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Notes on Transliteration and
on Translation

Although the Library of Congress (LC) system of transliteration has gen-
erally been followed here (without the superscript arcs above the letters
for those Cyrillic characters rendered by more than a single Latin char-
acter in the strict LC system), exceptions have been made in the case of
Russian personal names, as well as the occasional other Russian proper
name or title. These exceptions have been transliterated in a more “pro-
nunciation friendly” style. The guiding principle was to find a spelling
that would suggest to English speakers a pronunciation that would be
recognizable to a Russian speaker. These “pronunciation friendly” trans-
literations have been applied consistently throughout the text, as well as
in the reference notes, regardless of how they may have been translit-
erated in other contexts—including direct quotations and bibliographic
references. But to facilitate searching in standardized databases, such as
WorldCat, the primary entry in the index for these “pronunciation
friendly” transliterations has been supplemented by the LC translitera-
tion within square brackets. For example, the entry in the index for the
name “Kremlyov, Yuli Anatolievich” is followed by “[Kremlév, Iulii An-
atol’evich]” and the title “Rayok” is followed by “[Raék].”

With regard to the translation of Russian texts, the preferences of
individual authors have been followed. This has occasionally resulted in
somewhat different translations of the very same Russian text found in
different articles in the Casebook.












Introduction

g matters that Testimony' is not exactly what Solomon Vol-
kov has claimed it to be. Just as it matters that Anton Schindler’s Bio-
graphie von Ludwig van Beethoven was written by an author shown to have
forged entries in Beethoven’s conversation books and even to have de-
stroyed some of them. Scholars now know to treat with caution any
anecdote about Beethoven related by Schindler as the sole eyewitness.

It matters even more, in the case of Testimony, because a book that
speaks in the voice of a major twentieth-century composer casts a long
shadow into the future. It matters, because knowing the difference be-
tween what is authentic and what is dubious not only informs the character
of interpretations made today but also the relationship of present and fu-
ture interpretations. And interpretation is the essence of the matter.

The earliest incentive for producing the present Shostakovich Casebook
came from a colleague who teaches the standard “survey of twentieth-
century music” for music majors. He took me aside one day in the hall-
way: “You know something? My students write term papers on Shosta-
kovich far more than on any other twentieth-century composer. And they
believe every word of Testinony and Shostakovich Reconsidered.? Why don’t
you put together a selection of writings that would give them a different
perspective, especially including something from the Soviet or Russian
point of view?”

It was not a bad idea. Shostakovich Reconsidered had already argued
vehemently the case for Volkov’s defense and for the absolute authen-
ticity of Testimony. What was needed now was a casebook that would
bring together in a single, concise source, in book form, selections from
what was “already out there” but not always easily accessible—docu-
ments, articles, reviews, interviews, lectures.
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The “Soviet or Russian point of view” indeed had not been made
readily available because of language. What little had been translated had
generally appeared in specialized journals. (In fairness to the authors of
Shostakovich Reconsidered, their book provides examples of the “Soviet or
Russian point of view” but only when it supports their arguments for the
authenticity of Testimony. A range of contrary perspectives is not repre-
sented.)

With regard to Western specialists who raised basic questions about
Volkov and Testimony, their primary venue had also been scholarly jour-
nals, literary magazines, and newspapers, which added an inconvenient
step to the research process for students writing term papers. Even ex-
perienced scholars had occasionally been stymied by problems of access
to a particular specialized journal. More problematical still, for research-
ers, were scholarly papers that were presented as public lectures.

Although these were all perfectly good reasons to put together a se-
lection of materials that might give my colleague’s students “a different
perspective” on Shostakovich, I had not moved ahead with the project.

The decisive impetus came only when I learned from Laurel Fay that
she had made an important new discovery and was writing what would
become the focal point of the present volume—her article, “Volkov’s
Testimony Reconsidered.”

Fay’s much talked about but little read 1980 review, “Shostakovich
versus Volkov: Whose Testimony?” would serve as the indispensable pro-
logue to her new article. This early review, basic to an understanding of
the reception history of Testimony, appeared in a specialized journal rarely
seen by musicians and musicologists,’ and had never been reprinted. Vol-
kov’s apologists claim that it set the belligerent tone for what would
become the “Shostakovich Wars” in the late 1990s. Anyone interested
in checking the accuracy of this claim can now verify Fay’s approach for
what it has been all along, both in her 1980 review and in her new
“Volkov’s Testimony Reconsidered”—restrained, factual, and skeptical in
the best scholarly sense of the word (an approach also exemplified in her
indispensable book, Shostakovich: A Life).* The reasons, then, are entirely
obvious why Fay’s two fundamental critical studies of Testimony—the one
from 1980, the other from 2002—should occupy part 1 of the present
Shostakovich casebook.

Part 2 provides the context for understanding not only Fay’s critical
evaluation of Testimony but also the background of the Testimony debate.
All the documentary materials it includes represent “something from the
Soviet or Russian point of view”:
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A “Side-by-Side Comparison of Texts from Testimony with Their
Original Sources” reproduces the content of each of the eight pages of
the Testimony typescript signed by Shostakovich (he signed but a single
page from each of the book’s eight chapters!) alongside the text as found
in the original Soviet publications from which the Testimony typescript
was copied.

“A Pidful Fake” provides a complete translation of the 1979 letter
from six of Shostakovich’s students and close friends to the editor of the
Soviet literary newspaper, Literaturnaia gazeta, denouncing Testimony as
“he ... piled upon lie.” An editorial accompanying the letter and pub-
lished in the same issue of the newspaper mocks Volkov as a loathsome
“bedbug,” who feasts on the hallowed legacy of Shostakovich. The same
issue of the newspaper offers an “Official Dossier” that recounts attempts
by the Shostakovich family in late 1978—almost a year before the pub-
lication of Testimony—to find out from the publisher, Harper & Row in
New York, the precise nature of Volkov’s manuscript and to assert their
legal rights as heirs to the composer’s copyright.

Alla Bogdanova’s “Notes from the Soviet Archives on Volkov’s Tes-
timony,” based on primary sources, supplements the historical account in
the “Official Dossier” and reviews the initiatives taken by the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union to blunt criti-
cism, should the purported “memoirs,” when published, portray Shos-
takovich as a victim of the Soviet regime.

Emigré scholar Henry (Genrikh) Orlov was commissioned by Harper
& Row in the latter half of 1979 to make a critical evaluation of the
Testimony typescript, presumably for in-house use. Orlov had worked
closely with Shostakovich, knew his idiosyncracies well, and was widely
recognized as an authority on the composer’s music, having published
among other things the first book-length study devoted to the sympho-
nies, Simfonii Shostakovicha [The symphonies of Shostakovich] (Lenin-
grad: Muzgiz, 1961). The endorsement of Testimony by a prominent émi-
gré Soviet specialist would certainly have bolstered the book’s claim to
authenticity. Orlov recounts the circumstances surrounding his commis-
sion from Harper & Row in a conversation with Ludmila Kovnatskaya,
“An Episode in the Life of a Book: An Interview with Henry Orlov,”
and a copy of Orlov’s original report to Harper & Row is included.

Irina Shostakovich, the composer’s widow, has continually questioned
the authenticity of Testimony, beginning with her oft-quoted statement
in 1979, “Volkov saw Dmitrich three or maybe four times. ... I don’t
see how he could have gathered enough material from Dmitrich for such
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a thick book.” Readers today may need a reminder that during the very
period when Volkov says he was interviewing Shostakovich (1971-74),
Irina scarcely left the composer’s side. Increasingly infirm at the time,
Shostakovich looked to his wife for help in the most ordinary routines
of daily living. Irina’s “Answer to Those Who Sull Abuse Shostakovich,”
written in commemoration of the twenty-fifth anniversary of her hus-
band’s death, once again repudiates Volkov’s version of events surround-
ing the genesis of Testimony.

