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he crowd greedily reads confessions, memoirs, etc.,

because of its baseness it rejoices at the abasement of the high,

at the weaknesses of the strong. It is in rapture at the disclosure

ofanything loathsome. "He is small like us; he is loathsome

like us!" But you lie, you, scoundrels: he^s small and he
y

s

loathsome, but not the way you are— differently.

— Pushkin, letter to Prince Vyazemsky
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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 "[Kremlev, Iulii An-

atol'evich]" and the title "Rayok" is followed by "[Rae'k]."

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.
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Introduction

g^^S t matters that Testimony 1
is not exactly what Solomon Vol-

kov has claimed it to be. Just as it matters that Anton Schindler's Bio-

graphie von Ludivig 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-

kovichfar more than on any other twentieth-century composer. And they

believe every word of Testimony and Shostakovich Reconsidered. 2 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, 3 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).
4 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 u
Side-by-Side Comparison ol 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 hut a single

page from each of the hook's eight chapters!) alongside the text as found

in the original Soviet publications from which the Testimony typescript

was copied.

"A Pitiful 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, Literatumaia gazeta, denouncing Testimony as

"lie . . . 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.

Alia 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.

Emigre 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, 1 961). The endorsement of Testimony by a prominent emi-

gre 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." 5 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 Still 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 Testimony. 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 naivete 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, xManashir

Yakubov, curator of the Shostakovich Family Archive, that he doubts the

authenticity of the voice in Testimony 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 Tes-

timony.

Part 3 of the casebook continues "something from the Soviet or Rus-
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sun point ot view" but, instead of the more documentary materials found

in part :, 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,

otters 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."6 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-

°gy." 7

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 Casebook,

Farming'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 1990s 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
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evident in earlier reviews by Vblkov's apologists but also makes a sub-

stantia] 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 rcinterprctation 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 ofDmitri Shostakovich, as related
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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
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Shostakovich versus Volkov

Whose Testimony} (1980)

LAUREL E. FAY

n
he recent publication in the West of an apparently "au-

thorized" memoir by Dmitri Shostakovich 1 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."2 A section of the book, entitled

"Improvising under Stalin's Baton," appeared in the New York Times

Magazine 1, 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. 5 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 ofBooks,

and others. 6

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 this Testimony 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." 7 Accompanying editorials savagely blast Volkov and trace

the Soviets' unsuccessful legal attempts to block the publication of Tes-

timony. 8 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."9 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. . . . / dorft see how he [Volkov] could have gathered enough ma-

terialfrom Dmitrich for such a thick hook [emphasis added]." 10

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. 11 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 Symphony ofa 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 Seeond 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 Schaeffer 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. 12

Volkov's printed response to this letter is revealing:

If the questions that Professor Schaeffer raised about the validity of Testimony

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. 13

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 14 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. 15

Simon Karlinsky has pointed out two passages in Testimony which are

verbatim or near-verbatim reproductions of memoirs previously pub-

lished by Shostakovich. 16
1 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 i.i. 17 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 Macbeth for around two and a half

years" is transformed into "I worked on Lady Macbeth for almost three

years" (p. 106). In another, the sentence "I am sincerely happy that the

1 ooth 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 Testimony with a direct translation (my

own) of its source:
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Table 1.1 Correlation ofPassages from "Testimony'1 with Previously

Published Sources

Testimony Origins! Source

^:-^ [D. Shostakovich] in B. At. Yarustovsky, ed., /./•'. Stravinsky:

stafi 1 materiafy |I. F. Stravinsky: Articles and materials]

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

--
78 "1/ vospominanii" [From reminiscences], Sovttskaia muzyka,

no. 3 (1974): 54.

1 06-- 1 07 "Tragediia-satira" [A tragedy-satire], Sovetskoe iskusstvo, 16

October 1932; reprinted in L. Danilevich, ed., Dmitri Shos-

takovich (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1967), p. 13.

1 54—55 "Kak rozhdaetsia muzyka" [How is a musical concept born],

Literatumaia gazeta, 21 December 1965; reprinted in Dani-

levich, Dmitri Shostakovich, p. 36.

178-79 "Samyi blizkii" [One of my favorites], Literaturnaia gazeta, 28

January i960; reprinted in Danilevich, Dmitri Shostakovich,

PP- 34-35-

226-27 "Partitura opery" [The score of the opera], Izvestiia, 1 May

1 941; 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,

J 963XP- 3 J 5-

Testimony, pp. 154-55

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
[sic] 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. I 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." 18

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 consequendy it

simply cannot be seen as a reaction to Hider'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 Vblkov tells us that "Shostakovich's manner ofrespond-

ing to questions was highly stylized. Some phrases had apparently been

polished over many years" (p. wii). Yet the sheer length ol the identified

quotations as well as their formalized language make it utterly incon-

ceivable that the composer had memorized his previously published state-

ments ami then reproduced them exactly in his conversations with Vol-

kov. But nowhere in his explanation of the hook'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"? 19

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,20 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 substantially, 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? 21

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 RotshiVda [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 i960, had been broadcast on the radio in February

1962, had been favorably discussed in print, 22 and the piano score had

been published, with a foreword by A. Livshits, in 1965.
23 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. 24 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
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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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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 naivete of her subject matter and, at worst,

her willingness to conceal and distort pertinent evidence" {Shostakovich

Reconsidered, pp. 44-45).

^/ rinrinted 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;

c) that he was not even acquainted with the previously published ar-

ticles, extended passages of which are duplicated in his book. 1
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One of the articles 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. Bojikob" |S. Volkov]

(fig. i.i).
: 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. Vblkov" were employed at

Sovetskaia muzyka in 1974? Of tnat 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? 3 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? 4

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. 5 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. 6 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 DIABA BTOPAJI

[CHAPTER TWO]. A stamped page number "040" 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 7
(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:
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a.ia MeAepxoabaa. npoHecmero crpacTHyio ;ito6oBb

k My3UKe qepes sew >KH3Kb.

rioaie «TpHCTaHa» oh nocraBH.i b MapHHHCKON

Teaipe eme wecrb onep, npoac-iacsa pa3BHBarb h

cosepujeHCTBOBaTb npHewbi. HaftaeHHbie b pafiOTe

Kaa BarHepoM. B-UHcraTeabHoA qpeaoA npoxoaaT

«Op<peA» rjnoxa. <3.ieKTpa» P. UlTpayca. «KasieH-

Hbift rodb> HaproMH^cKoro, Bbi3biBan Bo.TiieHHe

b nyCiHKe h uiyM b npecce. H. GHUKpTBHacMH aaeT

cieayiomee o0o6uieHHoe omicaHHe Meiiepxa.ibaoB-

CXHX MV3blK3-1bMblX CneXTSK.ieA: «OTCVTCTBHe H3Ty-

paancTHqecxoA nosaaKii 11 miToiiauHfi; Bbiuic.iyiUH-

BaHHe Bcex 3aeMeHToa... GbtToatuMa... CTaTvapHOCTb

no3; HeTopon.iHBaa pHTMiisooanHan nainomiHa.

b npeaeae nepexoaamaa a TaHCtr, cxyabnTypiibiA.

TmaTeJibno ao3HpoBannbift wecr. phtm, yraawoae-

MblA He TO.lbXO B aBHWCHliaX, no It B 3aCTUBUieH

HenoaBMJKHocTH; xop lie apooHTca no McfniHHreH-

cxoA Bwyjxe. He miaiiBnayaaH3tipycTCH. .ihuich ita-

Typa^HCTHHeCKori CyeT.IHBOCTH; Oil pa36llT Ha CTH-

flH30B3HHbie CKy.ibnTypnwe rpynnbi. -irnub 3HC3an-

HO — B BCIHKO.ienHOM KOHTpaCTe — npHBOaHMbie

a 6wcTpoe B3no;iHOB3HHoe aaH/xeHHe. snpoMCM. pHT-

MHMecKoe aa*e b 6ere TaxoBbi <pyp«H b «Op(pee».

Bbioer paooB co cBCTH.ibHiihaMH b <3aeKTpe».

jj. DIoCTaiOBH'!

H3 BOCnOMHHAHHB

riepBaa mob Bcrpena c BceBo/roaoM SMfWbeBHieM Mei-

epxoflbaoM npoH3oiu^? b /IenHHrpaae b 1928 roay. Oh no-

3B0HH-1 MHe no tejieipoHy a cxasa/i: cC BawH roaopitT

MeAepxo.iba. 91 xoiy Bac BHaeTb. Ec.ih MoweTe, npsxo-

aHTe KO MHt roCTHHHUa TaK?H-T0, HOMep T3XOH-TO*.

51 h nouie-i.

Bceso<ioa 3MHabeBH<» npHr.iacH.T MeHa pa6oTan» y Hero

B TeaTpe. B cxopOM BpeMeHH n noexa.i b MocxBy h ctm
c.iy/KKTb b reaTpc MeAepxo.ibaa no My3bixa.TbHoA qacm
B tom we^roay a yweji oTTyaa, Tax xax He Hamea ceoe

npHMeHeHHsrl KOTopoe yaoBaeTBopHao 6bi h MeHa h Bce-

so.ioaa 3nBJU>eBHqa, xora BOo6me MHe 6buo HiiTepecHa

H caMbifi 6asbuioA HHrepec BM3biBa-iH peneTHUHH Mefiep-

XO.Ibaa, OHH 3aXBaTWB3.1H.

Moh pa6oTa b TeaTpe, codcTBeHHO, 33K.iKm.nacb b toh,

ito a Hrpaji aa poa.ne. CxaixeM, eciH a <PeBH3ope» b no-

cieane* axre axTpHca no xoay aeAcTBHa Hcno.nHa.ia po-

Manc rjiHHsa. to a HaaeBa.i Ha ce6a (ppa^ox, Bbixojma aa

cueHy xax oaHH H3 rocreA h axxoMnaHKpoBafl axTpace.

Hrpaji a mate b opxecTpe.

>Khji a y Bceso^oaa 3MH.ibe6HMa Ha Hobhhcxom 6yak-

sape, iiHoro pa6oTaa, co^mia.T onepy «Hoc>. Kax pa3 b

3to apeaa Ha KBapTHpe y Bceso.ioaa Bnunhmma aiynza-

B «TpHCTaKe» MeAepxo.ibaoM atoieHTHpyeTca bh>t-

peHHaa cH.ia BarHeposcsoro >KecTa...»

My3bIKa CTaHOBHTCH BaWHeAlUHM S.ieMeHTOM Te-

aTpa.ibHHX noHcxoB peaotccepa. HenpepbiBHO, Hano-

ao6He Toro. xax 3to ae.ia.iocb b hcmom KHHeMaTo-

rpa(pe, ona 3ByMa^a, HanpHMep. b <By6yce> (noa-

po6Hee 06 3tom roBopHTca b 3aMeiKax yM3CTHHK3

nocTaHOBKH Jl. ApHuiTaMa); cioBCCHbii'i MaTepHa.i

nbecu TpaxTooa.ica xax csocro poaa pemiTaTHB.

PHTMH^ecKaH opramtiauiin HtuaucueH xapaxTepna

jMi «KoManaapMa 2». CymfCTByer ue.ioc itcc.ieao-

saHiie 3. Kan-iaHa o «napT!iType» cuexTax.ia no «Pe-

BH3opy». ripuMephi mo/kho 6u<io 6u vMiioKaTb ao

6ecxoHe«4HocTH. .ToMHee. ohm oxoaTii.iH 6u noqTii

secb cnHCOx onycoa MeAcpxo.ibaa.

ripaBaaT" onepa Haao.iro HCHe3na c Tsopnecxoro

ropH30HTa MacTepa. Oh Bcptiy.ica x HeA no3>xe.

hohth jBaauaTb .kt cii>cth. ocyiuccTBiin nocTaHOB-

xy <riHK08oA aaMw>. a ciioc^cacTBHH HaiaB paOoTy

Haa <CeMCH0M Kotko». Oft stom ncpiioae aeaTe.nb-

hocth MeAepxo.ibaa paccxa3biBaioT nyo^iiixyeMbie

HH*e BOcno.MHHanHi) H. lilocTaxoatma. A. Twuj^epa

h B. rioxposcxoro. Ohii HanncaHW b 1972—1973 ro-

aax.

C. Bo.ixois

ca 6o.ibnioA no>xap B tot momcht Mena we 6w.io aoMa,

oh coflpa-i moh pyxoniicH h oTaa.i MHe hx b hojihoA co-

xpaiiHocTH. 3to 6ujio yaHBHTe.ibHO, Beab Mor^H cropeTb

ero Beiaa. xyaa So.iee ueHHbie.

B 1929 roay Bceso.ioa 3MH.nbeBHM onaxb no3BOHH.n MHe
no TeneipoHy b JleHHHrpaae h npar-TacHa x ce6e a rocTM-

HHuy, rae npeano>KHa nanHcaTb My3bixy x xoMeaHH Maa-
xoBcxoro crOion*. JI cpa3y coraaca^ca h, noxa coHHHaa,

npoHrpbisaa oTae^bHwe (ppatMenTbi BceBo<ioay 3MH^beBH-
My. Oh cayuiaa h ae.ia.i 3aMeqaHHa. rioMHX). eMy HpaBH-

.iHCb 3nH3oau a-ia Tpex oaaHHCTOB. y Hero s TeaTpe 6wao
BeaHxoflenHoe TpHo 6aaHHCT0B. Oh HHTepet-.ro hx ncnoab-

303aa b cnexTax.ie.

91 Biiaea MHorHe norraHOBXH MeAepxo.ibaa — cCMepTb
TapeaxnHa», cjlec», cMaHaal*, <By6yc», «PeBH3op»,
cKoMaHaapw 2», «rioc;ieaHHA peuiHTeabHufi*. €33 o6mo-
poxa». <ZlaMa c KaMca:!aMH>, «riHX0Baa aaMa>, <Macxa-
paa»- Bo BpeMa racTpo-ieA a JleHHHrpaae BHaeji a h He-

exoabxo peneTHuHH noc.ieaHero ero cnexTaxaa cOaHa
>KH3Hi,» no poMany H. OcrpoBCKoro tKax 3axa.iaaacb

CTaab*. Bcesojioa 3MH.TbeBHa np
;
Hraauja.i mchh HanncaTb

k 3Tony cnexTaxviK) Mysbixy, ho roraa a He cmot npHHaTb
ero npea.io>xeHHe.

MHe qpe3BbmaAHo TpyaHo cKa3aTb, xaxaa H3 nepeiHc-

.TCHHbix pafoT npou^re.ia na MeHn Han6oace cH^bHoe Bne-

qcr-ieHHe. Bee 6u.io HeoowKHOBehno HHTepecno. OaHaxo,
nojxa.iyfl, caMWM 6,ih3khm MHe oxa3a^ca <PeBH3op>, mo-

>xeT 6wTb noxoMy, qTo b HeM omyiuaaocb xaxoe-TO conpa-

KOCHOBeHHe c MoeA pa6oToA Haa onepoA «Hoc>.

54

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 timing 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. 8

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.9

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 1 86 words that reproduced

his earlier published statement on Stravinsky with perfect word-for-word

accuracy;

c) 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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CTpasaHczaX - ozaa 13 caaax daaiaax »o*ao3aTopoa samzro

Bfenoaa, Maoris tWWI KOToporo » ao-HacToaaeay jaxLao.

Caaos paaase t apaoa Bae^tatJteaM or tqraBU CTpaaaacKoro

esaaaao c dawroa "HetpTaxa*. Coctaaoaxy ero a Kapoacaoa; to-

arps a ieBouarpMa a cacrpaa aaoro pas, ctapaac* as apoaYCTBT*

aa Qxaoro crtearraaxa. /S coxaa«asa M a aa cxuaas bdbcI pexaczu

•CeTpymui" jua aazcro opaecrpa. Ha jBepsa,. htq oaa aynia apsa-

aalV C Taor nop »tot aaMetarexuntt Kotatoaarop aaaaai—o daa

a warps aosro—, icn tojojcg urtaa, eayaaa ero ay-

ssry. ao a acnoiaaa aa, xeaaa mgummmmM.

C jxoaoJucTMajf acaoaaaaa caoe BHCTynaeaaa aa apeu&apa

"CBaseoaa" a laaaarpaxa, aaoonatao xopoan icftrurHsaaof la-

Basrpascaot zopoaol aaawaaot ocs, pysosoacTBoa ataat«aroca

xopaaJcTspa KLoaoaa. Oxaa aa wrapex napraJ (popteaaaHQ - oap-

tbb BToporo poaxa - ansa. oopyisaa aas- MaoroiacaeHHas peasTa-

naa„ apeaswcTaoaaaaaa Eoanepry, oaaaaiac* a apaaTsuaa a noasa-

aifl£» jub «aa. 3to_ coxaasaas aopaauao cbosI oparaaaaiHooTM,

apaapacaaa 3ayuaaea. apnai.

llcaojtaaa a tanae "Cspeaajty a ajf. 3 aoacepBaTopaa aa <?ac-

to arpaxa a aepeaaxeaaa ju* asyx $opxeaaaaa xomxaprw $op-

Tflimaao a JsyxoBoro opxecrpa. Co CTynaHiecaaaa roaaaa y aeaa

esaaaao Bocaoaxaaaas ems q<3 case* npoasBeaeiuifl CTpasaacsoro -

- aejaxoBeiiHai oaepe "Coaoa«i"- Upaaoa, aaaaoMCTBo c asl cocro-

aaoc* apa "poKoaax* oocToaTCJtiCTBax:. Ha 8K3aaeHe no ^sbbd

An authorized page of the Memoirs

symphony contains a quotation from an

•-«?

Figure 2.2. Sample Page of the "Authorized" Typescript of Testimony, as

Reproduced in Elmer Schonberger, "Dmitri Shostakovich's Memoirs:

Testimony," Key Notes 10, No. 2 (1979): 57
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JX. LUocmaKOBiin

CTpaBHIICKHH — CiUIH H3 CaMblX DOJlbLUHX KOMn03HT0pOB HailierO BpCMP
hii, MHoriie commemia KOToporo a no-HacToameMy jhoSjik).

CaMoe paHHee H apKce BneqaivieHHe ot My3biKH CTpaBHHCKoro CBa3aHO
c 6ajieT0M «neTpyiiiKa». IlocTaHOBKy ero b Khpobckom Teaipe b JleHHH-

rpa,a.e 3 CMOTpeji MHoro pa3, CTapaacb ne nponycTHTb hh oiiHoro cneKTaK-
Jia. (K cojKa.neHHio, a He CJiHiuaj] hoboi'i pe^aKUHH «rieTpyuiKH» j\jin Majio-

ro opxecTpa. He vBepen, mto oho .Tymue npe>Knefi.) C Tex nop stot 3a-

ue^aTejibHbifl KOMno3HTOp Heii3t\ieHHo 6hji b ueHTpe Moero BHHMamia, 11 a

He tctdko ii3yqa.i, civilian ero MysbiKy, ho h hciiojihhji ee, aejiaji nepejio-

JKeHHH.

C y^OBO.ibCTBHeM BcnoMHHaio CBoe BbicTyruieHne na npeMbepe «CBa-
ne6KH» b JleHHHrpa^e, HeofibiiafiHO xopouio HcnojiHemioH JienHHrpascKofi

xopoBOH KanejiJiofi noA pvkoboactbom Bbi^aicmerocH xopMenciepa Kjihmo-

3a. Ozwa H3 neTbipex napTHft <J)opTenHaHO — napTHa BToporo poa.ia — 6bi-

jia nopy^eHa MHe. MHoroHHCJieHHbie peneTHunn, npe,n,iiiecTEOBaBLUHe koh-

uepTy, oi<a3ajincb h npHaTHbiMH h nojie3HbiMH Z.J1H MeHH. 3to coqHHCHiie no-

pa3H«10 CBOeH OpHrHHajIbHOCTblO, IipeKpaCHblM 3BVHaHHeM, jihphkoS.

Hcno.iHHJi a raK>Ke «CepeHa,a,y b ar». B KOiicepBaTopmi mm Macro nr-

pajiH b nepejiojKeHiiH juis jxbvx <j)opTeriHaHO KOHuepT jLna $opTenHaiio 11

.nyxoBoro opKedpa. Co CTyAeH^ecKHMH rojiaMH y MeHH CBH3aHO bociiomh-

Han.He erne 06 oahom npoH3BejieHiiH CTpaBHHCKoro — BejiiiKOjienHofi onepe
«CojioBeft». FlpaBfla, 3HaKOMCTBO c Hefl cocroajiocb npn «pOKOBbIX» o6ctoh-

TejibCTBax: Ha 3K3aMene no meHHio napTHTyp. rio/KajiyH, sto 6blio HecKOJib-

ko HiecTOKO. Ho, KameTCH, a cripaBHJica c napTHTypoH. Yme nocjie 3Toro

a ocHOBaiejibHO H3y^HJi ee.

B CBoe BpeMa, BCKope me nocjie H3^aHHa, a cjiejiaji neTbipexpy^Hoe ne-

pejiO/KeHue a.ia (jjopieriHaHo «Chm(J)ohhh ncajiMOB» CTpaBHHCKoro. MeHb-
iue Bcero MHe y^ajiacb BTopaa ^acTb: H3-3a o6iLiHa iiojih(})ohhh MHoroe

OKa3ajiocb HeHcnojiHHMbiM na c[)opTenHaHO. 3to, KOHe^Ho, 3a.MeqaTe;ibHoe

npoH3BeAeHHe. H Bee >Ke a omymaic b Hew HejiociaTKH KOHcrpyKTHBHoro

Figure 2.3. Excerpt from Shostakovich's Reminiscences of Stravinsky,

Originally Published in L. S. Dyachkova, Comp., I. F. Stravinsky: start i

materialy [I. 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; 10 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. 11 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. 12 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 8^ X n 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 emigre cultural figures who might assist him

in making contacts with publishers. 13 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 Testimony. 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. Each 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 001 to 404; the stamped page

number is in a larger typeface entirely different from the typeface of the

text and the typed chapter pagination. 14

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 040 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 040 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. 15

c) 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. 16

d) A word-by-word comparison of the complete text of the Moscow
typescript with the published English translation of Testimony 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. 17

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. 18 Likewise, the first pages of chapters 5 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. 19 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 100th anniversary of his [Chekhov's] birth is attracting

anew to him the attention of all progressive humanity."20

The sentence missing from the first page of chapter 5 (p. 2 1 1 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."21 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, I

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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i*sr^
u

Co3HaTeJLBO Bja <3ecco3EareJiiBO pc.*aaeir;a saMHceji?

3tq oo^acasTB ipyaHo. Ilpouecc HanacaaAH HOBoro npoEafieae-

m aoJiral i HQiBt BuBaeT Tan: wraBam nacaiL, a ootom

nepejyMaena. Ha Bcer^a noJiy^aeTca Taz h Kax duo 3aAyida20.

Ec.o nasy^aeTca mioxo, nycTB rn»S3Be^esne ocTaeTCJi

sax'ecn - b CJie^ynneM s. nocTapancB a3<3exarB .noaymeHEKi

paaee onadoK. 3to Hos.jnreHaa Toqsa 3peKna. Icca Maaepa pario-

." Tars, UoseT (5ktl^ OHa ajjeT ot bpjtphfh QfffXtn KaK uoxeq

i
ooJE&ae? Korsa a y3Har, *ito y KOMao3aTopa cymecTByeT oaheess----. "

-

- Jr$ ;,. nari pejiaKHiil 0£hoH chmIoeslh, to b roJioBy HesoiBHO npaao^HT
it --.'—

.
- -

• - • • *
• * . •

~~'
wicxhz a cKOJtBKo sa bto speua mqxho daao amcan hobhx npo-

asBeaeaaJ?

jj
• EeT w KOHe^Eo, b co mho! c*y*iaeTca, tto a BosspamaEcs

K .

"

' k CTapoMy npoasBeseHai).. Tax, a. isoroe acnpaBaji b napTHTyue

I '.
' CBoel onepa "KaT-epaaa H3MaibioBaw .

Cbod cejcb*iyB w "JIeBjaLHrpaJicKyD
w

cbaibSohzd a nacaa dHC?po.

:
. fl B6 Mor ee He nacaTL. Kpyro»i maa sofea. fl aaraeH <5aa Ohts

• BMecTe o Eapo^ow, s xoTej cosjaTB o<5pa3 aaael cpasanr.eflca

CTpaBH, sanenarjieTB ero b My3KKe, C aepBm £ae2 bofen a ceji...... ^
i 3a poaiB a Ha^aa paooiaTB. PatfoTaji aanpaseEBo, ime xoTejocB

aanacaiL npozaBe^eaae o aaiiiax gsax, o mohx coBpeaeHEzaax,

KOTODHS P.e EaSSJIH C?JI 2 X2322I EO r.v.~ ccd^K Ha,; 2parcsj.

Figure 2.4. Page 211 of the Moscow Typescript
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3
-.

azz zzqxztj iiZMo KeucpzasHsl looca. -:= -si Z3o£?£t33 BeisJ ct- —
tasasasaa ypoa. H> sazjarzsss. Ha'aott Esftma:"! stcm z:^

X2Li 2e*6pTCi3;f . A aazo Ca ese BK:e^>:"a b stc* 3»e »e?C2Ui

y^za ero seny*. •_ •
;

'

__

ein =DaBcs2^ mh2 no TMe^csy i exaaas: 'Cbsm* roBcp2T Me2sp-

Idjijc. H xs^ sac Buyers.. Scua MC^sie, zpzicz2?e 20 use. Toc-

CCEZ^a ?£Z2J*-T0* B0M2p T2K03-TO*..

3K2J5£sn cnrocaj^ as io<~ — - —

Figure 2.5. Page 106 of the Moscow Typescript

top, out of pitch and alignment with the rest of the text on the page.

The added text fills in the space normally made by the sinkage noted

earlier at the start of each new chapter—the space where the composer

always affixed his visa, "Read. D. Shostakovich." 22

In the case of chapter 3, the derivation of the grafted text becomes

readily apparent. Above the five lines of text pasted in at the start of the

chapter, presumably obscuring Shostakovich's visa, the opening line has

been written in by hand, and not the hand of the composer: "I think of

Meyerhold too frequently, more frequently than I should."23 Two pages

later, on page 108, the identical sentence is found again, this time typed,

above a gap and a horizontal shadow line—likely a narrow strip of cor-

rection tape (figs. 2.5 and 2.6). (This redundancy was edited out of the

published English translation.) Further, each of the first three pages of

this chapter, pages 106 to 108, reveals signs of having been cut and pasted

to accommodate the shifting of lines of text from page 108 to page 106.

No typed page number appears on any of the pages (we would expect it

to have been omitted on the first page but to appear in the top center

of pages 107 and 108), because the original typed number has been cov-
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aoaer Chtl, 3to OJUH 23 ca^ eojaarzr cexperoB Ramea xa3Ha. .
,

CTapzxa 3TQTO cexpeia He 3Haaia. lioTcoy ora Bee norepjuia. OcTaeT-
'

cf Hajie.Tn.CH, tto Maioaesb CyaeT CHacuiaBee.

H bccomuheid aeaepxojQae cjuzkom lacro. ^ame, ^ea kjxkq £h

Me*eproM jxxJiu weranTHo oaeBaTBCH. Ji jnxWcKpysax* etfe,
KpacHB«?AH Besma: KapraKH, $ap<fop, Tpycrajo a nposee. Bo Bce sto

'

He ucser ajra Ha 1 Kasce cpasHenae co crpacTB* k pocKoca'iaHaajm
"

• HaxojiaeBHH. I

PaSx &jia xenaaHa onera Kpacasafl. MozeT eta,, He^Roro Tnse-
jofbtm. 3to ocodeHHO <5hjio saweTHo Ha cuene. flo cuene 3aHaajia j

HmcoaaeBBa jsarajiacB HapejKocTB ReyKju)*e. *

Figure 2.6. Page 108 of the Moscow Typescript

ered over by the cutting and pasting. Neither does a stamped page num-

ber appear in the upper right-hand corner, for the same reason. Hand

numbering has been substituted. 24

To sum up, the evidence makes it clear that the opening paragraph

of chapter 3, including what Ho and Feofanov (p. 211) characterize as a

"flagrantly 'inflammatory' " comment about the brutal murder of Mey-

erhold's wife (a comment that would have been unthinkable in a Soviet

source during the composer's lifetime), was not originally found on the

first page of this chapter of Testimony but on the third page, where no

authenticating inscription by Shostakovich is to be found.

The first page of chapter 3 differs in yet another respect from all

others at the beginnings of chapters. Although the rest of the text, fol-

lowing the opening paragraph, bears an unmistakable relationship to the

reminiscence published in Sovetskaia muzyka in 1974—and none of this

material is sensational or "inflammatory"—it is much less literal in its

replication of text than all the other chapter beginnings in the Testimony

typescript. Sentences have been rephrased, rearranged, or shortened.

None of this, however, has affected the overall relationship of the two
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texts, which essentially correspond. When one recalls that this is the very

reminiscence of Meyerhold already published under the byline of S. Vol-

kov during Shostakovich's lifetime and that it was presumably based on

notes Volkov made during an interview with the composer,25 the minor

differences between the earlier published text and the text as it appears

in Testimony might be interpreted as reasonable editorial license exercised

by a journalist in republishing his old interview in a new context. Nev-

ertheless, the passage draws attention to itself by its uniqueness in the

Testimony typescript.

At the time of my 1980 review of Testimony I was able to identify the

published sources for the first pages of seven of the eight chapters. But

I could not find a source for the first page of chapter 1 . Neither did I

ever expect to find one. My examination of the Moscow copy of the

Testimony typescript, however, has finally provided the answer to this

lingering conundrum. As Ho and Feofanov have pointed out, this open-

ing page contains flagrantly inflammatory statements that would have

been inconceivable in a Soviet publication, such as the following exam-

ples: "Others will write about us. And naturally they'll lie through their

teeth—but that's their business" and "Looking back, I see nothing but

ruins, only mountains of corpses. And I do not want to build new Po-

temkin villages on these ruins."26 Ho and Feofanov—who claim to have

seen the signed pages of the original typescript of Testimony—emphasize

that this text appears on a page of the typescript that was signed by

Shostakovich, thus precluding the conclusion that Volkov submitted only

innocuous, previously published material for authentication. 27 For more

than twenty years, Volkov, his publisher, and his defenders have all main-

tained that Shostakovich's signature appears on the first page of chapter

1 of the original typescript, as well as on all the following first pages of

chapters, and nowhere else. 28

The claim is false. The first four pages of the Moscow typescript of

Testimony (figs. 2.7-2.10) flatly contradict it. The Russian text on these

opening pages corresponds fully to the beginning of chapter 1 of the

published English translation of Testimony. All four pages display two sets

of pagination similar to what has been described earlier. But typed in-

ternal numbering is not visible on any of the first three of these pages.

Instead, page number "1" is entered by hand in the top center of the

first page, and underneath appears the handwritten DTABA 11EPBAJI

[CHAPTER ONE], which has been marked through. Stamped page

number "001" is placed in the top right-hand corner. On the page fol-
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_1
001

3to - BOcnovjJHaHjm He ce3s. oto - Bocnoww-jaKM ^py-

rnx ^o^htc. nac HanuaryT jcpyrae. H, KoneMHo, HappyT c Tp»i ko-

po<5a. Ho 3to ax .11e.no.

npoGuiOM Haao roBopins npaB/ry ajia nnnero. OneKB Tpyjun

BcaovJiKaTB- Hjkth Ha 3tot Tpyfl ctout jiaaiB pajui npassi.

Orjwj&reascB , Ba*y 3a codoft tojibko pasBajiany. Tojtbxo ropy

TpynoB. M fl ne xony CTpoaT*> in 3Tax pasBajianax HOBue noTe.M-

KHHCKue jiepesHH. <

DonyT aeucH roBopaTB tojilxo npasjry. 3to TpynHO. fl ouji ose-

Eajme.M MHornx cooyTaft. 3ro 6u;m Ba-snye cooyTan. fl 3Haji MHornx

3aMe^aTejn>Hyx miiea. OonyTarocB o hux paccKa3aTB to, tto 3 Han.

nonHTa^oco He npayxparaaBaTB, He jioMatBCH. 3to dyaeT CBH^eTe^B-

ctbo oijesajma.

y Hac, npas^a, roBopKT: BBpeT, xax OHeBimeu". Meiiepxojn>a

jnodjtn BcnoM^KaTB acropax) as CBoeft yHMsepcaTeTCKoti shocth. Oh

sejn, vMiuiCH b Mockobckom ymi3epcaTeTe, Ha Rpajui^ecxoM craxyjiBTe-

Te. Ojuih npofpeccop <-:aTaji ji ex 1571 a no npaBy. Ha xaxoft^ro a3 Jieximft

oh rosopaji CBaaeTejiBcxax noKasaHajrx. B sto speMH b ayjiaToparo

BopBa-icF. xyjiaran a Kanaji dyHHHTB.

3a3K3ajiac& noTacoBxa. By3Bajia CJiyxareiefl a noTacosxy

cycTpo npexpaTajia. SysHa sycTaEajra. H Tyr npoieccop op ejyio^JAJi

ctvacktsm! nycTB ona paccxaryr, "j.to ze to.tbxo vro npoasoouio.

B-scKanocB, hto ace roBopnT pa3Hoe. Bee no-pa3HO.v.y oukcs-

8?_iii u X04 £?£xa, a xy.iaraKa. A nexorcpye a&se yTaepssa^a, wo

Figure 2.7. Page 001 of the Moscow Typescript
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002

v.

xj-izranos &lto sec?.c-5Ko.

B xoEne 5oai;o3 npoteccop npa3F.a.7CK, tto sees stot h-cz- *

jen? 6a zm noscrpoeH cnecaasHO. flecHaTL, Cy;^nae ijjjicts
r

JQ,TT^w 3H3TS, ^erO CT0ST CBZ3e?ejSCTBa oneHa^ues. Bejs> o?d, MC-

jiosse JDja c 3opK2M2 wa3aua, no-pa3HCMy onacssazrt npoaaiecTS2r,

cjy^aBareeca toj&xo ^to. A CBzaerejiKitt CHsacr Besiaio^He yxe jdzji.

H OKa onacaBauT to, tto npoa3oomo Konia-To. Kas xe xjtaT* ot huc
j

TO^HOCTH?

• Ho Bce-Taaa - ecn. le cjm, Ha KOToptrx .KaamrsaoTca 50

npa3HH. H aa kotochx B03fla*rr aaxjioMy no ero 3acjryraM. A 3Ha-

aa? t ecTB a csaaeT&iH. A CBa^eTejm OTBe^auT nepea CBoeft coBecrsii;
'

H crpaarsee cysa est, ^
3. npoarea no xz3hh ae jusk 3eBaKa, a sas .npoJierapaft. fl c

leTCTBa pacoTas o?eHB mhoto. M He "aaa coooft" paooraa, a npocro i

- b $H3a^ecKCM csiHOie - TpyiMca. O^ens totwocb raaaers, a aa- :

m dHjro paoVyrars. .-

Mefleproa&a roBcpaji:'
,

fscaa b Tearpe aae? peaeTESza, a Meaa

e*e He?, "a ona3j3*3i» - ana?e, rae nodaasocra CKaasaa. JaacHO

jodojs cKaaaajH". Me2epxara>a flpaa3HBaa, trro caaajsaja - aaoaa aaa

xyzoaHzaa. Horony.^o aoraa jddot caaajiajiH?, b hhx paacpHBaiDTca

came raasHHe ^epTH. H Tyr, lecxaTB, mqxho nsoroMy HayOTBCa.

RaBepaoe, aieSepxoj&a npaB. fl, npasaa, sa yaanax He o^eo-

to Top^ajr. Ha aa CRaHa&ra RaoioTpejica. Ha yajseH&sae' cxaazajoi,

jja a Ha doasaae Toxe. He nory csaaaTB, tto 3?o oooraraao mod

X23H& % Ho 3a?o uae ecTB qeu paccRa3aT&,.

*

I

Figure 2.8. Page 002 of the Moscow Typescript
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003
1§

"

Jio Tex nop, aoKa He Ha<iaA yimai MysbKe, xeJiaKiia jnuiTBCfl

He Bupaiaji.. MHTepec k My3HKe HeKOTop^H qyacTaoBan, Kor,n:a y eo-

cene fl codapajica KBapreT, to a, npananaa yxoM k cTeHe, cjrymaa.

tiofl fciaTL, Co$Ba BaciuiLeBHa, Biwa sto, HacToaaa Ha Toa, tto-

d« a Ha^aji ywrBca aspe Ha poajie. A xe Bcjrcecica yiuioHajica. Bee- •

bo fl 1915 ro.ua 2 b aepBufl pa3 dna b Teaipe. Iwia "CaaaKa nape

Ca^TaBe", toe onepa noHpaBaaacB , ho Bee bto He nodejuwo Moero

weaanui 3aaaTBca My3HKoB.

Xk—COM sopeaB yneHiJi ropeK, ^Todu ctohjio yTOTBca arpaTB",-

jtyuan a. Ho mbtl Bee" xe HacToaaa a JieTou 1315 roaa cTaaa saBaTB

Mae ypoaa arpa Ha pcaae.. JleJio noauio oneHB dKCTpo. Oica3aJica y sse-

aa adcoJDDTHHfl aayx a xopomaa naMOTB. A dHCTpo Bapiaa -hoth, db'cTpo

3anoMEHaJi a Buy^asaJi Haa3ycTB de3 3ay^aBaay.a - cawo 3anoMRH8JiocL.

Xopomo HBTaJi hoth. Torsa xe dswa a nepsae nonHTxa.co*uiHeHza.

Baaa, hto aejio noouio ycnemHo, waTB pemnna oTaaTB txena. b mj-

. 3KK3JiBHyD EKoay HrHaTaa AjiidepTOBana Timccepa /yMep oh b 1916 ro-

sy/. DoMjpDt ^to Ha oahom 3a<ieTH0M KOHnepTe a curpaa no^Ta aojio-

:

. BaHy ni»ec H3 "JleTCKoro ajiBdoMa" Haixoscaoro. B c^esjsmetA 191 6 ro-

jrj a nepemea b xaacc Tjiaccepa. *o Tex nop a duA b miacce Q.£.rjiac

cep, ero xeHH. 7 Hero b xaacce a arpaa coHaTH MouapTa, TaSjiBa,

a b cie^ysxueM rosy a $yra Baxa.

K co*u*HeHaaM mohm Ijuiccep -OTHocaaca BecBwa CKen?aHecK2 a

He cooQipaa Taxoshwa saaaaaTBca. Tew He iiesee a npo^o--saa cc^a-

bhtb a co^zhjli Tor^a oiskb Macro. B £e3paae 1917 ro^a me c?aao

Figure 2.9. Page 003 of the Moscow Typescript
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'"' - 2 - 004
c" »

aeasrepecsD xo^n. a raaccepy. Oh 6h2 iej03cK ca^Hya, ho B6o>-

«a csHOjBepeHsS. A sine ero noy^eaaa yza aaaaaao, CMeasau.

fl Beji& Torsa y^aaca b ynaaame EaaaoBCxoll. yaepeHHocTa b

tom, tto crany «y3SKaHT0M, b cesce eme He <5hjo. H3 Mesa roro-

saaa aHaeaepa, yaaaca fl xopofoo. Ho Bee* npejateraM xopono. lb

Boron Kymata craaa saHHiiaTi Bee oojaaie Bpeueai. Orea ayiiaa, hto

13 Heaa naarurcc* y^eHaa. Ho ee Btnuo 13 MeHH y^esoro.

; . fl Bcarza 1 Be33e jroaca crapaTeasso. Une xoteaocfc Ohtb

xopoooM y^esaaoM. itee HpaBMocB xopooo y*nrrsca. fl jddojid, Trods

co MHoft paaroBapaBaaa c yBaaesaeM. 3ro y Mesa c jercTBa Taaoe.

Doroyy a, narer <3htb, 1 or laaccepa ytnea. Mars oaaa npoTZB,

a a aacToaa aa CBoea. fl ?aRae pearema cpa3y npaHBtan. Peaaa,

*no He noftay - a He nonea. H bcc.

Poaareaa uoa okaa, de3ycaoBHO, aHTenraregnu H, xaa Taao-

Bae v o&aaaaaa tohhoi" ayneBHot opraaaaacHet. Jfodaaa acayccTBO,

xpacory. H30<5pa3HTeai»Hoe acayccTBO axxSaaa. K Mysuze, iiesay npo-

usx, aiejfocB ocodoe taroreBae.

Orea sea. Haraacaae poMaaca nea. Bcsxae Tua "Ax, ae ?eda

?aa maxo a auto*. Haa "OrnBeaa xpaaaareaH b caay". Bojnneo*Haa

Ky^Hza, caasao nonora© mho bto oOcToatejiBCTBO BnocaeneTBaa.

