in his choice of measured tempi, as The Times writes, “Mr. Hambourg is, indeed, 

an efficient conductor. All that is needed is a greater rhythmic intensity to carry the music 

onwards. It was too often merely plodding correctly along.”53 

 

This attitude is also projected in the review from The Musical Times of the 1938 case study 

recording with the LSO conducted by Weingartner. McNaught considers the record a 

particularly upright performance and is criticises the absence of additional expression in the 

slow movement:  

 

Needless to say, the music is preserved in admirable shape, every phrase and rhythm being delivered 

in perfect taste, the whole performance being as clean and classical as you could desire. The 

Andante is almost too much so. Weingartner’s refusal to interrupt its steadiness with any hint of the 

romantic feeling that this movement must have had for contemporary musicians develops into a 

jog-trot, or something like it. The effect is difficult to avoid in a movement that beats in own time 

with such regularity; but a more leisurely rate of tread than Weingartner’s would allow time for 

expressive deviations that neither break nor drag the rhythm.54 

 

There is a prevailing expectation for the orchestra to add considerably more to a performance 

beyond the notation, especially in slower, sentimental contexts, otherwise it was considered 

lacking inherent expression. 

 

 

 

 

 
52 "London Concerts," The Musical Times 69, no. 1022 (1928): 355-58, www.jstor.org/stable/916312. 
53"London Symphony Orchestra," Review, The Times, March 4, 1938, 12, https://link-gale-

com.ezproxy.library.uwa.edu.au/apps/doc/CS201929316/TTDA?u=uwa&sid=TTDA&xid=b97b65b4, Gale. 
54 W. McNaught, "Gramophone Notes," The Musical Times 79, no. 1148 (1938): 760-63, 

https://doi.org/10.2307/923781, www.jstor.org/stable/923781. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Conclusions 

By focusing on a single work (Beethoven’s Symphony No. 2) and orchestra (the LSO), this 

study has broadened perspective of the sound of orchestral performance in Interwar London as 

exemplified by the LSO. This was a period that witnessed musicians and audiences rethinking 

the purpose of the orchestral stage and reconciling this with the new immortal stage of 

gramophone recordings. The LSO recordings present two varied approaches to performing 

Beethoven that are remarkable for their differences within a short period of time. Evidently, 

the intrinsic performance style of orchestral musicians in this region was evolving at a rapid 

pace in line with its context. Compared to the stability of interpretations and performance 

conventions of the mid- to late- twentieth century, the early twentieth century was certainly a 

period of turbulent change that served as a transitional corridor out of the nineteenth century 

and into a world of standardisation and modernism. While previous studies have used historical 

recordings of British orchestras as an inferior comparison to the simultaneous developments in 

the USA and Eastern Europe, a crucial opportunity had been missed to delve into their personal 

styles, and furthermore to understand how these operated in an orchestral context to interpret 

works and connect with audiences. When analysing British orchestras in the same artistic 

regard, a high level of individuality and new parameters of performance conventions can be 

uncovered. The application of expressive devices identified in the case study recordings 

strongly supports the existence of a deliberate style and approach to performing that reflected 

both the region and wider developments in musical thinking. In addressing the central research 

question relating to the comparison of performance conventions through a detailed analysis of 

the case study recordings and how these reflect wider contextual changes, key observations can 

now be made. 

 

Conductors Beecham and Weingartner exemplify the two competing ideologies surrounding 

interpretation and expression during this period as identified in the written sources. Beecham’s 

recording with the LSO was well-received at the time, praised for its ingenuity and added 

details in interpretation. The examples of fluid tempo changes identified in this research, such 

as short but rapid accelerations of excitement, high levels of rhythmic modification in 

sentimental contexts, and the treatment of melodic units as expressive gestures, all support this 

view. Weingartner is evidenced in reviews as having demanded a more restrained approach 

from the orchestra as early as the 1920s, but it is not until later in the 1930s that the idea of a 
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stabilised tempo becomes more mainstream. Throughout the symphonies’ movements, overall 

tempi are maintained more consistently and a conscious effort to solidify the ensemble is 

present. Evidently, the LSO was being exposed to a variety of performance approaches that 

would have inevitably sculpted their style. Even so, with Beecham’s approach being more 

representative of the free British attitude and Weingartner’s the emerging intellectualism from 

the rest of Europe, underlying impulses and traces of the former approach can still be found 

surviving under Weingartner’s command.  