Boris Tishchenko, one of Shostakovich’s closest friends, as well as his
student, likely drafted that 1979 letter-to-the-editor mentioned above,
signed by the six close friends and students of Shostakovich. More than
any of the signatories, Tishchenko had special reason to protest against
Testimony. He was deeply implicated in the book’s creation. Volkov had
taken advantage of Tishchenko’s ready access to the composer to arrange
through him to speak in private with Shostakovich—a good turn Tish-
chenko has regretted since his earliest reading of Testiony. A concise
but telling selection of Tishchenko’s public comments on the subject can
be sampled in “On Solomon Volkov and Testimony” (see also his inter-
view with Irina Nikolskaya in chapter 13).

That oft-cited 1979 letter of protest from Shostakovich’s students and
friends has been dismissed out of hand, both by Cold War critics and
Volkov’s allies, as doubtlessly having been coerced by Soviet authorities.
But the letter is passionately defended “as absolutely sincere” by Elena
Basner, daughter of Veniamin Basner, a close friend of the composer and
a signatory to the letter. Elena Basner’s “The Regime and Vulgarity”
recounts the events surrounding the writing of that 1979 letter and de-
plores the naiveté of radically revisionist views of Shostakovich inspired
by Testimony.

In “Shostakovich’s World Is Our World,” Mstislav Rostropovich,
dedicatee of Shostakovich’s two cello concertos, reflects on his thirty-
year friendship with the composer, telling his interlocutor, Manashir
Yakubov, curator of the Shostakovich Family Archive, that he doubts the
authenticity of the voice in Testinony when it speaks disdainfully about
the creative imagination of Prokofiev.

Irina Nikolskaya’s “Shostakovich Remembered” reports her conver-
sations with seven of the composer’s Soviet colleagues, each of whom
enjoyed friendly relations, professional or personal, with Shostakovich
over a period of years. All the interviewees voice an opinion about 7es-
tinnony.

Part 3 of the casebook continues “something from the Soviet or Rus-
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sian point of view” but, instead of the more documentary materials found
in part 2, a sampling of scholarly work is presented here:

Henry Orlov’s article, “A Link in the Chain: Reflections on Shosta-
kovich and His Times,” written the year after the composer’s death,
offers a cultural perspective informed by scholarly expertise and long
personal experience within Shostakovich’s immediate milieu. In style,
Orlov pays homage to the Russian tradition of criticism as literary essay
in the manner of belles lettres. Especially noteworthy, for readers of the
Shostakovich casebook, is that in this 1976 article, written well in advance
of Testimony, Orlov laments that Shostakovich neither left an autobio-
graphical account of his life nor had in his circle an amanuensis-
confidant, such as “Eckermann was to Goethe, or Robert Craft to Stra-
vinsky, or Yastrebtsev to Rimsky-Korsakov.”

Levon Hakobian, in contrast to Orlov, offers a distinctly post-Soviet
“Perspective on Soviet Musical Culture during the Lifetime of Shosta-
kovich”—one that should provide an important corrective to the sim-
plistic view of musical life in the USSR as having been essentially
polarized, with conformists on one side and dissidents (closeted or oth-
erwise) on the other, the former incapable of creating artistically viable
music, and the latter, although capable, having to struggle continuously
against the harsh restraints of Socialist Realism to produce art works of
any lasting value.

Hakobian’s review, “The Latest ‘New Shostakovich’ ” turns a pene-
trating post-Soviet eye on Allan Ho and Dmitri Feofanov’s Shostakovich
Reconsidered, suggesting that the book essentially misses the point about
the role Shostakovich played in Soviet musical life.

Ludmila Kovnatskaya’s “Dialogues about Shostakovich” turns to pri-
mary sources to shed new light on the reception history of Shostakovich’s
music in Soviet times. Two sets of letters provide the evidence, and two
pairs of correspondents wrote them. One pair admired Shostakovich and
his music; the other disdained both the composer and his music. Kov-
natskaya’s study discloses the sometimes curious and certainly contradic-
tory consequences of how the changing reception history of Shostako-
vich’s music played out in the professional lives of these pairs of
correspondents.

A miscellany of articles, reviews, and lectures by Anglophone writers
on Shostakovich comprise part 4 of the casebook. These reflect no uni-
fied theme but were selected to provide a sampling of writings by West-
ern writers and musicologists who have remained skeptical about the
relevance of Testimony to scholarly work on Shostakovich, and who
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therefore have been grouped together as exemplifying the “failures of
modern musicology.” This selection of writings in a single location
should allow interested readers to assess the validity of claims that these
authors are professionally incompetent and practice “tabloid musicol-
ogy.

In a 1993 essay-review, the editor of the present volume discusses Ian
MacDonald’s The New Shostakovich (Boston: Northeastern University
Press, 1990). Given the vehemence with which MacDonald nowadays
defends Volkov and damns Laurel Fay, his 1990 judgment is worth re-
membering: “the detective work of Laurel Fay . . . has established beyond
doubt that the [Volkov] book is a dishonest presentation” (p. 245).

Elizabeth Wilson’s Shostakovich: A Life Remembered (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1994) is endorsed as a model of authentic
memoirs in a brief review from 1996, also by the editor of the present
volume. This collection of reminiscences by the composer’s friends and
colleagues—all firsthand witnesses to Shostakovich’s life—stands in dis-
tinct contrast to Volkov’s book.

David Fanning offers his invited response to papers read by Allan Ho
and Dmitri Feofanov at the 1998 meeting of the American Musicological
Society in Boston. These papers reflected the style and substance of their
then recently published book, Shostakovich Reconsidered, which questioned
the scholarship and professional ethics of Laurel Fay, Richard Taruskin,
and the editor of the present volume. As reproduced in the Cuasebook,
Fanning’s response is preceded by a brief note from the volume editor
and an “Author’s Introduction to the Reader.”

Gerard McBurney’s insightful “Whose Shostakovich?” examines par-
ticular compositional characteristics of the composer’s music, the origin
of these characteristics in the historical milieu of Shostakovich’s youth,
and how the composer adapted them in his personal style. McBurney
then suggests why the “listening experience” of such music offers so
many opportunities for idiosyncratic interpretation.

Paul Mitchinson’s “The Shostakovich Variations” offers the most
comprehensive, thoroughly researched, and balanced account to date of
what became known in the late 199os as the “Shostakovich Wars.”

The volume editor’s “Shostakovich: A Brief Encounter and a Present
Perspective” introduces a personal slant to the reception history of Shos-
takovich’s music over a forty-year span and ends on a note of caution
about simplistic interpretations of the meaning of the composer’s music.

Simon Morrison’s essay-review of Laurel Fay’s Shostakovich: A Life
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000) not only rights the arrant bias

”7
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evident in earlier reviews by Volkov’s apologists but also makes a sub-
stantial original contribution to the critical literature on Shostakovich.

No one has argued more effectively and with more authority than
Richard Taruskin against the whole-scale reinterpretation of Shostako-
vich’s life and music on the basis of its supposed metaphorical or alle-
gorical truth. In his extensive essay, “When Serious Music Mattered,”
Taruskin establishes the relevant historical and critical context before he
reviews, with practiced expertise, three very recent books on Shostako-
vich.

Notes

1. Solomon Volkov, Testimony: The Memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich, as related
to and edited by Solomon Volkov, trans. Antonina W. Bouis (New York: Harper
& Row, 1979).

2. Allan B. Ho and Dmitri Feofanov, Shostakovich Reconsidered, with an over-
ture by Vladimir Ashkenazy ([London]: Toccata, 1998).

3. Laurel E. Fay, “Shostakovich versus Volkov: Whose Testimony?” Russian
Review 39, no. 4 (October 1980): 484—93.

4. Laurel E. Fay, Shostakovich: A Life (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000).

5. Quoted by Craig R. Whitney, “Shostakovich Memoir a Shock to Kin,” New
York Times, 13 November 1979, p. C7.

6. This characterization has been the declared theme or subtext of a series of
public presentations by the author-compilers of Shostakovich Reconsidered, starting
with papers that either one or both presented at the AMS Midwest Chapter Pro-
gram, fall 1997: AMS-Boston national program, fall 1998; AMS South-Central
Chapter Program, spring 2000; and the International Shostakovich Symposium in
Glasgow, Scotland, October 2000. It is also the subtext of the section titled “Se-
lective Scholarship” in Shestakovich Reconsidered (pp. 242-55).