; Eorna a TanepcTBOBaa no naammu

fl OT cBoero iHfepeca a urrancaai npoMaflcaii He orapemaia-

dcb. He Baay b stom aa^rero nocTHaaoro. B oraarae, ocaaeM, ot

E^OKO'faE.eBa. KoTopyi H30Cpaaaa CBameaaoe BerojiOBaaae, aoraa

caKmaa nojsoC&po ifpuKy. Easepnoe*, oh noayaaa ayrjee MyasKaai-

Eoe BOcnaraHze, sea a. Rb 3aro a He CEcd.

liars y^Lzacs 3 BeTep2jprcso2 aoHcepBarcpaa. y Pcaaaosca

yixTacB, y tea as aaas, a KOTopca BCocjs^cTriia a iisss cpaze^a. |

Figure 2.10. Page 004 of the Moscow Typescript
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lowing, stamped number "002" appears in the same position, and to its

right and slightly higher a handwritten "ia
w

has been entered. (Where

the internal typed page number would normally appear, in the top center,

something has been blotted out.)

Only on the third page does one finally encounter the composer's

familiar visa, "Mura/i. J\. IHocraKOBHH" [Read. D. Shostakovich], inscribed

starting at the top left of the page within the space made by a sinkage

characteristic of chapter beginnings noted elsewhere in the typescript.

Stamped number "003" occupies its usual position at the top right of the

page, and, further to the right and slightly above, the number "ib" has

been entered by hand.

The page following, the fourth, exhibits the stamped "004" placed as

usual, but in the top center appears a typewritten "-2-," in the familiar

typeface seen throughout the Testimony typescript. From here on, the

numbers internal to the chapter are typed in that same familiar typeface,

and they proceed in normal sequence to the end of the chapter. Similarly,

the stamped numbering also continues normally. No further alterations

appear.

And what is the text that appears beneath the composer's visa on page

ib (003)? Like all the other texts on signed pages, it is a verbatim tran-

script of a previously published memoir, in this case a statement Shos-

takovich penned in 1927 but published only in the September 1966 issue

of Sovetskaia muzyka, on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday: "I had not

expressed a desire to study music before I began taking lessons, although

I had some interest in music and listened ear to the wall when a quartet

met at the neighbors," and so on, for a total of 238 exactly quoted

words. 29 The sinkage at the top of this page, typical of that found at the

beginnings of other chapters, along with the presence of Shostakovich's

inscription, show that this was originally the first page of what became

the first chapter of the published book and that the two "inflammatory"

pages preceding it—hand-numbered "1" and "ia" respectively—were

slotted in after Shostakovich's signature of approval had been obtained.

If Ho and Feofanov actually examined the typescript, as they claim, then

they have knowingly and deliberately misrepresented its contents and

appearance in an attempt to deceive their readers.

In sum, all the pages of Testimony signed by Shostakovich are analo-

gous. They all consist of word-for-word (or, in one case, slightly para-

phrased) quotation of material published in the Soviet Union before

Shostakovich's death in 1975. All the signed pages contain uncontro-

versial subject matter. In seven cases out of eight, they reproduce exactly
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the layout and punctuation of their original published sources. Further-

more, the quoted material on these signed pages is confined to and pre-

cisely circumscribed by the length of a single typed page of the Russian

text. In every case, the direct quotation ceases abruptly—even breaking

off in mid-sentence—the moment one turns to the next page. 30 Beyond

the first page the texts diverge, sometimes radically. Take, for example,

chapter 2 of the Testimony typescript—the reminiscence about Stravinsky

(fig. 2.2)—where a single word on the second page provides the pivot,

after which the text veers off in tone and content from the original Rus-

sian publication. The total length of the verbatim transcript of previously

published material, in other words, extends only one word longer than a

single typed page. In the most striking divergence, the Shostakovich of

Testimony questions Stravinsky's "Russianness":

It's another question as to how Russian a composer Stravinsky is. He was

probably right not to return to Russia. His concept of morality is European. I

can see that clearly from his memoirs—everything he says about his parents and

colleagues is European. This approach is foreign to me.

And Stravinsky's idea of the role of music is also purely European, primarily

French. . . .

When Stravinsky came to visit us, he came as a foreigner. It was even strange

to think that we were born near each other, I in Petersburg and he not far from

it.
31

In the partially quoted statement published in 1973, Shostakovich

displays no such skepticism:

I consider Stravinsky to be a truly Russian composer. The Russian spirit is ine-

radicable in the heart of this real, genuinely great, multifaceted talent, born on

Russian soil and bound to it by blood. 32

Ho and Feofanov found several research psychologists who were pre-

pared to testify—based presumably on information the authors provided

them—that Shostakovich was probably capable of repeating substan-

tial passages of his own words verbatim. Beyond establishing this as a

hypothesis, however, Ho and Feofanov produce no evidence that Shos-

takovich ever repeated such large chunks of his own statements word-

for-word in conversation. Indeed, the style of the duplicated passages

contrasts with all known recollections or descriptions of his speech habits.

In speaking, Shostakovich often manifested nervous mannerisms, the
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spasmodic repetition ot words or short phrases as well as common verbal

"ties" -"you know" [noHHMaere], tor instance. It, however, he had been

prone to self-quotation at such length and on such a grammatically pol-

ished formal scale as found in the passages quoted in Testimony, other

examples ot this practice might have been expected to turn up elsewhere.

Yet no examples remotely comparable have surfaced, despite all the new

information and resources made available to researchers in the past

twenty-odd years.

True, Shostakovich had a phenomenal musical memory, and he was

famous for being able to quote long stretches from the works of his

favorite authors. He was also a storyteller with a repertory of staples

many remember hearing more than once. Still, the ability to commit to

memory and reproduce music or literary texts does not inevitably trans-

late into the desire or propensity to repeat one's own statements verba-

tim.

No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that Shostakovich

ever repeated one of his stories exactly the same way twice. Rather, the

opposite has been shown. Daniel Zhitomirsky recalls the celebration after

the premiere of the composer's Ninth Symphony in 1945, when Shos-

takovich entertained his guests brilliantly with a yarn about a Moscow
musicologist and a rubber object of an intimate nature:

But the crux of the matter was not in the topic of the story itself. D. D. had

composed extempore a stunningly witty "scherzo." And when he finished, every-

one asked for an encore. He complied with the request and retold the story from

its very beginning, but with virtuosic variations. 33

"With virtuosic variations"—that, surely, is the mark of a genuine sto-

ryteller, not literal fidelity to a script.

A similar situation occurs in letters Shostakovich wrote describing the

same circumstance to different friends. On 11 February i960, while in

the hospital, Shostakovich addressed letters to Lev Lebedinsky in Mos-

cow and Isaak Glikman in Leningrad. The main substance of both letters

is the same: the composer's ironic reflections occasioned by reading a

Soviet novel of the 1920s, Natalia Tarpova by Sergei Semyonov. With

two addressees living in different cities and unlikely to compare notes,

here was a perfect opportunity for Shostakovich to repeat himself were

he so inclined. Yet, even though the tone and content of the two letters

correspond, no more than a few words of literal repetition, here and

there, can be found. Indeed, far from repeating himself, Shostakovich
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seems to have gone out of his way to find different ways to say the same

thing, as becomes apparent in a comparison of the opening paragraphs

of the two letters:

[To Glikman]

I am in the hospital where they plan to treat my right hand. I'm very bored.

It's truly boring to spend time in the hospital since I'm completely healthy. Last

time I was cheered by the hope that they might cure my hand. Now I don't have

an iota of hope. 34

[To Lebedinsky]

I'm bored to death. I'm completely healthy, so my stay in the hospital doesn't

cheer me up. The hope for a cure relieved my first stay, but this time nothing

relieves it.
35

Attempting to offer a plausible hypothesis to explain why so much

"borrowed" material ended up appearing at the beginnings of chapters

on the very pages signed by Shostakovich, Ho and Feofanov suggest that

Shostakovich may have exercised authorial control without Volkov being

aware of it.
36 They even raise the possibility that the passages quoted

from Shostakovich's reminiscences of Stravinsky and Meyerhold, pub-

lished in 1973 and 1974, respectively, might have been recycled from

Testimony and not the other way around, since Volkov says that his col-

laboration was ongoing at the time. 37 But let us remember that Volkov

also says that he did not become aware of any of these publications until

1980, after the appearance of my review, and he says, in addition, that

he made no copies of the typescript of Testimony at the time he was

collaborating with Shostakovich. 38 If we accept Ho and Feofanov's ex-

planations, we must be prepared to believe that Shostakovich himself

surreptitiously copied Volkov's transcribed texts without informing him,

and then arranged for their publication.

We must also believe that Shostakovich himself contrived to keep his

previously published statements substantially intact, despite Volkov's de-

scription of how the composer responded during their collaboration: the

brief, at first reluctant answers, the short sentences, the rephrasing of

questions. We must believe that Shostakovich's statements somehow sur-

vived the process Volkov described—the latter's transcribing, arranging,

and rearranging into "arbitrary" parts of his shorthand notes—and then

were restored, word-for-word, punctuation, paragraphs and all, to occupy

the exact space of a single typed page.

Ho and Feofanov offer no explanation as to why Shostakovich might

have felt compelled in the first place to locate such innocuous material
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on these single typed pages. Even had be wanted to convey exactly the

same sense, why might lie have been motivated to repent his already

published statements verbatim in an otherwise candid memoir? And how

could all of this have been accomplished without raising any suspicion

in Volkov's mind or leaving a trace 011 the finished typescript?

Vblkov has suggested that the noncommittal, formulaic inscription,

"Read. 1). Shostakovich," was devised by the composer to create a certain

distance between himself and the text, in the event that it was published

during his lifetime or should pressure be brought to bear by the KGB.39

Ho and Feofanov report that one of Volkov's former colleagues and a

deputy editor of Sovetskaia muzyka, Liana Genina, has confirmed that

"Read. Shostakovich" was an authentic formula used by the composer.40

But Ho and Feofanov elected not to report Genina 's complete state-

ment:

Yes, it was his all-purpose signature: just "Read," and no evaluation whatever.

Except when authors who were real pains in the neck got to him and then the

signature changed to "Print [nenaTaTb]. Shostakovich." 41

In other words, the form his inscription took on the particular pages of

Testimony was not something especially devised, as Volkov suggested, but

the composer's standard and entirely routine visa.

Shostakovich made no secret of the fact that he was a "signer." His

readiness to sign documents without reading them was well known. He
told Flora Litvinova, "When somebody starts pestering me, I have only

one thought in mind—get rid of him as quickly as possible, and to

achieve that I am prepared to sign anything!"42 Galina Shostakovich, the

composer's daughter, observed in 1995 with respect to Testimony that

"Shostakovich did sign some stupid articles about inconsequential sub-

jects without reading them, but he would not have signed something this

big and important without reading it."
43 It is hard to disagree with Galina

that Testimony turned out to be something big and important enough

that Shostakovich really should have read it before signing. But only

Solomon Volkov can vouch for Shostakovich's full and witting partner-

ship in the production of the book that was published four years after

his death as his Testimony. When he signed those few pages of inconse-

quential quotations from his previously published articles, Shostakovich

may well have had no inkling of how big and important Volkov's book

would become, or even what kind of book it would be. The presence of

his signature and stock formula above recycled passages (and only recycled

passages) in the Testimony typescript provides no warranty that Shosta-
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kovich had either read the entire typescript or understood its true pur-

pose.

The notion that Testimony might not be exactly what Volkov

claimed—that it might represent something other than Shostakovich's

own reminiscences, carefully vetted and knowingly authorized for pub-

lication—met with significant resistance in the 1980s and 1990s. Even

after considering the evidence provided in my 1980 review, many West-

ern scholars continued to quote from the book, albeit with perfunctory

caveats. Most journalists, musical annotators, and critics were happy to

rely on it as a faithful, straightforward dissemination of Shostakovich's

words and views.

To be sure, the "voice" in Testimony may well reflect the composer's

personal views more faithfully than anything published before 1979, as

many emigres have confirmed. Kirill Kondrashin, for instance, vouched

for the image of Shostakovich that emerged from Volkov's book:

It was with the greatest agitation that I read Shostakovich's memoirs, prepared

by Solomon Volkov. Much of what comes as a surprise to the Western reader

was not a surprise for me. I knew many things and guessed many others; but

there were new things in it even for me, things that made me look at some of

his works differently.44

Other emigres and Westerners who had known the composer less well

—

and sometimes not at all—echoed Kondrashin's opinion.

On the other hand, the Shostakovich rendered by Volkov in Testimony

proved unrecognizable to Galina Vishnevskaya, someone whose closeness

to Shostakovich in his later years few would challenge. In a 1980 inter-

view she repudiated Volkov's book in no uncertain terms:

I read this book in manuscript in the Russian language, in Paris. It made a strange

impression on me. To me it appeared to be a collection of stories more or less

well known to the musical world at large. If this book had been written repre-

senting Solomon Volkov as the author, I would have perceived it completely

differently. But Volkov placed these stories in Shostakovich's mouth and in doing

so he debased and misrepresented Shostakovich's spiritual makeup. I personally

knew a completely different person, not the one who emerges from the pages of

this book. 45

Vishnevskaya went on to publish her own memoirs, Galina, in 1984.
46

They contain a vivid portrait of the Shostakovich she and her husband,

Mstislav Rostropovich, befriended over many years. The Shostakovich
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who emerges from the pages of Vishnevskaya's memoirs is a complex,

contradictory personality, no less disaffected in many respects than Vol-

kov's protagonist. A number of Western commentators, insensitive to

differences in nuance and unaware ofVishnevskaya's stated opinion, have

erroneously adduced her memoirs in support of the authenticity of Tes-

timony.

In contrast to Vishnevskaya's close creative rapport with the com-

poser, Vladimir Ashkenazy has stated that he met Shostakovich only "two

or three times" before he left the Soviet Union at the age of twenty-six

in 1963, once when he played Shostakovich's Piano Trio op. 67 and a

couple of times casually at concerts: "I shook his hand, I think. But I

never met him properly."47 Notwithstanding this admission that he hard-

ly knew the composer and the fact that he had long been living in the

West by the time Volkov began his meetings with Shostakovich in 1971,

Ashkenazy has been a staunch advocate of Testimony ("When I read Tes-

timony, there was no question in my mind that the real Shostakovich was

here in this book. All that we knew about him was now confirmed in

print") and an equally obdurate foe of its critics.
48

Some prominent emigres apparently found the sensationalism and

scandal surrounding Testimony distasteful. In the months after its ap-

pearance, Mstislav Rostropovich pointedly declined to discuss Volkov's

book in public at all, whether to endorse or to denounce it. He began

to voice an opinion publicly only many years later, and then in oblique

terms, as in the following comments published in 1986, 1998, and 1994,

respectively:

Shostakovich maintained, ostensibly, that Prokofiev orchestrated poorly. Accord-

ing to Volkov, what didn't Shostakovich say! His "memoirs" are full of exagger-

ations of the kind friends make in private, but never write down. Possibly his

friends were too gossipy and Volkov made use of them. But Shostakovich would

never have taken such a risk; he was too afraid that his children would be deprived

of everything. 49

When I read the rubbish written by Solomon Volkov, I must say I was deeply

surprised to find him making out that Shostakovich had put his own signature

to the pages. For example, on Dmitri Dmitrievich's attitude to Prokofiev, I heard

him say many times: "He's a composer of genius. This is a work of genius!" 50

Contrary to what is written in Solomon Volkov's Testimony, Dmitri Dmitrievich

worshipped Stravinsky and considered the Symphony of Psalms to be one of the

most brilliant works in existence.

I have to say that I consider the Volkov book is not a balanced account. It is like

a series of anecdotes; or rather, as basically everything that is stated there is true,
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one might say a series of "interesting little stories." Shostakovich was a man who,

for the sake of a good story, could go so far as to invent a tale. 51

Rostropovich's seeming ambivalence about Testimony—and on the

rare occasions when he has addressed it, his focus on specific errors of

fact rather than on its fundamental authenticity—has emboldened the

book's supporters to enlist him among their ranks. 52 With the suave fi-

nesse of a publicity sound bite, the subordinate phrase "basically every-

thing that is stated there is true" is extracted from the substantially more

complicated sense conveyed by Rostropovich in the complete quotation.

The outspokenly pro-Testimony manifesto, Shostakovich Reconsidered, pres-

ents Rostropovich as if he were a current contributor to the volume. But

appearances are deceiving. The interview with Rostropovich published

there, on the subject of Rostropovich's relationships with Shostakovich

and Prokofiev, was in fact conducted by Volkov in 1978, a year before

Testimony was published. (In retrospect, it might seem curious that no

mention whatsoever is made in this 1978 interview of the sensational

soon-to-be-published "authorized" memoirs of Shostakovich.) Repack-

aged and touched up with introductory and concluding comments, along

with a new title, this twenty-year-old interview reappears fully reincar-

nated in the 1998 Shostakovich Reconsidered. 5 *

While Maxim Shostakovich was still living behind the Iron Curtain,

his opposition to Testimony was readily discounted in the West as having

been coerced by Soviet authorities. The startling news that he had de-

fected, with his son, in April 1981, sparked renewed interest in his "true"

opinion of his father's supposed memoirs. At his first press conference

in Washington, D.C., on 23 April 1981, Maxim responded:

I know Volkov's book, and I made a statement about it in Moscow. The thing

is, in my opinion the book consists of two parts. The first deals with Shostako-

vich's attitude as a [Soviet] citizen towards what was going on in the years Volkov

describes, something that was well known back home, even if it wasn't to be

found in print. Even here, one encounters lots of mistakes and inaccuracies. To
write about Dmitri Shostakovich, about the questions he pondered, or about the

people who were close to him, it should be all or nothing at all. It should not

be hearsay about what he said at dinner or among friends or in conversation with

students. . . . Unfortunately the book amounts to a compilation of exactly this

sort of hearsay. . . . And many outstanding composers and musicians, whom he

loved and respected, are presented in some sort of bad light.

But the main thing—and this is obvious and very important—is that Volkov

interviewed Dmitri Shostakovich as a representative of Sovetskaia muzyka, where

he worked as a journalist in those years. It is difficult to imagine that Dmitri



Volkov's ii'siimony Reconsidered (2002) / 47

Shostakovich would have wanted everything thai found its way into [Volkov's]

book published in the pages of Sovetskaia muzyka. As far .is I'm concerned, this

explains my attitude to t His hook sufficiently.54

In a lengthy interview conducted shortly afterward in New York, Maxim

was even more categorical:

They are not my father's memoirs. It is a hook by Solomon Wolkow [sic],

Mr. Wolkow must explain how this book came about. ... It is a book about my
rather rather than by him. The journalist Wolkow interviewed my father four,

or six, times for the magazine Soviet Music. He got this interview authorised. Can

you imagine that such critical statements as were later published in the book

could ever have been made for a Soviet magazine? Wolkow probably slotted

numerous pages between the unnumbered pages of the interview. It's easily

done. . . .
5S

And in a 1982 interview with Alexander Abramov, Maxim alluded to

people besides his father who had found voice in Testimony:

—Was Dmitri Dmitrievich really like the person represented in Volkov's

book?

—True, he met with my father a few times, and their conversations are re-

flected in the book. The political tendency, the political opinions of my father

are represented correcdy. But, on top of this, various hearsay and testimonials

that did not originate with my father found their way into the book. I know who

the originator was, but I won't talk about it now. In your articles on Shostakovich

[i.e., Abramov's articles], what is your own and what is my father's is obvious,

but in Volkov's book, it is difficult to distinguish what is Shostakovich and what

is Volkov. 56

Over the years Maxim has occasionally mitigated his public criticism of

Testimony, granting that the book is broadly accurate in its description

of the political circumstances of Shostakovich's life and the spiritual tor-

ment he endured, but without retreating from his earlier stand that Tes-

timony is a book about rather than by his father—a book rife with factual

errors, misrepresentations, and rumor:

—In your opinion, do Solomon Volkov's memoirs contain a truthful portrait

of your father?

—No! I've reiterated this many times! This is his [Volkov's] book about Shos-

takovich. Volkov has described the political situation of my father's surroundings

with great reliability, but when he resurrects in his memory Shostakovich's at-

titude to other composers and conductors—to Toscanini, for example, or Pro-

kofiev—he reports inaccurate information. If one wants to sketch the profile of

musicians with prominent names, then one must not content oneself with ex-

tracting a single phrase out of context. . . .

— ... that would be tendentious, inaccurate?
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—Unquestionably. Here is an example for you regarding Tchaikovsky. I re-

member that Shostakovich might tell me at breakfast that he despised Tchaikov-

sky's development sections, then maintain something different at lunch, and at

dinner sum up to the effect that never was there anything more beautiful than

"The Queen of Spades." 57

Maxim gave a comparable assessment to the British musicologist David

Fanning, who asked him in 1991 if his attitude toward Testimony had

changed in any way:

No, I would still say it's a book about my father, not by him. The conversations

about Glazunov, Meyerhold, Zoshchenko are one thing. But it also contains ru-

mours, and sometimes false rumours. It's a collection of different things—real

documentary fact and rumour. But what's more important is that when we take

this book in our hands we can imagine what this composer's life was like in this

particular political situation—how difficult, how awful it was under the Stalin

regime. Other things may be right or wrong, for instance regarding my father's

relations with Prokofiev, with Stravinsky, his opinions on Tchaikovsky, Tosca-

nini—not everything is the truth. But I never tried to take this book and say

page by page what is wrong, what is right. Maybe I need to do it.
58

In sum, Maxim's perceived about-face in his views coupled with the dis-

play of amicable sociability toward Volkov in various public arenas in

recent years—as well as his endorsement of Ian MacDonald's Testimony-

based The New Shostakovich 59—have blinded Testimony's supporters to the

fact that Maxim always refers to it as a book by Solomon Volkov and

never as "my father's memoirs."

For all the doubts that several of the composer's intimates have raised,

as have cautious scholars, about Solomon Volkov's integrity and the au-

thenticity of what he marketed as the memoirs of Shostakovich, the sales

and exposure of Testimony did not suffer from the controversy. Appearing

as it did shortly before the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan at the final

crest of Cold War tensions—a time when the eventual end of the Cold

War and the demise of the Soviet Empire were as yet entirely unfore-

seen

—

Testimony fell on extremely fertile ground. Viewed from any per-

spective, Shostakovich was a towering figure in twentieth-century world

culture. And he was much too good and much too important a composer

for the West ever to digest easily that he was a true believer in com-

munism and the Soviet system. That these memoirs might not be com-

pletely genuine proved a minor inconvenience. They gave voice to what

many desperately wanted to hear, what many already claimed to hear

unmistakably in the composer's music. Or close enough. Many embraced
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the artful dodge ol the "essential" truth ot Testimony, a convenient fiction

thai could be invoked at the discretion of the believer to override any

misgivings about the literal truth.

It" Testimony was first and foremost a political bombshell, at least part

of its fallout was musical. Its appearance helped reinvigorate interest in

Shostakovich's music in the West at a time when rankling dissatisfactions

with the post-World War II supremacy enjoyed by "serialism" and the

academic musical avant-garde had reached the point of rupture. Per-

formers and audienees alike were ready and eager to seize any oppor-

tunity to explore and champion more accessible, more obviously com-

municative music, music with recognizable links to the venerable

traditions of the past. Shostakovich's music provided a perfect catalyst

for the reassessment of values.

When glasnost finally gave Soviets the opportunity not so much to

read Testimony (many of those in Russian musical circles had long had

access to photocopies circulating covertly) as to discuss it openly and

candidly, the reactions exhibited the same emotional intensity, the same

divisions that had manifested themselves earlier in the West. Musicolo-

gist Daniel Zhitomirsky, for example, accepted its authenticity without

question, recognizing in the book a portrait of the composer that tallied

closely with his own memories of him in the early 1960s. 60 And Lev

Lebedinsky, who had enjoyed Shostakovich's friendship in the 1950s and

1960s, was adamant in his support of Testimony:

I regard this book as one of the most important publications devoted to the

composer, and its authenticity does not raise any questions. I am ready to put

my signature under every word of this book. It is the truth about Shostakovich.

You observed Shostakovich's life closely did you not?

Yes, I met with D. D. very often and it seemed to me that he was candid with

me. Many of our conversations found their reflection in Volkov's book. (With

this phrase it is as if my interlocutor alludes to his participation and assistance

in the creation of S. Volkov's book. Compiler's remark.)61

The compiler's aside in parentheses—by Irina Nikolskaya, who inter-

viewed Lebedinsky—is remarkable. Evidently she understood the tone

of Lebedinsky's comment as intimating that he had helped Volkov com-

pile Testimony.

Volkov himself, toward the end of his preface to Testimony, thanks

"my distant friend who must remain nameless—without your constant

involvement and encouragement, this book would not exist" (p. xviii).



50 / Laurel E. Fay

The identity of the mysterious helper did not remain a secret for long.

After Boris Tishchenko's signature appeared among those condemning

Testimony in the Soviet press, Volkov bemoaned the perceived betrayal:

Without the help of my friend I would never have completed that work. He was

Shostakovich's pupil, the favorite one. He realized how important it was for the

aging master to have a chance to shout the truth about himself to the world

before he died. He did everything he could to make this possible.62

That Tishchenko was close to Shostakovich, -and in a position to exploit

his access to the composer to further Volkov's cause, is unquestionable.

The precise nature of the indispensable service or services Tishchenko

rendered to Volkov remains unclear.

Volkov's effort to discredit Tishchenko took a distinctly snide tone

when he accused his former friend of selling out, of turning from a

staunch nonconformist into a "Soviet composer laureate" solely to ac-

quire official titles and prizes. 63 But the ad hominem character of this

attack went largely unnoticed. What attracted more attention was Tish-

chenko's steadfast refusal to reverse his position, even after glasnost of-

fered a golden opportunity. At a press conference in 1988, Tishchenko

was handed a question about Testimony:

The writer of the note asks how I respond to this book today.

Today, just as yesterday, I respond negatively to any kind of falsification. I

can swear that this book is a falsification, my hand on the Bible. I was present

during Shostakovich's conversation with the author. Shostakovich had said to me:

"You see, he insists on these meetings, please attend them." So I attended. What
Shostakovich said could be put into the thinnest notebook, whereas what came

out abroad comprises some four hundred pages. Before his departure [from the

USSR], the author swore that he would leave me a copy of the notes he had

taken during his conversation with Shostakovich. But he never did.

The book contains an enormous collection of outlandish stories about Shos-

takovich. For instance, monstrous pronouncements about Meyerhold's family and

disparaging words about Akhmatova are attributed to Shostakovich. After my
article in Literaturnaia gazeta, the Composers' Union received a telegram ad-

dressed to me: "Congratulations on your joining the ranks of Soviet composers.

S. Volkov." I answered: "I go the way of those who compose symphonies, not

those who write pseudo memoirs. Next time we meet, let's discuss the matter

like real men."64

Once again Volkov countered with allegations of conformism and cow-

ardice, this time in his 1995 book, St. Petersburg: A Cultural History. Vol-

kov asserted that "undoubtedly Tishchenko's fear of open confrontation

with the authorities" prompted him to reject opportunities for his Re-
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poem (to Akhmatova's poem) to l>c performed in the West, because this

"would Lead to .1 loss of the privileges he enjoyed."* Tishchenko then

rejoined in the postscript to the publication in 1997 of Shostakovich's

letters to himself:

Another tar more cynical event ... Dmitri Dmitrievich's untimel) passing

meted out to the world was a commercial venture pushed through by an adept

hanger-on of a musical journalist by the name ofVolkov. I [aving removed him

self a sate distance, he published his notes of the conversations which—in re-

sponse to his numerous, insistent requests— I had once upon a time arranged for

him to have with Shostakovich, not without encountering the latter's resistance.

D. D. agreed only on the condition that I would be present during their con-

versations. And I, on the condition that a copy of the notes would be given to

me. Of course, I received no such copy, and the modest, restrained reminiscences

about the years of his childhood and youth ballooned into a very hefty volume

fleshed out with third-person stories and shameless self-promotion. Dmitri Dmi-

trievich was presented as such a malicious dissident. The poorly disguised

impatience with which the author awaited D. D.'s death is something I won't

forget. . . .

Questions about these "memoirs" hound me to this day. I have developed a

short, pithy formulaic answer: this isn't Shostakovich's memoirs, nor even a book

by Yolkov about Shostakovich, but a book by Volkov about Volkov.66

Ifwe are to believe Volkov, the intercession of Tishchenko with Shos-

takovich was necessary only to overcome the composer's jitters about

working on his memoirs.67 In his preface to Testimony and elsewhere,

Volkov traces a long history of dealings with the composer, starting in

i960, when he was introduced to Shostakovich after publishing an early

review of the Eighth Quartet. 68 Contacts continued with the organization

of a festival of Shostakovich's music in Leningrad, the staging of a short-

lived production of the opera Rothschild's Violin by Shostakovich's student

Veniamin Fleishman ("The defeat brought us closer together,"69 says

Volkov), and finally with the composer's preface to Volkov's book on

young Leningrad composers (which included Tishchenko). On the

book's publication in 1971, "Shostakovich's preface had been cut se-

verely, and it dealt only with the present—there were no reminiscences,"

Volkov tells the reader of Testimony. "This was the final powerful impetus

for him to give the world his version of the events that had unfolded

around him in the course of half a century."70 Volkov concedes that

Tishchenko was present at the first of his meetings with Shostakovich in

1 97 1 but denies that he was present at any more of their meetings, al-

though Volkov acknowledges that Tishchenko knew that work on the

memoirs was continuing and he occasionally acted as a go-between. 71 If
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Volkov's first meeting with Shostakovich took place in Repino, as can be

inferred from a note Tishchenko wrote him at the time, 72 then Tishch-

enko was also present during at least one further meeting between the

two: The frontispiece photo in Testimony—which pictures the seated fig-

ures of the composer's wife, Irina, Tishchenko, Shostakovich, and

Volkov—was snapped inside Shostakovich's Moscow apartment.

No one has questioned that Volkov met with Shostakovich or that

the purpose of their meetings was to record the composer's reminis-

cences. The composer himself wrote in his own hand on the frontispiece

photo mentioned above, "In memory of conversations about Glazunov,

Zoshchenko, Meyerhold." But the number of times they met remains a

matter of heated debate. In extended conversations with the authors of

Shostakovich Reconsidered, Volkov mentions "dozens" of meetings with

Shostakovich between 1971 and 1974.
73 This was news, since Volkov had

not earlier calculated the number of interviews or the range of their

dates, either in Testimony or anywhere else.

Twenty years ago Irina Shostakovich, the composer's widow (his third

wife), told reporters that Volkov had met with her husband "three or

maybe four times." 74 She holds to this estimate to the present day and

continues to express disbelief in the authenticity of Testimony

\

75 Bear in

mind that throughout the period from 1971, when Volkov supposedly

began his collaboration with Shostakovich, until the composer's death in

1975, the chronically ill Shostakovich was heavily dependent on Irina.

She was his constant companion and helpmeet. His grown children,

Maxim and Galina, had long been living independently, with families of

their own, and neither was at home to help or witness their father's

interaction with Volkov. During these years Shostakovich required Ir-

ina's assistance for the most trivial of tasks—to button his buttons, to

put on his coat. It is difficult to believe that her husband would have

concealed "dozens" of meetings with Volkov or that he could have done

so. Yet she abides by her earliest estimate that Volkov met with her

husband only a few times to prepare an article, or articles, for Sovetskaia

muzyka.

Volkov, in his book St. Petersburg: A Cultural Histoiy, cites several of

his interviews with Shostakovich, providing the year and location for

each. He refers once to a 1972 conversation in Moscow. Four notes relate

to a conversation in Repino that year, but with no indication about how

many meetings might have been involved. One conversation in Moscow
in 1973 is cited, and another in 1974.

76 Notably none of these citations

provides information that duplicates material found in Testimony. Such
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precision in identifying particular meetings at which Shostakovich con-

veyed specific information—more than twentj years after the interviews

took place—strongly suggests that Yolkov kept capable records. Were
he more disposed to resolve the inconsistencies, and lay to rest the per-

sistent doubts, he might provide solid evidence to hack up his claim about

the provenance of Testimony, rather than expecting his version of events

to be accepted on faith. Perhaps he could provide a precise tally that

documents the dates and locations of his "dozens" of meetings with Shos-

takovich.

Volkov has alleged that the objections of Shostakovich's widow to

Testimony were prompted by the KGB, 78 and that she and others close

to the composer may have been motivated by fear of losing their status:

The members of Shostakovich's inner circle, including his immediate family,

were placed in an awkward situation by the publication of Testimony, which could

have affected their official standing and real privileges (dachas, perks, etc.). They

also faced a moral dilemma, because they could not imitate Shostakovich—go

along with the authorities outwardly but be a hidden dissident. Testimony denied

them of a moral fig leaf. Shostakovich had had his say, but what about them?

Their position as conformists was revealed. And today, their main motivation,

besides quite understandable jealousy, is the defense of their own position. 79

Beyond the unsettling implication that Shostakovich perpetrated Tes-

timony with callous disregard for the consequences to those nearest and

dearest to him (having directed that it be published only after his death),

Volkov's allegation raises yet another unexamined question: Who owns

the copyright to Shostakovich's "memoirs"?

During the months prior to Testimony's publication, repeated requests

for clarification from the Soviet Ail-Union Copyright Agency (VAAP)

were rebuffed on the grounds that "Shostakovich's heirs have no rights

to this work and their permission is not required to publish."80 Who,
then, does own the copyright to Shostakovich's "memoirs"? None other

than Solomon Volkov himself. 81 Consequently, another question deserves

an answer. How does a music journalist who represents himself as no

more than a faithful scribe, the mouthpiece for Shostakovich's reflections,

come to be the sole copyright owner and financial beneficiary of these

memoirs, with no rights or benefits accruing to the composer's legal heirs

as recognized by international law? 82

Tishchenko and the composer's widow are, to all appearances, the

only two people actually to have been present during meetings between

Volkov and Shostakovich. In an attempt to neutralize their firm convic-
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tion regarding the limited extent of the composer's interactions with his

amanuensis, Volkov's defenders point to the recently published reminis-

cences of Flora Litvinova. Litvinova became acquainted with the com-

poser and his family when all were evacuated to Kuibyshev in 1941.

Although Litvinova's primary friendship was with Shostakovich's first

wife, Nina Vasilievna Varzar, she remained on good social terms with

the composer until the end of his life. The following passage in her

reminiscences was penned in the late 1980s:

I read Solomon Volkov's book. Unfortunately, a long time ago and in English.

I must admit that most of the stories retold by Volkov we also heard from Shos-

takovich. Dmitri Dmitrievich liked, especially when somewhat inebriated, to

shoot the breeze, hyperbolising them [his tales], sharpening them, and, of course,

making some of them up.

One more thing—in the last years of his life we met rarely, and not for long,

or accidentally. And once, at such a meeting, Dmitri Dmitrievich said: "You

know, Flora, I met a wonderful young man—a Leningrad musicologist (he did

not tell me his name—F. L.). This young man knows my music better than I do.

Somewhere, he dug everything up, even my juvenilia." I saw that this thorough

study of his music pleased Shostakovich immensely. "We now meet constantly,

and I tell him everything I remember about my works and myself. He writes it

down, and at a subsequent meeting I look it over."83

Litvinova dates her final conversation with Shostakovich to 1970 or 197 1,

placing it after the composer had returned from treatment at Ilizarov's

clinic in Kurgan. She further identifies the location as the Creative Re-

treat [dom tvorchestva] in Ruza and recalls that the Fourteenth Symphony

figured among the topics of conversation.

Shostakovich made three trips to Kurgan, two in 1970 and one in

1 97 1. That the Fourteenth Symphony figured in his last conversation

with Litvinova suggests late 1970 or early 1971 as the likeliest period

when their final meeting took place. On his return from his last trip to

Kurgan in late June 1971, Shostakovich went immediately to the Creative

Retreat in Repino, where he completed his Fifteenth Symphony on 29

July 1 97 1. Had his final conversation with Litvinova in Ruza taken place

after this, it seems reasonable that his newest work would have provided

a more topical subject of conversation than his two-year-old Fourteenth

Symphony.

Volkov has acknowledged that his collaboration with Shostakovich

did not begin until 1971. All indications point to a first meeting—at-

tended by Tishchenko—that took place in Repino in July of that year,

that is, most likely after Litvinova's final conversation with Shostakovich.
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Placed in the context of the chronological particulars enumerated

above, Flora Litvinova's reminiscences appear less compelling as a source

of reliable documentary evidence.

Elena Basner, daughter of composer Veniamin Basner, one of the six

composers whose signature appeared under the 1979 letter in Literatur-

naia gazeta denouncing Testimony,9* has taken issue with the assumption

that her father might have affixed his signature under duress, without

having read Testimony. 95 She asserts firsthand knowledge that her father,

along with Boris Tishchenko and Moisei Weinberg—the latter her fa-

ther's close friend—had familiarized themselves with Volkov's book and

sincerely repudiated it. They signed the letter to Literaturnaia gazeta of

their own free will.
86

Similarly, Faradzh Karaev, son of Kara Karaev, another of the sig-

natories, rejects the explanation proffered by Rodion Shchedrin—and

accepted uncritically in Shostakovich Reconsidered (pp. 64, 119)—that his

father was coerced into signing the letter under threat that he would be

kicked out of the hospital where he was undergoing treatment for a heart

condition. Faradzh, himself a composer who studied with his father and

was close to him, informed me that his father read Testimony in German

translation—a language he read fluently—and told his family that "Mitya

couldn't have written this, let alone allowed its publication. It is clearly

a fabrication." 87 As in the Basner household, the topic came up more

than once in family conversations. Kara Karaev also recorded unflattering

comments in his diaries, which are now in his son's possession. Karaev

was indeed in the hospital when he signed the letter to Literaturnaia

gazeta, but his son is certain that Karaev, too, signed the letter of his

own volition, after due, informed consideration.

The presumption that men and women of conscience in the Soviet

Union would, and could, only sign such letters under duress is funda-

mentally untenable. No fewer than three, and quite possibly all six, of

the signatories to the letter denouncing Testimony signed their names

precisely in order to bear witness to their honest convictions. By the

same token, the invocation of the "KGB connection" in the debate over

the authenticity of Testimony is a red herring but one that taps into a rich

vein of lingering Cold War stereotypes. We now know that Shostako-

vich's inscriptions on the typescript of Testimony were not, as Volkov

advertised, a formula deliberately devised by the composer to distance

himself should the KGB become involved. And, despite the fact that

many people knew that Volkov was meeting with Shostakovich during

the time when the interviews were taking place, the first evidence of any
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KGB "interest" in Testimony dates from 1976,
88 when Volkov was seeking

to emigrate from the Soviet Union. If Testimony is authentic—that is, if

it is indeed Shostakovich's own reminiscences carefully vetted and au-

thorized by him for publication—then it must have existed as a finished

typescript before 9 August 1975, the date of Shostakovich's death. 89 That

the KGB may later have attempted—unsuccessfully, as it turned out

—

to prevent the publication of Testimony has no bearing on the question

of its authenticity.

What follows are extracts from two letters Shostakovich wrote in

1959. They were official, business letters, the first addressed to Yuri

Keldysh, the editor-in-chief of Sovetskaia muzyka, the second to Yuli

Kremlyov, a member of the journal's editorial board, of which Shosta-

kovich himself was a member. The letters were written to protest the

publication, in the June 1959 issue of the journal, of impresario Sol

Hurok's reminiscences about Alexander Glazunov,90 specifically concern-

ing questionable financial transactions that allegedly took place during

Glazunov's tour to America in 1929. (In the memoir Hurok describes

how friends and admirers had padded the meager conducting fees paid

to Glazunov during his tour and contributed seven to eight thousand

dollars to a fund that was presented to him in the guise of performance

"royalties.") Shostakovich's first letter is dated 24 June 1959:

These memoirs cast a shadow on the irreproachable figure of the great Russian

composer. I knew Glazunov passably well, personally, and I cannot imagine Al-

exander Konstantinovich taking money without the firm conviction that the

money was due him. His fastidiousness in financial matters was well known.