 

Examining trends in the written reviews also reveals that the LSO’s early years were situated 

in a time where ‘accuracy’ in a modern sense was not a priority or a primary consideration. 

Audience expectations were considerably low due to the frequency of significant mistakes 

across LSO orchestral concerts and recordings, as evidenced in reviews. Instead, the priority 

was on rendering an expressive performance in which frequent departures from the notation 

and high levels of artistic agency were clearly evident. Especially earlier in the Interwar period 

from the 1920s, this was the shared view of reviewers and audiences; small blunders were 

excused if they did not affect the overall concept of the music and it was a pleasant surprise for 

a performance to have clarity. This could account for the ‘relaxed’ treatment of rhythm and 

tempo identified primarily in the 1926 recording, along with the features that the modern 

listener would consider to be ensemble issues. Ironically, it was Weingartner’s “refusal to 

interrupt [the Andante’s] steadiness with any hint of romantic feeling” that received the most 

direct criticism in this regard.55 In addition to this, evidence suggests that recordings were 

approached in the same manner as live concerts during the period; one-off performances that 

sought to create an individualised interpretation. Even reviewers of records were listening more 

for an experience rather than a presentation of a work. These attitudes reveal a context where 

the 1926 recording is aligned with prevailing values in aiming to present an exhilarating and 

captivating performance above all else. By contrast, the 1938 recording is more representative 

of the push to preserve the original score rather than add extra layers of interpretation. This 

ideology was slowly emerging as an outside influence, as reviewers by the end of the 1930s 

were beginning to want more control and precision as heard in recordings from other countries.  

 

 

 
55 W. McNaught, "Gramophone Notes," The Musical Times 79, no. 1148 (1938): 760-63, 

https://doi.org/10.2307/923781, www.jstor.org/stable/923781. 



40 

 

An analysis of the case study recordings reveals that both iterations of the LSO (1926 and 1938) 

employ tempo rubato in a manner unique to an orchestral context. The free treatment of tempo 

is what creates variety in the sculpting of phrases and characterisation of each interpretation. 

Particularly in the 1926 recording, the treatment of orchestral sections as independent voices 

moving ‘horizontally’ creates a distinctive form of tempo rubato that utilises shifting 

movements across sections to drive tempo changes, rather than executing it unanimously. In 

addition to this, the asynchrony of solo and accompanying parts played an important role in 

liberating the melodic lines instead of adhering to the notated score. The 1938 recording also 

uses tempo changes to interact with each musical phrase, particularly in the second movement 

with the shifting of tempo with each new section and orchestration. While tempo rubato is 

applied to a lesser degree than the 1926 recording, and is more planned than erratic, it remains 

a key expressive device. In contextualising these discoveries, interestingly British reviewers 

had considered ‘academic’ German conductors like Weingartner to be very rigid and immobile 

in tempo in comparison to the unruly yet highly romantic norm of local orchestras, as 

encouraged by Beecham. Yet, while an effort to play steadier and more metrical can be heard 

in the 1938 recording with Weingartner compared to 1926, the tempo remains exceptionally 

fluid and varying by modern standards. The twenty-first-century listener would still exhibit an 

initial reaction of unfamiliarity due to the period sounds of an orchestra varying Beethoven’s 

work and functioning on a different set of values. On another note, this finding speaks volumes 

to the general treatment of ensemble and tempo in British orchestras if Weingartner’s 

performances with the LSO were considered exceptionally ‘in time’ for the period. These traces 

of modern intellectualism surrounding the interpretation of Beethoven, and the fact that they 

were contrary to the expectations of reviewers, signifies that the LSO was grappling with an 

emerging shift in ideology away from romanticism. These new approaches were not yet 

consolidated but were beginning to move in the direction of the established orchestral traditions 

of the present. 