7. See the abstract of Allan B. Ho’s paper “The Testimony Affair: Compla-
cency, Cover-up, or Incompetence,” presented at AMS-Boston, 31 October 1998.
The characterization “tabloid musicology” was used in Dmitri Feofanov’s paper
“Shostakovich and the ‘Testimony Affair,” ” delivered at the AMS Midwest Chapter
Program in Chicago, 4 October 1997, a copy of which was given to the editor of
the present volume by Mr. Feofanov.













Shostakovich versus Volkov
Whose Testimony? (1980)

LAUREL E. FAY

S he recent publication in the West of an apparently “au-
thorized” memoir by Dmitri Shostakovich! has created an uproar which
extends well beyond the musical community. Rumors about the manu-
script’s existence and its startling revelations were in circulation for at
least two years before the book’s publication. Two months before its
appearance, the New York Times published a tantalizing article, “Shosta-
kovich Memoir, Smuggled Out, Is Due.”? A section of the book, entitled
“Improvising under Stalin’s Baton,” appeared in the New York Times
Magazine* shortly before publication of the book itself in October 1979.
The book was immediately reviewed by Harold Schonberg on the front
page of the New York Times Book Review* and was indicated as an editors’
choice and subsequently as one of the best books of 1979 by that news-
paper.’ Since that time Testimony has received a large number of reviews
in publications ranging from Time, Saturday Review, and the New Yorker
to the [London] Times Literary Supplement, the New York Review of Books,
and others.¢

What has attracted so much attention to this book? The Shostakovich
of these memoirs, at the time of his death and for many years before by
far the most prominent, honored, and respected composer in the Soviet
Union, reveals here with unparalleled scorn and bitterness the fear and
oppression that plagued his life. His attacks are not reserved for political
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figures alone but encompass prominent people in all walks of life, Soviet
and non-Soviet. The book has been hailed as a persuasive indictment of
Soviet cultural oppression.

That Shostakovich was directly affected during his lifetime by the
vicissitudes of Soviet cultural politics is not news, but his extraordinary
ability to weather the crises, and his creative drive in the face of criticism,
have usually been interpreted as indicative of a fundamental adherence
to the Communist party line and an acceptance of the “constructive”
aesthetic guidance provided by the state. If thi§ Testzmony of Shostakovich
is authentic, then it will certainly lead to some radical reevaluations not
only of Shostakovich’s life and music but of the history of Soviet musical
and cultural life in general.

Needless to say, Soviet reaction to the publication has been swift and
unambiguous. In a letter to the editor of Literaturnaia gazeta, six prom-
inent Soviet composers, all former students and friends of Shostakovich,
declare that Solomon Volkov is the actual author of the book which, they
claim, “has nothing in common with the true reminiscences of D. D.
Shostakovich.”” Accompanying editorials savagely blast Volkov and trace
the Soviets” unsuccessful legal attempts to block the publication of 7Tes-
timony.® Tikhon Khrennikov, in a speech to the Sixth Congress of Com-
posers of the USSR, branded the work as “that vile falsification, con-
cocted by one of the renegades who have forsaken our country.” The
immediate reaction of Irina Shostakovich, the composer’s widow, was
skeptical: “Volkov saw Dmitrich three or maybe four times. . .. He was
never an intimate friend of the family—he never had dinner with us here,
for instance. . . . I don’t see how he [Volkov] could have gathered enough ma-
terial from Dmitrich for such a thick book [emphasis added].”!

In previous reviews of Testimony in the West, two basic issues have
come to the forefront. The first and most important one concerns the
document’s authenticity. The second, which presupposes the document
is indeed authentic, questions the veracity of many statements contained
therein. Most reviewers, unwilling or unable to focus on the first issue,
have concentrated on the second, and many factual discrepancies, both
in the text of Testimony and in Volkov’s annotations, have been uncov-
ered.!' To mention only one not previously remarked upon, Shostakovich
is quoted as saying in connection with his Fourth Symphony (1936):

After all, for twenty-five years no one heard it and I had the manuscript. If I had
disappeared, the authorities would have given it to someone for his “zeal.” I even
know who that person would have been and instead of being my Fourth, it would
have been the Second Symiphony of a different composer. (p. 212; emphasis added)
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In his annotation to this passage, Volkov identifies the mysterious com-
poser as Tikhon Khrennikov, the long-time head of the Composers
Union and a conspicuous target of Shostakovich’s abuse. Unacknowl-
edged either in the text or in the footnote is the well-known fact that
Khrennikov’s own Second Symphony was begun in 1940, first performed
in 1943, performed again in revision in 1944, and published by 1950.
Obviously, something is not quite right. But in this case, as in many
others, it is difficult to tell whether the discrepancy should be attributed
to faulty memory or deliberate maliciousness on Shostakovich’s part or
to inept scholarship on Volkov’s part. Despite the reservations raised by
these flaws, as well as the wariness aroused by the tone and the occasional
slangy translation of the memoirs, few Western critics have seen reason
to dispute either the essential authenticity of the memoirs or Volkov’s
role as the “vehicle” for their transmission.

Let us turn then to the vital issue. The definition of authenticity in
this case presumably boils down to the following: that Testimony faithfully
and accurately reflects the information and opinions transmitted directly
to Mr. Volkov by Shostakovich personally in an arrangement that the
composer himself authorized for publication. Addressing the question of
the authenticity of Testimony in a letter to the editor of Books & Arts,
Peter Schaefter laments:

What I find alarming is not what the book. .. “discloses” about Shostakovich,
improbable as it must read to the impartial observer, but that the scholarly atmo-
sphere here in the United States is so poisoned that all traditional criteria for
the objective evaluation of what in legal terms is hearsay are cheerfully thrown
to the winds for the sake of acquiring yet another all-too-convenient piece of
anti-Soviet propaganda and fouling the atmosphere of peaceful co-existence.!?

Volkov’s printed response to this letter is revealing:

If the questions that Professor Schaeffer raised about the validity of Testizzony
were not purely rhetorical, he could easily find the answers in the book itself.
These answers are contained in the lengthy preface; in the introduction, where
letters from Shostakovich to me are quoted; in the photographs reproduced in
the book, including those inscribed to me by the late composer; in the back-
ground note about me, appearing at the end of the book, listing my previous
professional positions and publications.'?

Professor Schaeffer’s dismay that the authenticity of Testimony has yet
to be subjected to a rigorous and objective evaluation deserves attention.
Such an evaluation, however, is not something that can be accomplished
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easily. Shostakovich is dead. Obviously we cannot turn to him for veri-
fication. Volkov points us to the book itself. In his preface and intro-
duction he describes the methods and circumstances which led to the
publication of Testimony. It is a complicated process which, at crucial
points, remains essentially unverifiable. For all practical purposes, the
authenticity of the manuscript rests on two types of evidence. The first
requires the tacit acceptance of Volkov’s honesty and integrity. The sec-
ond and more impressive piece of evidence is that each of the eight
sections of the manuscript is headed'* with the inscription “Read [Chital].
D. Shostakovich.” According to the publishers of the book, the authen-
ticity of the inscriptions has been verified by a handwriting expert. Before
I continue, I should mention a third type of evidence, which, however
illogically, has been used to adduce the memoir’s authenticity. This is
the fact that the Soviets have denounced the book. While such a denun-
ciation might have been predictable, given the controversial and highly
political nature of the book’s contents, it simply does not follow that the
book must therefore be authentic, as has been suggested.'

Simon Karlinsky has pointed out two passages in Testimony which are
verbatim or near-verbatim reproductions of memoirs previously pub-
lished by Shostakovich.'s I have identified, so far, five additional extensive
passages in the book which, likewise, are taken from previously published
Soviet sources. The page reference in Testimony and the original sources
for all seven passages are given in table 1.1.!7 As can be seen, the dates
of the original sources range from 1932 to 1974. The subjects of the
reminiscences include Musorgsky, Stravinsky, Meyerhold, Mayakovsky,
and Chekhov.