It is impossible to read without being offended how Ossip Gabrilowitsch

forked over 500 dollars, Frederick Stock 8,000 dollars, and that Glazunov took

this money. . . . Sol Hurok's reminiscences about Glazunov with hand out-

stretched to take alms ought not to have been published. Everyone knows that

Schubert died of syphilis. But there is no need to publish a corresponding "schol-

arly" study about it. Musorgsky died from excessive drinking. There is no need

to write articles and studies about that either, just as the shameless portrait of

Musorgsky by Repin should not be widely disseminated. It seems to me that the

situation is sufficiently clear. I consider the publication of Sol Hurok's reminis-

cences about Glazunov a serious mistake for which I am also to blame, since

evidently I let them slip by before they were printed. 91

The circumstance addressed here most probably was one of those not

unusual instances when Shostakovich had signed off without bothering

to read the material. What is unusual is his taking the trouble to make
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his principled objection known, and his determination to rectify his over-

sight. He requested, formally, that his letter be published in the next

issue of Sovetskaia muzyka. Still concerned to make his point, Shostako-

vich telt obliged to amplify in a follow-up letter to Kremlyov, dated

3 July 1959:

It seems to me you misunderstood my main point, which consists in the follow-

ing: We, heirs of the great composers of the past, strive to find out more about

their lives and work. For that reason the enormous interest in various types of

reminiscences and memoir literature is not accidental. I firmly believe, however,

that only those facts that characterize the composer most vividly as an artist, or

as a personality, ought to be reported. I do not contest the facts reported by Sol

Hurok. But why was it necessary to communicate them to the reader? All the

more so, since Glazunov was an exceptionally fastidious person, and only some

sort of extraordinary circumstances could have impelled him to accept a financial

handout from American musicians. 92

Shostakovich then reiterated his request that his original letter be pub-

lished in the journal. But his request was refused, and his letter went

unpublished. Other members of the editorial board evidently perceived

nothing offensive in Hurok's memoir. 93

Is the author of these letters the same person who dictated and au-

thorized the publication of Testimony, a book whose expansive and com-

paratively affectionate portrait of Glazunov nevertheless dwells cruelly

on Glazunov's human weaknesses, his drinking problem, his dependen-

cies, his infantilism? Is the man who challenged the right to report facts

if they do not contribute to a constructive appreciation of artistic or

personal achievement, and who felt shame for allowing it to occur on

the pages of Sovetskaia muzyka, the same person who, twelve years later,

produced a book rife with petty and spiteful gossip, with barely a warm

or generous word to say about anyone who had crossed his path, and,

moreover, made sure he would not be around to accept responsibility

for it?

Where does all this leave us? It leaves me with the ever more firm

conviction that Testimony is not a literary testament willingly bequeathed

to us by Shostakovich, much less the "Bible" for Shostakovich studies,

as it has been hailed.94 At best, Testimony is a simulated monologue, a

montage stripped of its original interrogatory and temporal context, by

an unproven ghostwriter95 who has repeatedly professed ignorance of the

basic published materials by and about the composer, and who has ad-

mitted to having resorted to guesswork.96

At worst, Testimony is a fraud. Perhaps Volkov thought he was doing
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the world a favor by packaging and marketing the famous composer's

"memoirs" in a fashion that catered to Cold War sensibilities,97 but the

very existence of the book reflects a crude betrayal of its subject's prin-

ciples and ideals. The Cold War is over. While Testimony may have

jump-started the revival of interest in the composer's music in the West,

it may finally prove to be the single biggest impediment to an under-

standing and appreciation of the complex circumstances of Shostako-

vich's life, of his accomplishments and greatness, and of the terrible sac-

rifices he was obliged to make to achieve them.

Notes

Significant portions of this article were originally published in Russian as "Voz-

vrashaias' k 'Svidetel'stvu' " [Testimony revisited], in Shostakovich: mezhdu mgno-

veniem i vechnost'iu [Shostakovich: Between now and eternity], comp. L. Kovnat-

skaya (St. Petersburg: Kompozitor, 2000), pp. 762-88. Additional material was

developed for a series of lectures presented at American and Canadian universities

in 2000 and 2001. For their assistance in shaping the final text, I would like to

thank Malcolm Hamrick Brown, Ludmila Kovnatskaya, Irina Shostakovich, Kath-

leen Moretto Spencer, and Richard Taruskin.

1

.

This was reconfirmed in the vigorous defense of the authenticity of Vol-

kov's book in Allan B. Ho and Dmitri Feofanov, Shostakovich Reconsidered ([Lon-

don]: Toccata, 1998); see "Shostakovich's Testimony: Reply to an Unjust Criti-

cism," p. 212. Subsequent page references to Ho and Feofanov refer to this book.

In an interview conducted after the publication of Ho and Feofanov's study, Vol-

kov claimed never to have heard of the original sources of any of the material

reproduced in Testimony: " 'No, no,' he insists over the phone, 'if I did I wouldn't

have included it of course.' " See Paul Mitchinson, "The Shostakovich Variations,"

Lingua franca 10, no. 4 (May-June 2000): 49. A revised and updated version of

this article is included in the present volume (chapter 22).

2. Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 3 (1974): 54. Although aware of the source, Ho and

Feofanov failed to mention the connection to Volkov.

3. Evidendy this may be precisely what Volkov expects us to believe. Asked

to explain the apparent anomaly in this issue of Sovetskaia muzyka, Volkov re-

sponded: "I can assure you that there wasn't a single staffer who would read the

current issue of the magazine in its entirety. Material dealing with Shostakovich

was appearing in almost every issue" (Mitchinson, "The Shostakovich Variations,"

p. 49; chapter 22, p. 308 in the present volume).

4. Carlo Benedetti, "Dimitri Sciostakovic di fronte ai fatti della vita e

dell'arte," rUnita, 20 August 1975, p. 7.

5. Letter from Ann Harris to the author dated 9 July 1980. Ms. Harris in-

formed me that the "original Russian manuscript is in safekeeping and therefore

not available for inspection."



Volkov's Testimony Reconsidered (2002) / 59

6. Elmer Schdnberger, "Dmitri Shostakovich's Memoirs: Testimony " Key

Notes io, no. : (1979): 5~- The article was first published in the weekly VrijNed

crliiiiJ, io November [979.

7. L. S. Dyachkova, comp., /.
/•'. Stravinsky: statH i materialy [I. F Stravinsky:

Articles and materials], ed. B. Yarnstovsky (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, [973),

p. 7. By his own admission, in addition to this volume, Volkov must also have

been ignorant ot the fundamental collection Dmitri Shostakovich, ed. L. Danilevich

(Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1967), where four of the other quoted passages

identified in my review had been recently reprinted, as well as of several other

standard sources for Shostakovich studies. The improbability of such a claim may

be less apparent to the Western reader unfamiliar with the highly centralized world

of Soviet musicological publishing.

8. Letter from Ann Harris to Henry Orlov dated 9 April 1979; this descrip-

tion is duplicated in her subsequent letter to him dated 26 August 1979 (see chap-

ter 8 in the present volume).

9. Solomon Volkov, Testimony: The Memoirs ofDmitri Shostakovich, as related

to and edited by Solomon Volkov, trans. Antonina W. Bouis (New York: Harper

& Row, 1979), pp. xvi-xvii.

10. Ho and Feofanov, incidentally, shrug off this coincidence, with the com-

ment that "duplicating the exact punctuation is not as difficult as Western minds

might think, given the strict rules for the use of commas, etc., in Russian" (p. 199

n. 323). They cite no authority for this claim. I have shown these two juxtaposed

passages to some two dozen native speakers and professors of Russian. Taking into

consideration the conditions Volkov described, not one of them believed that there

was even a remote possibility that the text and punctuation could have been du-

plicated by accident. All believed it had been copied.

1 1

.

Although Ho and Feofanov include an appendix of photos and facsimiles

of documents in their book (pp. 300-311), their omission of anything from the

typescript of Testimony is conspicuous.

12. A partial transcript has been posted on a Russian website: <http://

uic.nnov.ru/~bis/dsch.html>, accessed 25 June 2003.

13. Irina Shostakovich, in conversation with the author, 18 September 2000.

14. On the opening page of chapter 2 reproduced as figure 2.2, for example,

there is a single number ("040") in the upper right-hand corner of the page. The
page that succeeds it contains a typed "-2-" in the top middle and a stamped "041"

in the upper right-hand corner of the page, marking it as page 2 of chapter 2 and

page 41 of the complete typescript. Ho and Feofanov (p. 210) identify the au-

thorized Russian typescript as a "404-page manuscript." In fact, although the num-

bering terminates at 404, the Moscow typescript actually contains 405 pages; in a

substantial re-editing and rearrangement of material in chapter 7 that obviously

took place after the sequential numbering had been stamped—a process that ne-

cessitated the renumbering of many pages by hand—the last two pages of that

chapter have been renumbered 356 and 356a. Chapter 8 commences on page 357.

15. Notwithstanding this convergence, Ho and Feofanov's inference (p. 215)

that the presence and location of facsimiles of Shostakovich's signatures in these

editions furnish evidence of the authenticity of the Russian source text is an ob-

vious fallacy.



60 / Laurel E. Fay

1 6. For Orlov's report, dated 28 August 1979, see chapter 8 in the present

volume.

17. Although changes were made, inevitably, during the course of translating

and publishing, most of them are quite minor. Overwhelmingly they concern the

clarification or elimination of literary and topical references that would be less

familiar or recognizable to a non-Russian reader than to a native speaker. In other

words, most of the changes can be classified as reasonable and justifiable editorial

emendations.

18. "Iz vospominanii o Mayakovskom" [Reminiscences of Mayakovsky], in V.

Mayakovsky v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov [V. Mayakovsky in the reminiscences

of his contemporaries], ed. V. V. Grigorenko et al. (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe

izdatel'stvo khudozhestvennoi literatury, 1963), p. 315.

19. What cannot be determined with any certainty from the photocopied type-

script is whether Shostakovich's signatures at the top of these pages were affixed

before or after the text had been altered.

20. The one-hundredth anniversary of Chekhov's birth was in i960.

21. "Ved' so dnia ee sozdaniia proshlo okolo tritsati let." Nearly forty years

had passed since its composition by the time Volkov began his conversations with

Shostakovich.

22. Two facsimiles of unique Shostakovich visas—not duplicates of any of the

six found in the Moscow typescript—are reproduced at the head of chapters 3 and

7 in the German and Finnish editions of Testimony. See Zeugenaussage: Die Me-
moiren des Dmitrij Schostakowitsch, aufgezeichnet und herausgegeben von Solomon

Volkow, trans. Heddy Pross-Weerth (Hamburg: Knaus, 1979), pp. 104, 245; Dmi-

tri Sostakovitsin muistelmat, Koonnut Solomon Volkov, Venajankielisesta kasikir-

joituksesta Suomentanut Seppo Heikinheimo (Helsinki: Helsingissa Otava, 1980),

pp. 109, 264.

23. "la vspominaiu o MeyerkhoPde slishkom chasto. Chashche, chem nuzhno

by."

24. Normal chapter and manuscript numbering resumes on page 109.

25. The one indication we have from the composer about the extent and scope

of any "collaboration" with Volkov is the postscript to his inscription on the fron-

tispiece photo in Testimony: "In memory of conversations about Glazunov, Zoshch-

enko, Meyerhold. D. Sh."

26. Volkov, Testimony, p. 3.

27. Ho and Feofanov, p. 211. On page 217 n. 378, the authors—whose study

was based on "unprecedented" access to Volkov's personal archive and more than

one hundred hours of face-to-face and phone conversations with him—include

themselves among a select group of people "who have examined pages of the

manuscript signed by Shostakovich."

28. In his reader's report for Harper & Row, Henry Orlov wrote that "except

for the inscription by his [Shostakovich's] hand at the head of each of the eight

chapters, the manuscript bears no traces of his handwriting, no alterations or even

slight corrections" (see chapter 8 in the present volume). When shown photocopies

of the signed typescript pages in March 2001, Orlov admitted that he had not paid

any attention to the actual number or location of the signatures during the limited

time made available to him to consider the manuscript back in 1979; both letters



Volkov s Testimony Reconsidered (2002) / 61

to him from Ann Harris bad located the composer's inscriptions
u
ai the head of

each chapter." My personal examination of the Moscow typescripi confirms Or
loVs observation that, with the exception of the signatures, it contains no other

traces of Shostakovich's handwriting.

29. D. Shostakovich, "Avtobiografiia" [Autobiography], Sovetskaiamuzyka, no.

g (ig66): 24-25; the translation follows that of Testimony, p. 4. Ho and Feofanov

(p. 212) acknowledge that a passage from this source is reproduced on an "interior"

page ot Testimony, without acknowledging that it was here, and not on the first

page ot the chapter, that Shostakovich's signature appears. The only alterations to

the passage in the Testimony typescript are the spelling out of first names and

patronymics instead of the initials found in the original. In addition, the death

date of Gliasser is erroneously given as "19 16" in the Moscow typescript, instead

of 1925. This typo was corrected in the published text of Testimony.

30. As one turns from page 003 to 004 (see figs. 2.9 and 2.10), for example,

the verbatim quotation breaks off abruptly in mid-sentence. Whereas the sentence

spanning the page turn in the Testimony typescript reads, "V fevrale 191 7 goda

mne stalo // neinteresno khodit' k Gliasseru"; in the original publication it reads

as "V fevrale 191 7 goda mne stalo//skuchno zanitmat'sia u Gliassera."

31. Volkov, Testimony, pp. 33-34.

32. Dyachkova, /. F. Stravinsky: start i materialy, p. 8.

33. Daniel Zhitomirsky, "Shostakovich," MuzykaVnaia akademiia, no. 3 (1993):

28; translation from Ho and Feofanov, p. 466.

34. Pis'ma k dmgu: Pis'ma D. D. Shostakovicha k I. D. Glikmana [Letters to a

friend: The letters of Dmitri Shostakovich to Isaak Glikman], ed. and with com-

mentary by Isaak Davydovich Glikman (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo "DSCH"; St. Pe-

tersburg: Kompozitor, 1993), p. 151.

35. "Dusha i maska: pis'ma D. D. Shostakovicha k L. N. Lebedinskomu" [Soul

and mask: The letters of Shostakovich to Lebedinsky], MuzykaVnaia zhizn\ nos.

23-24 (1993): 12.

36. Ho and Feofanov, p. 212.

37. Ibid., p. 213 n. 360.

38. Solomon Volkov, "Zdes' chelovek sgorel" [A man burned out here], Mu-
zykaVnaia akademiia, no. 3 (1992): 4; translated in Ho and Feofanov, p. 321.

39. Volkov, "Zdes' chelovek sgorel," p. 4; translated in Ho and Feofanov,

p. 320. See also Ann Harris letters to Henry Orlov in the present volume, chapter

8.

40. L. Genina, "Razbeg pered propast'iu" [A running start before the abyss],

MuzykaVnaia akademiia, no. 3 (1992): 13; cited in Ho and Feofanov, pp. 215-16.

41. Ibid.

42. Quoted in Elizabeth Wilson, Shostakovich: A Life Remembered (Princeton,

N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 162. Similar admissions can be found

in many other sources.

43. Quoted in Ho and Feofanov, p. 83.

44. Comments at the symposium "The Interior Shostakovich," Bucknell Uni-

versity, Lewisburg, Pennsylvania, 9 September 1980, translated by A. Bouis. See

DSCH (autumn 1991): 35. Kondrashin's own memoirs, including his reminiscences

of Shostakovich, were published posthumously: V. Razhnikov, Kirill Kondrashin



62 I Laurel E. Fay

rasskazyvaet o muzyke i zhizni [Kondrashin speaks about music and life] (Moscow:

Sovetskii kompozitor, 1989).

45. Bella Ezerskaia, "Trepet i muki aktyora: interv'iu s Galinoi Vishnevskoi"

[The trembling and torments of an actor: Interview with Galina Vishnevskaya],

Vremia i my, no. 50 (1980): 160-61.

46. Galina Vishnevskaya, Galina: A Russian Story (New York: Harcourt Brace

Jovanovich, 1984).

47. DSCH 20 (spring 1992): 4.

48. Ashkenazy supplied the "Overture" to Ho and Feofanov's Shostakovich Re-

considered, pp. 9-1 1. See also "Papa, what if they hang you for this?" Financial Times

Weekend, 5-6 August 2000, p. viii.

49. Originally published in he Monde, 28 November 1986; translated as "Iz

vospominanii M. L. Rostropovicha" [From M. L. Rostropovich's reminiscences],

in Sergei Prokofiev 1891-1991: dnevnik, pis'ma, besedy, vospominaniia [Sergei Prokof-

iev 1891-1991: Diary, letters, conversations, reminiscences], comp. M. E. Tarak-

anov (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1991), p. 256.

50. "Shostakovich's World Is Our World: Manashir Yakubov Talks to Mstis-

lav Rostropovich," Shostakovich 1906-1975, program booklet for the Barbican Cen-

tre series (19 February-28 October 1998), p. 19; reprinted in the present volume;

see chapter 12.

51. Wilson, Shostakovich: A Life Remembered, pp. 187-88.

52. See, for instance, Ho and Feofanov, pp. 217, 297.

53. Solomon Volkov, "Tradition Returns: Rostropovich's Symbolism," in Ho
and Feofanov, pp. 359-72. By misidentifying the original publication date of this

interview, Ho and Feofanov suggest that the interview itself took place more than

a decade later than its actual date of 1978. They cite a reprint publication from

1990, with no reference to the original publication: "Vozvrashchenie traditsii:

simvolika Rostropovicha" [Tradition returns: Rostropovich's symbolism], Znamia,

no. 1 (1990): 220-26. But the interview was, in fact, first published in 1982 as "O
Sergee Sergeeviche i Dmitri Dmitrieviche: interv'iu s Mstislavom Rostropovi-

chem" [About Sergei Sergeevich and Dmitri Dmitrievich: Interview with Mstislav

Rostropovich], Chast' rechi: aVmanakh literatury i iskusstva, nos. 2-3 (1981-82):

254-62. This 1982 publication names Volkov as the copyright holder, which

means that re-publication of the interview by Feofanov and Ho would have re-

quired neither Rostropovich's knowledge or consent. An English translation dif-

ferent from that used by Ho and Feofanov was published in 1987: "A Conversa-

tion with Mstislav Rostropovich," Keynote [New York] 11, no. 1 (March 1987): 8-

1 2 . This translation gives the actual date of Volkov's interview with Rostropovich

as 1978.

54. Transcribed and translated from a tape of the press conference.

55. "Shostakovich: Why I Fled from Russia," interview with Norbert Ku-

chinke and Felix Schmidt, Sunday Times [London], 17 May 1981, p. 35.

56. "Maxim Shostakovich o svoyom ottse: interv'iu Alexandra Abramova"

[Maxim Shostakovich about his father: An interview by Alexander Abramov], Vre-

miaimy, no. 69 (1982): 180-81.

57. "Prenom Maxime," he Monde de la Musique, no. 118 (January 1989): xv;

translated here from the Russian text by L. Hrabovsky in Sovetskaia muzyka, no.



Volkov'a Vtstimony Reconsidered (2002) / 63

9 (1989): ><\ Sec also David Hendricks, "Maxim Shostakovich," Ovation j, no. 5

Juno [984): 1 :. 14.

58. "Always a Great Composer, Not a Papa: Maxim Shostakovich Talks to

David Panning about performing Dmitri Shostakovich," Gramophone, no. s (1991):

[992. More recently Maxim pinpointed just such an anomalous passage in Testi-

mony. Referring to one ot its most sensational "revelations" (p. 141), that of his

lather's Tenth Symphony (specifically the second movement) as a portrait of Sta-

lin. Maxim told an interviewer: "That is an example of a rumor. ... I think some

musicologists set this idea forth. Others repeated it. I don't think of it that way.

Father never said it was a portrait of Stalin." See Chris Pasles, "Was He or Wasn't

He?" Los Angeles Times/Calendar, 29 November 1998, p. 74.

59. Maxim's blurb on the dust jacket of The New Shostakovich (Boston: North-

eastern University Press, 1990) declares it "one of the best books about Dmitri

Shostakovich that I have read."

60. Daniel Zhitomirsky, "Shostakovich ofitsial'nyi i podlinnyi; stat'ia pervaia"

[Shostakovich official and genuine], Daugava, no. 3 (1990): 92. Zhitomirsky quotes

here in reverse translation from the German edition of Testimony.

61. Melos, nos. 4-5 (1993): 78. Although the journal was published in English,

the translations were problematical, sometimes inaccurate. The translation of the

passage as given here has been corrected to conform more accurately to the tran-

script of the original interview in Russian. This and the other interviews are re-

printed in the present volume in chapter 13.

62. Solomon Volkov, "Rekviem po drugu," Novoe russkoe slovo, 12 April 1980,

p. 6; published in English as "Requiem for a Friend," Ovation, no. 1/6 (July 1980):

H-
63. Ibid. In 1978 Tishchenko won the State Prize of the RSFSR and was

awarded the title "Honored Artist of the RSFSR." The Russian and English ver-

sions of "Requiem for a Friend" vary somewhat. Tishchenko's transition from

staunch nonconformist into composer laureate is found in the English version. In

the Russian version, the synonymy of Tishchenko and Judas is invoked by means

of a quote from Pushkin's "Imitation of the Italian" [Podrazhanie italiianskomu] of

1836. Volkov's disposition to slander people unable to defend themselves has been

remarked upon by Levon Hakobian in Music of the Soviet Age, i^i^-igS^ (Stock-

holm: Melos Music Literature Kantat HB, 1998), p. 56 n. 91; as well as in Hak-

obian's review of Ho and Feofanov's Shostakovich Reconsidered, "Ocherednoi 'Novyi

Shostakovich' " ["The latest 'new Shostakovich' "], MuzykaVnaia akademiia, no. 2

(2000): 134 n. 4. Chapter 16 in the present volume is a translation of Hakobian's

review.

64. Boris Tishchenko, "Velikie khudozhniki" [Great artists], Sovetskaia

kuVtura, 15 October 1988, p. 8; translated as "Briefly on Important Issues," in

Music in the USSR (July-September 1989), p. 35. The translation used here has

been corrected, with reference to the Russian original, by Malcolm Brown. See

chapter 10 in the present volume.

65. Solomon Volkov, St. Petersburg: A Cultural History (New York: Free Press,

1995), p. 487.

66. Pis'ma Dmitriia Dmitrievicha Shostakovicha Borisu Tishchenko: s kommentar-

iiami i vospominaniiami adresata [Letters from Dmitri Dmitrievich Shostakovich to



64 / Laurel E. Fay

Boris Tishchenko: With commentaries and reminiscences of the addressee] (St.

Petersburg: Kompozitor, 1997), pp. 48-49.

67. Solomon Volkov, "Universal Messages: Reflections in Conversation with

Giinter Wolter," Tempo, no. 200 (1997): 15.

68. S. Volkov, "Novyi kvartet D. Shostakovicha" [Shostakovich's new quartet],

Smena, 7 October i960, p. 3. Volkov has remarked about Shostakovich's music:

"I always intuitively felt in his music a protest against the regime. This is what I

tried to express, as much as was possible, in that Leningrad newspaper, in my
review of the Eighth Quartet when I was sixteen. He knew that and was grateful

to me" (Volkov, "Zdes
y

chelovek sgorel," p. 6; quoted in Ho and Feofanov, p. 329).

Yet surely Volkov is flattering himself about the penetrating insights in his school-

boy review—replete with such cliches as "the problems disturbing progressive hu-

manity," "the cruel and meaningless machine of war," and "let there never again

be wars"—and about the significance this review by a sixteen-year-old could have

held for Shostakovich.

69. Volkov, Testimony, p. xiv.

70. Ibid., p. xv.

71. Ho and Feofanov, p. 70.

72. Ibid., pp. 72, 306.

73. Ibid., pp.43, 70, 73.

74. Craig R. Whitney, "Shostakovich Memoir a Shock to Kin," New York

Times, 13 November 1979, p. C7.

75. See Irina Shostakovich, "An Answer to Those Who Still Abuse Shosta-

kovich," New York Times, 20 August 2000, pp. AR 27, 31; chapter 9 in the present

volume is a reprint of this article.

76. Volkov, St. Petersburg: A Cultural History, pp. 555, 571, 574.

77. In an October 1998 interview, nonetheless, Volkov vouched that "for se-

curity reasons" his notes were never preserved. See Edward Rothstein, "Sly Dis-

sident or a Soviet Tool? A Musical War," New York Times, 17 October 1998, p. B9.

78. Solomon Volkov, "Letters: Shostakovich—A Response," New York Times,

27 August 2000, p. AR2.

79. Quoted in Ho and Feofanov, p. 60 n. 51. See also Solomon Volkov, "Shos-

takovich's Testimony," Moscow News, no. 34 (30 August 2000): 11.

80. Letters dated 6 December 1978 and 2 February 1979 and signed by Ed-

ward Miller, vice president and general counsel of Harper & Row; see "OfitsiaPnoe

dos'e" [The official dossier], Literatumaia gazeta, 14 November 1979, p. 8; article

6 in the present volume is a translation of this news item.

81. Volkov, Testimony, p. vi. While Ho and Feofanov (p. 216 n. 373) assert

—

on the basis of a conversation with Volkov—that his publisher controls the world

rights to the material, they also confirm that Volkov himself owns the copyright

of Testimojty.

82. Shostakovich's legal heirs are his widow, Irina Shostakovich, and his two

children, Maxim and Galina.

83. Flora Litvinova, "Vspominaia Shostakovicha" [Remembering Shostakovich],

Znamia, no. 12 (December 1996): 168-69; translated in Ho and Feofanov, p. 251.

Although Litvinova's memoir was originally written for—and first published by

—



Volkov's Testimony Reconsidered (2002) / 65

Elizabeth Wilson m her volume Shostakovich; A Lift Remembered, Wilson edited

this passage out of the English-language publication.

84. "Zbalkaia poddelka: () tak nazyvaemykh inemuarakb' I). I). Sbostakovicba" [A

pitiful take: About the So-Called "Memoirs" oi Shostakovich], Literaturnaiagazeta,

no. 46 (14 November 1979): 8; chapter 4 in the present volume is a translation of

this letter to the editor.

85. Without investigating the circumstances behind this particular letter, Ho
and Feofanov tall hack on the sweeping generalization that "denunciations were a

common practice in the Soviet Union, and often the signers neither read nor

agreed with that which they had 'endorsed' " {Shostakovich Reconsidered p. 64).

They suggest that the authors of this letter "had not actually read that which they

were criticizing" (p. 66).

86. Elena Basner, "I'Lisf i poshIost
m

[The regime and vulgarity], Izvestiia, 8

July iogg, p. 5; chapter 11 in the present volume is a translation of this letter to

the editor.

87. In conversation with the author, Moscow, 12 May 1999.

88. Ho and Feofanov, p. 48.

89. When interviewed by an Italian journalist in the days after Shostakovich's

death, Volkov revealed that he had worked with the composer on his memoirs,

entitled Testimony. The interview was published under a photo inscribed to Volkov

by Shostakovich (subsequently reproduced as the frontispiece of Testimony) and

was generously illustrated with direct quotations of the composer's statements.

The comments about Meyerhold and Zoshchenko (both mentioned in the photo's

inscription) closely resemble material subsequently published in Testimony. But the

overwhelming majority of the quotations in the interview bear no resemblance,

either in substance or in tone, to anything found in the published text oiTestimony.

What appears here are professional, not political, observations. They deal, for

instance, with the composer's attitude to creativity and the creative process—with

an extended reference to the theory of literary critic Yuri Tynianov—to rules and

tradition, humor, the nature of stereotypes and cultural fashions. Who decided to

exclude all this from the composer's memoirs, and when? See Carlo Benedetti,

"Dimitri Sciostakovic di fronte ai fatti della vita e dell'arte," PUnita, 20 August

!975 5 P- 7-

90. "Patriarkh russkoi muzyki" [The patriarch of Russian music], Sovetskaia

muzyka, no. 6 (1959): 138-40; this was a translation of an extract from Impresario:

A Memoir by S. Hiiivk, in collaboration with Ruth Goode (New York, 1946),

pp. 147-52.

91. I. Bobykina, ed., Dmitri Shostakovich vpismakh i dokumentakh [Shostakovich

in letters and documents] (Moscow: RIF "Antikva," 2000), pp. 421-22.

92. KR RIII, f. 79, op. 1, ed. khr. 550, 1. 3r&v. I am deeply grateful to Ludmila

Kovnatskaya for alerting me to the existence of this letter, and to Olga Dansker

and Galina Kopytova for providing the Russian text.

93. See Bobykina, Dmitri Shostakovich v pismakh i dokumentakh, p. 423 n. 6.

94. See, for example, Vladimir Zak, "Shostakovich's Idioms," in Ho and Feo-

fanov, p. 503.

95. The title of an article by Solomon Volkov, published in the Soviet journal



66 I Laurel E. Fay

Ogonyok (no. 7 [February 1991]: 9), bears the title "Priznanie pisatel'ia-prizraka"

[The confession of a ghostwriter].

96. "He often contradicted himself. Then the true meaning of his words had

to be guessed, extracted from a box with three false bottoms" (Volkov, Testimony,

p. xvii).

97. Interviewed by Stephen Johnson in 1998, Volkov reminded listeners: "The

tenor of the book [Testimony] was mainly political, as you remember" ("Brave

Words, Brave Music," produced by Derek Drescher, broadcast on BBC Radio 3,

16 August 1998).



Part Two





A Side-by-Side Comparison of Texts from

Testimony with Their Original Sources

The left-hand column below corresponds to the published text of Testi-

mony (which replicates the Moscow typescript of Testimony). The right-

hand column corresponds to the texts in the original Russian sources.

Columns have been aligned to facilitate comparison, which introduces

some abnormal spacing in the text, but underscores the extent of recycling

in Testimony. All eight chapters of the book are represented here. (May

the reader be reminded that Shostakovich's signature was affixed only on

the pages of recycled text shown here, and nowhere else in the typescript.)

Chapter i, pp. 4-5, Solomon Vol-

kov, Testimony: The Memoirs of Dmitri

Shostakovich, as related to and edited by

Solomon Volkov, trans. Antonina W.
Bouis (New York: Harper & Row, 1979)

[Moscow typescript, p. 003]:

I had not expressed a desire to study

music before I began taking lessons, al-

though I had some interest in music and

listened ear to the wall when a quartet

met at the neighbors'.

My mother, Sofia Vasilievna, saw

this and insisted that I begin learning the

piano, but I hedged. In the spring of

191 5 I attended the theater for the first

time and saw The Legend of Tsar Saltan. I

D. Shostakovich, "Avtobiografiia"

[Autobiography], Sovetskaia muzyka, no.

9 (September 1966): p. 24:

I had not expressed a desire to study

music before I began taking lessons, al-

though I had some interest in music and

listened ear to the wall when a quartet

met at the neighbors'.

My mother, S. V. Shostakovich, saw

this and insisted that I begin learning the

piano, but I hedged. In the spring of

191 5 I attended the theater for the first

time and saw The Legend of Tsar Saltan. I
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liked the opera, but it still wasn't enough

to overcome my unwillingness to study

music.

The root of study is too bitter to

make learning to play worthwhile, I

thought. But mother had her way and in

the summer of 191 5 began giving me les-

sons. Things moved very quickly, I

turned out to have absolute pitch and a

good memory. I learned the notes

quickly, and I memorized easily, without

repetition—it came on its own. I read

music fluently and made my first at-

tempts at composing then too.

Seeing that things were going well,

Mother decided to send me to the music

school of Ignatiy Albertovich Gliasser

(he died in 1925 [19 16*]). I remember

that at one recital I played almost half

the pieces in Tchaikovsky's Children'sAl-

bum. The next year, 19 16, I was pro-

moted into Gliasser's class.

liked the opera, but it still wasn't enough

to overcome my unwillingness to study

music.

The root of study is too bitter to

make learning to play worthwhile, I

thought. But mother had her way and in

the summer of 191 5 began giving me les-

sons. Things moved very quickly, I

turned out to have absolute pitch and a

good memory. I learned the notes

quickly, and I memorized easily, without

repetition—it came on its own. I read

music fluently and made my first at-

tempts at composing then too.

Seeing that things were going well,

Mother decided to send me to the music

school of I. A. Gliasser (he died in 1925).

I remember that at one recital I played

almost half the pieces in Tchaikovsky's

Children's Album. The next year, 1916, I

was promoted into I. A. Gliasser's class.

Before that, I had been studying with

his wife, O. F. Gliasser. In his class I

played sonatas by Mozart and Haydn,

and the following year, Bach's fugues.

Gliasser treated my composing quite

skeptically and didn't encourage me.

Nevertheless, I continued composing

and wrote a lot then. By February 19 17

I

//

[Moscow typescript, p. 004]:

lost all interest in studying with

Gliasser. He was a very self-confident

but dull man. And his lectures already

seemed ridiculous to me.

[The date given in the Moscow type-

script is an obvious error.]

Before that, I had been studying with

his wife, O. F. Gliasser. In his class I

played sonatas by Mozart and Haydn,

and the following year, Bach's fugues.

Gliasser treated my composing quite

skeptically and didn't encourage me.

Nevertheless, I continued composing

and wrote a lot then. By February 191

7

I

became bored studying with Glias-

ser. Then my Mother decided to present

me and my sister to A. A. Rozanova, the

professor at the Leningrad Conservatory

with whom she herself had studied at one

time.
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Chapter :, pp. ;:-^, Testimony

[Moscow typescript, p. 040):

Stravinsky is one of the greatest

composers of our times and I truly love

many of his works. My earliest and most

vivid impression of Stravinsky's music is

related to the ballet Petrusbka. I saw the

Kirov Theater of Leningrad production

many times, and I tried never to miss a

performance. (Unfortunately, I haven't

heard the new edition of Petrushka for

smaller orchestra. I'm not sure that it is

better than the earlier one.) Since then

this marvelous composer invariably has

been at the center of my attention, and

I not only studied and listened to his mu-

sic, but I played it and I made my own

transcriptions as well.

I recall with pleasure my perfor-

mance in the premiere of Les Noces in

Leningrad, extraordinarily well per-

formed by the Leningrad Choir under

the direction of the outstanding choir-

master Klimov. One of the four piano

parts—the second piano—was entrusted

to me. The numerous rehearsals turned

out to be both pleasant and beneficial for

me. The work amazed everyone by its

originality, sonority, and lyricism.

I also performed the Serenade in A.

At the Conservatory we often played the

piano concerto transcribed for two pia-

nos. My student days hold another mem-
ory of a work by Stravinsky—the excel-

lent opera The Nightingale. Of course, my
acquaintance with it was made under "fa-

tal" circumstances: during an exam on

reading

/. l\ Stravinsky: Stat'i i material) [I. F.

Str.n inskj : Articles and materials], comp.

L. S. Dyachkova, ed. B.M. Yarustovsky

(Moscow: SovetsJrii kompozitor, [973),

p. 7.

Stravinsky is one of the greatest

composers of our times and I truly love

many of his works. My earliest and most

vivid impression of Stravinsky's music is

related to the ballet Petrusbka. I saw the

Kirov Theater of Leningrad production

many times, and I tried never to miss a

performance. (Unfortunately, I haven't

heard the new edition of Petrushka for

smaller orchestra. I'm not sure that it is

better than the earlier one.) Since then

this marvelous composer invariably has

been at the center of my attention, and

I not only studied and listened to his mu-

sic, but I played it and I made my own

transcriptions as well.

I recall with pleasure my perfor-

mance in the premiere of Les Noces in

Leningrad, extraordinarily well per-

formed by the Leningrad Choir under

the direction of the outstanding choir-

master Klimov. One of the four piano

parts—the second piano—was entrusted

to me. The numerous rehearsals turned

out to be both pleasant and beneficial for

me. The work amazed everyone by its

originality, sonority, and lyricism.

I also performed the Serenade in A.

At the Conservatory we often played the

piano concerto transcribed for two pia-

nos. My student days hold another mem-
ory of a work by Stravinsky—the excel-

lent opera The Nightingale. Of course, my
acquaintance with it was made under "fa-

tal" circumstances: during an exam on

reading scores. You might say it was
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//

[Moscow typescript, p. 041]:

scores. I'm a little angry with the

opera for that. It was like the Spanish

Inquisition—a cruel sight. But I man-

aged somehow and conquered The

Nightingale.

rather brutal. But, it seems, I managed to

deal with the score. Subsequently, I stud-

ied it thoroughly.

*

Chapter 3, pp. 77-78, Testimony

[Moscow typescript, pp. 106-107]:

I think of Meyerhold too frequently,

more frequently than I should, because

we are now neighbors of sorts. I often

walk or drive past the memorial plaque

that depicts a repulsive monster and I

shudder. The engraving says: "In this

house lived Meyerhold." They should

add, "And in this house his wife was bru-

tally murdered."

I met Meyerhold in Leningrad in

1928. Vsevolod Emilievich called me on

the telephone and said, "This is Meyer-

hold speaking. I want to see you. If you

can, come to me. Hotel So-and-so, room

such-and-such."

D. Shostakovich, "Iz vospominanii"

[From my recollections], Sovetskaia mu-

zyka, no. 3 (March 1974): 54 [see Fay,

"Volkov's Testimony Reconsidered,"

chapter 2 in this volume, for an expla-

nation as to why the parallel texts are not

always identical in this instance]:

My first meeting with Vsevolod Em-
ilievich Meyerhold took place in Lenin-

grad in 1928. He called me on the tele-

phone and said: "This is Meyerhold

speaking. I want to see you. If you can,

come to me. Hotel So-and-so, room

such-and-such." And I went.

I don't remember what we talked

about. I only remember that Vsevolod

Emilievich asked me if I would like to

join his theater. I agreed immediately

and a short time later I went to Moscow
and began working in the Theater of

Meyerhold in a musical capacity.

But I left the same year: it involved

too much technical work. I couldn't find

a niche for myself that satisfied both of

us, even though it was very interesting to

be part of the theater. Most fascinating

were Meyerhold's rehearsals. Watching

him prepare his new plays was enthrall-

ing, exciting.

Vsevolod Emilievich invited me to

work in the theater with him. I agreed

immediately and a short time later I went

to Moscow and began serving in the

Theater of Meyerhold in a musical ca-

pacity.

I left the same year,

because I couldn't find a niche for

myself that satisfied both of us, even

though it was interesting.

Most interesting were Meyerhold's

rehearsals; they were enthralling.
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\K work in the theater, basically,

w.is playing the piano. Say, if an actress

in Tbe Inspector General was called upon

to sum .1 romance by Glinka, I donned

tailcoat, went on .is one of the guests,

and sal down at the piano. I also played

in the orchestra.

I lived at Vsevolod Emilievich's

apartment on Novinsky Boulevard. In

the evenings we often spoke of creating

a musical drama. I was working hard

then on my opera, The Nose. Once there

was a hi? fire at Vsevolod Emilievich's

apartment.

//

[Moscow typescript, p. 107]:

I wasn't home at the time, but Mey-

erhold grabbed my music and handed it

to me perfectly intact. My score survived

thanks to him—a magnificent deed, for

he had things much more valuable than

my manuscript.

But everything ended well; I don't

think that his property7 was heavily dam-

aged either. If it had been, he would have

had to answer to his wife, Zinaida Ni-

kolavevna Raikh.

\1\ work in the theater, basically,

was playing the piano. Say, if an actress

in the last act of The Inspector General was

called upon to sing a romance by ( ilinka,

I donned a tailcoat, went on Stage as one

of the guests, and accompanied the ac-

tress. I also played in the orchestra.

I lived at Vsevolod Emilievich's

apartment on Novinsky Boulevard.

I was working hard on my opera, The

Nose. Once there was a big fire at Vse-

volod Emilievich's apartment.

I wasn't home at the time, but he

collected my music and handed it to me
perfectly intact. It was amazing, since

much more valuable things of his might

have burned.

In 1929 Vsevolod Emilievich called

me on the telephone again and invited

me to his Leningrad hotel, where he sug-

gested I write music for Mayakovsky's

comedy, The Bedbug.

*

Chapter 4, pp. 106-107, Testimony

[Moscow typescript, p. 145]:

D. Shostakovich, "Tragediia-satira"

[A tragedy-satire], Sovetskoe iskusstvo, 16

October 1932; reprinted in L. Danilev-

ich, ed., Dmitri Shostakovich (Moscow:

Sovetskii kompozitor, 1967), p. 13.

I worked on Lady Macbeth for almost

three years. I had announced a trilogy

dedicated to the position of women
in various eras in Russia. The plot of

Lady Macbeth ofMtsensk District is taken

from the story of the same name by Ni-

I have been working on Lady Macbeth

for almost two and a half years. Lady

Macbeth is the first part of a planned tril-

ogy dedicated to the position of women
in various eras in Russia. The plot of

Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District is

taken from the story of the same name
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kolai Leskov. The story amazes the

reader with its unusual vividness and

depth, and in terms of being the most

truthful and tragic portrayal of the des-

tiny of a talented, smart, and outstanding

woman, "dying in the nightmarish con-

ditions of prerevolutionary Russia," as

they say, this story, in my opinion, is one

of the best.

by Nikolai Leskov. The story amazes the

reader with its unusual vividness and

depth, and in terms of being the most

truthful and tragic portrayal of the des-

tiny of a talented, smart, and outstanding

woman, "dying in the nightmarish con-

ditions of prerevolutionary Russia," as

they say, this story, in my opinion, is one

of the best.