 

The varying degrees of fluidity identified in this research extend to the ingrained use of 

rhythmic alteration. Both recordings utilise this to a degree similar to those identified in studies 

of solo and chamber playing, most notably the work of Peres Da Costa and his analysis of 

early-twentieth-century piano rolls.56 The difference, however, is its function. Alterations of 

rhythm are consciously reserved for those orchestral sections or solo instruments with the main 

 
56 Peres Da Costa, Off the Record: Performing Practices in Romantic Piano Playing. 
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melodic line, while less frequent in the accompaniment. Selected rather than excessively liberal 

application of rhythmic alteration implies a shared intuitive understanding of the appropriate 

expressive contexts. Particularly in larger orchestral sections—such as the first violins—these 

modifications to the theme are executed unanimously with a shared concept of phrasing and 

direction. This free yet deliberate approach is more reflective of the ingrained playing style of 

the time rather than the conductor’s direction. This concept also applies to the expressive use 

of portamento identified in both recordings. While its function changes quite significantly 

across the recordings—a more fundamental use in 1926 compared to its embellishment status 

by 1938—the application of portamento continues as an instinctive reaction to expression 

shared by the musicians, albeit in a more modernist sense. This aspect of performance is also 

not explicitly commented on in written sources, implying its normalcy for the period. In the 

examples where reviewers do critique that the intended rhythm sounded different or incorrect, 

these must be remarkable cases of ensemble defect that perhaps weren’t considered tasteful or 

warranted in that context. The existence of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ applications solidify its place 

as a common performance convention that, when used insightfully, elevates the expressive 

content of a performance. 

 

In illuminating many facets of orchestral performance approaches in early-twentieth-century 

London, this study also raises further questions and is open to additional avenues of inquiry. 

The focused nature of this investigation succeeded in achieving a limited but highly detailed 

insight into the shifting style of a single orchestra and the possible implications this had for the 

wider orchestral scene in Britain. However, generalisations cannot be made based on the 

analysis of a sample size of only two recordings. Other considerations that did not fit the scope 

of this study could provide further contextual information and frame the results. In limiting the 

literature survey to the LSO, this study could not compare how other British orchestras sounded 

and operated with Beecham or Weingartner conducting, which could assist in clarifying the 

level of influence conductors had over orchestral style. It was outside the scope of this research 

to thoroughly probe the writings of each conductor, but this may provide a more complex and 

rich insight in further studies. In addition, it would be beneficial to extend the analysis of 

written sources to reviews of other orchestras performing Beethoven and their critical 

reception. This would contribute to a wider understanding of the performance approaches to 

Beethoven’s repertoire more generally, and possibly identify further conventions that British 

orchestras shared or those that were characteristic of an ensemble. The approach to analysing 

written sources could also incorporate opinion pieces and key developments to inform 
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judgements about general aesthetic trends, audience reception, and shifting values relating to 

orchestras. As the two case study recordings were selected from a collection of Beethoven 

recordings from the LSO’s discography until 1940, there is the opportunity to compare these 

recorded performances using the same parameters to develop a more comprehensive 

understanding of the orchestra’s evolution. With a close analysis of the Second Symphony 

yielding a wealth of results and new insight into a relatively unknown sound world, this 

presents a promising model that can be applied in further research to continue to build upon 

the developing knowledge of British orchestral performance practices and their shaping factors.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: LSO recordings of Beethoven’s orchestral works 1913-1938.57 

Date Work Conductor Name (if 

different) 