Careful comparison of the original passages with their counterparts
in Testimony indicates that some significant alterations have been made.
In several instances, sentences which would date the reminiscences have
been altered or removed from the variants in the book. In one, the sen-
tence “I have been working on Lady Macheth for around two and a half
years” is transformed into “I worked on Lady Macheth for almost three
years” (p. 106). In another, the sentence “I am sincerely happy that the
rooth anniversary of his [Chekhov’s] birth is attracting to him anew the
attention of all progressive humanity” is entirely omitted from the oth-
erwise literal quote in Testimony (p. 178).

The average lengths of the quoted passages and the fidelity of their
translations can be conveyed most effectively here by the juxtaposition
of a representative passage from Testizmony with a direct translation (my
own) of its source:
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Table 1.1 Correlation of Passages from “Testimony” with Previously

Published Sources

Testimony Original Source

2-33 [D. Shostakovich] in B. M. Yarustovsky, ed., LF. Stravinsky:

stat’i 1 materialy 1. . Stravinsky: Articles and materials]

(Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1973), pp. 7-8.

no. 3 (1974): 54

“Iz vospominanii” [From reminiscences], Sovetskaia muzyka,

“Tragedina-satira” [A tragedy-satire], Sovetskoe iskusstvo, 16

October 1932; reprinted in L. Danilevich, ed., Dmitri Shos-
takovich (Moscow: Sovetskil kompozitor, 1967), p. 13.

“Kak rozhdaetsia muzyka” [How is a musical concept born],

Literaturnaia gazeta, 21 December 1965; reprinted in Dani-
levich, Dmitri Shostakovich, p. 36.

“Samyi blizkii” [One of my favorites), Literaturnaia gazeta, 28

January 1¢60; reprinted in Danilevich, Dmitri Shostakovich,

71 33150
226-27

“Partitura opery” [The score of the opera], Izvestiia, 1 May

1941; reprinted in Danilevich, Dmitri Shostakovich, p. 14.

245—46

“Iz vospominanii o Mayakovskom” [From reminiscences

about Mayakovsky], in V. Mayakovsky v vospominaniiakh
sovremennikov [V. Mayakovsky as remembered by his con-
temporaries] (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,

1963), p- 315.

Testimony, pp. 15455

Is a musical concept born con-
sciously or unconsciously? It’s difficult to
explain. The process of writing a new
work is long and complicated. Some-
times you start writing and then change
your mind. It doesn’t always work out
the way you thought it would. If it’s not
working, leave the composition the way
it is—and try to avoid your earlier mis-
takes in the next one. That’s my personal
point of view, my manner of working.
Perhaps it stems from a desire to do as

“Kak rozhdaetsia muzyka,” from L.
Danilevich, ed., Dmitri Shostakovich
(Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1967),

p- 36.

Is an idea born consciously or un-
consciously? It’s difficult to explain. The
process of writing a new work is long and
complicated. It happens like this: you be-
gin to write and then you change your
mind. It doesn’t always turn out as it was
conceived.

If it turns out badly, let the work re-
main as it is—in the next I will try to
avoid my earlier mistakes. That's my
personal point of view. My manner of
working. Perhaps it comes from a desire
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much as possible. When I hear that a
composer has eleven versions of one
symphony, I think involuntarily, How
[s7c] many new works could he have com-
posed in that time?

No, naturally I sometimes return to
an old work; for instance, I made many
changes in the score of my opera Kater-
ina Izmailova.

I wrote my Seventh Symphony, the
“Leningrad,” very quickly. I couldn’t not
write it. War was all around. T had to be
with the people, I wanted to create the
image of our country at war, capture it
in music. From the first days of the war,
I sat down at the piano and started work.
I worked intensely. I wanted to write
about our times, about my contemporar-
ies who spared neither strength nor life
in the name of Victory Over the Enemy.

to do as much as possible. When I find
out that a composer has made eleven ver-
sions of one symphony, I think invol-
untarily, how many new works might he
have written in that time?

No, of course I sometimes return to
an old work. For instance, I corrected a
great deal in the score of my opera “Ka-
terina Izmailova.” After all, nearly thirty
years had passed since the days of its
composition.

I wrote my Seventh Symphony, the
“Leningrad,” very quickly. I couldn’t not
write it. War was all around. I had to be
together with the people. I wanted to
create the image of our country at war,
to engrave it in music. From the first
days of the war I sat down at the piano
and began to work. I worked intensely. I
wanted to write a work about our days,
about my contemporaries who spared
neither strength nor life in the name of
victory over the enemy.

The only significant differences between the two passages occur in the
elision of the first two paragraphs in the Testimony version and the omis-
sion from it of the sentence, “After all, nearly thirty years had passed
since the days of its composition.”!

None of this material “borrowed” from previously published sources
could be considered controversial or inflammatory, though in a couple
of instances it is contradicted in its transposed context by statements
which follow in Testimony. Less than one page after he tells us: “From
the first days of the war...” (cf. the complete quotation above) we read
the following:

The Seventh Symphony had been planned before the war and consequently it
simply cannot be seen as a reaction to Hitler’s attack. The “invasion theme” has
nothing to do with the attack. I was thinking of other enemies of humanity when
I composed the theme. (p. 155)

Subsequently Volkov quotes Shostakovich as explicitly equating these
“enemies of humanity” with Stalin and his henchmen. Which explanation
are we to believe?
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In his preface Volkov tells us that “Shostakovich’s manner of respond-
ing to questions was highly stylized. Some phrases had apparently been
polished over many years” (p. xvii). Yet the sheer length of the identified
quotations as well as their formalized language make it utterly incon-
ceivable that the composer had memorized his previously published state-
ments and then reproduced them exactly in his conversations with Vol-
kov. But nowhere in his explanation of the book’s genesis or
methodology, nowhere in his documentation does Volkov acknowledge
that some material in the book comes from previously published (and
uncredited) sources. Indeed, Volkov states explicitly, “This is how we
worked. We sat down at a table . . . then I began asking questions, which
he answered briefly, and, at first, reluctantly. . . . I divided up the col-
lected material into sustained sections . . . then I showed these sections
to Shostakovich, who approved my work” (pp. xvi-xvii). Nowhere does
Volkov suggest that any of his “collected material” for the book was
obtained in any other way than from Shostakovich directly in private
conversation. Is this unacknowledged “borrowing” from earlier pub-
lications how, in the words of Irina Shostakovich, “he could have gath-
ered enough material . . . for such a thick book”?'?

What is most disturbing about these borrowed reminiscences, how-
ever, is the fact that all seven occur at the beginning of chapters. While
my request to view the original Russian manuscript has been refused by
the publisher,? the implication which must be drawn from this coinci-
dence is that the first pages of seven out of the eight chapters of Testi-
mony, the pages on which Shostakovich’s inscription “Read. D. Shosta-
kovich” is alleged to appear, consist substantally, if not totally, of
material which had already appeared in print under Shostakovich’s name
at the time of signing. The inevitable nagging questions must be asked.
Is the manuscript which Shostakovich signed identical to the manuscript
which has been translated and published as Shostakovich’s Testimony? Is
it possible that Volkov misrepresented the nature and contents of the
book to Shostakovich just as he may be misrepresenting them to the
reader??!

In light of these unsettling questions, a reexamination of the origin
and transmission of Testimony is in order. Described as a “brilliant mu-
sicologist” on the dustcover of the book, Solomon Volkov was virtually
unknown in the West when he emigrated to the United States in 1976.
The documentation of his close relationship with the aging Shostakovich
rests exclusively on his own “Testimony,” though he freely quotes state-
ments by and private letters from the composer to support his credibility.
We must take this all on faith. Very little of what he claims can be
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verified objectively. For instance, he states that, while working on Tes-
timony, Shostakovich would summon him “usually early in the morning,
when the office was still empty” (p. xvii). In other words, there were no
witnesses. Similarly, the conversations were recorded not on tape but in
“notes in the short-hand that I had developed during my years as a jour-
nalist” (p. xvi). The resultant notes were arranged, by Volkov, into ar-
bitrary but sustained sections which, presumably, Shostakovich read and
signed. Obligingly, Volkov has provided an explanation for almost every
possible objection that could be raised.