Maxim Gorky once said: "We must

study. We must learn about our country,

her past, present, and future"; and Les-

kov's story serves this purpose. [It is an

unbelievably powerful depiction of one

of the dismal epochs of prerevolutionary

Russia.*] Lady Macbeth is a true treasure

trove for a composer, with its vividly

drawn characters and dramatic conflicts

—

I was attracted by it. Alexander Germa-

novich Preis, a young Leningrad play-

wright, worked out the libretto with me.

It followed Leskov almost in its entirety,

with the exception of the third act, which

for greater social impact deviates slightly

from the original. We introduced a scene

at the police station and left out the mur-

der of Ekaterina Lvovna's nephew.

[This sentence is present in the

Moscow typescript but was edited out of

the published translation of Testimony.]

I resolved the opera in a tragic vein.

I would say that Lady Macbeth could be

called a tragic-satiric opera. Despite the

fact that Ekaterina Lvovna is a murderer,

//

[Moscow typescript, p. 146]:

she is not a lost human being. She is

tormented by her conscience, she thinks

about the people she killed. I feel em-

pathy for her.

Maxim Gorky once said: "We must

study. We must learn about our country,

her past, present, and future"; and Les-

kov's story serves this purpose. It is an

unbelievably powerful depiction of one

of the dismal epochs of prerevolutionary

Russia. Lady Macbeth is a true treasure

trove for a composer, with its vividly

drawn characters and dramatic conflicts

—

I was attracted by it.

A. G. Preis, a young Leningrad play-

wright, worked out the libretto with me.

It followed Leskov almost in its entirety,

with the exception of the third act, which

for greater social impact deviates slightly

from the original. We introduced a scene

at the police station and left out the mur-

der of Ekaterina Lvovna's nephew.

I resolved the opera in a tragic vein.

I would say that Lady Macbeth could be

called a tragic-satiric opera. Despite the

fact that Ekaterina Lvovna is a murderer

of her husband and father-in-law

I nevertheless feel empathy for her.
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Chapter 5, pp. [54 55, Testimony

[Moscow typescript, p. in]:

Is .1 musical concept horn con-

sciously or unconsciousK :
It's difficult to

explain. The process ot writing a new

work is long and complicated. Some-

rimes 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

much as possible. When I hear that a

composer has eleven versions of one

S}~mphony, I think involuntarily, How
[sic] 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. I 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 time, about my contemporar-

ies who spared neither strength nor life

in the name of Victory Over the Enemy.

I). Shostakovich, "KA rozhdaetsia

muzyka" |1 low music is horn], Literatur

MUM gazetA, :i December [965; re

printed in Danilevich, Dmitri Sbostako

vicbi p. 36:

Is a musical concept born con-

Sciousl) or unconsciously? It's difficult to

explain. The process of writing ;i 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

much as possible. When I hear that a

composer has eleven versions of one

symphony, I think involuntarily, How
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. 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

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 time, about my contemporar-

ies who spared neither strength nor life

in the name of Victory Over the Enemy.
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//

[Moscow typescript, p. 212]:

I've heard so much nonsense about

the Seventh and Eighth Symphonies. It's

amazing how long-lived these stupidities

are. I'm astounded sometimes by how
lazy people are when it comes to think-

ing.

In breaks from work, I used to go

outside and look with pain and pride at

my beloved city. There it stood,

scorched by fires, having endured all the

suffering of war. Leningrad was fighting

back with courage.

#

Chapter 6, pp. 178-79, Testimony

[Moscow typescript, p. 250]:

I really love Chekhov, he's one of my
favorite writers. I read and reread not

only his stories and plays, but his notes

and letters.

Of course, I'm no literary historian

and I can't give a proper assessment of

the work of the great Russian writer,

who I feel has not been thoroughly stud-

ied and certainly not always correctly un-

derstood. But if I were suddenly expected

to write a dissertation on an author, I

would choose Chekhov, that's how close

an affinity I feel for him. Reading him, I

sometimes recognize myself; I feel that

anyone in Chekhov's place would react

exactly as he did in confronting life.

Chekhov's entire life is a model of

purity and modesty—and not a modesty

for show, but an inner modesty. That's

probably why I'm not a fan of certain

memorial editions that can only be de-

scribed as a spoonful of pitch in a barrel

of honey. In particular, I'm quite sorry

that the correspondence between Anton

Pavlovich and his wife was ever pub-

lished; it's so intimate that most of it

D. Shostakovich, "Samyi blizkii"

[One of my favorites], Literaturnaia gaz-

eta, 28 January i960; reprinted in Dani-

levich, Dmitri Shostakovich, pp. 34-35:

I really love Chekhov, he's one of my
favorite writers. I read and reread not

only his stories and plays, but his notes

and letters. I am sincerely happy that the

100th anniversary of his birth is attract-

ing anew to him the attention of all pro-

gressive humanity.

Of course, I'm no literary historian

and I can't give a proper assessment of

the work of the great Russian writer,

who I feel has not been thoroughly stud-

ied and certainly not always correctly un-

derstood. But if I were suddenly expected

to write a dissertation on an author, I

would choose Chekhov, that's how close

an affinity I feel for him. Reading him, I

sometimes recognize myself; I feel that

anyone in Chekhov's place would react

exactly as he did in confronting life.

Chekhov's entire life is a model of

purity and modesty—and not a modesty

for show, but an inner modesty. That's

probably why I'm not a fan of certain

memorial editions that can only be de-

scribed as a spoonful of pitch in a barrel

of honey. In particular, I'm quite sorry

that the correspondence between Anton

Pavlovich and his wife was ever pub-

lished; it's so intimate that most of it
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should not be seer in print I'm saying

this with respect for the strictness with

which the writer approached his work.

He did not publish his works until he

brought them

//

[Moscow typescript, p. 251]:

to the level that he considered at

least decent On the other hand, when

you read Chekhov's letters you gain a

better understanding of his fiction;

therefore 1 am ambivalent on the ques-

tion.

should not be seen in print. I'm saying

this with respect tor the strictness with

which the writer approached his work.

lie diil not publish his works until he

brought them to perfection.

Chekhov's biograph) was one of the

noblest and most upright I admire his

life's attainment— the trip to Sakhalin,

the impulse to see even thing with his

own eyes, to understand and feel it him-

self.

*

Chapter 7, pp. 226-27, Testimony

[Moscow typescript, p. 326]:

Musorgsky and I have a "special re-

lationship." He was an entire academy

for me—of human relations, politics, and

art. I didn't study him with only my eyes

and ears, for that's not enough for a

composer or any professional. (That

holds for the other arts as well. Think

how many great painters spend years

slaving over copies without seeing any-

thing shameful in it.)

Almost simultaneously with the cre-

ation of my piano* quintet, I was busy on

a new edition of his opera, Boris Godnnov.

I had to look through the score, smooth

out a few wrinkles in the harmonization

and some unfortunate and pretentious

bits of orchestration, and change a few

discrete progressions. A number of in-

struments had been added to the orches-

tration that had never been used by ei-

ther Musorgsky or Rimsky-Korsakov,

who edited Boris.

[The word "piano" is absent in the

Moscow typescript.]

D. Shostakovich, "Partitura opery"

[The score of an opera], Izvestiia, 1 May

1 941; reprinted in Danilevich, Dmitri

Shostakovich, pp. 14-15:

Almost simultaneously with the cre-

ation of my quintet, I was busy on a new

edition of his opera, Boris Godnnov. I had

to look through the score, smooth out a

few wrinkles in the harmonization and

some unfortunate and pretentious bits of

orchestration, and change a few discrete

progressions. A number of instruments

had been added to the orchestration that

had never been used by either Musorg-

sky or Rimsky-Korsakov, who edited

Boris. I revere Musorgsky, I consider him

one of the greatest Russian composers.
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Musorgsky had made many changes

and corrections on the advice of Stasov,

Rimsky-Korsakov, and others, and then

Korsakov made quite a few changes on

his own. Korsakov's edition of Boris Go-

dunov reflects the ideology, ideas, and

artistry of the last century. You can't

help respecting the enormous amount of

work done by him. But I wanted to edit

the opera in a different way.

I wanted a greater symphonic devel-

opment, I wanted the orchestra to do

more than simply accompany the singers.

To penetrate as deeply as possible into

the original creative conception of this

genius composer, to reveal his concep-

tion and convey it to listeners was my
task.

Musorgsky had made many changes

and corrections on the advice of V. Sta-

sov, N. Rimsky-Korsakov, and others,

and then N. Korsakov made quite a few

changes on his own. Korsakov's edition

of Boris Godunov reflects the ideology,

ideas, and artistry of the last century.

You can't help respecting the enormous

amount of work done by him. But I

wanted to edit the opera in a different

way, to express in it, in so far as possible,

the character of the Soviet era. I wanted

a greater symphonic development, I

wanted the orchestra to do more than

simply accompany the singers.

Rimsky-Korsakov was despotic and

tried to make the score submit to his own

style, rewriting a lot and adding his own

music. I changed only a few bars and re-

wrote very little.

//

[Moscow typescript, p. 327]:

But certain things did have to be

changed. The scene in the forest outside

Kromy had to be given a worthy spot.

Musorgsky had orchestrated it like a stu-

dent afraid of failing an exam. Falteringly

and badly. I did it over.

Rimsky-Korsakov was despotic and

tried to make the score submit to his own

style, rewriting a lot and adding his own

music. I changed only a few bars and re-

wrote very little.

In Musorgsky's score the bell-

ringing and the coronation at the begin-

ning of the opera, and the polonaise in

the Polish act, sounded very badly. And

yet these are scenes of enormous sym-

phonic tension!

*

Chapter 8, pp. 245-46, Testimony

[Moscow typescript, p. 357]:

D. Shostakovich, "Iz vospominanii o

Mayakovskom" [Reminiscences of May-

akovsky], V. Mayakovsky v vospominan-

iiakh sovremennikov [V. Mayakovsky in

the reminiscences of his contemporar-

ies], ed. V. V. Grigorenko et al. (Mos-

cow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo khu-

dozhestvennoi literatury, 1963), pp. 315—

16:
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I became fascinated by Mayakovsky's

poetry at an early age. There's a book

called Everything Written by Vladimir

Mayakovsky, printed on bat! paper in

1010. That was my introduction to the

poet I was very young then, barely thir-

teen, but I had friends, young literary

men, who were great fans of Mayakov-

sky, and they were happy to explain the

more difficult parts of the book that I

liked so much. In the years that followed,

I tried never to miss a single one of his

appearances in Leningrad. I went to his

readings with my writer friends and we

listened with great interest and enthusi-

asm.

My favorite poem of his was "Kindness

to Horses," and I still like it and consider

it one of his best works. In my youth, I

was impressed by "A Cloud in Trousers"

and I liked "Spine Flute" and many other

poems. I tried to set some of his poems

to music, but I couldn't do it. I must say

that setting poetry to music is very dif-

ficult, particularly for me, since even now
I can hear his readings and I would want

the music to reflect his intonations as he

read his own work.

In early 1929, Vsevolod Emilievich

Meyerhold, who was producing The Bed-

bug, asked me to write the music for the

play. I took on the project with pleasure.

I naively thought that Mayakovsky in

real life

//

[Moscow typescript, p. 358]:

would be just as he was in his poems.

Naturally, I didn't expect him to be

wearing his Futuristic yellow shirt and I

didn't think that he would have a flower

drawn on his cheek. That kind of fool-

ishness in the new political climate could

have done him only harm.

I became fascinated by \la\ akovsk) \

poetry at an early age. There's a book

called Everything Written by Vladimir

Mayakovsky, printed on bad paper in

1919. That was my introduction to the

poet. I was very young then, barely thir-

teen, but I had friends, young literary

men, who were great fans of Mayakov-

sky, and they were happy to explain the

more difficult parts of the book that I

liked so much. In the years that followed,

I tried never to miss a single one of his

appearances in Leningrad. I went to his

readings with my writer friends and we

listened with great interest and enthusi-

asm.

My favorite poem of his was "Kindness

to Horses," and I still like it and consider

it one of his best works. In my youth, I

was impressed by "A Cloud in Trousers"

and I liked "Spine Flute" and many other

poems. I tried to set some of his poems

to music, but I couldn't do it. I must say

that setting poetry to music is very dif-

ficult, particularly for me, since even now

I can hear his readings and I would want

the music to reflect his intonations as he

read his own work.

In early 1929, Vsevolod Emilievich

Meyerhold, who was producing The Bed-

bug, asked me to write the music for the

play. I took on the project with pleasure.

I naively thought that Mayakovsky in

real life would be just as he was in his

writings: a tribune, a brilliant witty ora-

tor. When I met him at one of the re-

hearsals, he amazed me with his gentle-

ness, courtesy, quite simply with his

breeding. He turned out to be a pleasant,

attentive person who liked to listen more

than to speak.



A Pitiful Fake: About the So-Called

"Memoirs" of D. D. Shostakovich (1979)

letter to the editor of Literatumaia gazeta

[A note from the editor of Literatumaia gazeta: We are publish-

ing below a letter from composers who were not only students of D. D.

Shostakovich at various times but also individuals who were close to him.

All prominent figures in Soviet music, their works are well known to

Soviet and foreign listeners. V. E. Basner and M. S. Weinberg are both

Honored Artists of the RSFSR. K. A. Karaev is a Peoples' Artist of the

USSR, a laureate of the Lenin and State Prizes of the USSR, a Hero of

Socialist Labor, and a member of the Academy of Sciences of the Azer-

baijan SSR. Yu. A. Levitin is an Honored Artist of the RSFSR and a

laureate of the USSR State Prize. B. I. Tishchenko is an Honored Artist

of the RSFSR and a laureate of the RSFSR Prize. K. S. Khachaturian is

an Honored Artist of the RSFSR and a laureate of the USSR State

Prize. 1

]

[To the editor:] It was with distress and indignation that we became ac-

quainted with the book published by Harper & Row in New York City

under the guise of D. D. Shostakovich's "memoirs."

Zhalkaia poddelka: tak nazyvaemykh "memuarakh " D. D. Shostakovicha" [A pit-

iful fake: About the so-called "memoirs" of D. D. Shostakovich], Literatumaia gaz-

eta, 14 November 1979, p. 8. Laurel Fay kindly provided the translation used here.
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The illustrious and stalwart image of our great contemporary, the

outstanding composer Dmitri Shostakovich, lias been sullied l>\ the

hands oi a certain Solomon Yolkov.

It is absolutely clear to us, students of Shostakovich and people who

knew him intimately and continually associated with him, that the hook

has little in common with Dmitri Shostakovich's actual reminiscences.

The real author of this book, S. Volkov, has invented much of it, verj

much indeed.

Even Dmitri Dmitrievich's genuine comments, many of which are

well known and have been published more than once, are presented in

a manner that distorts and falsifies the meaning of his words.

Knowing Dmitri Dmitrievich's incredible tact and politeness, one

cannot even imagine him as the author of all those crude words and

scathing descriptions of great composers, musicians, writers—Soviet and

foreign—in which the book abounds. The figure of the true author of

these "memoirs" emerges from all these fabrications, a malicious rene-

gade who set himself the goal of reducing the image of the great com-

poser to his own pitiful level.

We remember how steadfastly modest and reserved Dmitri Dmitriev-

ich was in everything concerning his compositions. One can only stare

openmouthed at the explications and wordy interpretations of the "con-

tents" of his music found in this book, ostensibly stemming from the

composer himself.

Much is said in the book about the criticisms leveled at D. D. Shos-

takovich.

Indeed, the article "Sumbur vmesto muzyki" [A muddle instead of

music], in which one of the best operas of the twentieth century, Ledi

Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District] (Kater-

ina Izmailova), was severely and unfairly criticized; the article "Baletnaia

fal'sh" [Balletic falsity], and especially the criticisms of 1948, "accusing"

D. D. Shostakovich and other composers of formalism, gave rise to many

bitter feelings on the part of Dmitri Dmitrievich. We know, however,

that this fragile, easily wounded man was possessed of iron fortitude. He
endured the unfounded accusations courageously, and time and time

again confirmed his Tightness and his greatness in his music.

But the main thing, which is well known, is that a resolution of the

Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,

adopted in 1958, revoked the accusations of formalism against the whole

group of composers, declaring the accusations unfair and unfounded.

We do not intend to dwell on all the distortions of D. D. Shostako-

vich's ideas contained in these so-called memoirs, however easy this
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might be, or on all the juggling of facts and the heaps of lies. People

who knew our teacher will recognize all too starkly the compiler's mon-

strous attempt to draw some sort of "alternative" image of Shostakovich.

Lie is piled upon lie. The composer's exceptional compassion, his sincere

generosity in everything, his good-heartedness—which was continually

sensed not just by us, his students, but also by a host of other musicians

and cultural figures, Soviet and foreign—all are replaced, in Volkov's

writings, by a mass of defamatory inventions about the composer's em-

bitterment and constant petty irascibility. It is as if these determined the

whole framework of Shostakovich's thoughts and feelings, ostensibly de-

riving from an intense enmity toward everyone and everything surround-

ing him in our society.

This sinister transformation was necessary, in the final analysis, in

order to try to distance Shostakovich from Soviet music, and Soviet mu-

sic from Shostakovich. The cynicism is all the more disgusting in that

all of Dmitri Dmitrievich's life and work, from his first compositions to

his last, are associated with the revolutionary history of our country and

its present-day life. Through his creative work and his civic activities,

Dmitri Dmitrievich, with uncommon commitment, rendered invaluable

assistance to the younger generation of Russian-Soviet composers, to the

country's national musical schools, and to tens and hundreds of its tal-

ented representatives.

By his example, D. D. Shostakovich taught people to be good, honest,

and decent in their relations with others, to be uncompromising toward

duplicity and falsehood. His legacy is sacred not only to us, his students,

but to everyone who knew Dmitri Dmitrievich, who experienced first-

hand the magnetic appeal of his enormous, infinitely noble personality.

How grotesque that the disgusting attempt to erase all this has been

ascribed to the composer himself by means of a forgery.

We are aware that the family of the late Dmitri Dmitrievich, when

they heard that the book was being prepared for publication, approached

the publisher on more than one occasion with a request to be sent a copy

of the manuscript. The family's request, however, was rejected by the

American publisher, who evidently understood that their acquaintance

with the manuscript would lead to a speedy exposure of the forgery.

Unfortunately a number of publishers and magazines abroad are pick-

ing up this shameful concoction with the fruitless aim of discrediting our

nation, Soviet culture, and one of its finest representatives, D. D. Shos-

takovich.

But no lie invented by the soiled hands of schemers and rogues can
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distort the noble image oi a great composer and ardent patriot of his

motherland. To promulgate an "alternative'' image of Shostakovich's

music and his whole lite is a hopeless endeavor. The nuisie itself refutes

all such attempts In purveyors oi falsehood.

V. Basner, M. Weinberg, K. Karaev, )'//. Levidn,

B. Tisbcbenko, K. Kbacbaturian

Note

1. The surnames, as spelled in Cyrillic, are listed in alphabetical order both

here and at the end of the letter to the editor: Veniamin Efimovich Basner (1925-

1996); Moisei [Mieczyskvv] Samuilovich Vainberg [Weinberg] (19 19-1996);

Kara AbuFfazogly Karaev (1918-1982); Yuri Abramovich Levitin (191 2-1993);

Boris Ivanovich Tishchenko (b. 1939- ); and Karen Surenovich Khachaturian

(b. 1920- ).



The Bedbug (1979)

editorial in Literaturnaia gazeta,

14 NOVEMBER I979, P. 8

cS.o, then, just what is this publication that bills itself as Tes-

timony: The Memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich, and then, in smaller letters,

"as related to and edited by Solomon Volkov"? In other words, "mem-

oirs" that have been "related," and which, moreover, have been "edited"

not by the "teller" but by the "listener." Let us keep this in mind.

The book begins with an introduction by Volkov himself from which

it is apparent that this turncoat, who swapped the Soviet Union several

years ago for the United States of America, became so infatuated with

Dmitri Shostakovich when he was but a sixteen-year-old (the composer

was then fifty-four) that he became a sort of "confessor," a "confidant of

secrets," and the biographer of the celebrated composer.

If we take at face value the stunning myth about the "spiritual kin-

ship" of Shostakovich with this pretentious, half-educated person oper-

ating in the field of musicology, then it follows that we ought to believe

what the great musician ostensibly "confessed" to the bedbug that

The editor's selection of a title for the editorial, "The Bedbug," is an obvious

pun on Vladimir Mayakovsky's "magical comedy"—the play Klop [The bedbug],

for which Shostakovich composed appropriately high-spirited incidental music,

opus 19 (1929). Laurel Fay kindly provided the English translation used here.
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attached itself to him. At any rate, that is evidently what Volkov and

the American publisher of these "memoirs,'' Harper & Row, are count-

ing on.

What did Shostakovich confess to this bedbug who published the

"memoirs" in the composer's name and modestly made his own name

scarce from the first page onward (out of sight in a crack, one might

say), conducting the entire ensuing narrative as if it had been written

from first word to last by the composer himself?

First of all, that he (Shostakovich) was always alien to Soviet society.

That he could not stand it, and, consequently, he lived a double life all

his years. That he wrote music for people he despised. That he pro-

claimed his devotion a hundred times over to a people and a social system

he hated. And that he did not even in the least regard his famed Seventh

Symphony as an indictment of fascism.

If we are to believe Volkov, then the Shostakovich his contemporaries

knew as a modest, restrained, and benevolent person was a misanthrope

and a malcontent who defamed his colleagues with unconcealed spite. As

created by the contemptible imagination of a philistine turncoat, this man
allows himself to cast slurs upon Sergei Prokofiev and Reinhold Gliere,

Vladimir Mayakovsky and Evgeny Mravinsky, all whose friendship and

collaboration Shostakovich cherished and about which he spoke on many

occasions. With equal bitterness, Volkov's "Shostakovich" also has his

say about Stanislavsky, Romain Rolland, Bernard Shaw, and Leon

Feuchtwangler.

Does the above, perhaps, suffice for an image of Shostakovich as an

embittered misanthrope—the portrait Volkov libelously depicted?

Dmitri Shostakovich was never such a person.

True, his creative fate at times proved difficult.

Shostakovich blazed new trails in music, in some sense outstripping

his time. His music was not appreciated and accepted by everyone. Let

us just say that in 1936, when that vicious, crude article about his opera

Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District],

appeared, it might have driven anybody into depression, not just Shos-

takovich, although him more than others. One can suppose that the un-

justly insulted composer uttered the harshest words on this situation.

But to imagine that a man who hated his society and reviled the finest

masters of its culture could accept (with gratitude from the bottom of

his heart, about which he spoke many times) the tribute of recognition

by that very society (and those masters!), could join the Communist

Party, give of his time (and give of it, by all accounts, wholeheartedly)
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to the duties of a deputy and other civic responsibilities, to imagine such

is impossible for an honest person.

But one need not try to imagine it, because Volkov draws Shosta-

kovich in his own image, as an anti-Soviet and a double-dealer. Such is

the "conception" that reveals itself from the very first pages and fills the

entire book with rancid venom.

It is symptomatic that, even in America, the appearance of the "mem-

oirs" was accompanied not only by the customary sensational propaganda

but also, on this occasion, by a dose of well-founded doubt.

Harold Schonberg—the music critic of the New York Times—poses

the reasonable question: "Are the words really Shostakovich's? The ques-

tion arises because we in the West are automatically suspicious of mys-

terious Soviet manuscripts that have to be taken on faith." Schonberg

continues, "In the preface and introduction to this book, Mr. Volkov

goes into detail about the genesis and history of the Shostakovich mem-
oirs. But we have to take his word for it, and that will not satisfy most

musicologists and historians, a surly lot who demand proof."

Even the BBC confessed later, "One cannot say that everyone here

has accepted on faith Volkov's declaration that he simply wrote down

and edited Shostakovich's reminiscences. So, at present, it is hard to say

how much in the published memoirs is Shostakovich himself, and how

much is Volkov."

One would have thought the matter clear. The little book [knizhonka]

got published, but confidence in it is scant, and it stirs up dissatisfaction

and annoyance. Well then, write off your direct costs and propaganda

losses, gentlemen, and let us forget about this foul-smelling incident.

Nothing of the kind! The thirst for an anti-Soviet scandal has over-

come the arguments of reason. Radio, magazines, and a number of pub-

lishers have joined the ideological diversion. One seriously doubts that

they will abruptly alter their tone.

Mr. Schonberg reassures himself: "Yet there is no good reason to

disbelieve Mr. Volkov's account, and certainly there is nothing in the

book that is incompatible with what we know, or have read about, or

have been told about Shostakovich." There you have it: "nothing . . .

incompatible."

But, gentlemen, have you read the following statement Shostakovich

made on the eve of the Second Congress of Soviet Composers in 1957:

"We have the invaluable collective experience of the entire multinational

Soviet composers' community, the experience of a long-term struggle for

a musical culture of high intentions, great ethical ideas, and great truth,
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for art developed under the banner of Socialist Realism. This experience

assumes exceptional significance not only for our music but for musicians

the world over."

So, it one is to believe Volkov, once Shostakovich had pronounced

these words and returned home, the great master began to hurl abuse at

that experience and to denounce his colleagues one after the other.

Gentlemen, have you read Shostakovich's article in Literaturnaia gaz-

eta of 21 December 1965, in which he wrote: "The composer must have

the support of his audience. To work, to compose without it is incon-

ceivable. I remember the great honor I felt at the festival in Gorky, where

almost fifty of my works were performed. Festivals, composers' concerts,

and musical premieres are regularly held in Gorky. And yet it is just a

city like so many others." To suppose that, after this, the composer

haughtily disparaged his Soviet listeners is to suppose the most insulting,

preposterous hypothesis about a great artist, who worked for his people,

for his socialist culture.

Gentlemen, have you read Shostakovich's last article, almost his spir-

itual testament, "Muzyka i vremia" [Music and the times], published in

the journal Kommunist in May 1975? Shostakovich reminisced: "There

were four years of war, four years of a fight to the death against fascism.

Thinking back on them today, I am struck over and over again by how

rich, how intensive the spiritual life of our society was, notwithstanding

the burdens and deprivations of wartime. At its foundation lay the highest

morality and humanism. It was these very qualities that determined the

point of every Soviet man at the front or at the rear. Our people con-

quered the enemy not only by force of arms, by heroic effort, but also

by their great spirituality. In truth, 'rectifying death with death,' they

defended their socialist motherland, they stood up for the historical

course begun under Lenin's leadership." So what happened then? Shos-

takovich pronounced these words, and an hour later he made his "con-

fession" to Volkov, lambasting everyone and everything.

What is the point here? Who benefits from an image deflated by a

malicious philistine to his own level? The secret is revealed in the very

same issue of the New York Times: "Shostakovich was a great talent ruined

by the system under which he was working." There you have it. It all

comes down to the socialist system.

You lie, gentlemen! His huge talent consisted of accomplishments

acknowledged the world over.

During his lifetime Shostakovich was elected honorary member of

the Swedish Royal Academy of Music, the Italian Santa Cecilia Academy
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of Arts, the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences, the French Order of

Arts and Letters, the English Royal Academy of Music, the National

Institute of Arts and Letters (USA). He received an honorary doctorate

from Northwestern University (USA). The composer always accepted

such recognition on behalf of himself as a representative of Soviet cul-

ture. Hence, when he received the International Peace Prize, he declared:

"This high award obliges me to fight always for peace and friendship

among nations, so as always to be worthy of the high award presented

to me today, and so as always to fulfill with honor the high calling of a

son of the great Soviet people."

You say the system "ruined" his talent, gentlemen? But an unpreju-

diced approach always affirmed the deep connection between Shostako-

vich's work and this system, Soviet society, the people. Here, for exam-

ple, is what renowned French cultural figures wrote about Shostakovich.

The composer Andre Jolivet: "He creates in an enormous, very mu-

sical country—and this assures enormous advantages—and consequently

his work became its symbol."

The writer Jean-Richard Bloch: "Yes, Shostakovich's subsoil is utterly

special, it is a country for giants. The smallest step in it is measured in

versts, the ordinary scale is changed, altered, transformed accordingly into

some sort of new standard. In truth, the music is for a sixth part of our

planet. This is a land of bogatyrs, whether they be scholars, engineers,

soldiers, or artists."

Thus have spoken masters of Western culture. It turns out that Shos-

takovich perceived what they said (as well as what was said by Bernard

Shaw and Romain Rolland) as his just due, but what about later? Later

he assured Volkov that all these people were liars.

The Soviet system, Soviet society, having rejected all that was unjust

in evaluating the composer's work, bestowed upon the artist its highest

recognition and love. His great creations entered the spiritual treasure

house of our people. His quests for innovation, which stood opposed to

the lack of spirituality in Western "avant-gardism," enriched the musical

art of the contemporary world and opened new horizons for the devel-

opment of the mighty realistic tradition. The performance of Shosta-

kovich's works—which by their merits have become the classics of so-

cialist culture—has been and is now greeted with enthusiasm by listeners

everywhere. The great composer symphonist has experienced the most

valuable and important thing for an artist—the impassioned recognition

of his entire life's creative mission and the gratitude of people for what



I In- Bedbug (1979) / K<>

he created—an art of great revolutionary thought and profound human-

ity.

Shostakovich was awarded the titles "Hero of Socialist Labor" and

"Peoples' Artist of the USSR." The Lenin Prize and State Prizes were

conferred upon him. For main years he served as ;i secretary of the

Union of Composers of the USSR. lie headed the Union of Composers

of the Russian Federation. He was a member of the Soviet Committee

for the Defense of Peace and a deputy to four Supreme Soviets of the

USSR. The composer accepted every acknowledgment of this nationwide

recognition with a feeling of sincere gratitude and high responsibility.

He promised "henceforth never to stint on effort, in order to justify the

people's trust" (from an election speech), and he kept to his word reli-

giously. He was gladly nominated to responsible posts, and he gladly

accepted the honor and responsibility.

This is the consummate artist, Communist, and citizen depicted by

Volkov as some kind of "petty demon" in the mode of Sologub's gym-

nasium instructor, Peredonov, whose greatest delight when he returned

home was to fall into a disgusting orgy of spitting on everyone and every-

thing. What else can this be other than a vain attempt not only to defile

the memory of a great composer but also to slander the people whose

culture nurtured him, the people he created for.

The publishers claim that on Volkov's "composition" they found no-

tations made by Shostakovich, "I have read." But for someone who has

perverted Shostakovich's entire life, it would not be difficult to do some-

thing similar with the composer's "visas." Volkov's dirty fingerprints

—

this is what would be easy to find on the pages of Volkov's manuscript!

And they are bound to be genuine.
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news item in Literaturnaia gazeta

n
he letter from the students of Shostakovich, published on

this page, reports that the composer's family approached the American

publisher with urgent requests to be allowed to examine the manuscript

of Testimony.

Published here is the official documentation.

On 29 November 1978 the legal department of the Ail-Union Copy-

right Agency {Vsesoiuznoe agenstvo avtorskikh prav: VAAP) advised the pub-

lisher Harper & Row in New York that Irina Antonovna Shostakovich,

the composer's widow, had authorized VAAP to represent her legal rights

by requesting the text of the manuscript, since "the publisher had not

approached her in conjunction with the publication of the manuscript,

and its nature was unknown to her."

On 13 December of the same year the composer's widow, son, and

daughter appealed to the vice president of Harper & Row, Robert E.

Bench: "Once again we confirm the need to receive promptly from you

information about the book. . . . We would hope that, having undertaken

this publication, you are conscious of your responsibility in matters re-

lated to the protection of Dmitri Shostakovich's name and copyright."

"Ofitsial'noe dos'e" [The official dossier], Literatimiaia gazeta, 14 November

1979, p. 8. Laurel Fay kindly provided the English translation used here.
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In a teletype message, dated 2 February 1979, Edward A. Miller, vice

president and general counsel of I [arper & Row (citing his earlier re-

sponse of 6 December 1978, which VAAP did not receive) declared:

"Shostakovich's heirs have no rights at all to this work, and their per-

mission is not required to publish it." (?!) [sic]

Understandably such a discourteous response did not satisfy the So-

viet side. On 21 February 1979 VAAP notified the publisher that, based

on the company's response, it was unclear whether Harper <S: Row was

preparing to publish some sort of "memoirs" by Shostakovich himself or

a book about him by another author. "If you intend to identify Dmitri

Shostakovich as the author of the forthcoming book, then the claims of

his heirs remain in force."

On 1 June 1979 the composer's family protested once more against

the publication of any works whatever by Shostakovich without their

prior written consent. "We are not aware that D. Shostakovich gave his

consent to anyone to publish his materials posthumously."

A copy of the letter was sent to VAAP. In connection with this, the

assistant chairman ofVAAP's directorate, Yu. Rudakov, wrote, on 5 June,

to Miller: "The copyright of an author's words—which are, as is well

known, among the property subject to copyright—pass after the author's

death to his heirs. . . . Without the consent of the heirs of D. Shosta-

kovich, the publisher has no right to publish the work in question."

No answer to this communication was received.

Evidently even the American publisher does not believe in the au-

thenticity of the "memoirs," or else Harper & Row would have refrained

from its unauthorized publication, if only for legal considerations. Un-

fortunately the publisher was guided by other considerations, far re-

moved from a sense of respect for the memory of a great composer.



Notes from the Soviet Archives on

Volkov's Testimony (1995)

ALLA BOGDANOVA

^/ resreserved in the archives of the Central Committee of the

Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) are several documents

that preceded the publication of Solomon Volkov's book of memoirs.

Among these documents is one entitled "Transcript of a Conversation

with Irina Antonovna Shostakovich, the Composer's Widow, in the Of-

fices of the Ail-Union Copyright Agency (VAAP)," along with a copy of

a letter from the composer's family members to the vice president of

Harper & Row Publishing House. These two documents add little,

strictly speaking, to the sensational story of the publication of Volkov's

memoirs. But they recount at length how Shostakovich "spoke about his

own life story in conversations with the Soviet musicologist Solomon

Maseevich [sic] Volkov, who had come forward as a representative of the

journal Sovetskaia muzyka"

We read the following in the transcript report of the conversation:

Irina Antonovna Shostakovich was asked why she had not at the time ap-

proached VAAP in order to avert ahead of time an undesirable publication

This is an extract from Bogdanova's book Muzyka i vlasf (poststalinskii period)

[Music and the regime (the post-Stalinist period)] (Moscow: "Nasledie," 1995), pp.

373-77-
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abroad; she answered, "Everybod) concerned know about the conversations, in

chiding die journal Sovetshri* muzyk*"

To the question, did the w tdovt intend now to authorize V \ \l' to take steps

to avert release, in the United States, of a hook that might damage the memorj

of the great composer, 1. A. Shostakovich responded, "For the moment I do not

see an] reason for concern, \tter all, the book maj well contain onl\ Dmitri

Dmitrievich's autobiographical commentary, in which case there is no reason to

object We would only like to he convinced that the American publisher would

not .n\d anything to the composer's remarks."

... In conclusion, I. A. Shostakovich observed that, in her opinion, the lens

of VAAP were unfounded because information about the life and work of

D. Shostakovich was well known to the entire world and a new hook could not,

in principle, reveal anything unexpected. (Dated 22 November 197S)

Following this meeting with Irina Shostakovich, P. Gavrilov, head of

the Legal Services Department of VAAP, sent a telegram to the Amer-

ican publisher with a request, on behalf of the composer's lawful heirs,

to send the text of D. D. Shostakovich's manuscript to VAAP "so that

the heirs can familiarize themselves with it and arrive at a relevant de-

cision" (dated 29 November 1978).

On 13 December 1978 the members of Shostakovich's family—Irina

Shostakovich, Galina Shostakovich, and Maxim Shostakovich—sent the

following letter to Robert Bench, vice president of Harper & Row (a

copy of the letter is also preserved in the files of the Central Committee

of the CPSU):

We would hope that, having undertaken this publication, you are conscious of

your responsibility in matters related to the protection of Dmitri Shostakovich's

name and copyright.

Most interesting about these letters is the sequel, the instantaneous

reaction of the Party's Central Committee to the possible attempt by

S. Volkov to portray Shostakovich as a composer who had been unjustly

criticized and victimized, and who would have been inclined to oppose

the Soviet regime. A document appeared on the very day following the

dispatch of the letter from Shostakovich's family to the publisher. This

document is preserved in the archive of Minutes of the Cultural De-

partment of the Party's Central Committee, dated 14 December 1978,

and titled, "Concerning Measures for Propagandizing and Preserving

D. D. Shostakovich's Creative Legacy."

Our concern is prompted by information in hand that the [American] pub-

lisher intends to ascribe an anti-Soviet character to the publication.
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In response to this concern, the Minutes then enumerate everything that

was being done to immortalize the memory of D. D. Shostakovich:

In November 1975 the Central Committee adopted a resolution on immor-

talizing the memory of D. D. Shostakovich. The composer's name was conferred

on the Leningrad Philharmonic Orchestra and also on one of the ships of the

Baltic Naval Fleet,
[

!

] . . . for example. Matters were resolved concerning provi-

sion for the composer's widow, Irina Antonovna Shostakovich. . . . Initiatives

were set in motion to propagandize Shostakovich's creative work. The com-

poser's compositions have been included in a cycle of subscription concerts by

the nation's philharmonic societies and other concert organizations. His works

are continually being performed here by soloists and performing ensembles, as

well as during tours abroad. In this connection, his compositions dedicated to

historical revolutionary and contemporary themes are being given substantial at-

tention. The Leningrad Philharmonic Orchestra, for example, opens its concert

season every year with a performance of Shostakovich's Seventh Symphony, "The

Leningrad."

After having enumerated yet another series of initiatives, the authors

of the Minutes continue:

The USSR Ministry of Culture and the USSR Union of Composers recom-

mend taking measures, together with other organizations, to expose the provoc-

ative venture by the American publisher Harper & Row.

At the present time the Ail-Union Copyright Agency (VAAP), at the request

of D. D. Shostakovich's lawful heirs, has demanded that the publisher provide

an explanation. In case the American publisher refuses to discuss the matter with

VAAP and releases the "memoirs," which distort Shostakovich's civic and creative

personality, it is intended, through Soviet and foreign information agencies, to

describe the publication as an anti-Soviet forgery that discredits the name of a

great composer. . . .

Without awaiting farther developments in the situation, it is intended to take

additional measures to familiarize Soviet and Western society with the truthful

political and creative views and pronouncements of D. D. Shostakovich through-

out his entire life.
a

Among other documentation for this, the Cultural Department and

V. Shauro (following whose signature the Minutes were issued) mention

two audiotaped speeches of Shostakovich: "Included in them are pro-

nouncements about Soviet music, about the patriotic and social vocation

of Soviet composers, and about the worldwide priority of our musical

school. In his comments about England, 2 the composer makes a critical

observation about the way of life of the capitalist world and emphasizes

the advantages of the Soviet system."
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rhese and several other oi die composer's pronouncements have been des

ignated tot- wider use in counter propaganda, radio broadcasts, and .ils<> .is gram
ophone recordings tor distribution in tins countrj and abroad. (Dated } De-

cember 1978)

\s is well known, the "Memoirs" produced quite an uproar, which

has only now subsided, after having created good publicity tor the author,

even though Yolkov's hook essentially contains nothing that might not

have been learned about the composer earlier.

\\ hat is so eminently worthwhile in recalling this history is quite

simply to have it serve as a reminder of just how "the powers that be"

went about forming an "OPINION [fie]," as Rostropovich so accurately

put it in his letter about Solzhenitsyn. 1 '

Notes

1. This is erroneous as it was a ship belonging to the Odessa Fleet.

2. The reference here is to an audiotape recording of Shostakovich's com-

ments about his trip to the Edinburgh Festival in 1962.