LSO 

Discography 

Reference 

25/06/1913 Symphony No. 5 in C 

minor, Op. 67 

Arthur Nikisch - 1 

25/06/1913 Egmont Overture, Op. 84 Arthur Nikisch - 1 

1/06/1923 Symphony No. 7 in A, 

Op. 92 

Felix Weingartner - 15 

27/11/1923 Symphony No. 8 in F, 

Op. 93 

Felix Weingartner - 21 

7/11/1924 Symphony No. 5 in C 

minor, Op. 67 

Felix Weingartner - 24 

17/03/1926 Symphony No. 9 in D 

minor, Op. 125 

Felix Weingartner - 33 

16/09/1926 Symphony No. 3 in E flat 

Op. 55 

Albert Coates “The Symphony 

Orchestra” 

A004 

15/10/1926 Symphony No. 9 in D 

minor, Op. 125 

Albert Coates “The Symphony 

Orchestra” 

A006 

10/11/1926 Symphony No. 2 in D, 

Op. 36 

Thomas Beecham - 37 

6/01/1927 Die Geschöpfe des 

Prometheus, Overture, 

Op. 43 

Albert Coates “The Symphony 

Orchestra” 

39 

4/10/1928 Mass in D, Op. 123 

“Missa Solemnis” excs 

Hugh Allen - 59 

16/05/1930 Fidelio: Gott! Welch’ 

Dunkel hier! Op. 72 

Laurance 

Collingwood 

“Royal Opera 

Orchestra” 

86 

14/02/1938 Leonore Overture No. 2, 

Op. 72a 

Felix Weingartner - 164 

2/04/1938 Symphony No. 2 in D, 

Op. 36 

Felix Weingartner - 164 

12/09/1938 Coriolan Overture, Op. 

62 

Bruno Walter - 166 

 

 
57 "The World's Most Recorded Orchestra: The LSO Discography," London Symphony Orchestra, updated 

August, 2021, https://lso.co.uk/orchestra/history/discography.html. 
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APPENDIX B: Collection of audio examples in Chapter Two. 

https://1drv.ms/u/s!AtPL5F-4BYWqoi-XzKgRqBDtA4UX?e=EbDqrL.  

 

APPENDIX C: Categorised critical reviews of the LSO performing Beethoven 1923-

1938. 
 

Date Source Conductor Work Type Review Topics 

26/05/1923 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 7 

Concert Positive Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Tempo 

1/06/1923 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 3 

Concert Positive  Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Tempo 

Control 

Mood 

14/02/1924 The Times Nikolai 

Sokoloff 

Symphony 

No. 7 

Concert Negative Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Ensemble 

(negative) 

Tempo and 

Rhythm 

25/03/1924 The Times Serge 

Koussevitzky 

Symphony 

No. 9 

Concert Mainly 

Negative 

Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Tempo 

8/04/1924 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 8 

Recording Positive Tone and 

Sound 

1/05/1924 The Musical 

Times 

Serge 

Koussevitzky 

 Symphony 

No. 9 

Concert Mainly 

Negative 

Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Tempo 

Clarity 

Mood 

10/03/1925 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

 Symphony 

No. 6 

Concert 

(Mar 9)  

Positive Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Clarity 

The Work 

Itself 



57 

 

24/03/1925 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 8 and 

"Leonora" 

No. 3 

Concert Negative Tempo and 

Rhythm 

Ensemble 

(negative) 

1/04/1925 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 6 

Concert 

(Mar 9)  

Positive Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Clarity 

26/05/1925 The Times Serge 

Koussevitzky 

Symphony 

No. 9 

Concert Mainly 

Negative 

Tone and 

Sound 

Tempo and 

Rhythm 

Ensemble 

(negative) 

1/06/1925 The Musical 

Times 

Serge 

Koussevitzky 

Symphony 

No. 7 

Concert 

(May 11) 