In examining Volkov’s evidence, however, there are some indications
that his own autobiography may be as misleading as the one he ascribes
to Shostakovich. Volkov discusses, at length, the circumstances surround-
ing his production, in April 1968, of Skripka Rotshil’da [Rothschild’s vi-
olin], a one-act opera by Veniamin Fleishman, a favorite student of Shos-
takovich who was killed during World War II. In his description of the
events leading to the closing of the production—ostensibly on the charge
of Zionism—Volkov strongly implies that this was the first and only per-
formance of the work. He also states: “But the only thing available to
researchers is the score, written from beginning to end in Shostakovich’s
characteristic nervous handwriting” (p. xiii). What he fails to mention is
that Fleishman’s opera had been performed at the Moscow Composers
Union on 20 June 1960, had been broadcast on the radio in February
1962, had been favorably discussed in print,?? and the piano score had
been published, with a foreword by A. Livshits, in 1965.2* Nevertheless,
Volkov concludes: “For Shostakovich Rothschild’s Violin represented un-
healed guilt, pity, pride and anger: neither Fleishman nor his work was
to be resurrected. The defeat brought us closer together” (p. xiv).

Included in Volkov’s list of documentary evidence for the authenticity
of Testimony are the photographs reproduced in the book. One picture
in particular, reproduced in the frontispiece, assumes special significance.
Volkov indicates that in November 1974 Shostakovich inscribed and pre-
sented him with this picture in order to facilitate acceptance of the man-
uscript in the West. The inscription reads: “To dear Solomon Moisey-
evich Volkov in fond remembrance.?* D. Shostakovich. 13 XI 1974. A
reminder of our conversations about Glazunov, Zoshchenko, Meyerhold.
D. S.” Nothing about the picture itself or the inscription betrays any
special degree of intimacy or conspiracy. The politely posed figures of
Irina Shostakovich, Boris Tishchenko, Shostakovich, and Volkov, the use
of Volkov’s full name, and the specific wording (in Russian) of the in-
scription—all betoken a more formal relationship than the one we are




Shostakovich versus Volkov: Whose Testimony? (1980) / 19

expected to believe existed. And why are only three names mentioned?
Shostakovich might have inscribed the picture in a manner both more
personal and more pointed, “A reminder of our conversations,” which
would have implied much more as a document of authentication. The
inscription could, in my view, as well be read as a precise reference to the
limited content of their conversations and not a blanket acknowledgment.

Inevitably, the methodology of Volkov’s Testimony must also be ques-
tioned. The unsystematic organization of the book effectively disguises
the chronology of the reminiscences and obscures the question-answer
context in which the reminiscences were evoked in the first place. Volkov
admits: “I had to resort to trickery: at every convenient point I drew
parallels, awakening associations, reminding him of people and events”
(p. xiv). One can only wonder at the extent of the “trickery.” Volkov also
states: “He [Shostakovich] often contradicted himself. Then the true
meaning of his words had to be guessed, extracted from a box with three
false bottoms” (p. xvii). The only guarantee we are given that Volkov
guessed correctly are the problematic inscriptions “Read. D. Shostako-
vich.”

Many other perplexing questions are raised by the book. Knowing
without a doubt that it could not be published in the Soviet Union, an
assumption which subsequent events have decisively corroborated, why
then did Volkov bother to make “several attempts . . . in that direction”
(p. xviii)> Why would Shostakovich, while insisting that the manuscript
be published only after his own death, callously disregard the ominous
ramifications of its publication for his wife and family? Why did it take
more than three years, after Volkov’s emigration, to have the book trans-
lated and published?

It is clear that the authenticity of Testimony is very much in doubt.
Volkov’s questionable methodology and deficient scholarship do not in-
spire us to accept his version of the nature and content of the memoirs
on faith. His assertion that the book itself is the evidence of its own
authenticity is the product of circular reasoning. And Shostakovich’s in-
scriptions on the manuscript, if they themselves are authentic, do not
necessarily authenticate the version of the manuscript which has been
presented to a naive Western public. If Volkov has solid proof of the
authenticity of these memoirs, in the form of original notes, letters from
the composer, or other documents, he must be prepared to submit them
to public scrutiny. Until such tangible proof is offered, we can only spec-
ulate about where the boundary lies between Shostakovich’s authentic
memoirs and Volkov’s fertile imagination.
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Editor’s note: A copy of this review has been sent to Mr. Volkov with an
invitation to respond to it in the pages of the Russian Review.
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Volkov’s Testimony Reconsidered (2002)

LAUREL E. FAY

Editor’s note: Laurel Fay's reconsideration of Testimony comes in response
to the book Shostakovich Reconsidered (Toccata, 1998) by Allan B. Ho and
Dmitry Feofanov, vehement apologists for Solomon Volkov, who declare
that Fay's 1980 review of Testimony “withers under cross-examination, re-
vealing, at best, the author’s naiveté of her subject matter and, at worst,
her willingness to conceal and distort pertinent evidence” (Shostakovich
Reconsidered, pp. 44-45).

Jrinted at the end of my 1980 review of Testimony was an

invitation to Solomon Volkov to respond. On 22 October 1980, a few
weeks prior to the review’s publication, the editor of the Russian Review,
Terence Emmons, sent Volkov a corrected proof of the review along
with a formal invitation to reply. Volkov was promised that his response
would be printed in the very next issue of the journal (January 1981).
He never answered. But elsewhere he stated—and more than twenty
years later he continues to affirm—the following three propositions:

a) that in compiling Testimony he employed no material from previ-
ously published sources;

b) that everything in Testimony was communicated to him by Shos-
takovich personally in conversation;

¢) that he was not even acquainted with the previously published ar-
ticles, extended passages of which are duplicated in his book.!
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One of the artcles duplicated in Testimony, Shostakovich’s reminis-
cences of Vsevolod Meyerhold, was printed in Sovetskaia muzyka in 1974
and furnished with an introduction signed by “C. Bonkos” [S. Volkov]
(fig. 2.1).% Since Solomon Volkov declares that he was unacquainted with
the previously published articles duplicated in Testimony, are we to be-
lieve that two people by the name of “S. Volkov” were employed at
Sovetskaia muzyka in 19742 Or that Solomon Volkov’s name was affixed,
without his having read the introduction, to something he did not write?
Are we to believe that he did not bother to read the journal for which
he worked, even when it included material pertinent to his ongoing col-
laboration with Shostakovich?® If he did not read it, how was he able to
reproduce a passage that appears there, but not in Testimony (fig. 2.1, last
paragraph on the page), in the interview he gave to an Italian journalist
in the days immediately following Shostakovich’s death?*

At the time I was researching my 1980 review, I asked to view the
original Russian typescript of Testimony, but the editor of the book turned
me down, which made it difficult to assess the full extent to which pas-
sages in Testimony duplicated their previously published Russian coun-
terparts.” But after my review appeared I found a sample page of the
“authorized” typescript of Testimony reproduced by way of visual illus-
tration to another review.® The sample page shows Shostakovich’s sig-
nature as it was inscribed, as Volkov says, on the first page of each of
Testimony’s eight chapters (fig. 2.2). Between Shostakovich’s signature
and the typed Russian text, a second hand has inserted I/TABA BTOPASI
[CHAPTER TWO]. A stamped page number “o40” appears in the upper
right-hand corner.

This sample page contains the beginning of Shostakovich’s reminis-
cences of Stravinsky. A comparison of the text on this page with that
found in the text’s original publication’ (figs. 2.2 and 2.3) makes it clear
immediately that not only is this a literal, word-for-word transcript of
the original publication, but it also retains every single nuance of the
original layout and punctuation. The passages are identical. (The single
discrepancy between them is what appears to be an extra punctuation
mark, a period after the comma in the sixteenth line of the Testimony
typescript. The latter is obviously a typo that would be edited out of any
publication.)