Editor's Notes

Bogdanova's critical and, to some extent, tendentious discussion of music and

the Soviet regime during the post-Stalinist years grew out of her access to the

Archives of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

Generously furnished with extended direct quotations from primary sources, as

well as a substantial number of photocopies of complete documents, her book

represents the sole study of its kind known to the editor at the time the present

volume was in preparation.

a. In the wake of this plan to publicize Shostakovich's political and creative

statements throughout the span of his public life, the following important collec-

tion was published: D. Shostakovich vremeni i sebe 1926-1975 [D. Shostakovich

about himself and the times, 192 6-1 975], comp. M. Iakovlev, ed. G. Pribegina

(Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1980). This chronological selection of materials

signed by the composer (along with a listing of the original sources from which

the selected materials were drawn) appeared very early in 1980, quite soon after

the appearance of Volkov's Testimony. It is the most comprehensive single collec-

tion available of Shostakovich's public statements, all of which Shostakovich pre-

sumably authorized in advance of their original publication.

b. The reference here is to the "Open Letter" of 3 t October 1970 from Mstis-

lav Rostropovich addressed to the editors of the newspapers Pravda, Izvestiia, Lit-

eratumaia gazeta, and Sovetskaia kuVtura, but which was not published by any of



96 / Alia Bogdanova

the Soviet newspapers; it was subsequently leaked to the Western news media and

printed abroad. An English translation of the letter can be found in Galina: A
Russian Story, the memoirs of the renowned soprano and Rostropovich's wife, Gal-

ina Vishnevskaya (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1984), pp. 488-91. In

the letter, Rostropovich complains vociferously about the continuing repressive

cultural situation in his homeland, where works of art were still being banned on

the grounds that "there is an opinion that this is not to be recommended." He
then writes, "OPINION has prevented my compatriots from seeing Tarkovsky's

film, Andrei Rublev [Andrei Rubliov] . . . OPINION . . . stopped the publication of

Solzhenitsyn's Cancer Ward [Rakovyi korpus] . . . [and] I know that my letter will

certainly be followed by the appearance of an OPINION about me as well"

(pp. 490-91).
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An Episode in the Life of a Book

An Interview with Henry Orlov (2000)

LUDMILA KOVNATSKAYA

OLesearch devoted to an artist's creative work continues and

elaborates the life of the artwork, whereas an artist's memoirs reflect to

a far greater degree his or her personal life—details about events and

experiences. The latter attracts incomparably more engaged attention, in

terms of sociological interest, than does a scholarly study. The book

Testimony: The Memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich, "as related to and edited

by Solomon Volkov," confirms this statement. 1

When these memoirs first came to light, the forefront of attention

from a sociological perspective was occupied by two gigantic and oppos-

ing waves of reaction—official critical denunciation, initiated and sup-

ported by the KGB, and sensational critical acclaim in the West. On
reading the memoirs, critics and apologists alike experienced a shock.

Discussion in the USSR centered on the authenticity of the manuscript

and the tales, stories, and anecdotes contained in it, whereas, in the West,

discussion focused on the life of Soviet intellectuals as depicted in the

Ludmila Kovnatskaya, "Epizod iz zhizni knigi: Interv'iu s Genrikhom Or-

lovym" [An episode in the life of a book: An interview with Genrikh/Henry Orlov],

Shostakovich: Mezhdu mgnoveniem i vechnost'iu [Shostakovich: Between now and

eternity], ed. and comp. L. G Kovnatskaya [St. Petersburg: Kompozitor, 2000],

pp. 17-38. Published here by permission, for the first time in English translation.
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document. In the West the publication of Testimony coincided with an

ever increasing appreciation of Shostakovich's music and admiration for

him as an individual. Having stirred up interest in the composer's per-

sonality, the book enlarged the mythological aura already surrounding

the name "Dmitri Shostakovich." I think it is reasonable to say, from our

present perspective, that Testimony has become part of a worldwide cul-

tural process and a formative factor in the public's conscious perception

of the composer's personality, far more than any other book about Shos-

takovich, primarily on the strength of the boo'k's ready accessibility to a

vast audience. The impact of the memoirs here in Russia, the composer's

home country, was more constrained, given that the original Russian text

of the book had not been published; its reception here was also somewhat

reserved—associated most probably with a certain defensiveness toward

the inevitable pain of being obliged once again to traverse Shostakovich's

extremely difficult life and to relive it with him.

Here in the composer's homeland, up to the present time, Testimony

is rarely mentioned, no substantial commentaries have been published, 2

and the book has not been subject to systematic investigation. Mean-

while, in the world at large, especially among professionals, the book is

often cited and serves as a subject for debate, not only in general dis-

cussions but also in more specialized ones. Now, two decades after the

book's publication, the heated arguments in the West about its authen-

ticity have flared up again with renewed intensity, and a number of our

countrymen and former compatriots, representing different generations,

have assumed active roles. Some among Shostakovich's contemporaries,

who had been acquainted with the master, recognized his "voice" from

the tales they had heard him tell, his intonation, and his idiosyncratic

manner of speaking and expressing himself; others had no such impres-

sion of the "voice" in the "Memoirs."

Some Western scholars have made textual analyses of Testimony, rais-

ing important issues relevant to establishing its authenticity. This sort of

analysis, carried out competently and objectively, results in an informed

conclusion, as evidenced in the two articles by Laurel Fay contained in

the present volume (chapters 1 and 2).

In light of the fundamental question of authenticity, not just of the

finished book but of the manuscript itself (the rough drafts and the final

version), factual information—about the history of the book's creation,

the editorial procedures involved, and the eventual process of its publi-

cation—is not only vital and urgent but also crucial to both sides in the
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debate. Biographers and scholars who arc prepared Co use Testimony In

their work are not likely CO remain indifferent to ^mc episode in the life

of this hook, namely, an event that occurred before the hook's publica-

tion involving au expert's examination and evaluation o! the manuscript.

It is precisely this episode that is considered here.

Having decided to publish Testimony as the sensational memoirs of

Shostakovich, the publishing house of Harper & Row invited the com-

poser's fellow countryman Genrikh [Henry] Alexandrovich Orlov, some-

one who himself had collected memoirs from Shostakovich, to examine

the manuscript and render an opinion. For those who may not be familiar

with Orlov's name and his research, allow me to introduce him briefly.

Professor Henry Orlov, Doctor of Arts History, is an outstanding fig-

ure among Russian scholars, musicologists, and historians of culture. His

monograph, Sinifonii Shostakovicha [The symphonies of Shostakovich]

(Leningrad: Muzgiz, 1961), remains, to the present day, more than three

decades after its publication, one of the best books in any language about

Shostakovich's symphonies. In his influential Russkii sovetskii simfonizm

[Russian Soviet symphonism] (Moscow: Muzyka, 1966), Orlov developed

a fundamental research methodology for studying the genre of the sym-

phony, which numerous scholars who have written on the symphony have

widely adopted in the years following. Orlov's fundamental work on the

philosophy of music, Drevo muzyki [The tree of music] (Washington,

D.C.: H. A. Frager, 1992; St. Petersburg: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1992), in-

cludes a foreword written by the eminent Russian musicologist Mikhail

Semyonovich Druskin about Orlov, perhaps his most brilliant student:

Orlov is attracted by the unfamiliar, the not yet studied, at the same time as he

offers nontraditional conclusions about the familiar. His individual style reveals

a penchant for constructing generalized conceptions, for audacious flights of

scholarly fantasy, for concentrated argument sometimes sharpened by the polem-

ical, and a superb literary style, at once logically rigorous and metaphorically

imaginative. These qualities have favored the successful development of a new

area of interest in Russian musicology, of which Orlov can rightly count himself

the originator. The range of problems comprised is suggested by the titles of his

articles: "Psikhologicheskie mekhanizmy muykal'nogo vospriiatiia" [The psycho-

logical mechanisms of musical perception] (1963); "Khudozhestvennaia kul'tura

i tekhnicheskii progress" [Artistic culture and technical progress] (1969); "Se-

mantika muzyki" [The semantics of music] (1973); "Vremennye kharakteristiki

muzykaPnogo opyta" [The temporal characteristics of musical experience] (1974);

"Strukturnye mnktsii vremeni v muzyke" [The structural functions of time in

music] (1974); and others. But the more deeply Orlov plumbed the scholarly
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depths he elected to explore, the sharper his conflict with dogmatic ideology

became. An inevitable rupture was brewing. When the publisher rejected the

manuscript of his research entitled "Vremia i prostranstvo muzyki" [Time and

space in music], Orlov decided to emigrate from the Soviet Union. 3

Over a period of six years in the United States Orlov served as Vis-

iting Professor at Cornell University, Harvard University, and Wesleyan

University. Disillusioned with the American system of higher education

in the humanities, he abandoned his career as a university professor and

gave up teaching altogether. He is currently a" publisher (under the name

of H. A. Frager) and a translator of works in philosophy and arts history.

Orlov reluctantly recalled his dealings with the publisher Harper &
Row and deliberated about which documentary materials from his per-

sonal archive he would place at my disposal. The documents he selected

are presented here in chronological order, accompanied by Orlov's re-

sponses to questions I asked during the course of several conversations

in April 1995 in Washington, D.C., and in July 1998 in Prague, the

Czech Republic.

L. K. Do you know whose idea it was to ask you specifically to give

an opinion about the manuscript of the book?

H. 0. I can only offer my supposition. I think that the initiative for

my being commissioned to review it originated with none other than

Solomon Volkov. In any case, when I was considering the conditions of

the review as presented in the very first letter, Ann Harris, the volume

editor and senior editor at the publishing house, told me that posting

the letter had been delayed for three days so that Volkov and his attor-

neys could work out the text. For this reason, I presume that the person

who initiated the commission was Volkov.

L. K. We have this first letter at hand?

H. 0. Yes, the letter of 9 April 1979. The conditions as laid out

therein were too absurd to accept. And I refused.

[transcription of letter follows]

April 9, 1979

Mr. Henry Orlov

52 Davis Avenue

Brookline, Massachusetts 02146

Dear Mr. Orlov:

The purpose of this letter is to give you some background information about the

manuscript of testimony: the memoirs of dmitri Shostakovich, as related to
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and edited In Solomon Volkov, which we have asked von t<> review; and als<> to

outline the nature of and terms for this review,

Mr. Yolko\ describes die procedures for Shostakovich's and Ins work ;is follows:

Shostakovich did not dictate to him. He would permit Volkov to ask questions,

which he answered m short sentences. During these conversations, which lasted

for about three years, Volkov took notes in .1 land 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 the word "Read," followed by his signature,

"Shostakovich." 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.

We are requesting that you review the manuscript, and based upon that review

—

as well as your own knowledge and experience of the events and people described

in the manuscript—tell us in writing whether or not you can express an opinion

as to its authenticity; and if you can express such an opinion, to state the basis

for it.

The terms under which this reading will take place are that it will be reviewed

in our offices at 10 East 53rd Street, New York, N.Y.: and that in order to

preserve the confidentiality of the memoirs, the manuscript must be read in the

presence either of myself or my editorial assistant. Any notes that you may make

while reviewing it will have to remain in our possession except while you are

reading it or preparing your opinion. In order that you have access to these notes

while preparing that opinion, I or my editorial assistant will be present during

that process as well. When you have completed it, you will give us the written

opinion and your notes. Confidentiality requires that you not retain any copies

of the opinion, the notes, or the manuscript.

For the same reasons of confidentiality, we must ask that you agree not to disclose

any information about the manuscript without our prior written permission.

Mr. Volkov has been provided a copy of this letter so that he is aware of the

basis on which you will review the manuscript.

With good wishes,

Yours sincerely,

[signed] Ann Harris

L. K. I must admit that such phrases as "in order that you have

access to these notes" (i.e., that you yourself should have access to your

own notes) or "I or my editorial assistant will be present during that
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Harper o) Row, Publishers, Inc.

New York Hagerstown San Francisco London

Ann Harris 10 East 53d Stieet. New York, New Yoik 10022
Senior Editor

April 9, 1979

Mr. Henry Orlov
52 Davis Avenue
Brookline, Massachusetts 02146

Dear Mr. Orlov:

The purpose of this letter is to give you some background information about
the manuscript of TESTIMONY: THE MEMOIRS OF DMITRI SHOSTAKOVICH, as related to
and edited by Solomon Volkov, which we have asked you to review; and also to
outline the nature of and terms for this review.

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 Shostakovich
and he gave his approval. In the spring of 1974, Volkov began to organize 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 the word "Read," followed by his signature, "Shostakovich."
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.

We are requesting that you review the manuscript, and based upon that review — as well
as your own knowledge and experience of the events and people described in the manu-
script — tell us in writing whether or not you can express an opinion as to its
authenticity; and if you can express such an opinion, to state the basis for it.

The terms under which this reading will take place are that itwill be reviewed in
our offices at 10 East 53rd Street, New York, N.Y.: and that in order to preserve
the confidentiality of the memoirs, the manuscript must be read in the presence
either of myself or my editorial assistant. Any notes that you may make while
reviewing it will have to remain in our possession except while you are reading it

or preparing your opinion. In order that you have access to these notes while
preparing that opinion, I or my editorial assistant will be present during that
process as well. When you have completed it, you will give us the written opinion
and your notes. Confidentiality requires that you not retain any copies of the
opinion, the notes, or the manuscript.

For the same reasons of confidentiality, we must ask that you agree not to disclose
any information about the manuscript without our prior written permission.

Mr. Volkov has been provided with a copy of this letter so that he is aware of
the basis on which you will review the manuscript.

With good wishes,

Haipex «? Row, Publishers. Inc. Cable: Harpsam Phone: 212-593-191*

Your^j sincerely/

Figure 8.1. Photocopy of the First Letter, Dated 9 April 1979, from Ann

Harris, Senior Editor, Harper & Row, Addressed to Henry Orlov, Concerning

Solomon Volkov's Manuscript



An Episode in the Life of a Book (2000) / m*

process as well" (in what capacity? as .1 witness? as .1 supervisor?) such

phrases convey the impression thai the letter was prepared l>\ some high-

level governmental agency charged to protect the memoirs of a spy who
holds top-secret clearance.

What was the attitude toward such a procedure by the officials in

charge of offering the commission on behalf of the publisher? What did

you sense—was it the customary procedure for them?

H. O. I think that the case fell somewhat outside the publisher's

usual practices—I mean not so much the reviewing process itself, but the

specific conditions worked out for the reviewer. When I realized the

extraordinarily strict conditions of non-disclosure, of not even being able

to keep for myself my own notes about the manuscript, of having to

write the review only on the publisher's premises in the presence of the

editor, of my obligation to keep quiet about the contents of the book

until its publication and to keep quiet about my opinion of it to the end

of my days—I phoned Volkov and, as best I remember, half-jokingly

asked him what was going on with such ridiculous conditions as were

laid out in the publisher's letter, did he really not trust me? Volkov

responded to my question in an official tone of voice: "That is the pub-

lisher's policy." Naturally I could not accept the conditions as offered

and turned down the review. Ann Harris commented that were she in

my shoes, she would have done the same thing.

Four and a half months later, on 26 August 1979, I received a repeat

letter of commission, in which for the first time the conditions offered

me were substantially moderated. The first three paragraphs repeated

verbatim the first letter, but the paragraphs following took a different

line:

[transcription of letter follows]

August 26, 1979

The manuscript is to be reviewed by you in my presence in order to preserve

the confidentiality of its contents. You may take such notes during your reading

of the manuscript as are necessary to enable you to prepare your report on its

authenticity. Mr. Volkov would prefer that these notes be taken in English rather

than in Russian, but if this will hamper you in the preparation of your report,

Russian can be used.

You agree to provide us with your written report on the manuscript as promptly

as possible. It is understood that Harper & Row shall own all rights to this report;

and that you will not publish or otherwise disclose any portion of it without our

express written consent. Upon receipt of the report, we will pay you the sum of
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$500 in full consideration of your services in reviewing the manuscript and

preparing your report.

Because of the sensitive nature of the Memoirs and their origins, we ask that you

agree not to inform anyone outside of your immediate family of the fact that you

have reviewed the manuscript at our request. We also request that you not

disclose or discuss the contents of the manuscript without our written permission

or until such time as the book itself appears.

We are most grateful for your willingness to review the manuscript, and would

appreciate your confirming your agreement to the terms of review enumerated

in this latter by signing a copy of the letter in the place indicated below.

Yours sincerely,

Ann Harris

ACCEPTED AND AGREED TO:

Henry Orlov

L. K. You remember, of course, the procedure for reviewing in the

Soviet Union and the types of reviews in those years: an internal or

external reader, and a "dissenting" reader, anonymous or not. What type

of review did this one remind you of?

H. 0. All in all, it seemed like a routine internal editorial review.

Not anonymous, since I signed it. The only thing unusual was the mu-

nificence with which I was paid for my work—more accurately, for my
vow of silence.

L. K. What happened after you received the second letter?

H. O. It's hard to reconstruct a precise sequence of events now,

some twenty years later. The second letter is dated 26 August 1979, while

my report is dated 28 August. I agreed to the new terms in a phone

conversation with Ann Harris, and the next day she brought the manu-

script by hand to Boston, together with the contract, which I then signed

immediately. I had to read the four-hundred-page manuscript in a few

hours, because Ann Harris was obliged to take it back to New York that

same afternoon.

L. K. Tell us, please, what was the mise en scene during those hours

when you were preparing to write the review?

H. 0. I went off by myself with the manuscript, while Ann Harris

and Mirra4 talked and drank coffee. I later joined them. The weather

had turned warm, and we were sitting on the front porch of the house.
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Harper o) Row, Publishers, Inc.

j'gjj New York Hagerstown SanFranascu London

Ann Harris w hut ^d Suut New York New yofk JQ022
Senior Editor

August 26, 1979

Mr. Henry Orlov
52 Davis Avenue
Brookline, Massachusetts 02146

Dear Mr. Orlov:

The purpose of this letter is to give you some background
information about the manuscript of TESTIMONY: THE MEMOIRS OF
DMITRI SHOSTAKOVICH, as related to and edited by Solomon Volkov
which we have asked you to review; and also to outline the nature
of and terras for this review.

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 charac-
teristically short sentences. During these conversations, which
increased in frequency and 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 these
to Shostakovich and he gave his approval. In the spring of 1974
Volkov began to organize the material into longer sections. As
soon as he had finished each section and it was typed, he gave it

to Shostakovich, who read it and as proof of his reading and
approval, wrote at the head of each chapter the word "Read," followed
by his signature, "Shostakovich." 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.

We are requesting that you review the manuscript, and based
on that review — as well as your own knowledge and experience of
the events and people described in the manuscript — tell us in

writing whether or not you can express an opinion as to its authen-

ticity; and, if you can express such an opinion, to give us the

basis for it.

The manuscript is to be reviewed by you in my presence in order

to preserve the confidentiality of its contents. You may take such

notes during your reading of the manuscript as are necessary to enable

you to prepare your report on its authenticity. Mr. Volkov would
prefer that these notes be taken in English rather than in Russian,

but if this will hamper you in the preparation of your report, Russian

can be used.

Harper o> Row. Publishers, Inc. Cable: Harpsam Phone: 212S93-7000

Figure 8.2. Photocopy of Letter Dated 26 August 1979 from Ann Harris to

Henry Orlov
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Harper o) Row, Publishers
-2-

You agree to provide us with your written report on the manuscript
as promptly as possible. It is understood that Harper & Row shall own
all rights to this report; and that you will not publish or otherwise
disclose any portion of it without our express written consent. Upon
receipt of the report, we will pay you the sum of $500 in full consideration
of your services in reviewing the manuscript and preparing your report.

Because of the sensitive nature of the Memoirs and their origins,
we ask that you agree not to inform anyone outside of your immediate
family of the fact that you have reviewed the manuscript at our request.
We also request that you not disclose or discuss the contents of the
manuscript without our written permission or until such time as the
book itself appears

.

We are most grateful for your willingness to review the manuscript,
and would appreciate your confirming your agreement to the terms of
review enumerated in this letter by signing a copy of the letter in the
place indicated below.

Yours sincerely,

Ann Harris

ACCEPTED AND AGREED TO:

Henry Orlov

Figure 8.2. continued

L. K. Might your review have hindered in any way the publication

of Volkov's manuscript?

H. 0. During the four hours I spent studying the manuscript and

thinking about the report to come, I felt conflicted. On one hand, much

in the manuscript struck me as antipathetic, but, on the other, I did not

want to undercut the book's prospects for publication. Therefore, during

a break, I asked Ann Harris, who was waiting patiently for me to finish

the job, "What influence might this review have on the future of the

book?" To which she replied quite simply: "None whatsoever, because

in two weeks the book will come out in Europe in five languages." 5 At

that, I heaved a sigh of relief.

[transcription of Orlov's review follows]
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lisii\u>\\: Mil MEMOIRS Ol DMITRI SHOSTAKOVICH*

l>\ Solomon Volkov

Reviewed by Henry F. Orlov

[NB: typographical errors, misspellings, and non-idiomatic

expressions as m original]

The manuscript's ride makes one stumble, te far as 1 know, m the \ ast literature

of the land, this is going to be the first hook of memoirs written in the first

person singular, which have been neither written nor dictated h\ the memorialist.

In the letter of commission to me, the work is described as the outcome of

elaborations on the materials that had heen obtained in the form of "character-

istically short sentences" with which Shostakovich answered to the questions

Mr Vblkov was permitted to ask. As Mr Volkov informs, he did not put Shos-

takovich's words on paper as they were spoken, but instead he took notes "in a

kind of personal shorthand" and then "shaped" the notes into larger sections and

chapters. Unfortunately, there are no traces left in the manuscript as to what

kind of questions he asked and what Shostakovich's answers precisely were, (liv-

ing Mr Volkov full credit as a faithful and conscientious interpreter, one still has

to face the fact: the firsthand quality of evidence, most valuable in memoirs, is

patently missing from his version of Shostakovich's testimonies. It just cannot be

taken as the testimony, likewise no court would have taken as the witness' tes-

timony what even a closest and best-informed friend of his would have to say on

his behalf.

What we are dealing with is, clearly, Mr. Volkov's own original literary work

based eventually on Shostakovich's statements and remarks. With regard to such

a work, authenticity is a rather ambiguous criterion. It can be considered not

before the questions are answered as to what kind of material the manuscript

contains and what the possible impact on the reader it may have.

The work is obviously not on music and those interested in Shostakovich the

composer in particular or in Soviet musical culture in general would find here

but fewr

, if any, precise and reliable facts which they had not already come across

one way or other: no documents quoted or referred to, very few dates given,

most of the names omitted, rumors and hearsay rampant. The aged and ailed

composer was speaking entirely from his memory whose precision leaves much

more to worry about than that of the editor. Here is one example. It says (p. 2 1 2)

that the stupid musicologists have repeated for 30 years that opinion on the 7th

and 8th as "war symphonies:"

The 7th was conceived before the war. And, consequently, it simply

could not appear as a response to the Hitler's invasion. The "theme of

invasion" is in no way related with the invasion. It was the mankind's

enemies of a very different sort whom I thought about when the theme

had already been composed.

However, one page earlier Shostakovich supposedly says of the same symphony:

I merely could not help writing it. The war was going on around. I had

to stay close to my people, I wanted to create an image of the country

in battle, to fix it in music ... to write a work about our days, about my
contemporaries who . . . etc.*
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Which of the two mutually contradictory statements should the reader take as

authentic one?

Being read closely, the manuscript reveals many such discrepancies in the repet-

itive discussions of certain subjects, persons, and events. And this renders my
warning to the eventual reader almost superfluous: not to take anything as au-

thentically Shostakovich's and thus to create a distance between oneself and the

text not unlike that Shostakovich himself preferred to maintain by signing not

the manuscript but the word "read" which means no more than it means.

Significantly enough that, except for the inscription by his hand at the head of

each of the eight chapters, the manuscript bears no traces of his handwriting, no

alternations or even slight corrections. It would be neive to assume that Shos-

takovich agreed with every word written on his behalf by Mr Volkov. He of

course could not have agreed with every word in my book-manuscript that I

asked him to read in i960, and yet I received it back with a thank but with no

suggestions or remarks. (He did ask me to make some cuts though, which I shall

describe later) Throughout the later part of his life he was very consistent in

abstaining from all kinds of share, interaction, and participation. He would not

argue with his critics, nor would he correct the officially inspired articles written

by others, that he was made to sign as "the author" for publication in the Party

press. He was consistent in creating a distance between himself and the word

both about his and authorized by him. He was known to collect clips of every-

thing printed about him, specifically with accusation and condemnations, which

he considered as stupid as the most favorable reviews. It'd take a psychologist or

psychiatrist to decide whether the nature of his withdrawal and detachment was

arrogance, stoicism, or masochism.

What is beyond doubt, however, and what had been known to some informed

people is that during his last years Shostakovich was a cripple, psychologically as

well as physically. He was by no means alone to suffer from all sorts of humili-

ation and frustration, to see his close friends betray him or disappear, to fear for

his own freedom and life, to be sadistically manipulated by the system, and used

against his will, creed, and conscience. Since he stood high, close to the top, and

was enormously gifted, dangerously influential, and world-wide known, he was

abused and must have suffered more than others. That he actually was loyal and

instrumental to the system he despised and hated made him hate and despise

himself. Yet, the others, he must have thought, were no better (see, for instance

—

p. 284—the bitter and self-justifying assaults on the "free liberals"—Andre Mal-

raux, Feuchtwanger, Bernard Shaw, Romain Rolland—for their friendliness to

Stalinism), and to those people he was intolerant and pitiless. However, he was

not too kind to those either who, like Zoshchenko, Akhmatova, and Yudina,

managed to live more independent lives, to be stronger committed to their moral

standards and less helpful to the state. It seems that his psychological condition

was getting worse over the last years of his life. In i960 he asked me not to

quote from the statements that he had either signed and published or publicly

read in 1937, 1948 and sometime later, which were imposed on him with threats
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or solicited In friends: "1 showed lack of courage, was faint hearted," he ea

plained. In Mr Vblkov's version, however, one finds not .1 single word of such

self-criticism or admission of fault or weakness.

This helps understand wh) the manuscript, as is promissed in the beginning,

deals to .1 men extent with other people and much less with Shostakovich's own
life and work. Its tone and mood vacillate between all shades of grumbling, ea

asperation, contempt, anger, jealousness, irony, petty cavil, and mean hints— with

regard to "others"—and pitiful boastmlness with regard to himself (see pp.93,

[29, 193, 201-1, 371); spared are only Borodin, Mussorgsky, and Glazuno\ who
arc treated rather sympathetically, the latter two partly on the common basis of

alcoholic addiction, though (which, however, Shostakovich merely bragged of

rather than shared).

In some portions, the intonation of the manuscript sounds quite familiar; one

hears the peculiarly Shostakovich's voice and way of speaking with abrupt, scram-

bled phrases sprinkled with acid wits, which is how the "short sentences" at the

root of the manuscript might well have sounded. The 406-page monologue put

in the composer's mouth, as it were, is something very different. It is styled

throughout in an acrimonious, often base language, including the large portions

contributed by Mr Volkov in which he rephrases in the vernacular some of the

published autobiographical materials.**

Now and then, the rather insignificant, often anecdotic story is prefaced by slug-

gish and waterish nullifications and moralizations. It seems equally doubtful that

a man of taste and intellect could seriously and passionately compare Stalin and

Toscanini as dictators (p. 29), or draw an elaborate parallel between Stalin's era

and the historical situation of Boris Godunov (pp. 335-8), or discuss Stravinsky's

music in proverbially non-professional terms of "like" or "dislike" (p. 40), or go

into a long and amateurish reasoning on meaning in music and its social impor-

tance (p. 340-1).

Here and there, one shrugs at misquotations*** or factual mistakes****. We shall

perhaps never know whether those and other blunders affecting both content and

style result from errors of the composer's memory and slips of the tongue of

from Mr Volkov's slips of the pen and literary faults. The former can but be

commented on; the latter should have been thoroughly and carefully edited— if

only there would have existed a way to tell one from the other.

The sharpness and peculiar coloring of Shostakovich's manner of speech could

not suffice as the guide-line for such a massive and intensely personal monologue.

In order to maintain the chosen style, Mr. Volkov had to stylize the image of

the speaker himself. That was a bold and risky aspiration, and a difficult literary

task—far beyond the responsibilities of a humble and cautious interpreter he

would like to appear. As a result, Shostakovich appears on stage in the make-up

of a misanthropic and morally degraded lumpen-intellectual, hostile and dis-

agreeable to the entire world, seeing nothing around him but the ignoble and

vile, and inclined to annoying home-bred philosophizing—a version of the char-

acter Dostoevsky portrayed in the Notes from the Underground : "I am a sick
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man. ... A vicious man. Unattractive, that is. I think, my liver must be out of

order."[6
]

The fiction writer is free to invent whatever he likes. The trouble, however, is

that "Shostakovich" is not the name of a fictitious character. Even though the

traits with which Mr Volkov endowed his literary hero are not totally alien to

Shostkaovich's personality, the latter cannot be reduced to the image created by

the Testimony . What may deem authentic on the small scale thus turns out on

the large scale to be a gross mispresentation.

The English-speaking reader, laymen and scholars alike, have had so far little

access to an adquate knowledge and comprehension of Shostakovich's complex

musical career and legacy, life, background, personality, psychology, and ex-

tremely involved environment. His fullest and truest Testimony is in the music

he wrote, not in the careless remarks that the old, terminally ill, and psycholog-

ically disturbed man could have made shortly before he died physically, even if

those remarks were preserved with word-to-word fidelity. I doubt that the literary

work by Mr Volkov would bring the reader any closer to the difficult and delicate

subject, or contribute to a deeper understanding of what made Shostakovich

Shostakovich. I fear, on the contrary, that its content and style would rather

reinforce the widespread opinion about Shostakovich's music as being stylistically

obsolete but mostly displeasing.

In the page 250, Mr Volkov relates Shostakovich saying: "It is deplorable that

the correspondence between A. P. Chekov and his wife was published, so intimate

a correspondence that one would not like to see it printed. "[
7
] This directly

applies to the present manuscript.

[signed] Henry Orlov

August 28, 1979

*Here and elsewhere, the translations from the Russian are mine

(H[enry].0[rlovj.)

**See, for ex. pp. 6-7 the recollections on the childhood borrowed from the

composer's "Dumy o proydennom puti" [Meditations on the path traveled] (So-

viet Music 1956. Incidentally, it is hard to comprehend, pp. 7-8, how the sight

of the children allegedly killed by the police in 1905 could impress Shostakovich

not yet born at that time.

***Hamlet, p. 115; Fadeiev's diary, p. 258; Rimsky-Korsakov's reply to Dia-

ghilev's invitation, p. 177; etc.

****The score of Chaikovsky opera Voyevoda destroyed by fire in the opera-

house was restored from the parts in 1946 by Yuri Kochurov, not by Lamm,

p. 165; "The Nose" was excluded from the repertoire after an inspired "protest

of the workers" in a Leningrad newspaper, not because of too many rehearsals,

p. 130.

[end of transcription] [See fig. 8.3.]

L. K. What position did you occupy then, and, so far as you know,

what about Solomon Volkov?
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TESTIMONY! THE MEMOIRS OF DMITRY SHOSTAKOVICH

by Solomon Volkov

Reviewed by Henry F„ Orlov

The manuscript's title makes one stumble. As far as I know, in

the vast literature of the kind, this is going to be the first

book of memoirs written in the first person singular, which have

been neither written nor dictated by the memorialist. In the

letter of commission to me, the work is described as the outcome

of elaborations on the materials that had been obtained in the

form of 'characteristically short sentences" with which Shostako-

vich answered to the questions Mr Volkov was permitted to ask.

As Mr Vfclkov informs, he did not put Shostakovich's words on

paper as they were spoken, but instead he took notes "in a kind

of personal shorthand" and then ' shaped" the notes into larger

sections and chapters. Unfortunately, there are no traces left

in the manuscript as to what kind of questions he asked and what

Shostakovich's answers precisely were. Giving Mr Volkov full

credit as a faithful and conscientious interpreter, one still has

to face the fact: the firsthand quality of evidence, most valu-

able in memoirs, is patently missing from his version of Shosta-

kovich's testimonies. It just cannot be taken as the testimony,

likewise no court would have taken as the witness' testimony

what even a closest and best-informed friend of his would have to

say on his behalf.

What we are dealing with is, clearly, Mr Volkov* s own origin-

al literary work based eventually on Shostakovich's statements and

remarks. With regard to such a work, authenticity is a rather

ambiguous criterion. It can be considered not before the ques-

tions are answered as to what kind of material the manuscript

contains and what the possible impact on the reader it may have.

The work is obviously not on music and those interested in

Shostakovich the composer in particular or in Soviet musical

culture in general would find here but few, if any, precise and

Figure 8.3. Photocopy of Henry Orlov's Original Report
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reliable facts which they had not already come across one way

or other: no documents quoted or referred to, very few dates

given, most of the names omitted, rumors and hearsay rampant.

The s?.ed and ailed composer was speaking entirely from his

memory whose precision leaves much more to worry about than

that of the editor. Here is one exapple. It says (p. 212)

that the stupid musicologists have repeated for 30 years the

opinion on the 7th and 8th as 'war symphonies :

"

The 7th was conceived before the war. And, consequently,

it simply could not appear as a response to the Hitler's

invasion. The "theme of invasion" is in no way related

with the invasion. It was the mankind •s enemies of a

very different sort whom I thought about when the theme

had already been composed.

However, one page earlier Shostakovich supposedly says of the

same symphony:

I merely could not help writing it. The war was going on

around. I had to stay close to my people, I wanted to

create an image of the country in battle, to fix it in

music. • • to write a work about our days, about my con-

temporaries who. • . etc. *

Whis of the two mutually contradictory statements should the

reader take as authentic one?

Being read closely, the manuscript reveals many such dis-

crepancies in the repetitive discussions of certain subjects,

persons, and events. And this renders my warning to the event-

ual reader almost superfluous: not to take anything as authen-

tically Shostakovich's and thus to create a distance between

oneself and the text not unlike that Shostakovich himself prefer-

red to maintain by signing not the manuscript but the word "read

which means no more than it means.

* Here and elsewhere, the translations from the Russian are
mine (H.O.)

Figure 8.3. continued
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Significantly enough that, except for the inscription by his

hand at the head of each of the eight chapters, the manuscript

bears no traces of his handwriting, no alterations or even slight

corrections. It would be neive to assume that Shostakovich

agreed with every word written on his behalf by Mr Volkov. He of

course could not have agreed with every word in my book-manuscript

that I asked him to read in 1960, and yet I received it back with

a thank but with no suggestions or remarks. (He did ask me to

make some cuts though, which I shall describe later) Throughout

the later part of his life he was very consistent in abstaining

from all kinds of share, interaction, and participation. He would

not aqre/ue with his critics, nor would he correct the officially

inspired articles written by others, that he was made to sign as

"the author" for publication in the Party press. He was consistent

in creating a distance between himself and the word both about him

and authorized by him. He was known to collect clips of everything

printed about him, specifically with accusation and condemnations,

which he considered as stupid as the most favorable reviews. It'd

take a psychologist or psychiatrist to decide whether the nature

of his withdrawal and detachment was arrogance, stoicism, or

masochism.

What is beoond doubt, however, and what had been known to some

informed people is that during his last years Shostakovich was a

cripple, psychologically as well as physically. He was by no means

alone to suffer from all sorts of humiliation and frustration, to

see his close friends betray him or disappear, to fear for his own

freedom and life, to be sadistically manipulated by the system,

and used against his will, creed, and conscience. Since he stood

high, close to the top, and was enormously gifted, dangerously

influential, and world-wide known, he was abused and must have

suffered more than others. That he actually was loyal and instru-

mental to the system he despised and hated made him hate and des-

pise himself. Yet, the others, he must have thought, were no

better (see, for instance—p. 284— the bitter and self- justifying

Figure 8.3. continued
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assaults on the "free liberals"—Andre Malraux, Feuchtwanger,

Bernard Shaw, Romain Rolland—for their friendliness to Stalin-

ism), and to those people he was intolerant and pitiless. How-

ever, he was not too kind to those either who, like Zoshchenko,

Akhmatova, and Yudina, managed to live more independent lives,

to be stronger committed to their moral. standards and less help-

ful to the state. It seems that his psychological condition was

getting worse over the last years of his life. In 1960 he asked

me not to quote from the statements that he had either signed

and published or publicly read in 1937, 1948 and sometime later,

which were imposed on him with threats or solicited by friends:

"I showed lack of courage, was faint-hearted," he explained.

In Mr Volkov's version, however, one finds not a single word

of such self-criticism or admission of fault or weakness.

This helps understand why the manuscript, as is promissed

in the beginning, deals to a great extent with other people and

much less with Shostakovich's own life and work. Its tone and

mood vacillate between all shades of grumbling, exasperation,

contempt, anger, jealousness, irony, petty cavil, and mean hints

—with regard to "others"— and pitiful boastfulness with regard

to himself (see pp. 93, 129, 193, 201-2, 371); spared are only

Borodin, Mussorgsky, and Glazunov who are treated rather sym-

pathetically, the latter two partly on a common basis of alcoholic

addiction, though (which, however, Shostakovich merely bragged

of rather than shared)

.

In some portions, the intonation of the manuscript sounds

quite familiar; one hears the peculiarly Shostakovich's voice

and way of speaking with abrupt, scrambled phrases sprinkled

with acid wits, which is how the "short sentences" at the root

of the manuscript might well have sounded. The 406-page monologue

put in the composer's mouth, as it were, is something very differ-

ent. It is styled throughout in an acrimonious, often base lan-

guage, including the large portions contributed by Mr Volkov in

which he rephrases in the vernacular some of the published auto-

Figure 8.3. continued
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biographical materials.*

Now and then, the rather insignificant, often anecdotic

story is prefaced by sluggish and waterish rumifications and

moralizations. It seems equally doubtful that a man of taste

and intellect could seriously and passionately compare Stalin

and Toscanini as dictators (p. 29), or draw an elaborate par-

allel between Stalin's era and the historical situation of

Boris Godunov (pp. 335-8), or discuss Stravinsky's music in

proverbially non-professional terms of "like" or "dislike','

(p. 40), or go into a long and amateurish reasoning on meaning

in music and its social importance (p. 340-1).

Here and there, one shrugs at misquotations** or factual

mistakes***. We shall perhaps never know whether those and

other blunders affecting both content and style result from,

errors of the composer's memory and slips of the tongue of from

Mr Volkov's slips of the pen and literary faulta. The former

can but be commented on; the latter should have been thoroughly

and carefully edited—if only there would have existed a way to

tell one from the other.

The sharpness and peculiar coloring of Shostakovich's manner

of speech could not suffice as the guide-line for such a massive

and intensely personal monologue. In order to maintain the

chosen style, Mr Volkov had to stylize the image of the speaker

himself. That was a bold and risky aspiration, and a difficult

literary task—far beyond the responsibilities of a humble and

cautious interpreter he would like to appear. As a result,

* See, for ex. pp. 6-7 the recollections on the childhood borrowed
from the composer's "Dumy o proydennom puti" ( Soviet Music
1956. Incidentally, it is hard to comprehend, pp. 7-8, how
the sight of the children allegedly killed by the police in
1905 could impress Shostakovich not yet born at that time.

** Hamlet , p. 115; Fadeiev's diary, p. 258; Rimsky-Korsakov'

s

reply to Diaghilev's invitation, p. 177; etc.
*** The score of Chaikovsky opera Voyevoda destroyed by fire in

the opera-house was restored from the parts in 1946 by Yuri
Kochurdtf, not by Lamm, p. 165; "The Nose" was excluded from
the repertoire after an inspired "protest of the workers" in
a Leningrad newspaper, not because of too many rehearsals, p. 130

Figure 8.3. continued
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Shostakovich appears on stage in the make-up of a misanthropic

and morally degraded lumpen-intellectual, hostile and disagree-

able to the entire world, seeing nothing around him but the

ignoble and vile, and inclined to annoying home-bred philoso-

phizing—a version of the character Dostoevsky portrayed in the

Notes from the Underground ; "I am a sick man... A vicious man.

Unattractive, that is. I think, my liver must be out of order."

The fiction writer is free to invent whatever he likes.

The trouble, however, is that "Shostakovich" is not the name of

a fictitious character. Even though the traits with which Mr

Volkov endowed his literary hero are not totally alien to Shosta-

kovich's personality, the latter cannot be reduced to the image

created by the Testimony . What may deem authentic on the small

scale thus turns out on the large scale to be a gross mispresenta-

tion.

The English-speaking reader, laymen and scholars alike, have

had so far little access to an adequate knowledge and comprehen-

sion of Shostakovich's complex musical career and legacy, life,

background, personality, psychology, and extremely involved en-

vironment. His fullest and truest testimony is in the music he

wrote, not in the careless remarks that the old, terminally ill,

and psychologically disturbed man could have made shortly before

he died physically, even if those remarks were preserved with

word-to-word fidelity. I doubt that the literary work by Mr

Volkov would bring the reader any closer to the difficult and

delicate subject, or contribute to a deeper understanding of what

made Shostakovich Shostakovich. I fear, on the contrary, that its

content and style would rather reinforce the widespread opinion

about Shostakovich's music as being stylistically obsolete but

mostly displeasing.

In the page 250, Mr Volkov relates Shostakovich saying: "It

is deplorable that the correspondence between A.P.Chekov and his

wife was published, so imtimate a correspondence that one wou|*f

not like to see it printed." This directly applies to the present

manuscript.

1
i

August 28, 1979

Figure 8.3. continued
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//. O. \\ thai tunc, in the period April through Vugust [979, I al

read) knew 1 would be working at vVesleyan I niversity, where I would

start in September. \s for Vblkov, so far .is 1 know he was not working

anywhere, riot receiving .1 salary, and was apparently staking everything

on publication of his hook.

/.. K. Don't you imagine that in picking you .is the reviewer, they

had in mind your iiniversit) connection in America? Besides that, of

course, you arc the author of a wonderful hook about the Shostakovich

Symphonies, in which you were able to COnvej to the reader a sense of

the composer's tragic rate (let's not forget the ideological situation during

the 1960s in the Soviet Union, when your hook was published!), and you

are a person who saw Shostakovich quite often, knew him and had a

firsthand impression of him as a living personality.