Negative Ensemble and 

Rehearsal 

(negative) 

10/06/1925 The Times Serge 

Koussevitzky 

Symphony 

No. 5 

Concert Positive Tone and 

Sound 

Orchestra in 

General 

27/06/1925 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 5 

Recording Positive Clarity and 

Cleanness 

Ensemble 

(positive) 

1/07/1925 The Musical 

Times 

Various Various Concert Positive Conductors 

Players 

1/08/1925 The Musical 

Times 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 5 

Recording Mixed Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

(positive) 

Rhythm 

(negative) 

Ensemble 

(negative) 

19/01/1926 The Times Thomas 

Beecham 

Symphony 

No. 2 

Concert Positive 

 

 

Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Mood and 

Character 
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1/02/1926 The Musical 

Times 

Thomas 

Beecham 

Symphony 

No. 2 

Concert Positive Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Ensemble 

(positive)  

1/10/1926 The 

Gramophone 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 9 

Recording Mainly 

Negative 

Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

Recording 

Limitations 

Tone and 

Sound 

5/10/1926 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 9 

Recording Mixed Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

Tone and 

Sound 

Issue of 

Recording 

Technology 

1/11/1926 The Musical 

Times 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 9 

Recording Mainly 

Negative 

Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

Tempo and 

Rhythm 

Clarity 

Clearness 

Orchestral 

Colour 

'Drive' 

1/02/1927 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No.3 and 

No. 4 

Concert Mainly 

Positive 

Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Clarity 

The Work 

Itself 

1/03/1927 The Musical 

Times 

Albert Coates Symphony 

No. 3 

Recording Mainly 

Negative 

Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

Clarity 

(negative) 

Ensemble 

(negative) 
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Issue of 

Recording 

Technology 

14/03/1927 The Times Albert Coates Symphony 

No. 9 

Recording 

at Queen's 

Hall 

Neutral Recording 

Quality 

Overall 

Quality 

1/04/1927 The Musical 

Times 

Thomas 

Beecham 

Symphony 

No. 2 

Recording Positive Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

Clarity 

(positive) 

The Work 

Itself 

1/05/1927 The Musical 

Times 

Hermann 

Abendroth 

Symphony 

No. 9 

Concert Mainly 

Positive 

Tempo 

Conductor's 

Interpretation 

6/12/1927 The Times Pablo Casals Coriolan 

Overture 

and 

Symphony 

No. 7 

Concert Mainly 

Negative 

Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Clarity 

Ensemble 

(negative) 

1/04/1928 The Musical 

Times 

Hermann 

Abendroth 

Symphony 

No. 4 

Concert Mainly 

Negative 

Tempo 

(negative)  

1/04/1928 The Musical 

Times 

Hermann 

Abendroth 

Symphony 

No. 5 

Concert  Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Ensemble 

(negative) 

1/05/1928 The Musical 

Times 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Leonora 

Overture 

No. 2 

Concert Positive Conductor's 

Interpretation 

4/03/1938 The Times Charles 

Hambourg 

Leonora 

Overture 

No. 3 

Concert Mainly 

Positive 

Conductor's 

Interpretation 

Tempo 

1/04/1938 The Musical 

Times 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Beethoven 

(general) 

Concert Positive Tone and 

Sound 

Overall 

Standard 
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1/06/1938 The Musical 

Times 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Leonora 

Overture 

No. 2 

Recording Neutral The Work 

Itself 

1/09/1938 The 

Gramophone 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 2 

Recording Mainly 

Positive 

Conductor 

Interpretation, 

Ensemble, The 

Work Itself, 

Tone Colour 

1/10/1938 The Musical 

Times 

Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 2 

Recording  Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

Clarity 

Clearness 

Tempo Rubato 

(lack of) and 

Rhythm 

2/11/1938 The Times Felix 

Weingartner 

Symphony 

No. 2 

Recording Positive Conductor’s 

Interpretation 

String Sound 

Mood 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