Before continuing, let us review how the collaboration between Shos-
takovich and Volkov is reported to have been carried out. Here is the
method, as described by the editor in charge of publication, before Tes-
timony appeared:

T E . N Ry — =
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237 Meflepxoabia. WpOHeCIiero CTPacTHY® AK60BL
K My3bliKe Yepe3 BCIO XHIHb.

flocae «Tpuctana» ok nocraeua B Mapuunckon
Teatpe eile uiecTs Omep, NpO30AXKaR DPAIBHBATL K
COBePWeHCTEOBaTh NpHeMbl, Hafilewwswe B8 paboTe
kan BarWepom. BancTateatnol uypeioh npoxoaat
«Opdeits [moka. «Saektpa» P. Ultpayca, «Kawen-
Hufl rocTh> JlaproMupKckoro, BW3IHBam BOAleHHe
8 nyGanke # wym 8 npecce. K. Coancprunckuii 1aet
caenywomee {1epX0.16:108+
CKHX MY3WKaapHbIX cnckTakaeh: <OtcyTcTsne waty-
paancrnueckoi nOBaAKH M HUTOHaUHI; BulwcayW -
BaHHe BCEX 3IAEMEHTOB.. GLWTODU3IMA... CTaTyapHoCTs
no3; HEeTOPONAHBAR PHTMH30BANKAR nauToMitMa,
B Npeiefe NepeXOARINas © TaKEWw; CKYALNTYPubid,
TIWATEALHO J0IHPOBANHBLEL JKECT; PHTM, ¥raamsaes
MUA HE TOJALKO B IDHKCHNAX, 110 # B 3aCTHBUICA
HENOIBH)XHKOCTH, XOp HC JPOGMTCﬁ no MciifthHreH-
CKOR BuIyuKe, fle IMINBHIYIAHINPYCTCA, AHWen Ha-
Typa)l“t'\'l(‘!ecko!'l CYeTAHBOCTH, Ol pa:ﬁln‘ Ha CTH-
AH30BAHHLE CKYABATYpHble TpYNAb, Jiillb BHE3an-
HO — B BEAHKOIENHOM KOHTPaCTe — NPHBOAHMEE
B GbicTpPOE A3DO. ABHAKEHHE, P . pHT-
Muueckoe zake B Gere. Takossl dypun B «Opdees,
Buber paGoB CO CBCTHABHHRAMH B  «JAcKTpes,

J. Mocrakosna

U3 BOCMOMHHAHHH

TMepeas mon Bctpeda ¢ Beesononom Iunavesndem Med-
epxoasaoN nporsowaz B Jlesnurpane 8 1928 roay. Ox no-
380AHT Mfe no Tenedowy H cxaszan: «C Banu rosopur
Menepxoasr. S xoay sac suzers. Ecaw momere, npuxo-
ZHTe Ko MHe. [OCTHHHHA TaKAR-TO, HOMEpP TaKo#-TO»,
2 # nowen.

Bcemonoz SmuasesHa NprriacHa Mexn pabotats y sero
8 Teatpe. B ckopom BpemenH s nocxai B MockBy W cTaa
CAYAHTb B TeaTpc Mehepxoas1a RO My3wKaabHOR 9acTL
B toM Xe Togy = ywen OTTYyIa, Tax Xak e wawea cebe
npHMeneRHA, KOTOPOS YAOBAETEOPHAO Ob # Mews # Bee-
801013 OMEAbEBHYA, XOTA Boobue Mue Obl10 HuTEpecHo.
U cammd GoablwoR HHTepec BH3HBAAH peneTHuny Mehep-
X0/1b13, OHHW 3aXBATLIBAJH.

Mog pabora B Teatpe, cofeTaenHo, 3aK10431ach B TOM,
970 s Arpad ma posae. Ckamex, ecid 3 <Pesusope» 8 mo-
ClelWe aKTe aKTPHCAa MO XORy 2eHCTBHR HCNOAHRAA po-
MaHC men. TO | HaAeBaa Ha ceba ¢anDK. BLIXOIHA Ha
CUeHY KaK OZHH H3 rocTeli H aKKOMRAHWZPOBAA aKTpHCe.
Hrpaa s Takxe B opKecrpe.

JKua # y Bcesonoaa Immuapeswua wa Hosrucxom Gys-
Bape, uHoro paborai, codwnsa onepy <Hoc». Kak pas s
3T0 BpeNA #3 KBapTHpe Y Bcesoaona = cAYIRA-

B «TpncTane> MeAepxoa530M aKUEHTHPYETCR BHYT-
PEHHAR CHAA BAarHEPOBCKOrO KeCTa..»

My3biKa CTaHOBHTCH BaXHeHHM 31EMENTOM Te-
aTpaasHEIX NOWCKOB pekiccepa. Henpepuswo, Hano-
106He TOro, KaK 370 1€1310Ch B HEMOM KHHEMaTo-
rpade, oa 3Bywana, wanpuwep, B <By6yce» (nox-
pouee 06 5TOM TOBOPHTCA B 3aMETKAX YNaCTHAK3
noctanoskh JI. Apnwitama); caoBceHbl MaTepHay
NbeChl TPARTOBAACA KaK CBOCrO PUI3  PeHHTATHB.
PHTMHGECKAA OPranusallin MUIAliCUeR XapaKTepH3
zas <Komauzapsa 2> Cywecrsyer nesoc ceieso-
sanie 3. Kanaawa o egaprutypes cnextakas no «Pe-
gu3opy». [lpuscpm MmomHo 6uao 66 ymiomaTs X0
GeckoneunoeTh. Tounee, o oxsaTian Ow  nouti
BCCb CAHCOK OnYcos Meficpxoasaa.

l'lpannaronepa Hal0ArO HCYE3Aa C TBOPHECKOro
ropu3onta Mactepa. On escpHyacR K HeR noaxe,
NOYTH IBa33UATHL JAeT CHYCTH. OCYWCCTBHS NOCTAHOB-
ky «[lunoBoit ZaMms, 3 BHOCICACTBHA Ha4aB paboty
#ax «Cemcnom Kotxo». O6 3tom nepuoze aestens-
HOCTH  Me#epX0asia PAaCCKa3bBAOT MyGAHKYeMule
HHAKE BOC 2. Wocr . A Tuwaepa
# B. Mokposckoro. Oun nanucauum 5 1972—1973 ro-
3ax.

C. Boakos

ca Goasmoh nowap. B ToT MoMeHT Mcus ne 6wao oMa,
OH CO6Paa MOM DYKORNCH H OT1a MHEe HX B HOJHOR CO-
XpaHHOCTH. 370 610 yIHBHTEJbHO, Bedb MOTAH cropeTh
ero sewu, kyaa Gosee uenuwe.

B 1929 roay Bcesonoz ImuabeBHd onath NO3BOHKA MHE
no Teneory 8 Jlewuurpaze u npuriacka k cebe B rocTH-
HHOY, FRe NPELNOKHA HANHCATL MY3HKY K KOMenWn Mas-
xoBckoro «Kaons. §I c¢pady coraacHacs W, noxa courusd,
npoHrpwBan oTAeabHuie (parsent Bcesoioay dmuavesn-
ay. On caywaa  zeaan samevanns. [loMuio, eMy Hpass-
AHCh INHIORH 1A TpeX 6asHHcToB. Y Hero B Teatpe 6uA0
BeHKOAeNHOe TPHO Gaanuctos. On MHTepec:d HX HCNOAb-
30BaJ B CfieKTakae.

Sl Binea wHorne nocrawoskn Mefepxoasza — «Cuepts
Tapeaknna», «<ilecs, «Mauzals, «By6ycs, «Pesnaops,
«Komannapu 25, «[locaeanuit pewnteasuuii>, €33 o6Mo-
poka», ¢flawa ¢ RawucataMn», <[lukosas zama», «Macxa-
paas. Bo Bpews ractpo.eil 8 Jlewwurpaze sHzea s W we-
CXOABKO peneTHUHA nocselWero ero chekrakas  «Omua
®u3ub» no pomanwy H. Octposckoro «Kax 3axaanaace
craas», B Sunavenus npura 1 MEeHSR WanWcaTh
K STOMY CREXTAKAO MYIWKY, HO TOT2a % HE CMOT MPHHATH
ero npeaioxenye.