H. 0. I think that my academic situation played no part at all in this

case. Besides, the publisher was obviously unaware of my forthcoming

university appointment. I also do not think that my reputation as the

author of a book and articles about Shostakovich was known to the pub-

lisher or that this had any bearing on the situation. The only thing that

mattered was Solomon Volkov's taking the initiative, and he wanted to

neutralize what he thought might be an opponent or a dangerous re-

viewer.

L. K. In other words, you are suggesting that he was fearful that a

person who had been a witness to the fate of the composer and his works

and who, moreover, was a Shostakovich specialist might come out in the

press with a critical review or present material evidence capable of raising

questions about the authenticity of Testimony?

H. 0. Yes, that's exactly what I think. Although I must confess I

have not had the slightest inclination to publish anything critical about

the book. Once I had become acquainted with the manuscript, I tried to

distance myself from this not very reputable enterprise.

L. K. Why are you convinced that Volkov expected a negative re-

view from you? Perhaps just the opposite. Perhaps he expected you of

all people to give this "dissident" book a positive review, and that's why

he advanced your candidacy as a reviewer.

H. 0. Out of the question. I was an academic researcher who spe-

cialized in Shostakovich's creative legacy, while Volkov was readying

publication of sensational pseudo-memoirs. The two of us had absolutely

nothing in common, and he certainly understood that.

L. K. I am holding in my hand a photograph and letters (including

copies of yours) that establish that you and Volkov were on friendly terms
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before you received the initial letter of commission. The two of you

exchanged news about your lives. It might have been expected that any-

thing but mention of this publication would be in these letters. But yes,

there is indeed a brief conversation about it: Volkov expresses concern

that not all the material will arrive on time, and he "might be obliged

to tinker around" with the book for maybe another two years (letter of

23 September 1976). In the same letter Volkov informs you that a certain

publisher is interested in "the idea of Shostakovich's memoirs," as Volkov

puts it, but that they asked him the name of someone who lives in the

West who already knew about the existence of these memoirs while still

in Russia, and Volkov says he mentioned your name as the most prom-

inent Shostakovich specialist, adding that, should you object to this, he

would immediately "take back" his words. Later on, in a letter of 10

October 1976, you express support for him, stating your willingness to

write an introduction for the book. Volkov is shocked. He says he never

even dreamed of the possibility of getting an introduction from Orlov

(letter of 25 October 1976).

In other words, the two of you seem to be speaking about the same

thing, but, in reality, about different things: you about an introduction

or preface to the book, and he, quite obviously, about an introduction

guaranteeing the book's authenticity (Volkov having already given your

name to the publisher). Don't you think that the idea got transformed

in Volkov's mind from an unrealized introduction into a commission for

you to review the manuscript?

H. O. I question if it is worthwhile to attempt to reconstruct Vol-

kov's tactics! I have the suspicion that the April proposal was put together

by Volkov's lawyer on the assumption that I would refuse, because at

that moment a negative review could have raised the publisher's doubts

about the manuscript's authenticity. But by the end of August, when the

book was already at the printers and nothing could stop its publication,

the terms of the outside review could be relaxed without any risk. It

seems clear that the only reason for commissioning a review that would

be worth nothing to anybody was to buy my silence.

L. K. When did you actually first learn about a book of Shostako-

vich's memoirs?

H. 0. I learned about Volkov's plan, in general terms, without any

details, during my final weeks in the Soviet Union. I remember that, on

17 January 1976, after hiking to all the chancelleries and ministries in-

volved in validating documents, I arrived at Anatoly Naiman'sb place,

where, somewhat later, Volkov also turned up. Volkov arrived after a
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meeting- at the Union of Composers with Khrennikov who, in the pres-

ence of lrina Antonovna Shostakovich, demanded in extremely harsh lan-

guage that he "put the manuscript on the table," threatening him that

otherwise he would never Leave the Soviet Union. Volkov was frantic.

He answered, according to him, In saying thai he was quite simply un-

able to put the manuscript on the table because it had already been sent

abroad.

Afterward, two or three months later, my wife and I met Volkov and

his wife, Marianna, in Rome, visited museums and enjoyed ourselves.

Later Volkov turned up in New York, but I was already in Ithaea [at

Cornell University]. The composer Sergei Ussachevsky1 phoned me
there and questioned me about my knowledge of Volkov and his man-

uscript. Then and there, I said I was willing to write an introduction

to it.

A year later, in 1978, Volkov and I met in Boston, where he gave two

lectures at Harvard. I was his interpreter, intermediary, and guide, and

our association was entirely friendly. Volkov was even then very much

in a state of consternation, because all parts of the manuscript had still

not arrived. As he described it, they were arriving through various chan-

nels. He held onto these pieces of the manuscript with a passion, not

letting any of them out of his hands, saying that he was surrounded by

"capitalist sharks." He said that he had become more of a Marxist than

he had been in the past, and that if he left the manuscript with some

publisher, somebody would surely make off with it.

L. K. Did you two ever discuss the contents of the manuscript or

discuss together even a single episode from the future Testimony}

H. O. No. Volkov never said a thing about its contents or showed

me a single line of text from the manuscript. He quite consistently main-

tained his policy of silence not only about the contents of the manuscript

but also about the circumstances of its preparation and his work on it

—

only afterward did I learn about all this, while reading his foreword to

the Russian original, and even before that, from the letter of commission,

in which the process of the work was described thoroughly and in detail.

L. K. Explain to me, please, why "Mr. Volkov would prefer that

these notes be taken in English rather than in Russian." What was going

on here?

H. 0. Probably he was not confident of his English and wanted the

lawyers, who prepared the text of the agreement with me and represented

his interests, to be able to study in minute detail the text of my review,

as well as my preparatory notes.
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L. K. You knew, of course, that a number of newspaper and journal

articles signed by Shostakovich had not actually been written by him.

Tell me, what were you expecting, knowing that in a moment the mem-
oirs of Shostakovich would be in your hands? You say in your review

what you found, but what did you not find?

H. 0. I knew that beginning about 1937 a number of articles signed

with the name Shostakovich had not been written by him but prompted

from above and signed by him because of his insufficient force of char-

acter, but I presumed that the memoirs related by Shostakovich to Vol-

kov would possess a different character (I speak about this in my review).

I was far from thinking that Volkov would take advantage of the name

of Shostakovich, as others had done. I thought that every one of Shos-

takovich's words was precious, and the idea never occurred to me that

his words might somehow be distorted, switched around, falsified. I had

the highest expectations for these memoirs; this is why I had even offered

my services in writing an introduction.

L. K Today, after more than twenty years since you resettled in the

United States, when nearly two decades separates you from the moment
when you wrote your review, how would you at the present time, distant

from this past history, assess the situation in which you found yourself

back then?

H. O. All of it now belongs to the past. I recognize that it was an

attempt to catch me in a mousetrap—an attempt that failed, however,

because of my own gullibility.

L. K. Are you referring to your broadcast interview on BBC, which

we also heard in Russia? Why, despite the publisher's ban on your speak-

ing about the book, did your voice nevertheless resound through the

airways?

H. O. My gullibility wasn't the only factor, but also a breach of

professional ethics on the part of the BBC correspondent, Mr. Vladimir

Kozlovsky, who telephoned and asked me what I thought about the book.

He and I had been acquainted. I thought he was asking me unofficially

and made no attempt to hide my opinion, which, as had already been

explained to me, could in no way change the fate of the book. But Ko-

zlovsky, as it turned out, taped our conversation and then broadcast it.

L. K. And how, as a matter of fact, did Mr. Kozlovsky find out that

you might have an opinion about the manuscript? Who pointed him

toward you? Did he say anything about this?

H. O. I don't know how he found out, and I don't remember now

what he said in asking me about the book. I do remember, however, that
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it was .1 private conversation, not an Interview. (Incidentally, h would be

interesting for me to listen to that tape again, now.)

/.. K. Did the broadcast occur before or after publication of the

hook?

H. 0. I don't remember when Kozlovsky phoned. Judging l>\ the

Eid that the letter from the publisher was written in August, and the

book was supposed to be published in two weeks, i.e., it was already

typeset and printed for all practical purposes, so it must have been Sep

tember. That the broadcasting of my opinion changed nothing, and had

no bearing on the rate of the book, was confirmed by later events.

L. K. Were there any repercussions on either side of the Atlantic

from your radio broadcast, and, if so, what exactly were they?

H. O. The most curious repercussion occurred in the Soviet Union,

and, what's more, it involved repeating my broadcast opinion (I won't

swear to the accuracy of this): at the Sixth Congress of Soviet Composers,

in November 1979, Khrennikov felt obliged to comment on the recently

published "memoirs of Shostakovich as related to Volkov" and called the

work "slanderous," adding: "even the renegade Orlov could not bear it,"

evidently having in mind my involuntary interview on BBC. 8 As for re-

percussions on this side of the ocean, one could scarcely anticipate any,

since Americans did not listen to BBC broadcasts to Russia, and only

Harper & Row knew about the existence of my review.

L. K. In one of our conversations, you mentioned Maxim Shosta-

kovich's reaction.

H. O. Yes, I was told that when Maxim Shostakovich, after having

emigrated from the Soviet Union with his son, Dmitri, stepped off the

ramp at the airport in New York, he was asked immediately what he

thought about his father's memoirs in Volkov's version. He said that in

his view the book was put together from hearsay and anecdotes, and that

he was in complete agreement with the opinion Mr. Orlov expressed

about the book.

L. K. Are you taking into account that this statement might have

been made under duress? Consider the complexities of the situation in

which Shostakovich's son found himself, both for him personally and for

his entire family, having made the difficult decision to emigrate in a

period when every case of emigration was subject to discussion by the

authorities and, in such a case as his, also by the international press!

Would you be interested to know Maxim Dmitrievich's opinion now?

H. O. Hardly any statement of opinion he might have made at the

time about the book, be it positive or negative, could have endangered
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him or anybody else. The matter was insignificant in comparison with

Shostakovich's son having departed the Soviet Union for permanent res-

idency abroad! Concerning his position today, I confess I don't concern

myself either with the fate of Volkov's book or with opinions about it,

because for me these opinions would change nothing.

L. K. Even if you are removed from current polemics surrounding

the "Memoirs," you surely know about the existence of Allan Ho and

Dmitri Feofanov's book, Shostakovich Reconsidered, 9 whose authors at-

tempt to prove the authenticity of Volkov's work and do everything pos-

sible to make short shrift of the arguments of the work's critics.

H. 0. I have not read Ho and Feofanov's book and know about it

only from Ian MacDonald's essay-review on the subject [see Allan Ho's

website, where MacDonald's essay-review is posted: http://www.siue.edu/

~aho/musov/fay/fayrev6.html—L.K.]. Without getting into details, let

me say that the furious attacks on their critics by those who support the

Volkov "Memoirs" remind me of one of the spectacles loved by Amer-

icans—mud-wrestling.

The arguments of the defenders of the "Memoirs" abound in juggled

facts, polemical exaggerations, quotations out of context, intentional mis-

readings, inability to reason things out, and plain conjecture. But the

critics also make assertions that are not always above reproach, which

opens them to attacks by the demagogues.

The specter of the KGB and the Soviet Communist Party still haunts

Volkov's defenders, who seem blinded by the "discovery" that Shosta-

kovich was at odds with the Soviet regime, so they attempt to portray

him as an out-and-out dissident. But he was neither a dissident nor a

faithful servant of the Party and government. In some sense, often de-

pending on the circumstance, he was either one or the other. His char-

acter, his behavior, his situation, and the role he played in both the

musical and public life of the USSR were all pathologically ambivalent,

which precludes a one-sided assessment. This is why Volkov's "Memoirs"

are a falsification, when all is said and done, despite the fact that they

reproduce Shostakovich's bilious tone and brusque intonation quite be-

lievably, as well as repeat a number of the well-known tales he himself

told.

L. K. At the end of your review, you mention the perception, wide-

spread in the seventies, of Shostakovich's music as stylistically outmoded.

Such a judgment appears to be rather odd now, when his music has

gained admirers throughout the world, and interest in him as a composer

has grown steadily. But I, too, remember that period, the Western critics
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then, and the cultural situation at the tunc. I am reminded, as a point of

comparison, of a passage from Lillian Libman's hook about Stravinskj

that recounts how American university students and many young or-

chestral musicians saluted Robert Craft and honored him as an expert in

the held of avant-garde music, but not at all as Stravinsky's associate. 1 "

What sort of impression did you have at that period, based on your

association with students and colleagues; what did they know about Shos-

takovich, how well and how much of his music did they know, and were

they interested in him as a personality?

H. 0. I did not teach Russian and Soviet music either at Cornell or

at Harvard, so Shostakovich's name came up rarely. True, at Cornell I

tried to acquaint my students with the Eighth Symphony and, in re-

sponse, saw blank stares and puzzled faces: the music said nothing to

them. Only after I related the circumstances under which the symphony

was composed, the motivation for the work, the composer's conception

of it, then played it for them again, only then did they respond in a

manner that exhibited somewhat more comprehension.

I should say, in general, that my impression at the end of the seventies

and beginning of the eighties was of Shostakovich being viewed in the

States as if through the wrong end of binoculars. Other major European

composers were perceived similarly—Schoenberg, Webern, and the late

Stravinsky. At that time, interest in Shostakovich's music was negligible,

or so it seemed to me, and his music was performed much less often

than, say, the music of Prokofiev. It is impossible to appreciate Shosta-

kovich's music without having the "key" to it; one must know a great

deal about the circumstances of its composition and know how to deci-

pher its secret meaning. I have to say, generally speaking, that in the

States at the time an extremely naive if not actually disrespectful attitude

toward Shostakovich prevailed. Patricia Blake, who reviewed Testimony

in the weekly news magazine Time, 11 admitted that Volkov's book had

been an astonishing revelation to her, that before reading it she had

considered Shostakovich to be a Soviet composer in the full sense of the

word, a pet of the regime, and that she had never even suspected that

he might have felt internal conflicts, much less conflicts with the regime,

but that now she understood that Shostakovich had been an unhappy

man who lived in dissent with himself.

L. K. Does this not mean that Testimony fulfilled some sort of his-

torical mission?

//. 0. The appearance of Volkov's book almost twenty years ago

unarguably created a fairly big surge of interest in Shostakovich among
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various groups associated with music in the States. However, to speak

even then about its "historical mission" would have been premature at

best. Sensational revelations and exposes pop up time and again in the

American book market, and they're quickly forgotten. Sensation with a

touch of scandal is a sure-fire recipe for immediate fame and quick money
here in the States. I do not presume to judge how seriously anyone today

takes Shostakovich's portrait against the backdrop of Soviet reality as

painted by Volkov. His book could not have been a revelation even then

to English-language reader-specialists familiar with, say, Boris Schwarz's

capital study 12 in which the musical life of the USSR and the situation

of people involved in culture and art is abundantly documented and de-

scribed "from within." The single perceptible trace left today by Volkov's

book can be found in the absurd debates between its supporters and its

critics whom the former see as the heirs of the KGB.
L. K. Henry, in any serious work on Shostakovich in any language,

but especially in Russian, be they academic theses or scholarly articles

and books, your name surfaces as a Shostakovich specialist, and one of

the most interesting up to the present. Your book The Symphonies of

Shostakovich, is regarded as not only a triumph of talent over standardized

Soviet thinking but also a perspicacious commentary on the composer's

works. As a consequence of this, you are continually invited to participate

in conferences dedicated to Shostakovich, and attempts are made re-

peatedly to attract you back to work in this area. For instance, Dr. Ro-

samund Bartlett, the organizer of the outstanding conference at the Uni-

versity of Michigan in 1994/' which featured performances by the

Borodin Quartet and special exhibitions devoted to Shostakovich, con-

sulted me during the planning of the conference about how you might

be invited and agree to come and give a talk. In St. Petersburg we also

attempted to interest you in our conference, "Shostakovich in a Chang-

ing World" (1994). Although I anticipated ahead of time your answer to

our inquiry, we nevertheless made the attempt, hoping you might agree,

but you refused. Please explain why.

H. 0. The reason for my refusal was entirely personal and, in any

case, had nothing whatever to do with my feelings about Shostakovich.

Thirteen years ago, after finishing work on the English version of The

Tree ofMusic, I put a period at the end of my career as a musicologist,

having decided that forty years devoted to musicology was quite enough

and that now it was time to do something else. This decision was, to

some extent, inescapable: I perceived a complete incompatibility between

my understanding of the ideas and aims of musicology and the under-

standing that prevailed in American universities, and among publishers
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and journals. This is why I now desist from any attempts at reincarnating

myself as a musicologist, even as a Shostakovich specialist.

/.. k. In other words, your experience in reviewing Testimony has no

connection at all with your refusal.

//. 0. Not the slightest. The review was written when I was still

active as a musicologist. But now, it is nothing more than a document

from my archive.

L. K. I am grateful to you, Henry, for this conversation and for

allowing me to publish these documents from your archive—the letters

and the review. I hope that they will be of interest to readers of this

volume. Thank you!

November 1997-August 1998.
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An Answer to Those Who Still Abuse

Shostakovich (2000)

IRINA SHOSTAKOVICH

The New York Times printed the following preface to Irina Shostakovich's

article:

grina Shostakovich is the widow of Dmitri Shostakovich.

They married in 1962, and she was his third wife. The following are her

reflections, translated by Irina Roberts, on her husband's life and post-

humous reputation.

Dmitri Shostakovich was born in 1906. He enjoyed early success as

a composer, but his relations with the Soviet regime deteriorated. In

1936, his opera Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the

Mtsensk District] op. 29 (1930-32) was condemned in Pravda as "muddle

instead of music," and he was denounced by friends and colleagues. His

Fifth Symphony restored his standing in 1937. In 1948 he was denounced

First published in the New York Times, Sunday, 20 August 2000, pp. AR 27

and 31. Abridged versions of the article appeared earlier in the Russian-language

newspaper Moskovskie novosti, 8-14 August 2000, p. 15; and the next day, 9 August

2000, it was printed by the newspaper's English-language affiliate, Moscow News,

9-15 August 2000, p. 11, in that paper's own translation. The New York Times

version is reprinted here by permission of the New York Times and the author.
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again, with others, for "formalist" tendencies and forced to recant.

Though the climate of repression relaxed somewhat after the death of

Stalin in 1953, recriminations persisted, and Shostakovich bore the marks

of trauma to the end of his life.

In 1973, he was named as a signatory to a letter denouncing the

dissident Russian physicist Andrei Sakharov. Earlier, he had been named

as a signatory to a statement demanding the release of the Greek com-

poser Mikis Theodorakis, who was imprisoned by Greece's right-wing

regime from 1967 to 1970.

Mrs. Shostakovich refers to Leo Arnshtam, a film director, and Isaak

Glikman, a drama critic and historian. Both were friends of Shostako-

vich's throughout his lifetime. Lev Lebedinsky, a musicologist, be-

friended Shostakovich in the 1950s.

The book to which she refers, Testimony: The Memoirs ofDmitri Shos-

takovich, as related to and edited by Solomon Volkov, was published in

1979 by Harper & Row and has since been the subject of a lively con-

troversy over its authenticity.

Moscow

Dmitri Shostakovich died twenty-five years ago this month. Since

then, his music has been alive and has gained in popularity; the number

of his fans has risen in leaps and bounds, and his music has found its way

into the hearts of people in many different countries. At present, young

performers are taking the place of Shostakovich's deceased contempo-

raries and lending their skills and talent to the art of performing his

music.

Shostakovich was loved and recognized in the music world ever since

his youth; that music world tried to protect and shelter him from the

wrath of his persecutors during the more difficult times, even when it

was dangerous and the forces were unequal. By defending him, people

who themselves were oppressed and scared were defending their own

human dignity and their right to create. Only very few of them had the

courage to protest openly, but most musicians persistently rebuffed all

the attacks, mockery, and incitement mounted against him. Of course,

there were also rabid persecutors who were eager to please and expected

to benefit from such persecution, as well as born informers and those

who were simply easily persuaded and not very bright.

Dmitri Shostakovich was as defenseless as the rest of us, but he had

much more to lose. He had to worry about the future of his work, which
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was treated shamelessly. Consequently, he considered it more important

than anything else to he worthy of his talent and to develop it, evading

his enemies and misleading- them whenever possible. In the process, he

managed to help many other people, protecting and supporting them,

and for this he is remembered with gratitude.

But not by everyone. Even now some people nurse grievances and

feel offended that he did not help promote them, even though it seemed

to them he could have.

Then there are those who believe they are as talented as he was but

think that he was far too cunning and smart, and that they were innocent

and defenseless; that he prevented them from making it to the top by

the mere fact of his existence.

There was yet another category: young people with progressive views,

who have aged by now, who tried to push Shostakovich forward and

force him to present their ideas in a way they themselves were too cow-

ardly to do. Furthermore, they were prepared to follow him, hide behind

him, while striving to achieve their most ambitious goals.

Everyone who knew the Soviet way of life has his or her own ideas

about it, but it needs a lot of courage to defend your ideas personally

and not use someone else as a shield.

But now Dmitri Shostakovich is gone, and anything goes. The time

has come to exploit his name, even to the point of abusing and humili-

ating his memory. Things are easier now, and people have found their

voices. The dead are defenseless.

They are now recalling what happened and what didn't and, by at-

tributing various scandalous remarks to the great composer, are finding

it easy to settle old scores, to appropriate his ideas and pass them off as

their own.

Then, too, by collecting true and false testimonies from his aging

contemporaries and putting them through the grinder, people can create

any picture they wish and documentarily "prove" that Shostakovich had

no talent, that he was cunning and knew how to cheat, that he was weak

and dishonest. But it is also possible to prove the opposite.

The story of his life has been turned into a battlefield. Of course,

everything and everyone is pulled into the line of fire. They shout ob-

scenities on the Internet, publish articles, and write books and plays about

Shostakovich; someone even went to the trouble of composing an opera

about him.

These people were and are still trying, but failing, to establish their

right to possess him. And it does not matter whether they shout from
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the reactionary positions of party ideology or act under the avant-garde

flag; the Right and the Left meet in the end.

Among them are some of his talented pupils who were professionally

unsuccessful, envious colleagues, and music critics who are interested in

scandal above all else. Although they do not know or understand the

historical evidence involved, they are not ashamed to repeat any lies and

pass them off as established facts.

I take the liberty of claiming that people who have no morals, which

are vital in all human relations, will never understand Shostakovich and

his music. Ask yourself before you accuse someone else: how would you

have behaved at such a difficult time and in such difficult circumstances?

The only consolation is that no one can ever hurt or upset Dmitri

Shostakovich again, and time will eventually set everything right.

Volkov and Testimony

During interviews, I am often asked about the veracity of the book

Testimony by Solomon Volkov, published as Shostakovich's memoirs.

Here is what I think.

Mr. Volkov worked for the magazine Sovetskaia muzyka, where Shos-

takovich was a member of the editorial board. As a favor to Boris Tishch-

enko, his pupil and colleague, Shostakovich agreed to be interviewed by

Mr. Volkov, whom he knew little about, for an article to be published

in Sovetskaia muzyka. There were three interviews; each lasted two to two

and a half hours, no longer, since Shostakovich grew tired of extensive

chat and lost interest in conversation. Two of the interviews were held

in the presence of Mr. Tishchenko. The interviews were not taped.

Mr. Volkov arrived at the second interview with a camera (Mr. Vol-

kov's wife, a professional photographer, always took pictures of Mr. Vol-

kov with anyone who might become useful in the future) and asked

Mr. Tishchenko and me to take pictures "as a keepsake." He brought a

photograph to the third interview and asked Shostakovich to sign it.

Shostakovich wrote his usual words: "To dear Solomon Maseyevich [sic]

Volkov, in fond remembrance. D. Shostakovich 13.XI.1974." Then, as if

sensing something amiss, he asked for the photograph back and, accord-

ing to Mr. Volkov himself, added: "In memory of our talks on Glazunov,

Zoshchenko and Meyerhold. D. Sh."

That was a list of the topics covered during the interviews. It shows

that the conversation was about music and literary life in prewar

Leningrad (now St. Petersburg) and nothing more. Some time later,
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Mr. Volkov brought Shostakovich a typed version of their conversations

and asked him to sign every page at the bottom.1
It was a thin sheaf of

papers, and Shostakovich, presuming he would sec the proof sheets, did

not read them. I came into Shostakovich's stud) .is he was standing at

his desk signing those pages without reading them. Mr. Volkov took the

pages and left

I asked Shostakovich why he had been signing c\cr\ page, as it

seemed unusual. He replied that Mr. Volkov had told him about some

new censorship rules according to which the publishers would not accept

his material without a signature. I later learned that Mr. Volkov had

already applied for an exit visa to leave the country and was planning to

use that material as soon as he was abroad.

Soon after that, Shostakovich died, and Mr. Volkov put his plans into

further action.

Mr. Volkov had told a lot of people about those pages, boasting his

journalist's luck. This threatened to complicate his exit. It seems that he

managed to contrive an audience with Enrico Berlinguer, secretary of

the Italian Communist Party, who happened to be visiting Moscow,

showed him the photograph signed by Shostakovich, and complained

that he, Mr. Volkov, a friend of Shostakovich, was not allowed to leave

the country for political reasons. In any case, an article about Mr. Volkov

appeared in the Italian Communist newspaper UUnita. h Apparently, it

did the trick.

I met Mr. Volkov at a concert and asked him to come and see me
(but without his wife, as he had wanted) and leave me a copy of the

material he had, which was unauthorized (since it had never been read

by Shostakovich). Mr. Volkov replied that the material had already been

sent abroad, and if Mr. Volkov were not allowed to leave, the material

would be published with additions. He soon left the country, and I never

saw him again.

Later on, I read in a booklet that came with the phonograph record

of the opera Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk

District] conducted by Mstislav Rostropovich, which was released abroad,

that Mr. Volkov was Shostakovich's assistant with whom he had written

his memoirs. Elsewhere I read that when Shostakovich was at home

alone, he would phone Mr. Volkov and they would see each other in

secret.

Only someone with rich fantasy could invent something like that; it

was not true, if only because at that time Shostakovich was very ill and

was never left on his own. And we lived outside Moscow at the dacha.
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There was no opportunity for secret meetings. Mr. Volkov's name is

nowhere to be found in Shostakovich's correspondence of the time, in

his letters to Isaak Glikman, for example.

Mr. Volkov found a publisher in the United States, and the advertis-

ing campaign began. Extracts from the book appeared in a German mag-

azine and reached Russia, where at that time there was state monopoly

on intellectual property. The Soviet copyright agency VAAP asked for

verification of Shostakovich's signature. American experts confirmed its

authenticity. The book was published. Each chapter of the book was

preceded by words written in Shostakovich's hand: "Have read. Shosta-

kovich."

I can vouch that this was how Shostakovich signed articles by different

authors planned for publication. Such material was regularly delivered to

him from Sovetskaia muzyka magazine for review, then the material was

returned to the editorial department, where Mr. Volkov was employed.

Unfortunately, the American experts, who did not speak Russian, were

unable and certainly had no need to correlate Shostakovich's words with

the contents of the text.

As for the additions, Mr. Volkov himself told me that he had spoken

to a lot of different people about Shostakovich, in particular to Lev Le-

bedinsky, who later became an inaccurate memoirist and with whom
Shostakovich had ended all relations a long time before. A friend of

Shostakovich's, Leo Arnshtam, a cinema director, saw Mr. Volkov at his

request, and Arnshtam later regretted it. A story about a telephone con-

versation with Stalin was written from his words. All this was included

in the book as though it were coming from Shostakovich himself.

The book was translated into many languages and published in a

number of countries, except Russia. Mr. Volkov at first claimed that the

American publishers were against the Russian edition, then that the roy-

alties in Russia were not high enough, then that those offering to publish

it in Russia were crooks, and, finally, that he had sold his manuscript to

a private archive and it was not available anymore. Retranslation into

Russian relieves the author of responsibility and permits new liberties.

Other "Signatures
77

Dmitri Shostakovich was accused of signing a letter from the intel-

ligentsia against the academician Andrei Sakharov published in 1973 in

Pravda. Yes, Shostakovich's name is among those signatories, but he

never signed the letter. On the morning of the day in question, I an-
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swered a multitude of phone calls from Pravda, first saying that Shosta

kovich was out, then saying he was at the dacha. When the} said they

were going to send a car to the dacha, we simply went out and did not

come back until evening when the issue of the paper was alread) in print

Nevertheless, Shostakovich's name appeared among the signatories.

Some time ago we tried to obtain the original letter, but Pravda re-

fused us. while admitting "there was such a practice at that time." But I

know it without being told. The same thing- had happened earlier with

a letter in support of Mikis Theodorakis. At that time Shostakovich was

in the hospital. There was no use questioning the signature after it had

already happened.

Editor's Notes

a. The pages of the Testimony typescript on which Shostakovich affixed his

signature were signed at the top. See Fay, "Volkov's Testimony Reconsidered,"

chapter 2 of the present volume.

b. The Italian newspaper La Stampa is named here in Irina Shostakovich's

article as printed in the New York Times, but someone at the New York Times made

this error, not Mrs. Shostakovich. The earlier Russian-language text of Mrs. Shos-

takovich's article reads simply, "An article about Mr. Volkov, with the very same

photograph, appeared in the Italian Communist Party newspaper. That did the

trick." The specific name of the Party newspaper is not mentioned at all (Irina

Shostakovich, a letter, "Miortvye bezzashchitny?" [Are the dead defenseless?], Mos-

koiskie novosti, 8-14 August 2000, p. 11). The English-language translation of the

text, published the next day in the Russian newspaper's affiliate, Moscow News,

reads, "The Italian Communist daily VUnita published a feature on Volkov with

the same photograph. That did the trick" (Irina Shostakovich, "The Dead Are

Defenseless?" Moscow News, 9-15 August 2000, p. 11).
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On Solomon Volkov and Testimony

(1988, 1997)

BORIS TISHCHENKO

From an interview with Boris Tishchenko published in Sovetskaia kul'tura,

15 October 1988 a

<7
have been handed a question regarding the book published

in the West about D. D. Shostakovich, its author being Solomon Volkov.

The writer of the note asks how I respond to this book today.

Today, just as yesterday, I respond negatively to any sort of falsifi-

cation. I can swear that this book is a falsification, my hand on the Bible.

I was present during Shostakovich's conversation with the author. Shos-

takovich had said to me, "You see, he insists on these meetings, please

attend them." So I attended. What Shostakovich said could be put into

the thinnest notebook, whereas what came out abroad comprises some

four hundred pages. Before his departure [from the USSR], the author

swore that he would leave me a copy of the notes he had taken during

his conversation with Shostakovich. But he never did.

The book contains an enormous collection of outlandish stories [ros-

skaznt] about Shostakovich. For instance, monstrous pronouncements

about Meyerhold's family and disparaging words about Akhmatova are

attributed to Shostakovich.
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After my article in Literatumaia gazeta^ the Composers Union re

ceived a telegram addressed to me: "Congratulations on your joining the

ranks of Soviet Composers. S. Volkov." I answered:
l

i go the way of

those who compose symphonies, not those who write pseudo memoirs.

Next time we meet, let's discuss the matter like real men."

Comments on Volkov from Tishchenko's commentary to The Letters of

Dmitri Dmitrievich Shostakovich to Boris Tishchenko (1997) 1

Another far more cynical event presented to the world by Dmitri

Dmitrievich's premature death . . . was the commercial enterprise rushed

through by that efficient journalist and music hanger-on named Volkov.

Removed to a safe distance, he published notes made during conversa-

tions with Shostakovich, which, after numerous and insistent requests I

had facilitated in due time, but not without resistance from D.D. The
latter agreed only on the condition that I be present during these con-

versations. And I agreed only on the condition that a copy of the notes

be provided to me. Naturally I received no such copy. Meanwhile, the

modest and reserved reminiscences about years of childhood and youth

got puffed up into a very plump volume, padded with third-hand stories

and shameless self-promotion. Dmitri Dmitrievich is represented as some

sort of malicious dissident. I will never forget the author's poorly con-

cealed impatience for D.D.'s death. The whole affair caused Irina An-

tonovna much unpleasantness ("If you want to play havoc, play it with

your own hands; is this anything other than setting Shostakovich out in

front of you like a shield?" she observed). And Maxim as well. He got

so fed up with the endless quizzing and querying that he mimeographed

copies of his opinion and passed them around to anybody who wanted

them, including me. He says pointedly, "the book includes plenty from

its true author, Solomon Volkov, which he pulled together from hearsay

and conversations with third parties, elaborated and interpreted in his

own style, but then placed into the mouth of Shostakovich. A big part

of these memoirs amounts to a retelling of tales heard from other indi-

viduals presented as if they had been heard from Shostakovich himself."
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"Where did this 'hanger-on' come from?" asked Maxim. "I never saw

him at our dinner table."

Questions about these "memoirs" continue to plague me to the pres-

ent day, so I have worked out a short and pithy formulaic answer: These

are not the memoirs of Shostakovich, not even a book by Volkov about

Shostakovich, but a book by Volkov about Volkov.

Editor's Notes

a. "Velikie Khudozhniki" [Great artists], an interview with Boris Tishchenko,

Sovetskaia kuVtura, 15 October 1988, p. 8.

b. Tishchenko is referring to the letter to the editor headlined "Zhalkaia pod-

delka" [A pitiful fake], which he and five other students and friends of Shostakovich

signed, published in Literaturnaia gazeta, 14 November 1979, p. 8. Selection 4 in

the present volume is a reprint of the letter.

c. Pis'ma Dmitria Dmitrievicha Shostakovicha Borisu Tishchenko [The letters of

Dmitri Dmitrievich Shostakovich to Boris Tishchenko], with the addressee's com-

mentary and reminiscences (St. Petersburg: Kompozitor, 1997), pp. 48-49.
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The Regime and Vulgarity (1999)

ELENA BASNER

^Vhi:his letter is prompted by the publication in Izvestiia (13 May

1999) of the article by Alexander Zhurbin, "Sledstvie zakoncheno—ne

zabud'te!" [The inquest is ended—don't forget it!], an interview with the

authors of the new book about Shostakovich [Shostakovich Reconsidered]
,

the text of which amounts to an apologia for Solomon Volkov's book

[Testimony] .

I will not deny that I felt very receptive toward this publication, if

only because it touched on people exceedingly dear to me: my father,

Veniamin Basner, my father's closest friend, Moisei Weinberg, and, of

course, Dmitri Dmitrievich Shostakovich himself. I am hard-pressed here

to find words that can express the true nature of the high regard for

Dmitri Dmitrievich held by my father and the composer's numerous

students and friends. Suffice it to say that for me, as best as I can re-

member my feelings at the time, he was (and he remains) the embodi-

ment of all that is most worthy and noble in humankind, and his music

may well be the greatest artistic revelation of the twentieth century. I do

not know what Papa might have done after reading this publication

—

maybe he would simply have been upset. But since both he and Moisei

"Vlast' i poshlost' " [The regime and vulgarity] appeared as a letter to the

editor, Izvestiia, 8 June 1999, p. 5.
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Samuilovich Weinberg are no longer able to make a statement about the

matter, I myself have decided to comment on a number of points raised

in the article.

I shall begin with a concrete example, obviously not the most impor-

tant one for the interviewer but paramount for me. Speaking about the

letter in Literatumaia gazeta* Mr. Zhurbin asserts that none of the sign-

ers of the letter "had at that moment read the book, and five of them

even admitted that they had signed the letter under duress." I can declare

that this is not true. A representative of Tikhon Nikolaevich Khrennikov,

who was president of the Composers Union at the time, arrived at my
father's place and spent the entire day reading Volkov's book aloud to

him and Boris Ivanovich Tishchenko, translating as he read "from the

page." I myself was present and clearly recall their reaction to the book.

They were indignant.

Later on, when they sent me a copy of Volkov's book at my request,

Papa and I often talked about it. What most aroused his indignation was

that Volkov placed all sorts of anecdotes and tales that had made the

rounds among musicians into the mouth of Shostakovich. Dmitri Dmi-

trievich, who frankly could not stand anecdotes in general, is transformed

into some sort of viperous, rancorous old man who knows "something

bad about everybody"; it is hard to imagine anything more antithetical

to Shostakovich!

I shall not touch on the factual side of the issue, which Boris Ivanovich

Tishchenko and, of course, Irina Antonovna Shostakovich are more

knowledgeable about than anyone (the former having personally intro-

duced Solomon Volkov to Dmitri Dmitrievich after Volkov's numerous

requests). I wholly and completely believe them; in other words, I am
convinced that the "confessions" of Shostakovich are smoke and mirrors,

a hoax pure and simple.

A more complicated matter: I might have liked Volkov's book had it

been written in the third-person narrative, not the first. It might have

been a very good and honest book. But let us agree that it is one thing

to write about a person and quite another to have the person say whatever

you want him to say. Volkov certainly understood that as merely the

author of the latest monograph on Shostakovich he would not be nearly

as interesting as the "person who published the authentic Testimony" of

Shostakovich himself.

I want to bring up yet another point that I heard from my father.

"Have you ever thought about why Volkov will never agree to publishing

his book in Russian?" he asked me, back in those glorious years of Pere-
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Stroika. "Because anybody who has heard Dmitri Dmitrievich's living

voice even once would realize right away that it is a forgery. The book

works only in translation." And it is true. Shostakovich's speech was so

expressive, pungent, and idiosyncratic (with a stress on the second syl-

lable) that to imitate it is practically impossible. I understood this when

1 read Galina Vishnevskaya's memoirs. I had mixed feelings about them,

but on the page where she describes how Shostakovich took part in an

exam on Marxism-Leninism she draws an absolutely living portrait of

him. It is clear right away that the story is really his, with his inimitable

"delo ko shcham, ko shcham" [it was time for shchi (cabbage soup), for

shehi], "ei by na travku, ponimaete" [she ought to be outside on the grass,

understand] (unfortunately, Vishnevskaya's book is not at hand and I am
quoting from memory, but I can even see Dmitri Dmitrievich at that

moment, as if he were alive, nervously wringing his hands). b Volkov could

never imitate that. But in translation, of course, all this is smoothed out.

In a word, turning back to where I started: Papa, Weinberg, and

Tishchenko were absolutely sincere in their rejection of Volkov's book

and his behavior (although I think Boris Ivanovich Tishchenko, if he so

wishes, can express his own perspective on the subject). And I fail to

understand the arithmetical law that supports an alleged admission by

five of the six signers of the letter. As for any pressure exerted on them,

it is absolutely out of the question, based on what I know. Still, the

tendency toward a cliche is enshrined in human nature: if "stagnation is

abloom"d and if there is a collective letter from those years, it must mean

that the "signatories" of the letter acted contrary to their conscience and

their sense of honor! Believe me, this is not what happened here.

I have a few more words to say in closing. Given a phenomenon such

as Shostakovich, I feel sorry for those people—musicians and non-

musicians—for whom the most important question is whether he was

"pro-Soviet" or "anti-Soviet." (For some odd reason, the episode with

[Joseph] Brodsky described by Dovlatov comes to mind: "If Yevtushenko

is against collective farms, then I'm for them," as well as the phrase,

"After the Communists, I hate most of all the anti-Communists!") I am
sorry for those who are told that "the finale of Shostakovich's Fifth Sym-

phony is not a hymn to the triumph of good over evil but, in fact, the

opposite" and that "the scherzo of the Tenth Symphony was conceived

as a musical portrait of Stalin!"6 What a primitive, protozoan level of

understanding! And how vulgar.

Very likely I started to write this letter just to say that what is most

unbearable in our life nowadays is vulgarity—thick, fetid vulgarity gur-
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gling all around. Now they are even trying to pour it over one who, not

being a fighter against the regime, resisted vulgarity in all its forms with

the very essence of his being. This is unworthy. It insults not only the

memory of a great musician but also those who love his music. The
scherzo of the Tenth Symphony is a work of genius and will always be

a protest against vulgarity, as all of Shostakovich's music is.

I should have liked very much to maintain a dispassionate tone here,

but, since it appears I am unable to do so, I shall close my letter with

the following: I feel sorry for everyone involved—for Volkov, for Zhur-

bin, and for those poor naive Americans—for whom this new bit of a

book was so obviously intended: just think, to believe for so many years

that "Shostakovich loved the Soviet regime" and suddenly to discover

that "Shostakovich did not love the Soviet regime" (exactly so, even

grammatically!). Well, if you take all this seriously as scientific fact, I can

only repeat yet again, I feel very sorry for you all.

Respectfully,

Elena Basner

Editor's Notes

Elena Basner is the daughter of the composer Veniamin Basner, who was a

close friend of Shostakovich. In her letter to the editor of Izvestiia, translated here,

Basner disputes the claim that her father and the five other friends and former

students of Shostakovich, who signed the 1979 letter calling Testimony a "pitiful

fake," were forced to sign. See note c below.

a. Basner has in mind "Zhalkaia poddelka" [A pitiful fake], Literaturnaiagazeta,

14 November 1979, p. 8. A translation of this letter is included in chapter 4 of

the present volume.

b. In her memoirs Vishnevskaya provides the complete context for the com-

ments quoted by Basner, which the latter found so utterly characteristic of Shos-

takovich. Vishnevskaya recalls, "Shostakovich liked to tell how he monitored exams

on the history of the Communist Party being taken by students at the Moscow
Conservatory (that was before he was fired in 1948)," and she recounts an anecdote

Shostakovich related: "My job was to sit there quietly while the professor who
taught the course administered the exam to each student. Well, I sat there for

several hours, until the last students were finishing—it was time for cabbage soup

[delo ko shcham, i.e., it was late and time for a bite to eat]. It was spring, the birds

were chirping outside, the sun was pouring through the window, and I noticed

one girl sitting there suffering. What anguish was in her eyes! She probably didn't

know a thing. I thought: what a pretty girl, no doubt a singer, and there she is

suffering, you know, inside the classroom, when she ought to be outside on the

grass, on the grass, understand! [ei by na travkn, na fravkn, ponimaete]" Quoted,
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with the editor's corrections oi the translated text, from Vishnevskaya's memoirs,

Gslma, translated bj Guj Daniels (Nev York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 10S4),

pp. 139 40,

c In reference to the claim mat five had "admitted that they had signed the

letter under duress/' when this author knows firsthand <>! three who did not sign

under duress.

d. In reference to the period of so-called stagnation under Brezhnev.

e. See Testimony, pp. [83 and 141, and Shostakovich Reconsidered pp. 165 and

168.
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Shostakovich's World Is Our World

(1998)

MSTISLAV ROSTROPOVICH TALKS WITH

MANASHIR YAKUBOV

M.Y. During the year that marked Shostakovich's ninetieth anni-

versary [1996], you revived Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth

of the Mtsensk District] in its original form in Petersburg and Moscow,

and you then arranged a Russian festival of Shostakovich's work accord-

ing to a program that he himself had drawn up with you years ago (after,

in fact, the first big festival of his music held in England). It has now
become clear that this has been as much a century for music as a century

for literature. It has given us many wonderful composers. In Russian

music alone, there are Scriabin and Rachmaninoff and Prokofiev. . . . Yet

you have chosen Shostakovich once again for another big festival. Why?
Why does the work of a composer who was working during the middle

years of the century in a totalitarian society which was alien and incom-

Taken from the Programme Book for the London Symphony Orchestra's "Shos-

takovich 1906-1975" series, 19 February-28 October 1998. Translation byjenefer

Coates and Andrew Huth. The London Symphony Orchestra (LSO) holds the

copyright for the English translation of the interview. Reprinted by permission of

the LSO.
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Figure 1 2 . 1 . Shostakovich and Rostropovich at the Time of the Premiere of

the Second Concerto for Cello and Orchestra, 25 September 1966

prehensible to most people elsewhere still manage to excite not only his

own fellow-countrymen but the whole world as well?

M.R. It seems to me that if you consider historical developments in,

say, the nineteenth century or even earlier, then liberation from tyranny

was evidently beginning to occur in many countries throughout the

world. A new, more democratic way of life was starting to emerge. . . .

In the twentieth century, maybe as a result of the First World War,

certain intellectual ideas began to ferment. Perhaps they had started even

before that time, after all Shostakovich wrote The Year 1905 [Symphony

No. 11 in G Minor op. 103 (1957)] and we should trust to his judgment,

because it was he who gave emotional meaning, and described in a mu-

sical language that could be understood without an interpreter, the entire

history of the Soviet Union and Russia. The intellectual ideas prompted

the poor to push—I can't find a more exact word—to agitate, in the

simplest of terms, for the same rewards as the rich. But neither work nor

talent came into account. The slogan was quite simple: "We are all

equal." And Lenin simplified it still farther: "Grab back from the grab-

bers!" As a result, one-sixth of the Earth's surface suffered terrible trag-
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edy—with starvation, cannibalism, concentration camps, mass execu-

tions, and so on.

. . . The plague of communism swept like a hurricane through a

whole lot of countries, not only in Europe but also in Asia, Africa, South

America. Totalitarianism—in its different variants—did not affect Russia

alone. But I always believed that someone would eventually emerge in

literature or painting whose work would convey the horrors and night-

mares of our own age, in much the same way that Goya managed to

capture life in Spain during his own time.

Our era did not produce a painter of comparable caliber, but it did

produce a composer, and this was one who lived through it all and ex-

pressed it all with genius, and who depicted the tragedy of this worldwide

process, furthermore, not from the outside, like an observer, but from

the inside. You see, this idea of equality, of equal happiness for everyone,

was very simple and a great temptation. Many believed that a new era,

an era of real freedom, a new way of life, would begin or had already

begun after the Revolution and that everything was going to start afresh.

That was the way it was advertised. And it is interesting to note that

many people with great gifts and high intelligence were completely taken

in by it. I might mention here that, when he was young, Dmitri Dmi-

trievich, whom I admire most profoundly, was also taken in, just as

were—in some respects—Kandinsky and Meyerhold and such different

poets as Blok and Mayakovsky. . . .

M. Y. There was great enthusiasm—many people got carried away.

M.R. They certainly did! I think even I might have been attracted

as well!

But then it quickly became clear that it was only forms of terror that

were new. New forms of art were not needed, and they were soon put

in their place. When Meyerhold warned: "Watch out, we are about to

let mediocrity rule in the arts, don't throw the baby out with the bath-

water," he ended up paying with his own life for saying so. It was a total

catastrophe and people went underground, they withdrew inside them-

selves. Shostakovich also withdrew and went underground. But some

people could not manage it, they were unable to make the necessary

switch. And the Bolsheviks deported whole groups of philosophers and

religious thinkers, who were sent not into internal exile but into real

exile. This, too, was one of the great human tragedies of the twentieth

century.

That is why the figure of Shostakovich is so important, for he per-

sonifies an entire epoch in the life of this planet, and not only for those
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who lived in totalitarian countries. Otherwise people throughout the

whole world would not listen to his music so much.

MY. Ybu knew Shostakovich not only as a composer but also in a

personal capacity— first as a student at the Conservatory, then as a per-

former of his works, and, later on, when you became friends.

MR. Yes, I joined his orchestration class in 1943, and we were

parted in 1974 when I left Russia.

MY. So you knew him for more than thirty years. What would you

say were his essential qualities?

MR. A whole book could be written about that, about our studying,

our meetings, and our conversations. . . . But I would say his most essen-

tial quality was his deep humanity toward everything—in life, in his re-

lationships, and in his art.

When I was a student I was not exactly shy with him, but I never

dared to be too familiar, or pester him. I was full of admiration but I

was afraid of taking up his time. You know, I think he had some sort

of biological mechanism rather like a fish has radar which helps it sense

obstacles some way off in the water, because somehow or other he could

sense other people's attitudes toward him. I was always amazed that

even if we had not seen each other for a long time (after I had stopped

studying), he never forgot to wish me a happy birthday, or a happy New
Year.

In the summer of 1959 he gave me the score of the First Cello Con-

certo [in E-flat Major op. 107 (1959)], and, five days later, I went with

my accompanist, Alexander Dedyukhin, to Shostakovich's dacha in Ko-

marovo, in order to play it to him. When I asked: "Dmitri Dmitrievich,

could we possibly play for you?" he answered: "I'll get you a music-stand,

Slava." It was one of the greatest moments in my life to be able to say:

"I don't need one!" and when I said those words, I felt my spirits soar

up to the skies. His eyes grew wide, of course, but he did not fetch the

stand. I played the whole thing from memory. It went well. I had never

studied so much before in the whole of my life. He had handed me the

manuscript only in the evening of the 1st of August, and I worked for

ten hours on the 2nd, and ten hours on the 3rd. But on the 4th, I could

not take so much, so I only worked for eight hours then, and I did

another eight on the 5th—and then, finally, on the 6th, I went to see

him. And in spite of everything, it came out well! . . . When I said to him

"I don't need one!" he gave me such a look, that for the sake of that

look alone, it would have been worth working for another fifty hours.

I played for him three times altogether on that occasion. Isaak Dav-
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idovich Glikman came over to hear me the third time—Shostakovich

had called him up. But the trouble was that Glikman had said, "I can't

get there for at least forty-five minutes," so while we were waiting, out

came a bottle of vodka, and, of course, we passed the time very nicely

polishing it off between us. Glikman duly arrived and Dmitri Dmitriev-

ich, feeling very merry and still glowing over my double performance,

settled himself down. . . . This time it was for Glikman. What did I play?

Well, I seem to remember it was a concerto, but ... by Saint-Saens.

Dedyukhin, however, played from the score "that still lay before him

—

by Shostakovich. Glikman looked somewhat shocked, but had, it seems,

no grounds for criticism, and said not a word.

When it was over, I said: "I have to go home. I'll take the
l

Streld
> "

["Kj'amaia Strela," or the "Red Arrow," the express train between Mos-

cow and Leningrad] and Dmitri Dmitrievich said, "I must see you off."

So he came with me from his dacha to Leningrad. As we were walking

through the old railway station building, I caught the way he looked at

everything. Though it was summertime, the weather was still not yet

hot, and there were enormous numbers of people either asleep or just

lying around next to one another on the cold tiles of the floor. The look

on his face was so fall of compassion, the sight of it all made him wince.

He did not notice me observing him but at that moment I realized, seeing

him so moved by what was, after all, such an everyday sight, the extent

to which he felt for other people. This was his true self.

I must say I would never have played the cello as I do had I not

studied with Shostakovich. In truth, I got much more from him than

from my cello teacher [Semyon Matveevich Kozolupov, 1 884-1 961]. My
teacher did show me certain cello strokes which I changed in the course

of time, and he taught me certain techniques . . . But he was a great lover

of such outstanding contemporary composers as Dotzauer, Popper,

Piatti, and others of similar ilk. Once, when we were discussing Lady

Macbeth ofMtsensk, he said: "Our young composers have forgotten about

melody. They make their music into some sort of obstacle race."

After I had conducted Prokofiev's Voina i mir [War and peace] at the

Bolshoi Theater [in 1969], Shostakovich wrote a review for the news-

paper Sovetskoe isskusstvo, but publication was held up for some time. I,

of course, knew nothing about it. But suddenly he rang me up: "Slava,

can you pop over, I'd like to see you." When I arrived, he said: "I have

written this article, but it has not been published and maybe it never will

be, but I'd still like you to have it." And he handed me the manuscript.

He gave me that manuscript to make it absolutely clear that he had
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written it himself—perhaps because he usually dictated his articles or

maybe somebody else wrote them for him. Hut in this case, every single

word was written in his own hand. The article, which did appear about

three weeks later, said: "Prokofiev's Warand Peace is an opera of genius."

When 1 read the rubbish written by Solomon Volkov {Testimony: The

Memoirs of Shostakovich], I must say I was deeply surprised to find him

claiming that Shostakovich had put his own signature to the pages. For

example, on Dmitri Dmitrievich's attitude to Prokofiev: I heard him say

many times: "He's a composer of genius, this is a work of genius!" And

Shostakovich once even stated in an interview that the impulse for writ-

ing his First Cello Concerto sprang from Prokofiev's Sinfonia Concertante

for cello and orchestra. It always delighted him. Whenever I was playing

the Sinfonia Concertante in Moscow, Shostakovich would always come

along if he was in town, and he never missed a single concert.

Quite often I played with the Moscow Philharmonic Orchestra,

where there was a percussionist who had lost a leg during the Patriotic

War [World War II]. He did not always wear his artificial limb. Some-

times he would simply tuck up his empty trouser leg and stand on his

one good leg in order to hit that last stroke, which, after I have been

twirling around on the cello like someone right up high in the tent at

the circus, has the effect of bringing everything, with a single blow, to a

sudden halt. Dmitri Dmitrievich, when he used to come to my dressing

room afterward, was always so impressed by this: "Wonderful, it was so

wonderful! And that final stroke, which smashes everything down and

brings it all to an end. . . . And on top of it all, that man up there on his

one leg banging on the kettledrum with such force!" The whole picture

so excited and inspired him that in his First Concerto, instead of one

single blow, he has seven blows on the kettledrum!

He also remarked apropos [of] Prokofiev's Sinfonia Concertante: "How
wonderful the cello sounds with the celesta!" There is just such a passage

in the finale, when the main theme drops to a slow tempo for the cello

while the celesta plays ornamental passages. And similarly, at the end of

the second movement in Shostakovich's First Concerto, when I am play-

ing on the cello, the string harmonics and celesta play along with me as

well. So there are things in his First Concerto which I know for sure he

took from Prokofiev, because Shostakovich, in full admiration, pointed

them out to me himself. To suggest antagonism toward Prokofiev is

sheer nonsense, in my view. Quite simply, they composed completely,

diametrically, different music because they were musically gifted in dia-

metrically different ways.
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I also know about Sergei Sergeevich's attitude toward Shostakovich

—

although he rarely, very rarely, mentioned it. Much more often, it was

Shostakovich who expressed his respect for Prokofiev. Prokofiev only

found one fault with Dmitri Dmitrievich. He would say: "You know,

Slava, I must say Shostakovich's gifts for rnelody could be a bit richer."

But both of them, of course, were geniuses.

MY. And what do you remember about the important premieres of

non-cello music?

M.R. Well, the Eighth Symphony, first of all. That gave me the

greatest shock of my entire life. I attended the Moscow premiere. I had

already been his student at the Conservatory. I had been with him for

rehearsals—yet I could never believe that that man sitting there was the

very same one who had composed it. I could never believe it! Even

though he was my teacher and I'd already got to know him quite well, I

found it incredible, impossible to believe!

And now whenever I have a chance to hear or conduct the Eighth

Symphony, I never fail to be impressed by the depth and power of the

music and the genius of its creator. It reflects all the complexity of mod-

ern man in the modern world. We hardly know ourselves; we never have

time to get to know ourselves. We act, and in acting quickly and thinking

quickly, we never have time to stop and analyze ourselves. This is all the

more the case today. Everything is getting more and more complicated

and it's speeding up. In order to understand life at its deepest, you need

tremendous intellectual strength. That is what Shostakovich had.

I always thought Shostakovich knew everything there was to know

about mankind. When I was young, I was quite scared of his learning.

Unlike many others, he knew not only what he liked but also what he

did not like. Everything he came across was grist for the mill of his

intellect. He had an immense "appetite" and superb "powers of under-

standing." The breadth of his perception is demonstrated by the great

range of literature he draws from: from Shakespeare and Krylov, Dol-

matovsky and Dostoevsky, Burns and Gogol, Pushkin and satirical texts

from Krokodil ["The Crocodile," the Soviet humor magazine], Lermon-

tov and Yevtushenko, Rilke, Kuechelbecker, Raleigh, Sasha Chorny,

Apollinaire, Tsvetaeva, Marshak, Leskov, Japanese, Spanish and Jewish

poetry, Blok and Michelangelo.

And similarly he draws in the whole of life—from disappointment

and tragic conflict to interludes of happiness and hope. Yet, despite con-

fronting the most dreadful aspects of human existence, descending into
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the dark abyss of sorrows and disaster, Shostakovich's art still remains

utterly human.

Shostakovich's world is our world. For many decades my own life was

inextricably part of that world, and has continued to be so, even now.

To have lived at the same time as Shostakovich is a source of great joy.

To have been involved in his creative life has been an immense respon-

sibility. And to play his music has been the greatest happiness.
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Shostakovich Remembered
Interviews with His Soviet Colleagues (1992)

IRINA NIKOLSKAYA

^/ eoteople in the West do not necessarily understand the com-

plex, diverse, and contradictory circumstances that developed around

Shostakovich in the USSR, and in Russian cultural life, during the period

of the composer's lifetime. The extent to which he actively participated

in or resisted participation in public life, civic or musical, his reaction to

persecution and repression (the first wave of which crested in 1936, the

second in 1948), the degree to which his creative stance depended on

particular life experiences or political exigencies—none of this is as clear

as it might seem to be at first glance and surely requires further careful

investigation. Solomon Volkov's Testimony has promoted a certain one-

sided perspective on Shostakovich's personality and art, although the

book undoubtedly played a role in attracting attention in the West to

First published in the journal melos, nos. 4-5 (summer 1993) ("Special Issue

on Dmitri Shostakovich"): 65-87. As published in melos, Irina Nikolskaya's inter-

views, in English translation, appeared under the general heading, "Dmitri Shos-

takovich. Part II." Vahid Salehieh, editor of ?nelos and director of the publishing

house Kantat HB, most generously provided the editor of the present volume with

a copy of Nikolskaya's original Russian typescript of the interviews. This typescript

serves as the basis for the English translation published here. Mr. Salehieh and

Ms. Nikolskaya have given their permission to re-publish the interviews in the

present volume. The interviews took place July through December 1992.
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one of the greatest Russian composers of the twentieth century. It is

hope*.! that the interviews ottered here will provide a more realistic and

multidimensional image of the composer.

Certain key subjects have continually surfaced in my conversations

with individuals who knew Shostakovich in one way or another and were

familiar with his personality and artistic intentions. One issue, which has

been interpreted quite differently here in Russia than abroad, is whether

the accusation of "formalism" influenced his creative work. Most musi-

cians in our country believe that the ideological persecution he experi-

enced had no significant influence either on his music or his creative

ideas, with the possible exception of such conciliatory works as Pern'

lesakb [Song of the forests] op. 81 (1949). Boris Tishchenko, Shostako-

vich's student, and his contemporaries Ivan Martynov and Lev Lebed-

insky have consistently affirmed their belief that even had Shostakovich

enjoyed complete creative freedom, he would very probably not have

wanted to make radical changes in his musical language; neither would

he have become an avant-garde composer as the concept was understood

in the 1950s and 1960s. Given the artistic climate during the composer's

last years, small wonder that Shostakovich expressed particular admira-

tion for Benjamin Britten's traditionalist musical language.

I asked everyone I interviewed about Solomon Volkov's book, and

the responses ranged all the way from utter rejection to wholehearted

vindication. Much in Testimony has been called into question. One would

be hard-pressed to disagree with Volkov's opponents who say that the

portrait he paints of Shostakovich depicts a great composer in decline.

Volkov himself understands this and has stated, "People change, some-

times radically—and not necessarily for the better, but in other ways. A
person is different at different stages of life, at different times of day,

and at different hours of the day, throughout his lifetime." 1 A contrary,

idealized portrait of the composer would be equally vulnerable to dispute.

The interviews that follow disclose not only disagreements but also

many noteworthy agreements. Certain works are evaluated in much the

same way (e.g., the Eighth, Tenth, Eleventh, and Thirteenth sympho-

nies). Likewise, the fundamental humanism of Shostakovich's creative

legacy, his creative rapport with his epoch, and his moral, artistic, and

human qualities are unanimously appreciated. All the interviewees regard

Shostakovich as a central, tragic figure in Russian art of the twentieth

century—perhaps the most profound Russian composer of our time, and

certainly comparable, psychologically, to Dostoevsky. Now let us turn to

the words of my interlocutors:
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Marina Dmitrievna Sabinina (1917-2000). Doctor of Arts History and

author of Shostakovich-simfonist [Shostakovich the symphonist] (Moscow:

Muzyka, 1976), 475 pp.

I.N. I would like to hear about your recollections of Shostakovich.

M.S. I became acquainted with Shostakovich in an extremely diffi-

cult period of his life, very soon after the notorious Resolution of the

Party Central Committee in 1948. Later, sometime in the mid-1950s, he

told me about the whole experience with amazing good humor. A good

sense of humor, generally speaking, had long been an integral part of his

personality.

I.N. You mean to tell me that he understood the utter absurdity of

the situation, the Party declaring war on "formalism" in art and de-

manding all Soviet artists to conform totally to the ideals of Socialist

Realism—a concept that was a mystery to everybody?

M.S. No doubt about it! He completely understood the whole out-

rageous comedy, the farce of everything that happened. And he cocked

a sarcastic eye at it, somehow managing to rise above the events of our

"Soviet reality." 3 He said to me,

When all that "song-and-dance" started—the meetings of the Party Central

Committee, the barrage of mud-slinging in the press—I got out of Moscow as

fast as I could, to compose. My First Violin Concerto was in full swing at the

time, and I was completely preoccupied. Moscow was nothing but continuous

interruption. My friends called to sympathize. My enemies called to mock me
some more. Even common Soviet citizens rang up because they believed what

they read in the papers: I was the leading formalist, so I must be an "enemy of

the people." In short, it was impossible to live, so I got away to Uzkoe, the

academy's "creative retreat," where I managed to finish up the concerto. Think

about this: one afternoon I popped into the poolroom to watch some of the other

residents playing pool. While I stood there watching the game, not saying a word,

I heard some music playing over the loudspeaker. Suddenly one of the players

got irate: "They publish the Party's special Resolution. They rave against the

formalists. But those formalists simply will not give up! Just listen to that racket

coming over the radio!" He then brusquely switched it off. Let me tell you,

Marina Dmitrievna, I was on cloud nine from sheer delight! It was Tchaikovsky's

Sixth Symphony!

I remember another chat with Dmitri Dmitrievich around the time

we first met. One evening, I was sitting in the foyer outside the Small

Hall at the Moscow Conservatory waiting for a friend, when Shostako-

vich walked up. He was also waiting for somebody. "May I sit here next

to you?" he asked. "Let's wait together!" A bit later, a meeting of the
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Academic Council ended, and a line of distinguished professors, the

council members, their decorum even then very much intact, started

tiling past us toward the cloakroom. As they walked by, Dmitri Dmi-

trievich lampooned each one in an apt and humorous verbal "portrait."

This was the winter of 1949-50, and that very council had only recently

dismissed him from the Moscow Conservatory because of the scandal.

1 le\l been humiliated and harassed, but he still retained enough spirit to

laugh, feel mischievous, and make ironic jokes. His sense of humor was

inborn, an organic part of his character, and for many years it served as

a protective covering for him.

I.N. But what about the tragic element in his creative work?

M.S. No doubt Shostakovich was a tragic figure, both as a human

being in the context of his time and as an artist (not unlike his idol

Musorgsky). The tragic component is made all the more prominent by

those delightfully cheerful, clever, carefree, life-affirming images that

predominate in a number of his prewar compositions, for instance, the

Piano Concerto No. 1 in C Minor with solo trumpet op. 35 (1933) and

the First String Quartet in C Major op. 49 (1938). Unfortunately, how-

ever, Shostakovich gradually lost his sunny, mischievous humor, his abil-

ity to enjoy life, because of his illnesses, as well as the suffocating social-

political atmosphere. And also, certainly, because of the compromises he

made as an artist, which had to have been bitter and humiliating for him.

Just consider the music he composed for such appallingly offensive and

hypocritical films as Vstrecha na EVbe [Meeting at the Elba], Padenie Ber-

lina [The fall of Berlin], and Nezabyvaemyi 19 19 [The unforgettable year

191 9]. He had to force himself to compose music for these films, so it

couldn't have been any good. But this was the period when, for all prac-

tical purposes, his music was not being played at all. He had no money

to live on, yet he had to support not only his family in Moscow but also

his mother and sisters in Leningrad. Film music provided his main in-

come.

I don't know if an official document forbidding performances of Shos-

takovich's music was ever issued after the 1948 Party Resolution. More
likely the performing organizations and philharmonic societies simply

received oral "recommendations" amounting to a ban. I remember in

June 1949 inviting a small group of [Moscow] Conservatory friends to

my place to listen to works by our favorite composer; it was a deliberate

act of protest against the state policy. Shostakovich's student Karen Kha-

chaturian brought along the manuscript of the songs Iz evreiskoi narodnoi

poesii [From Jewish folk poetry, op. 79 (1948)], which we hadn't yet
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heard. We thoroughly enjoyed singing and playing them. Heinrich Neu-

haus, who lived in my building, was a part of the group. He had come

along as soon as he heard about the reason for our gathering. [Neuhaus

was a renowned pianist and the teacher of Sviatoslav Richter and Emil

Gilels, among other notables.—I.N.] In addition, the young players in

the Moscow Philharmonic Quartet (later named the Borodin Quartet)

played for us Shostakovich's Third String Quartet in F Major op. 73

(1946). The group had just recently formed. They played the quartet

twice, the second time as an encore! (To me, the Third Quartet is one

of his most beautiful and profoundly tragic chamber music works.) Our

night of music making ended only at the crack of dawn, and still we

could scarcely pull ourselves away from Shostakovich's music.

During the 1950s, when I was working for the journal Sovetskaia mu-

zyka, I had various occasions to see how kindly Shostakovich responded

to people who needed his help. Sometimes he found himself doing things

that were not especially agreeable to him personally. But this was a char-

acteristic feature of his personality; he had to struggle, sometimes, with

contradictory impulses.

I.N. Are you perhaps also thinking about his decision to join the

Communist Party?

M.S. That's a long story. He applied for Party membership in the

autumn of i960. I'll tell you briefly about one circumstance that I am
convinced prompted his decision.

In the summer of 1956, when Shostakovich was a member of the

editorial board of Sovetskaia muzyka, the journal was threatened with

mayhem. Four of the more aggressive and orthodox members of the

board sent a letter to the Party Central Committee warning that the

journal had fallen into the "swamp of formalism and cosmopolitanism"

and had "abandoned the Party line." The letter urgently demanded that

the journal's "delinquent" leadership be dismissed.

What incited the furious anger of the finger-pointers was Lev Le-

bedinsky's positive review of Shostakovich's Eighth Symphony, among

other things. Evgeny Mravinsky had just conducted the symphony in

Moscow. At that period, the Eighth was regarded in the "halls of power"

as ideologically suspect, pacifist, and very nearly anti-Soviet.

The fate of the journal was to be decided at a meeting of the Central

Committee, and only Party members were invited to participate. Shos-

takovich, not being a Party member, was not invited. Emil Gilels at-

tended, of course, but when he sensed the highly charged atmosphere,

he excused himself immediately, complaining of a pain in his heart. No-



Shostakovich Remembered (1992) / 155

body else w.is [eft to stand up and defend the journal. And ;i year later

the journal's entire editorial team \\ ns fired.

Dmitri Dmitrievich understood that if he held Party membership, it

would allow him to play a more active and influential role in musical

affairs. 1 le had a very strong streak of rivic-mindedness, along with an

urge to defend the innocent and to do what is right.

LN. And what was Shostakovich like in the 1970s when Volkov

talked with him?

M.S. Gloomy, reserved, and unsociable. Completely different than

he'd been in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s. I met him only occasionally

at concerts; he was thin, limping, leaning on a cane. Volkov says in the

preface to his book that Dmitri Dmitrievich considered him to be "the

most intelligent man of the new generation" [p. xvi]. My acquaintance

with this "most intelligent" individual was rather cursory and superficial,

but I found him, as a human being, to be not very likeable, extremely

conceited, rude, and, excuse me, ill mannered.

In the 1970s Shostakovich was afflicted by a succession of incurable

diseases. Physical suffering, fear of death, and the burden of the ordeals

he had lived through did their bloody business, affecting his psyche and

influencing what he said to Solomon Volkov and what Volkov wrote

down. I do not believe, however, that everything Volkov published came

from Shostakovich's mouth. Some of it was taken from other

publications; some of it Volkov could have heard from Shostakovich's

students. Irina Antonovna, the composer's widow, swears that Volkov

was neither a frequent guest at their place nor spent enough time with

Dmitri Dmitrievich to produce the entire book.

Shostakovich's terribly despondent mood at the time is eloquently

expressed in his unrealized plan to compose operas based on Chekhov's

Cho?~iiyi monakh [The black monk] and Palata No. 6 [Ward No. 6]. Re-

garding those strangely detailed descriptions of sadism and mad, night-

marishly depraved inclinations—I completely believe Volkov heard them

from Shostakovich. Volkov could not have made that up. Here was the

former soccer fan, now terrified of crowds, afraid of people watching him

from behind his back, imagining their hands reaching out to him.

I.N. Since you wrote a widely known book about the Shostakovich

symphonies, I would be interested to have your perspective on the cu-

rious proximity of such vastly different works as the Twelfth and Thir-

teenth symphonies.

M.S. Shostakovich was obliged to compromise more than once, par-

ticularly during the latter half of the 1940s and the beginning of the
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1950s. I have in mind those egregious film scores mentioned earlier, that

jingoistic cantata Nad rodinoi nashei solntse siiaet [The sun shines over our

motherland] (1952), and the oratorio Pesn' lesakh [Song of the forests]

(1949), all of which reveal very little in common with Shostakovich's

authentic style. Cliches worked out in scoring films migrated into the

Twelfth Symphony. The work should not be performed very often, in

my opinion, if only out of respect for the memory of a great composer.

As early as the 1930s, Shostakovich had been "encouraged" to com-

pose a "Lenin" symphony. He had dedicated the Eleventh, "The Year

1905" ("1905 god," 1956-57) to the First Russian Revolution, so, after it,

they turned the screws on him still more insistently: he really needed to

commemorate the events of "Great October" and the monumental figure

of Lenin. Finally Shostakovich gave in. And, as I've been told, he turned

out that insipid, flabby, watered-down score of the Twelfth Symphony,

"The Year 1917" ("1917 god" 1959-61), in about two weeks. The Elev-

enth, as you know, still contains material worthy of true creative inspi-

ration, material capable of stirring the imagination toward allegorical

symbolism. The third movement, for example, which depicts the slaugh-

ter of peaceful demonstrators in 1905, can also be associated with Soviet

mass executions and Stalinist repression. The first movement, with its

melodies of prerevolutionary songs about tsarist penal camps and exiles

also brings to mind the victims of Stalinist Gulags and the millions who

perished in concentration camps and prisons.

The Twelfth Symphony was intended to glorify October, but the

musical symbology there was absolutely unsuitable. It was Shostakovich's

most bitter compromise. While the films and cantatas are thankfully long

forgotten, the Twelfth, alas, remains in his list of symphonies and appears

on the programs of ceremonial jubilee festivals.

But Shostakovich always sought revenge for his compromises. The

trivial vulgarity of the Twelfth was followed by the Thirteenth, "Babyi

Yar" (1962), the most transparent and sincerely revealing of them all.

Perhaps it resembles more a placard than a symphony in the Beethoven-

Mahler-Shostakovich sense, given that it draws attention to some of Rus-

sia's most acute moral and social problems, placed in the context of much

superb music, of course. The Thirteenth was very brave for those times.

They dropped it from the repertoire, for good reason, but then resur-

rected it a few years later, only with an expurgated, toned-down text.

The following stanza appears in "Babyiyar" 1—the Yevtushenko poem set

by Shostakovich as the first movement of the symphony:
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Mne kazhetsia seichas 1a mdei. I feel now that I am a Jew.

Vot 1a bredu po drevnemu Egiptu. Here am I, wandering through ancient Egypt.

A vot 1a, na kreste raspiatyi, gibnu, Here am I, pinioned on a cross, dying,

1 do sikh por na mne— sledy gvozdei and the marks of nails still scar my flesh.

Shostakovich's music, with its labored struggle upward, as if stifled by

the dense chromaticism, reflects magnificently the tragic imagery of the

text. But the character of this music is not at all compatible with the

revised text, which is awkward and incongruous:

la zdes* stoiu, kak budto u krinitsy, I stand here as if at a wellspring,

daiushchei veru v nashe bratstvo mne. which nourishes my faith in our brotherhood.

Zdes' russkie lezhat i ukraintsy, Here lie Russians and Ukrainians,

lezhat s evreiami v odnoi zemle. together with Jews, in a common earth.

May God forgive Evgeny Yevtushenko! He's a talented poet who spoiled

his owrn verses and ruined the harmonious union of text and music in

the hope of protecting the symphony from the wrath of anti-Semite Party

bonzes.

I.N. And why did Mravinsky refuse to conduct this symphony? I

remember Kirill Kondrashin conducting. b

M.S. I don't know. I know only that relations between Mravinsky

and Dmitri Dmitrievich grew chilly during his last years. It is a compli-

cated question. Both had problematic personalities, especially in old age.

But Mravinsky deserves sincere gratitude for his loving promotion, and

exceptionally careful preparation, of so many premieres of Shostakovich's

best works. For instance, in preparing the premiere of the First Violin

Concerto op. 77 (1947-48), with Oistrakh as soloist, Mravinsky called

for nineteen full orchestra rehearsals!

I.N. Tell me, please, were you able to publish everything you

wanted to say in your book about Shostakovich, or were you compelled

not to, because of political considerations?

M.S. Naturally I had to throw whole passages into the trash can,

otherwise the book would not have been published. I had wanted to

reveal truthfully the tragedy of a genius, broken and trampled by crude,

uncouth nonentities, a genius who was obliged to buy the right to be

himself at the cost of certain compromises. But to speak straightforwardly

was impossible. So, against my will, I resorted to hints, allusions, and

innuendos. I had to tone down my sharply negative critique of the

Twelfth Symphony. At that time, no one dared to criticize it.
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I.N. What, in your opinion, accounts for the difference in the per-

ception of Shostakovich's music here in Russia and abroad? What is it

that we are able to discern and they are unable to?

M.S. Understandably we sense in his music many more subtexts

relevant to both public events and matters of public concern, but also to

society's moral and ethical concerns, which are even more important.

Foreigners are simply not in a position to identify with all the dramatic

events through which we as a people have lived, so they tend to interpret

Shostakovich's music as "pure" music, isolated from its social-historical

context. Some French colleagues once told me that they did not partic-

ularly like Shostakovich's symphonies, which were too weighty and too

long for them, too much like Mahler, whom the French also do not

regard highly. My French colleagues were right that the Shostakovich

symphonies remind one of Mahler. There is a similar concentration of

moral and philosophical energy, a similar poignancy in musical discourse,

and even the style sometimes suggests Mahler. Consider the Fourth Sym-

phony, for example.

I.N. What is the source of Shostakovich's predilection for Jewish

folklore?

M.S. Indeed he had such a predilection. It first appeared in the

Piano Trio op. 67 no. 2 (1944), long before the song cycle Iz evreiskoi

narodnoi poesii [From Jewish folk poetry]. The Piano Trio is dedicated to

the memory of his closest friend, Ivan Sollertinsky, a brilliantly gifted

musicologist, and it was completed soon after Sollertinsky's death. The

finale, based specifically on Jewish melodic-rhythmic motifs, unfolds in

a succession of astonishing and horribly grotesque musical images. Why?
This question was raised at the scholarly conference devoted to Shosta-

kovich held in Cologne in 1985. I responded by reminding the conferees

that at the very time Shostakovich was composing the Trio, hundreds of

thousands of Jews were being murdered in gas chambers, cremated in

ovens, and executed by firing squads in Nazi concentration camps. Shos-

takovich, being a man of the highest moral standards and one who pos-

sessed an exceptionally acute sense of personal responsibility, could not

fail to respond to these monstrous atrocities except by a passionate cry

of protest. He would continue responding later on as well (remember

the Thirteenth Symphony!), because he despised anti-Semitism with the

furious hatred of a true Russian intelligent. c
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Israel Vladimirovich Nestyev (191 1— 1993). Doctor of Arts History and

professor at the Moscow Conservatory; served in the Soviet armed forces

during the Great Patriotic War, 1941-45.

I.X. Did you know Shostakovich well?

/. I

r

.N. I had the pleasure of meeting with Dmitri Dmitrievich Shos-

takovich many times, and I was often present at performances of his

music when he himself would demonstrate new works to his colleagues.

I'll never forget the day, in autumn 1941, when Dmitri Dmitrievich

plaved the first movement of his new Seventh Symphony, which would

later be called the "Leningrad" Symphony op. 60 (1941). He had just

arrived in Moscow from the Leningrad blockade. The demonstration

took place in the editorial boardroom of the newspaper Sovetskoe iskusstvo.

Before he started, I remember, Shostakovich warned us, a bit self-

deprecatingly, about the resemblance of the "invasion episode" in the

symphony's first movement to Ravel's Bolero. These two works, as you

know, make use of a similar compositional device—a succession of the-

matic variations unfolds over a snare-drum ostinato. The music of the

Seventh Symphony, of course, suggests a completely different meaning

than that of the Ravel. Shostakovich takes a monotonous Prussian march,

sets it in the style of the most banal music-hall tune, then relentlessly

and ingeniously turns it into a grotesque thematic parody that implicitly,

and with enormous force, stigmatizes the nonentity of German Nazism.

I also remember some of the prewar premieres of Shostakovich's mu-

sic, for instance, the first performance of his wonderful Piano Quintet

op. 57 (1940), played by the Beethoven Quartet with Shostakovich him-

self at the piano. Many people in the audience were taken aback at the

time by the unusually sharp and contradictory thematic juxtapositions:

the self-consciously "learned-style" polyphony in some movements (the

Prelude, the Fugue, and the wonderful Intermezzo), together with the

rather frivolous, dance-hall rhythms of the finale. This unfamiliar mix of

disparate thematic topics struck some listeners as quite objectionable,

despite the fact that paradoxical contrasts such as this illustrate one of

Shostakovich's most important discoveries—a method very much in line

with the creative practices of Gustav Mahler, Shostakovich's ideal.

Already at that time Shostakovich demonstrated in his music a knack

for "combining what was uncombinable," an approach later to be de-

scribed by Russian musicologists as "polystylistics." In Russian music to-

day, composers often combine ultramodern devices with old-fashioned

ones, the complicated with the simple or even the hackneyed. The fact
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is that stylistic features associated with today's "post-modernism" ap-

peared long ago in Shostakovich's music. He had no compunctions about

using stridently grotesque combinations of style elements borrowed from

the Baroque (Bach and Handel) with those borrowed from Romanticism

(Mahler), sometimes also including elements from music of the sort you

might hear on the street, including the most trite and commonplace.

Shostakovich once admitted that when he saw people smiling at his con-

certs, he felt tremendous satisfaction. His works often juxtapose tragedy

and merciless sarcasm, the latter aimed at philistinism, vulgarity, and

inhumanity.

I.N. Has your perspective on Shostakovich's music changed over the

years?

/. V.N. Almost twenty years have passed since Shostakovich left us.

Certainly during his lifetime he enjoyed enormous prestige among in-

tellectuals [the intelligentsia]* despite all the attacks by the Stalinist re-

gime. During those years, he sometimes composed works a Voccasion,

works with a certain measure of "officialese." His Twelfth Symphony is

such an example, in my opinion, and the least successful of all his sym-

phonies. But his finest tragic scores undoubtedly belong at the summit

of world music. The Largo of the Fifth Symphony op. 47 (1937), for

instance, I now perceive to be a requiem for the millions of innocent

victims of the Stalinist regime. Let me remind you that this symphony

appeared in 1937 at the height of the "Ezhov terror,"6 when, at Stalin's

behest, masses of blameless people were executed, including some of

Shostakovich's closest friends. He suffered deeply. In those years, no

other artist, whatever the field—no painter, playwright, or film director

—

could even think of protesting against the Stalinist terror through his

art. Only instrumental music, with its own distinctive methods of ex-

pressive generalization, had the power to communicate the terrible truth

of that time.

I.N. What do you remember about Shostakovich's relations with

the regime?

I.V.N. Shostakovich's life turned out tragically. In early 1936 the

then all-powerful Stalin attended a performance of the opera LediMakbet

Mtsenskogo aezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District] on the second

stage of Moscow's Bolshoi Theater. The production was not particularly

successful. (Yet before this, superb performances of the opera, in both

Leningrad and Moscow, had received enthusiastic reviews in the press.)

Stalin utterly rejected the opera, harshly denouncing it as "muddle in-

stead of music."
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l.X. Arc those Stalin's actual words? 1

/. / . V V es, there's evidence that those were his words, Immcdiatch

afterward, the notorious article
uSumbur vmesto muzykf* [A muddle in-

stead of music] was published in Pravda, in effect ravaging Shostakovich's

music. It was a painful trauma for the composer. Over some months

Shostakovich suffered from depression and never again, after 19^6, pro-

duced another opera (although he was undoubtedly a horn dramatist).

Liid\ Macbeth of the Mtsensk District (or Katerina Izmailova), which was a

remarkable opera, was officially banned and only revived in Russia after

Stalin's death. From that time on, the composer preferred to speak his

mind through purely instrumental music, which was much less dangerous

for his relationship with the powers that be.

LN. Yet, all the same, Stalin managed to take advantage of Shos-

takovich's international fame for his own political purposes.