Mue mpe3suuaiHO TPYAHO CKa3aTs, KaKa® M3 nepeusc.
HHBX PafoT Mpouzrena Ha meHs Hauboaee CHALHOE Bne-
aztaeune. Bee 6u10 weoduixrosenio HHTepecHo. Onwako,
noxaayf, caMuiM GAHIKAM MHe OKa3aack <PesH3ops, Mo-
KeT 6uTs NOTOMY, 4T0 B HeM OWYIAA0Ch KaKOe-To conpR-
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c Moefi paboroil wan onepoi <Hoc».

Figure 2.1. Excerpt from Shostakovich’s Article in Issue No. 3 of Sovetskaia

muzyka, 1974, p. 54
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Mr. Volkov describes the procedures for Shostakovich’s and his work as follows:
Shostakovich did not dictate to him. He would permit Volkov to ask questions,
which he answered in short sentences. During these conversations, which lasted
for about three years, Volkov took notes in a kind of personal shorthand he had
developed during his years of work as a journalist. Gradually, he began to shape
his notes into larger sections and chapters. He showed some of them to Shos-
takovich and he gave his approval. In the spring of 1974, Volkov began to or-
ganize the material into longer chapters. As soon as he had finished each chapter,
he gave it to Shostakovich, who read it and as proof of his reading and approval,
wrote at the head of each chapter “Read,” followed by his signature, “Shosta-
kovich.” He deliberately chose to put the word read before his signature on each
chapter in order to create a certain distance between himself and the text; and
he decided also that the memoirs were not to be published until after his death.?

Volkov, in his preface to Testimony, amplifies the process:

This is how we worked. We sat down at a table in his study, and he offered
me a drink (which I always refused). Then I began asking questions, which he
answered briefly and, at first, reluctantly. Sometimes I had to keep repeating the
same question in different forms. Shostakovich needed time to warm up. . .. The
mound of shorthand notes was growing. I read them over and over, trying to
construct from the penciled scribbles the multifigured composition that I knew
was there.

I divided up the collected material into sustained sections, combined as
seemed appropriate; then I showed these sections to Shostakovich, who approved
my work. . . . Gradually, I shaped this great array of reminiscence into arbitrary
parts and had them typed. Shostakovich read and signed each part.”

Keep in mind these two detailed accounts of how Volkov interviewed
Shostakovich and then pieced together the composer’s reminiscences to
create a coherent text. And keep in mind as well the three propositions
Volkov has affirmed for more than twenty years, which were reiterated
at the outset of this article. This is the context in which Volkov asks us
to accept the following as plausible:

a) that he was unfamiliar with the first major Soviet collection of
materials about Stravinsky, published in 1973, which led off with Shos-
takovich’s memoir of the Russian master;

b) that Shostakovich in this instance managed to convey to Volkov
by means of his brief answers no fewer than 186 words that reproduced
his earlier published statement on Stravinsky with perfect word-for-word
accuracy;

¢) that in fleshing out this passage from his own penciled scribbles,
Volkov managed by accident to reproduce the opening section of the
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An authorized page of the Memoirs

symphony contains a quotation from an

' rAAM BToPAR

Crpapascxaf - OZiR E3 CauuX GOJBRAY XOMJO3XTOPOS Eamerc

) , MBOraS co KQTOPOTO & DO~HACTOSmeMy aodan.
Camne paEH@e X ZPEOS BIEYaTiSREe 0T MyasEks Crpasmscxoro
cBx3amo ¢ dazerom “Uerpymea”. I Y ero 3 K Te~

aTpe 3 leNmarpaze £ CMOTPEX MEOTO [e3, CTDASCH BE OPOUYCTATH
XX QXEOro coexrar:s. /K cozanezsp, & xe cnmax moscR pegammes
*Oerpysxa® Zif MAIGTO O(XecTpa. He ysepes, 4Wro oma IXyme apes-
el./ C 76X 00D V70T damevaremnaud XOMODIRTOD NENIMERNO CMX

B NENTpE MOENG BEEMANRE, X £ HE TOXMKO RITYAN, CAYHAL erO Ky~
su:y. B0 & NCOOXEAX e6, ZeXAf OEpesoXemus.

C YXOBOAISTRREM €308 BRCTY BS Opeusepe
"Cpaxecdxa”. 3 lemasrpaxs, meodwzafzo Xopomo Ecmoxdesuof Xe-
RRETD R xopasct of 40X p TBOM ocs

xopueficTepa Kmmmona. Ogme x3 werspex mapraf fopreumamo - gap~
TES BTOPOrO DOAIR ~ JWIR NODYISHA MES. MEOTOSRCIEHENE DeqerE-
LuN,, JPeINECTRCBAARKS KOBUEPTY, OXAJAXACE R OPEATHIME % Q0383

W xzx weax. Iro o a3 cBoef OPAIREAXIHOOTID,
gpexpaci 3aytpuses, Xapsxof.

¥cpomEax g taxxe “CepeRaxy » ai”. B KOHCE[IBATORAR MM YAC-
10 XCDAIN B na.puunu KXf AByX fOpTemNAHG XORRApT mAg fop-
TONNANEC R XYXOBCIO OPXECTPA. CO CTYRAHTECKAME IOfaul ¥ MeRs
C243380 BOCOOMER3NRe eme o OZEOM OposaBeneruz CTpasaucxoro -
- pexmxozegsa® omepe “Coxcsef”. [pamxa, asaxowcTso ¢ HeR cocro-
ZMOCH OpE “POROBMI" OGCTORTENLCTBAX:. EA SK3aueHe 0O WTERAD

Figure 2.2. Sample Page of the “Authorized” Typescript of Testimony, as
Reproduced in Elmer Schénberger, “Dmitri Shostakovich’s Memoirs:
Testimony,” Key Notes 10, No. 2 (1979): 57
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. [Hocmarosuu

CTpaBHUCKHI — OAHH H3 CaMBIX GOJBIINX KOMMNO3HTOPOB lauwero speme
HH, MHOTHE COYHHEHHs KOTOPOro sl MO-HACTOALIEMY TG0,

Camoe paHHee M spKOe BreyatrsieHne oT MysbikM CTPaBMHCKOrO CBSI3aHO
¢ Gaaerom «Ilerpymxa». [TocranoBry ero B KupoBckom Tteatpe B JleHuH-
rpaje si CMOTPe] MHOTO pa3, CTapasch He NPONMYCTHTL HH OJHOrO CIEKTaK-
as. (K coxanennio, s He cawlag HoBoll pejakuuy «[lerpymiku» a7s mano-
ro opxecrpa. He vBepeH, uto cHa Javume npemueil.) C Ttex nop 10T 3a-
MeyaTedbHbill KOMMO3HTOP HEeH3MeHHO Obl1 B LIeHTPe MOEro BHHMAHIs, H 1
HE TOJBKO L3yyasd, cayliaa Cro My3bKy, HO U HCIOJHAJI ee, JeJjaJ Nepero-
KeHNUS.

C ynoBoabcTBHEM BCIOMHHAIO CBOe BBICTYIUIeHHe Ha npembepe «Cpa-
ae6ku» B Jlenunrpage, HeoGbluailHO XOpOWIO HCMOMHeHUoMt JlenuHrpaackoi
XOpoBOil KamesX10H NMOA PYKOBOACTBOM Bhiialcilerocs xopmeficrepa Kuaumo-
Ba. OaHa H3 ueTblpex HapTHil (OPTENHAHO — NapTHH BTOPOro POsIA — Obl-
Ja nopyyeHa MHe. MHOrouHc/leHEble peneTHIHH, NpeiniecTBOBaBilMe KOH-
LepTY, OKa3aJHCh H MPUATHBIMH U HOJE3HBIMH 4A MeHsA. DTO COUHHCHHE MOo-
pasuao CBoefl OPHIHHAJIBHOCTHIO, NPEKPACHBIM 3BYYAHUEM, JIHPHKOIL.

Ucnoausin s rakxe «CepeHany B «24». B KoncepBaTOpHi Mbl WacTo HI-
paju B TepesoKeHHH AJs ABYX (opTenHaHo KOHHEepPT AIA QoprenHano H
ayxoBoro opxectpa. Co CTyZeHYeCKHMH TOZAaMH y MeHS CBfi3aHO BOCHOMHU-
HaHne eue 06 oaHOM mpouaBexeHuy CTPABHHCKOTO — BEJHKOJENHOH onepe
«Conoseir». TlpaBna, 3HaKOMCTBO ¢ Heil COCTOAJIOCH NPH «POKOBLIX» 00CTOS-
TeJIbCTBAX: Ha 3K3aMeHe Mo YTeHHIo napTuryp. Ilomxaay#, 370 ObLI0 HECKO.Ib-
ko xectoko. Ho, xamercsi, si CnpaBHjiCs C MapTuTypofl. ¥YKe mocie 3T0r0
51 OCHOBAaTE/JbHO H3YUYHJ ee.

B cBoe Bpem#, BCKOpe Ke TOCTe H3JaHHUSA, s CAesaj] YeThipexpyuHoc Ie-
peqoxenne aas Qoprenuaso «Cumdounn ncanmos» CrpasuHckoro. Menb-
e BCer0 MHe yZanach BTOpas 4acTh: H3-3a o6uaus HOJH(OHUH MHOToe
0Ka3aJ0Ch HEHCNOJHUMBIM Ha topremuaHo. JT0, KOHEUHO, 3aMeuaTe’]bHOe
mpousBedenne. 1 Bce ke s oulymia:xc B HeM HEIOCTATKH KOHCTPYKTHBIOTO

N

Figure 2.3. Excerpt from Shostakovich’s Reminiscences of Stravinsky,
Originally Published in L. S. Dyachkova, Comp., I F. Stravinsky: stat’i i
materialy [1. F. Stravinsky: Articles and materials], Ed. B. M. Yarustovsky
(Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1973), p. 7
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original publication, its punctuation and layout identical in every respect
to the original;'® and,

d) that this very same passage coincidentally ended up as one of the
pages in Testimony which Shostakovich “authenticated” with the inscrip-
tion “Read. D. Shostakovich.”

The only page from the original typescript of Testimony to have been
published up to now is the opening page of chapter 2, shown in figure
2.2."" But copies of a complete typescript have been in circulation over
the years among some Russians living both within and outside the former
Soviet Union, although the book itself has never been published in its
original Russian language. Still unclear is how many of these circulating
copies reproduce the original typescript bearing Shostakovich’s “authen-
ticating” signatures and how many might be retyped transcripts.!? Indi-
viduals privileged to read these copies have not spoken for publication
about the layout and physical characteristics of the typescript they read,
only about what they believed to be the truth or falsehood of its contents.
Neither has anyone among them acknowledged recognition that some
passages in Testimony duplicated material already published in the Soviet
Union during Shostakovich’s lifetime nor an awareness that this dupli-
cated material was located on the very pages of the Testimony typescript
“authenticated” by the composer’s signatures.

After a copy of the Russian typescript came into the possession of the
Shostakovich Family Archive in Moscow, I was given my first opportu-
nity, in September 2000, to examine what is, to all appearances, a pho-
tocopy of the original Russian typescript of Testimony.

The document in Moscow is an unbound, single-sided photocopy
made on 87: X 11 inch white stock (the U.S. standard). It would appear
to have been made in the United States at the time Volkov was seeking
a publisher for his work. He is reported to have shared copies of the
typescript with prominent émigré cultural figures who might assist him
in making contacts with publishers.” Although it is entirely possible that
the Moscow typescript is not a first-generation copy of the original, the
text is entirely legible throughout, as are Shostakovich’s inscriptions.

The text is typed, apparently using the same typewriter throughout,
but with a few emendations and deletions—as well as some reorganiza-
tion—effected by hand. It is divided into eight chapters, corresponding
exactly to the number and ordering of chapters in the English-language
publication of Testinony. Sinkage on the first pages of each of the chap-
ters—with the exception of chapters 3 and 7, discussed below—provided
the space in which Shostakovich might conveniently sign his name. The
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typescript exhibits a double set of page numbers. Fach chapter is pagi-
nated individually, counting from 1, in the same typeface as the text, with
the numbers located in the top center of the page, although no typed
number appears on the first page because of the sinkage at the top. The
typed numbering commences, therefore, with page 2 of each chapter.
After all the chapters had been arranged in final order, the pages first to
last were then stamped in the upper right-hand corner of each page with
sequential numbering, extending from oor to go4; the stamped page
number is in a larger typeface entirely different from the typeface of the
text and the typed chapter pagination.'

Several features of the photocopied typescript in the Shostakovich
Family Archive lead me to conclude that it is indeed an exact copy of
the Testimony typescript used in making the published English transla-
tion, rather than an interim version or a retyped copy:

a) The facsimile of page ogo of the “authorized text of Testimony”
published in 1979 (shown in fig. 2.2 and discussed above) is an exact
duplicate of the same page ogo of the Moscow typescript, identical in
every respect down to the redundant punctuation mark.

b) All Shostakovich’s signatures visible on the Moscow typescript
conform exactly to those reproduced from the authorized text and placed
above typeset pages in the German and Finnish editions of Testimony and
are associated with the same chapters.!

¢) In his outside reader’s report, commissioned by Harper & Row
for the stated purpose of establishing the authenticity of Volkov’s text
before publication, Henry Orlov cites material that appears on more than
a dozen pages of the original Russian typescript of Testimony, all of which
coincides precisely with what appears on the same pages of the Moscow
typescript.'s

d) A word-by-word comparison of the complete text of the Moscow
typescript with the published English translation of 7estimony corrobo-
rates the latter as a faithful, competent translation of this more than four-
hundred-page text. Handwritten insertions and deletions in the Moscow
typescript correspond exactly to the English text.!”

When I wrote my 1980 review I had only the English translation of
suspect passages in Testimony to compare to their original Russian-
language sources, allowing only a rough assessment of the similarities
and differences between them. A comparison of the passages in the same
language yields much more telling results. Chapter 2, devoted to Stravin-
sky, is not the only one that opens with a verbatim transcript of previ-
ously published material.
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The first page of chapter 8—Shostakovich’s visa visible at the top—
duplicates exactly the first 231 words of one of Shostakovich’s published
reminiscences of Mayakovsky, retaining every detail of its punctuation
and layout.”® Likewise, the first pages of chapters § and 6—each with
Shostakovich’s visa—are verbatim transcripts of previously published
texts, 180 and 183 words, respectively, that retain the original punctua-
tion and layout, with the exception that in each instance a single sentence
has been removed. That these deletions occurred after typing is evi-
denced on the photocopied pages of the Moscow typescript by obvious
gaps, into which the missing text fitted; just below these gaps one can
see horizontal shadow lines, suggesting that the missing text has been
pasted over with some sort of correction tape.'” In each instance the
deleted sentence makes a temporal reference that would allow a reader
to infer the date when the reminiscences were originally produced. On
the first page of chapter 6, the missing sentence reads, “I am sincerely
happy that the 1ooth anniversary of his [Chekhov’s] birth is attracting
anew to him the attention of all progressive humanity.”?°

The sentence missing from the first page of chapter 5 (p. 211 of the
Moscow typescript; see fig. 2.4, following line 15), reads, “After all,
nearly thirty years had passed since the days of its [Katerina Izmailova’s]
composition.”?! This was the page that I juxtaposed (in my own trans-
lation) with the English text of Testimony in my 1980 review. Since I did
not have access at that time to the original Russian text of Testimony, 1
erred on the side of caution and allowed for the possibility of minor
discrepancies between them. But comparison with the Moscow typescript
confirms that the two passages are identical in all respects, except for the
deleted sentence.

Although the opening sentence and the beginning of the second sen-
tence in chapter 4 (p. 145 of the Moscow typescript) have been modified
to obscure the fact that, as originally published, these remarks clearly
dated the composer’s reminiscences about the opera Ledi Makbet Mtsen-
skogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District op. 29 (1930-32)] to
the early 1930s, when the opera was still in progress, the text that follows
for the rest of the page duplicates verbatim 178 words from the published
Russian source.

Turning to the first pages of both chapter 3 (p. 106) and chapter 7
(p- 326) in the Moscow typescript, no Shostakovich inscription can be
seen at the top of either page. This is explained by the fact that both
pages show evidence of several lines of text having been pasted in at the
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