I.V.N. Yes, to some extent he did. In 1949, according to reports,

Stalin unexpectedly phoned Shostakovich and asked him to travel to the

United States as a delegate to the Congress for World Peace. Dmitri

Dmitrievich was astonished to hear Stalin's voice on the phone. After

speaking about the Congress, the Leader added, "We have criticized you,

but we criticized you because we love you." At almost exactly the same

time, in a conversation with the theater director V. I. Nemirovich-

Danchenko, Stalin expressed his opinion about Shostakovich: "He's

probably a very talented individual, but much too much in the 'Meyer-

hold' mold." Stalin, of course, was referring to the renowned Russian

avant-garde theater director Vsevolod Meyerhold, who was arrested by

the NKVD [later renamed the KGB] in the late 1930s and shot as an

"enemy of the people."

I.N. Were you ever a witness to any critical attacks on Shostako-

vich?

I.V.N. I was indeed, and more than once. I remember a discussion

about his Twenty-Four Preludes and Fugues for Piano op. 87 (1950-51).

Those musicians inclined toward officialdom harshly criticized this su-

perb cycle, but such people as the pianist Maria Yudina and the com-

posers Nikolai Peiko and Georgy Sviridov, among others, defended it. I

was astonished by Shostakovich's remarkable forbearance, as he listened

to the remarks directed at him. He never objected, never complained

about those who insulted him, and certainly he never protested to the

authorities in charge, as did other composers. Unlike them, he generally

appeared bewildered by praise, and the exaggerated enthusiasm of ladies

simply annoyed him.



162 / Irina Nikolskaya

If Dmitri Dmitrievich himself took the floor at a public hearing to

criticize one of his colleagues, he never failed to reveal his natural tact

and, besides that, his general manner revealed just how uncomfortable

he actually felt.

I.N. What do you think about Solomon Volkov's book about Shos-

takovich?

I.V.N. As you know, this book supposedly presents Shostakovich's

point of view. And it must certainly include some genuine conversations

between this particular musicologist and the composer. But, over and

above this, I am convinced that Dmitri Dmitrievich as I knew him would

never have approved publication of certain passages in the book. For

example, the book includes attacks on the conductor Evgeny Mravinsky,

to whom Shostakovich was indebted for many of his artistic successes.

Shostakovich was scrupulously conscientious and exceptionally compas-

sionate in his dealings with people; he would never have allowed himself

to subject his former friend to a public "lashing." Perhaps at tea he might

have said something or other about how Mravinsky upset him, but he

would never have permitted it to be published.

Valentin Alexandrovich Berlinsky (b. 1925). Cellist of the Borodin Quar-

tet; the only member who has played with the quartet from the time of

its founding in 1 946 until the present.

I.N. The performances of Shostakovich's string quartets by the

world-renowned Borodin Quartet have not only been widely acclaimed

but have also been acknowledged to have set a certain standard for their

interpretation. Which of the ensemble's meetings with Dmitri Dmitriev-

ich do you remember?

V.B. I remember many of them. One was at the very first festival

of Shostakovich's music in Gorky [1962]. Shostakovich, who was already

quite ill, appeared with us for the last time as pianist, in his Piano Quintet

op. 57 (1940). After that, we always got in touch with him each time he

completed a new quartet. These contacts, in fact, had become a tradition

from the time our ensemble was formed. We eventually played all the

Shostakovich quartets, but the Third was the first one we played in pub-

lic. We had heard the well-known Beethoven Quartet play the first two

Shostakovich quartets when the players were our teachers at the Moscow

Conservatory.^ They were the ones who encouraged us, while we were

still students, to start our own quartet ensemble. The "Borodins" never
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played a Shostakovich quartet publicly without first asking- the composer

to comment on our interpretation. (I have kept a number of his letters.

In one of them he raves about our interpretation and sends best wishes

for future performances.)

I.N. What was the nature of his comments?

I \B. They mostly concerned errors in the printed notation, less of-

ten in the tempo. In fact, as I said, Dmitri Dmitrievich made all sorts of

corrections during our quartet rehearsals. This was the case up until the

time of the last quartets, the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth,

which we were never able to play for him.

The first time the future members of the Borodin Quartet got to-

gether was when we were all still students, in 1945 to be precise: Rostislav

Dubinsky, first violin; Nina Barshai, second violin; Rudolf Barshai, viola;

and myself, cello. I remember very well how we readied ourselves to play

Shostakovich's First Quartet for the composer. He agreed to come listen

to us at 9:00 a.m. I started downstairs to meet him and saw him already

coming up the stairs, puffing. It was barely a minute past nine, but he

started apologizing for being late. Everybody knew about Shostakovich's

scrupulous exactitude and punctuality. He absolutely could not stand any

sort of tardiness! I think he inculcated this trait in a great many people

who associated with him, including me.

We took Shostakovich into a classroom and started readying ourselves

to play the quartet, when Shostakovich said, "What a shame. I forgot to

bring the score with me! But all the same, I'll try to play some parts of

it from memory to give you an idea about tempos." (He composed the

First Quartet op. 49 in 1938, you know.) Whereupon Dmitri Dmitrievich

went to the piano and, still standing, played the work from beginning to

end. That was the first encounter of the future Borodin Quartet with

Shostakovich.

LN. He evidently sensed the creative potential of the young ensem-

ble and felt sympathetic toward it from the start.

V.B. That certainly seems to have been the case, because when we

invited him to play his Piano Quintet with us, he accepted with pleasure.

I also remember an amusing incident connected with our playing the

Third Quartet for him. At the beginning of the piece a typical accom-

paniment figure appears in the cello part, with the indication arco—to

be played with the bow. During rehearsal we had decided that I would

play it pizzicato, that is, to pluck the string, which seemed to sound better

to us. When Dmitri Dmitrievich came to hear us, I managed to play

only a single note pizzicato before he stopped us and turned to me, "It is
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marked arco there." "Yes, Dmitri Dmitrievich," I answered, "but we
played through the quartet and it seems to us that pizzicato would be

better here." Shostakovich answered immediately in his characteristic

manner, "Yes, yes, it would be better. But please play it arco anyway!"

He didn't like to argue, but he was very stubborn and always insisted on

his own way.

I have to say that on the whole Shostakovich had a phenomenal com-

mand of writing for the string quartet; everything in his quartets falls

"under the fingers." Few composers today can compete with him in this

regard. I would even say he sensed the "soul" of the quartet. Even Bee-

thoven wrote less gratefully for this combination. Pianists who play his

music are also surprised by the exceptional pianistic qualities of Shosta-

kovich's piano works.

I.N. Do you think that the fifteen string quartets represent the full

range of Shostakovich's creative evolution? Is it possible to gain a com-

prehensive impression of him as a composer solely on the basis of the

fifteen quartets?

V.B. Definitely! His ethics, aesthetics, and style are all distilled in

the quartets, along with his personality; it, too, is somehow totally ex-

pressed in the quartets.

I.N. What is it in Shostakovich's creative legacy that means the most

to you personally?

V.B. That is a rather deep and serious question.

I.N. Your perspective as a performer interests me. Surely some par-

ticular element must have impressed and attracted you immediately, and

more than anything else, when you and the other members of the Bo-

rodin Quartet became familiar with a new work by Shostakovich. Per-

formers in general must sense a composer's emotional world both subtly

and profoundly.

V.B. I can only speak about my personal feelings, although, in many

respects, I think my colleagues in the quartet shared my impressions.

This is how I see Shostakovich's creative evolution: his music devel-

oped along a line of ever intensifying drama, I would even say tragedy.

His quartets have much in common with Beethoven's in terms of their

profound creative conception. But all the finales in Dmitri Dmitrievich's

quartets are tragic in character, unlike those of Beethoven. And I think

I know why. Beethoven, more often than not, arrives at a life-affirmative

finale, despite all the conflicts and collisions, all that is lived through

beforehand in the music's unfolding. Beethoven was a person who be-

lieved deeply in, and looked toward, some brightness on the other side
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of life. But Dmitri Dmitrievich was an atheist and could not sec anything

beyond human existence. Shostakovich was afraid ol death. 1 le could not

envision an exodus from human suffering-. You understand, ol course,

this is my subjective opinion.

/..V. 1 lave attitudes toward Shostakovich's works changed or at least

ameliorated over the years?

I "./>. Certainly attitudes have ameliorated. And it has not only been

a matter of time but also a drawn-out process of comprehending Shos-

takovich's art. This latter process, in fact, can be identified in the atti-

tudes abroad, among concert organizers in various countries of the world,

tow aid Shostakovich's music. Earlier, when our quartet was invited for

concert tours, the organizers were not very willing for us to include

Shostakovich's quartets in our concert programs, preferring instead the

Russian classics. But nowadays we can play Shostakovich as much as we

like, in practically any country.

The Borodin Quartet, at one time or another, recorded all fifteen

Shostakovich quartets for the Soviet record company Melodiya, which

sold these recordings to various foreign companies without saying a word

about it to us. But discussion is now going on with several of the foreign

companies about putting all our recordings together in an anthology

comprising the entire collection, which I hope will be done.

I.N. Have you had an opportunity to read Solomon Volkov's much

talked about book? It continues to stir up controversy here in Russia. I

would be interested to hear what you have to say about it.

V.B. I don't agree with either the opponents or the advocates of the

book. The truth obviously lies somewhere in between. But my own view

of the book is also colored by a personal prejudice: I do not like memoirs

in general. And in this particular case, I would insist that we do not have

the right to rummage around in somebody else's dirty linen and expose

a variety of human frailties to the light of day, especially when speaking

about a genius. We knew about many of the weaknesses in Dmitri Dmi-

trievich's character, but does that give us the right to judge and condemn

him?

I.N. I understand your point about memoirs in general and about

Volkov's book in particular. You believe that it contains certain things

that should not have been published, is that correct?

V.B. Exactly right. But, in addition, an author's subjective point of

view inevitably alters something in memoirs, even distorts them to some

extent. Take, for instance, the book of memoirs by Rostislav Dubinsky,

the former first-violinist of the Borodin Quartet, which he published in
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the United States after his emigration. 11 The book contains, to put it

mildly, a number of inaccuracies. For instance, he writes that several of

Alfred Schnittke's works were banned from performance in the 1960s

and 1970s; but they were not actually banned; rather, they were "not

recommended" for performance. This is not the same thing. In fact, the

Borodin Quartet went right ahead and played these works. "Recommen-

dations" of this sort could come from the USSR Ministry of Culture,

from the Cultural Department of the CPSU Central Committee, and

from the USSR Union of Composers. "Banned," however, probably

sounded a lot more exciting to Western publishers than "not recom-

mended," and so Dubinsky gave in.

The situation was quite different in the 1930s and 1940s when Shos-

takovich's music was not being performed at all (my mention of the 1940s

is prompted by the Party Resolution of 1948). This earlier ban remained

in force for several years; performance was officially forbidden.

Schnittke's music, however, was not forbidden; it was simply not wel-

comed. That Schnittke, like Gubaidulina and Denisov, remained on the

outside of official musical life is another issue. Their music was excluded

from the major concert venues, and they encountered enormous diffi-

culties trying to organize performances of their works. But despite all

this, their music was still performed and well known among musicians,

as well as among a sizable group of the liberal intelligentsia.

Elsewhere in his book, Dubinsky writes about anti-Semitism. It is

absolutely true, of course, that a "state sponsored anti-Semitism" existed

in our country. But to attribute every repression solely to anti-Semitism

is also inaccurate. Just consider the brilliant conducting career of Rudolf

Barshai, not to mention many other examples among performances. As

a Jew myself, I never sensed anti-Semitism in our musical circles.* Shos-

takovich, too, in fact, harshly condemned anti-Semitism.

Dmitri Dmitrievich certainly had his weaknesses as a human being,

I'll say again. He just could not take any pressure on himself and con-

sequently would try to escape it as quickly as possible. As a result, he

would sign any kind of "appeal" or "protest" shoved under his nose by

the Party Central Committee, "without looking" at it. In fact, they would

continue "pressing" him until he signed. This is how his name appeared

on a document condemning the scientist Andrei Sakharov and what Sak-

harov was trying to do. It's a joke to think that Shostakovich would have

condemned Sakharov. But Sakharov was a fighter, whereas Shostakovich

was never a fighter in his life. Still, both were geniuses and the finest

representatives of our country. How can one possibly judge or condemn
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Shostakovich on the basis oi "facts" such as this, if such can indeed be

called (acts? This is win 1 do not like memoirs and put no faith in them.

[van [vanovich Martynov (h. 1908). Musicologist; awarded a state citation

as T [onored Arts Professional of the Russian Federation"; active for

many years in the Union of Composers of the USSR and the Union of

Composers of the Russian Federation.

I.N. You were very much involved in our country's musical life for

many years and closely involved with the works of Shostakovich. What
are your most vivid memories of Dmitri Dmitrievich?

I.M. I have lots of memories of him. He exemplified the highest

ethical and moral standards, and I've never had greater admiration or

respect for anyone. But for this talk, I want to focus on circumstances

associated with the opera Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth

of the Mtsensk District] and the Eighth Symphony op. 65 (1943). Let

me tell you about what I personally witnessed.

By the beginning of the 1930s Shostakovich's name had already at-

tracted considerable attention among young musicians in Moscow. We
knew his First Symphony op. 10 (1924-25) and the suites from the ballets

Bolt [The bolt] and Zolotoi vek [The golden age]. I have to admit that the

latter two works, with their flamboyant orchestration, grotesquerie, and

so on, appealed to us more than the symphony. But at that time Shos-

takovich was not yet "Composer No. 1 " for us. We were still fascinated

by Scriabin, and Prokofiev was all the fashion.

Then, after a while, the opera Ledi Makbet [Lady Macbeth] appeared

and turned a lot of our thinking around, forcing us to see Shostakovich

as one of the major composers of the twentieth century. First, the opera

was a great success in Leningrad, and then later in Moscow's

Nemirovich-Danchenko Theater—a production I had the good fortune

to see, which was also enormously successful. Sitting in the first row were

Antonina Nezhdanova, the legendary Russian soprano, and Nikolai Go-

lovanov, conductor at the Bolshoi Theater. These two musicians "of the

old school" stood up and clapped their hands along with everybody else.

Then a second production of the opera opened in Moscow at the

Bolshoi's filial theater, a devastating review followed in Pravda, and Ledi

Makbet was immediately banned from the repertoire and the vocal score

withdrawn from sale. Additional abusive articles followed, and the opera

was harshly censured at a meeting organized by the Union of Composers.
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All who spoke at the meeting had to tune their remarks in harmony with

the Party Resolution. Nobody dared to contradict the opinion of the

Party Central Committee. Nevertheless, a handful of musicians found

ways to say something good about the opera along with their criticisms,

so the condemnation was not unanimous. I believe many musicians even

at the time were able to grasp the opera's enormous artistic importance.

Shostakovich's Fifth Symphony appeared soon afterward, and the re-

gime's attitude toward the composer changed radically. Those in power

viewed the symphony as Shostakovich's rehabilitation. All the same, a

few members of the Russian Association of Proletarian Musicians

(RAPM) even found reason to attack the symphony. k

Ledi Makbet, renamed Katerina Izmailova, was restored to the stage

only in the early 1960s. 1 The idea for doing so had developed somewhere

"on high" but was accompanied by a certain reluctance, so it was decided

to turn the matter over for discussion at the Composers Union. I was

present on the occasion. Shostakovich and the composer Moisei Wein-

berg, each seated at a piano, played through the entire opera, first to last.

Afterward, Tikhon Khrennikovm opened the floor and called for discus-

sion. Then suddenly, without waiting for comments, he exclaimed, "But

what is there to discuss? This work represents the best musical memory
of our youth. All of us have tolerated too much error and injustice." And

so began the opera's eventual revival, and its success was furthered by

Galina Vishnevskaya's unforgettable Katerina. As I see it, the power of

Shostakovich's creative genius inevitably triumphed over whatever ide-

ological impediments were dreamed up.

Now on to the Eighth Symphony, which was also subjected to a dire

fate. The Seventh Symphony, "The Leningrad" op. 60 (1941), had made

an enormous impression both here and abroad, from the time of its first

performance in 1942. So when it became known in early 1943 that Shos-

takovich had completed an Eighth Symphony, everybody was convinced

it would be something like the Seventh. The first formal hearing of the

music, with the composer at the piano, took place at the Commission on

Art Affairs (now the Ministry of Culture) on a hot summer afternoon,

the humidity stifling despite all the windows being wide open. The sym-

phony lasted more than an hour. After Shostakovich finished playing,

confusion reigned in the office of the Chairman of the Commission.

Nobody said a word. The Seventh Symphony had been accessible and

filled with an almost graphic musical imagery, while the musical language

of the Eighth was complex and philosophical. This was a Shostakovich

unwilling to make the slightest concession. Then the unexpected hap-
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pened. Dmitri Dmitrievich suddenly announced,
kk

.\l\ dear friends! This

is complicated music and clearly you've not understood all of it or figured

it out. So I'll play the whole thing again." And he did, the entire sym-

phony. This time a few people even praised it.

The symphony's premiere took place on 2 November 1943. Attracted

by the popularity of the Seventh Symphony, the top brass were sitting

in the front row . They didn't react badly to the work. Two days later,

on 4 November 1943, my positive review appeared in the newspaper

I ecberniaia Moskva. But then, nothing more was said about it. The sym-

phony was given the "silent treatment." About two months passed before

the decidedly "cool" or sharply critical commentaries started to appear.

No decision had been made at this point to "muzzle" Shostakovich, but

all the same the symphony could not be accepted; it was simply much

too far removed from the accepted idea of Socialist Realism, which re-

quired a hale and hearty character and a dependably optimistic finale.

The Eighth Symphony is one of the composer's most tragic works. I

personally find in it much in common with Musorgsky's Pesni i pliaski

smerti [Songs and dances of death]. This symphony epitomizes all the

drama and sorrow of its epoch. I remember attending a magnificent per-

formance conducted by Mravinsky in Leningrad. During the concert

someone in the audience experienced pain in his heart and fainted. That

was in 1947. A year later, when Shostakovich was once again being per-

secuted, this incident was cited as evidence that Shostakovich's music

could bring on a heart attack. In short, attempts were continually being

made to discredit the Eighth Symphony. When the Czechs invited Mra-

vinsky to conduct the symphony at the Prague Spring Festival in 1957,

all kinds of pressure was put on him to refuse, because the Eighth Sym-

phony was not considered worthy of representing Soviet culture. The
work was nevertheless performed at the Prague Spring and enjoyed phe-

nomenal success.

I.N. And what can you tell us about Shostakovich's activity as First

Secretary of the Composers Union of the Russian Federation?"

I.M. No one expected that Shostakovich would be elected First Sec-

retary. I took part in the meeting of the Secretariat of the Russian Com-
posers Union when the election was scheduled. Shostakovich was nom-

inated by Khrennikov, which clearly confirmed that his candidacy had

been approved from "on high." Following his election, Shostakovich

went right to work and announced that the Secretariat would meet twice

a week, the first time to deal with organizational questions and the second

to listen to music (previously the Secretariat had met only twice a
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month). This arrangement continued for two or three years, with only

slight cutbacks in the number of meetings. Over this period we listened

to an enormous amount of contemporary Soviet music. Shostakovich

instituted an "iron" discipline and would not allow anyone to arrive even

a minute late, although, truth be known, none of us had previously con-

sidered tardiness to be a mortal sin. Dmitri Dmitrievich was something

of a pedant. Besides that, he expected the members of the union's Board

of Directors to travel around the country and familiarize themselves with

composers' works on location. This not only significantly promoted cre-

ativity in the provinces, but it also encouraged a new sense of unity

among composers throughout the Russian Federation.

Dmitri Dmitrievich could not tolerate boorishness and incivility to-

ward anyone. I remember one occasion when we were traveling together

in the Russian Federation. Our group was scheduled to meet with a local

leader about some creative problem. The fellow in charge shook Shos-

takovich's hand and, without a glance at anyone else, said, "Well, let's

get down to work." At that, Shostakovich replied, "No indeed. We're

not about to get down to work. You've greeted me, but there are eight

other people here. Say hello to everyone, or we're all leaving immedi-

ately." So the local bigwig was obliged to go all around shaking hands

and saying, "How do you do?" He'd probably never had to do anything

like that before, given his sense of self-importance. This incident revealed

another aspect of Shostakovich's character: he carried the whole thing

off without the slightest ostentation. Shostakovich's involvement in this

sort of active social service continued until about 1967 or 1968.

Let me conclude my comments with another revealing anecdote

about Shostakovich's character. I don't remember how it happened, but

he and I ended up together in a group attending a dress rehearsal of the

Moiseev Dance Company. The program included a charming little genre

scene called "Sunday." The plot was as follows: a housemaid and a cook

in their pretty Sunday dresses are receiving guests, a telegraph operator

and a janitor. They all dance a quadrille. The girls act coquettishly. The

telegraph operator puts on a courtly manner to woo the housemaid. In

short, the scene was quite amusing. Everybody laughed and everybody

liked it. Only Dmitri Dmitrievich sat in gloomy silence. Then he jumped

up and declared, "That number ought to be struck from the program.

Why are you all laughing at those poor people who just happened to end

up in that social situation? You remind me of the boys who threw spit-

balls at Akaky Akakievich in Gogol's story ShineV [The overcoat]." Need-

less to say, the idea hadn't entered anyone else's mind. But Shostakovich
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had taken the scene seriously. It was typical of him to defend the "un-

important" folk, very much in the tradition of Gogol, Dostoevsky, and

Chekhov.

l.e\ Nikolaevich Lebedinsky (1904-1992). Musicologist; member of the

Communist Party from [919; a leading member of the Russian Associ-

ation of Proletarian Musicians from 1923 to 1932.

I.N. I would be interested to hear what you think about Solomon

Yolkov's book, which supposedly represents the memoirs of our great

composer?

L.L. I consider this book to be one of the most important

publications devoted to the composer. Its authenticity is beyond question.

I am prepared to sign my name under every word in the book. It is the

truth about Shostakovich.

I.N. You were able to observe Shostakovich's life up close?

L.L. Yes, I met with Dmitri Dmitrievich quite often and I think he

was candid with me. Many of my conversations with him are reflected

in Volkov's book. The book came as a big surprise here in our country

because our social-political system had interpreted Shostakovich's crea-

tive work from an utterly different perspective. Dmitri Dmitrievich had

been obliged to hide the true meaning of his symphonies. But he shared

his creative conceptions with me, and there are many examples.

I.N. Has your own attitude toward Shostakovich's work changed

over the years?

L.L. No, my attitude hasn't changed at all. I think Shostakovich was

a fighter.

I.N. What do you mean by that?

L.L. It has been said that Shostakovich was not enough of a social

activist in our country, but this is fundamentally untrue. He inflicted

powerful blows on the Stalinist regime, although, of course, the majority

of his listeners did not realize it.

I.N. Can you illustrate your point?

L.L. Take the Eighth and Tenth symphonies. These works pow-

erfully depict the white heat of a dramatic struggle. Shostakovich was

speaking out forcefully in these works, but from behind a transparent

mask, so to speak. He was obliged to shield himself from retaliation by

composing pure instrumental music.

I.N. But how do you explain Symphony No. n, "The Year 1905,"
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dedicated to the first Russian revolution, and Symphony No. 12, "The

Year 191 7," dedicated to Lenin?

V.B. Dmitri Dmitrievich himself said that the Eleventh Symphony

speaks not so much about the past as about the present. For me, the

Eleventh Symphony conveys an image of a "Stalinist prison." It de-

nounces Stalinism, metaphorically, and therefore I believe it continues

the fundamental ethical-conceptual line that extends throughout all the

Shostakovich symphonies.

As for the Twelfth Symphony, it follows that same line but in an-

other way. For me, this so-called "Lenin" Symphony amounts to a de-

bunking of Leninism. The symphony even contains something like a

typical soliloquy that seems to parody Lenin's style of speaking. The
next symphony, the Thirteenth, voices Shostakovich's protest against

Stalinist anti-Semitism. In fact, I do not believe that Shostakovich ever

deviated from this fundamental line in his symphonies. Already in the

First Symphony I hear sounds of alarm, the premonitions of a terrible

future. These recur again and again in the later symphonies, from the

Fourth on.

The Fifteenth Symphony is autobiographical. The quotation from

Rossini's William Tell symbolizes Shostakovich's youthful strivings, his

sincere feelings about the social and political ideals of that period in his

life. But this topic is gradually displaced, and the image of death begins

to play the primary role—indeed, the central role—in the composer's

Fourteenth and Fifteenth symphonies. Genius that he was, Shostakovich

felt death approaching. No wonder the Fifteenth was his last symphony.?

I.N. What do you know about the history of Shostakovich's rela-

tionship with Evgeny Mravinsky?

L.L. Dmitri Dmitrievich made known his opinion that Mravinsky's

interpretations were deficient in depth.

I.N. What can you say about Shostakovich as a personality?

L.L. I continue to hold the highest regard for Shostakovich. True,

we had some disagreements about his attitude toward Boris Pasternak,

Alexander Solzhenitsyn, and Andrei Sakharov, which he expressed in

prints but these disagreements could not sever the bonds that united us,

above all, our shared sense of being confined in a "Stalinist prison."

As a human being, Shostakovich was charming, spontaneous, and

witty. He loved good company with whom he could also enjoy a few

drinks.

I.N. But his relationship with some of his composer-colleagues did

not always turn out to be friendly.
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/../.. Quite true. I [e did not get along well \\ith Prokofiev and spoke

about him rather harshly, although he acknowledged Prokofiev's great

talent. He did not feel elose to Stravinsky as a composer, hut this should

come as no surprise, of course, given that the two represented such dif-

ferent trends in Russian music. Shostakovich remained a committed re-

alist, whereas Stravinsky kept to the creative stance of a miriskusnik—an

heir to the Mir iskusstva, or World of Art movement, to Sergei Diaghi-

lev's aesthetic and artistic philosophy.

IN. How did Shostakovich- view himself in life and in art?

L.L. He viewed himself as a tragic figure. And he was certainly that.

Moreover, those who do not hear this in his music have not yet grasped

the most important element in his work. He valued this feeling in him-

self, the feeling of perpetual sorrow for those who had perished, a feeling

he never lost. This suggests an analogy with the poetry of Anna Akh-

matova, particularly with her Rekviem [Requiem]. Of course, there are

other sides to his creative legacy—satire, irony, sarcasm—but the most

important aspect is tragedy.

Boris Ivanovich Tishchenko (b. 1930). Noted St. Petersburg composer

and professor at the St. Petersburg Conservatory; named Honored Artist

of the Russian Federation and People's Artist of the Russian Federation.

A close family friend of Shostakovich, he studied composition with him

from 1962 to 1965.

IN. How would you describe the role Shostakovich played in your

creative life?

B.T. I would say that Shostakovich sustained my will to live. His

music, and his very existence, gave meaning to my life. Shostakovich's

greatness as a human being was no less than his greatness as a composer.

His relationship with people, with his colleagues, was founded in mutual

trust and respect. Since his death, I have experienced the influence of his

music even more deeply and more powerfully. For me, the art of Shos-

takovich is a phenomenon of cosmic magnitude.

I.N. What music did Shostakovich feel passionate about?

B.T. His great admiration of Mahler is well known, but at some

point in the late 1960s or early 1970s he remarked, "I used to think that

Mahler was the best composer of all times and peoples, but now I think

Bach is better." On another occasion he said that Stravinsky was the most

outstanding twentieth-century composer. He deeply respected Britten,
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whose music was akin to his. As for composers of the past, he especially

appreciated Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven.

I.N. What Soviet music did he like?

B.T. He singled out in particular works of Galina Ustvolskaya, Al-

exander Lokshin, and Mechislav [Moisei] Weinberg. He loved to

exchange opinions about the latest works of his students and colleagues,

and about his own works as well.

I.N. Don't you agree that a number of his contemporaries were and

have remained under his strong influence? For instance, Weinberg?

B.T Influence, absolutely. But it would be inaccurate to call any of

these composers epigones. Don't forget the saying, "The Chinese look

the same only from a distance!" While we're on the subject, I'd also say

that the influence was mutual.

Shostakovich was always an indefatigable listener to music. He often

listened in the rooms of the Secretariat of the Russian Composers Union.

And he listened to all kinds of music. He used to say, "I'm omnivorous.

I love all music, from Bach to Offenbach."

I.N. What interested Dmitri Dmitrievich besides music?

B.T. Lots. He was an avid reader, read a great deal and often rec-

ommended one book or another: "Be sure to read this," he would say.

Besides that, he himself had a literary gift. Indeed, even his personal

letters are chefs d'oeuvre both in conception and style. He was coauthor

of his operas Nos [The nose] and Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady

Macbeth of the Mtsensk District]. He himself wrote the libretto of his

satirical anti-Stalinist Peepshow, Antiformalisticheskii rayok [The anti-

formalist peepshow]. r During his last years he planned new operas: Tikhii

Don [The quiet Don], after Sholokhov, and Chomyi monakh [The black

monk], after Chekhov.

I.N. What do you think about Solomon Volkov's book?

B. T. I consider it unethical to mention that name in a conversation

about Shostakovich.

I.N. Do you know why relations between Shostakovich and Mra-

vinsky cooled? Mravinsky, of course, conducted many premieres of Shos-

takovich's works.

B. T. No, I don't. And I don't rely on secondhand information. I do

know that Dmitri Dmitrievich greatly appreciated Mravinsky's interpre-

tations. I was reminded of this yet again in 1972, when I was sitting next

to Shostakovich at a rehearsal of the Fifteenth Symphony in the Great

Hall of the Leningrad Philharmonic.
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I.X. Do you think that the harassment and persecution Shostakovich

endured in the 1930s and [940s harmed his work?

B.T. I think the attacks inflicted more damage on his health than

on his work. We know Shostakovich had three heart attacks, the last

coinciding with the onset of his cancer. Medical research has shown that

cancer can be caused by psychological factors. ... All the same, in his

music Shostakovich never ceased to be a powerful personality.

Manashir Yakubov (b. 1936). Doctor of Arts History; Honorary Member
of the International Shostakovich Society (London) and Honorary Mem-
ber of the Japanese Shostakovich Society; since 1981, curator of the Shos-

takovich Family Archive.

I.N. Do you sense any change in the evaluation of Shostakovich's

works in our society today? What is your own perspective on this? In

short, have there been any particular developments?

M.Y. I should say so, especially now in these troubled times. But how

attitudes have changed is another matter. When society is divided into fac-

tions and various groups emerge, each in its own way wants to lay claim to

Shostakovich. Some representatives of the more liberal ideological fac-

tions speak of Shostakovich as their forebear, while other, more conserva-

tive groups argue with them and try to prove that Shostakovich was an

iron-clad Socialist Realist who wrote songs about Stalin, composed the

cantata Nad rodinoi nashei soltse siiaet [The sun shines over our motherland]

(also called Kommunisticheskoi panii—slaval [Glory to the Communist

Party]), Pesn' lesakh [The song of the forests]; won six Stalin prizes, com-

posed a symphony about Lenin (the Twelfth, "The Year 1917"), and wrote

the choral cycle Vernosf [Loyalty] to poems by Evgeny Dolmatovsky, and

so on. Meanwhile, representatives of still other opposing ideological

camps announce that Shostakovich is really their Shostakovich.

Even a "museum movement" exists among some radical "left" com-

posers, who declare that Shostakovich is a classic and ought to be rele-

gated to a museum. A fine-looking portrait of him ought to be painted

—

no doubt something resembling an icon—which can then be dusted off

and displayed on appropriate jubilees. This particular tendency, to in-

validate Shostakovich's music for today, seems to me utterly wrong-

headed. Indeed, the ongoing struggle that rages around his name proves

the continuing validity of Shostakovich's art.

Some people declare that Shostakovich was a closet dissident. Lev



176 / Irina Nikolskaya

Lebedinsky holds to this viewpoint and has claimed insistently that Shos-

takovich's Twelfth Symphony is a "debunking of Marxism-Leninism."

Time was, however, when Lebedinsky thought differently and staunchly

defended Marxist-Leninist ideals (it's not by chance that, once upon a

time, his main publications dealt with the Eleventh Symphony, "The

Year 1905," and similar Shostakovich works on themes of the Revolu-

tion). 5 The late Daniel Zhitomirsky, in his time, also "made" Shostako-

vich into a purely Soviet artist. But, more recently, both Lebedinsky and

Zhitomirsky have tried to portray Dmitri Dmitrievich as a person living

in internal exile, one who totally rejected the existing system and repu-

diated everything Soviet. But let us not forget that a number of works

Shostakovich composed are as clear as crystal with respect to their ide-

ological content. And not just those mentioned above, which were often

composed "under pressure," but also those composed from the heart,

works he felt inspired to compose. Take, for instance, the Second Sym-

phony, "Dedicated to October," which exemplifies art inspired by the

Revolution, both in its ideological orientation and in its title. This sym-

phony, as a work of art, however, does not fit the pigeonhole of Socialist

Realism. No wonder it was condemned and not performed for decades.

As I see it, Shostakovich was a true "living classic." This is what I

mean by that: a "living classic" can never be fitted into the confines of a

prevailing ideology, even within a totalitarian system. Shostakovich em-

bodied the best qualities of the Russian character. He was a "Russian

man" in the full, multifaceted sense of the word. Hence the living Shos-

takovich united within himself many different traits of character and ways

of thinking and feeling, at different periods of his life, at the very same

time, including that of being an "internal exile" (like so many other mem-
bers of the intelligentsia). But at the same time he was also still a patriot

and held onto a belief in some of the ideals of the Revolution.

I.N. In light of what you have said, can you imagine Symphonies

No. 11, 12, 13, and 14 as belonging to the same conceptual line, not-

withstanding their diametrically different ideological orientations?

M. Y. No problem at all to imagine it, since they were all composed

by a person who was living in our "Soviet reality" 1—a reality far more

complicated than any of the patterns into which the Communists, on the

one side, or the avant-gardists, on the other, have tried to fit Shostako-

vich. We were obliged to accommodate to that kind of life, and we were

obliged to pay a price for true art. Of course, accommodation could be

made in different ways. Some people became murderers; others, who

wanted to live, became their victims. This is why Osip Mandelshtam first
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wrote such anti-Stalinist verses as
uWc live as ourselves in disguise, not

feeling the ground under our feet," but later he composed poems eulo-

gizing Stalin. The same thing happened with the poets \nna Vkhmatova

and Boris Pasternak, and the composers Prokofiev and Shostakovich.

Didn't Prokofiev suffer from a split personality? Wasn't he obliged to

hide both his religious beliefs and his hatred of the Bolsheviks? That was

life. That is why we find such complicated, contradictory conceptual lines

in the creative work of our great artists—lines that intermingle conflict-

ing elements: the elevated and the ignoble, the horrifying and the hu-

morous.

It is entirely possible that, when he was composing his Eleventh Sym-

phony, Shostakovich had in mind not only the Revolution of 1905 but

also the expectation that listeners would also hear more generalized

metaphors of violence and human suffering, not just what the Commu-
nist ideologues wanted them to hear. Incidentally I even think that the

Twelfth Symphony manifests high artistic values. People have forgotten

a very important statement Shostakovich made in a radio interview. He
called attention to the fact that he viewed the Eleventh and Twelfth

symphonies as a diptych and wanted them to be performed one after the

other in a single concert. I related this to the conductor Genady Rozh-

destvensky, and afterward Rozhdestvensky twice arranged such perform-

ances abroad. In his opinion these symphonies, played together, sound

much more convincing.

I.N. There is one question I am asking everyone: What do you think

about Solomon Volkov's book? Here in our country reactions have

ranged all the way from total rejection and condemnation to total vin-

dication.

M.Y. The book has not yet been published in Russia, and it has

become increasingly clear that it will not be. The publisher responsible

for releasing the book has supposedly vetoed publication of the Russian

original. This is the story Volkov tells in the newspaper Nezavisimaia

gazeta. It didn't surprise me. Every edition of the book that I've seen

shows that Volkov himself owns the copyright, not some publisher.

I.N. Why do you think Volkov doesn't want to publish the original?

M.Y. Volkov is afraid of it. He's afraid of being exposed, because

the book is only partially authentic. Volkov himself told me that he met

with Shostakovich only three times. It isn't possible to produce a book

this size after only three meetings. Specialists in the West have repeatedly

pointed out some rather obvious instances of falsification in the book.

Laurel E. Fay has even written an article about it. And Henry Orlov, the
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eminent ex-Soviet musicologist and Shostakovich expert, has expressed

his opinion of the book quite clearly. Orlov is well known to have been

personally and closely associated with Shostakovich for many years, in

contrast to Solomon Volkov, who had to beg Boris Tishchenko to in-

troduce him to Shostakovich. The foreword to Volkov's book about

young Leningrad composers served as the pretext, since Shostakovich's

students were to be included among them. Dmitri Dmitrievich never

refused such requests and eventually agreed to say a few words. After

that, Volkov managed to get Shostakovich talking, not about himself but

about his contemporaries who were subject to repression. Volkov per-

sonally told me all this. This topic always greatly upset Dmitri Dmitriev-

ich—the fates of Vsevolod Meyerhold, Mikhail Zoshchenko, the com-

poser Alexander Glazunov. No wonder the cautious Shostakovich wrote

on the back of the photo he gave Volkov that it was a reminder of their

talks about Meyerhold, Zoshchenko, and Glazunov, or something like

that (the photo is reproduced in Volkov's book along with Shostakovich's

inscription on the back of the photo). u Shostakovich wanted to make it

clear that there were no other talks. Considering what happened, no

wonder Shostakovich thought it necessary to list exactly the people about

whom he and Volkov spoke.

If the book were published here in Russia, it would become clear

immediately which texts are genuine and which are not. Volkov made

use of many texts published during Dmitri Dmitrievich's lifetime, some-

times after appropriate paraphrasing, when a particular text suited his

purpose.

IfVolkov weren't afraid of being exposed, he could become the center

of a new sensation even now. But this would entail his confessing what

in the book is genuine and what he himself introduced or wrote on the

basis of stories told to him by informants in Moscow and Leningrad

—

informants such as that very same Lev Lebedinsky, whom I mentioned

earlier, or Leo Arnshtam, among others. But I do not believe Volkov is

man enough to make such a confession.

Concerning the contents of the book, I think only a poorly informed

reader could take some of the material at face value. For instance, take

the episode about how Tikhon Khrennikov became general secretary of

the USSR Union of Composers. Nobody knows how this actually hap-

pened, since the incident, as described, took place between Stalin and his

personal secretary, Poskrebyshev, who was Stalin's devoted slave—so de-

voted, in fact, that when the "Leader of the People" ordered the arrest

of Poskrebyshev's wife, he did not protest. It is hardly possible that Pos-
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Icrebyshei would have told anyone in the world about his talk with Stalin

concerning Khrennikov's appointment. In short, the whole scene is noth-

ing more than a pseudo-historical yarn \er\ effective, calculated tor the

philistine sensibilities ot a mass audience, hut absolutely far-fetched, and

all the more far-fetched that Shostakovich would have communicated this

to Vblkov.

Yolkov can be "caught in the act" in connection with other matters

in the book as well. For instance, consider the episode about Alban Berg's

coming to Leningrad in 1927 for the premiere of his opera Wozzeck.

Volkov describes in detail how Shostakovich did not miss a single per-

formance, how Berg was received in Leningrad, how a dinner was ar-

ranged in Berg's honor, and so on. Then comes a curious passage in

which Shostakovich speaks about Berg's departure, but in the words of

Alexander Pushkin from Pushkin's "little tragedy," Motsart i SaVeri [Mo-

zart and Salieri]. Salieri speaks these words at his parting from Mozart,

subsequent to his having slipped poison into Mozart's wine. (Volkov, by

the way, fails to mention that the words come from Pushkin.) As pre-

sented by Volkov, Shostakovich bids farewell to Berg, one of his idols,

in the words of Salieri! Dmitri Dmitrievich had an astonishing knowledge

of Russian literature, especially Pushkin and Gogol, and he would never

have played the fool in this manner.

Let me repeat: Until Volkov's book is published in Russian, it is

impossible even to contemplate a serious textual analysis. Otherwise,

Volkov can always say, "My book has been translated incorrectly!" The

translation of subtleties and shadings leads inevitably to deviations in

meaning, and a textual analysis aimed at establishing the text's authen-

ticity would necessarily focus on subtleties and shadings. This is why, I

believe, Volkov will never agree to publish this book in Russian, much

less in a facsimile edition of his original manuscript.''

I.N. Some of the individuals I've interviewed doubt that Shostako-

vich could possibly have referred to Mravinsky in the manner reported

in Volkov's book.

M.Y. This, unfortunately, is exactly the sort of problem I was talking

about. As soon as we start to analyze the non-Russian text, we step on a

slippery slope, because the translation itself can always be blamed. For

example, Khrennikov is said to have become Stalin's "house dog" [tsep-

naia sobaka; literally, a dog on a chain]. However, no such expression

exists in German; but there is Bluthund, which is not at all the same

thing." As it happens, a translation of the German edition of the book

was read to poor Khrennikov, who flew into an indescribable rage [in
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German, Bluthund refers to the pedigree dog, the bloodhound, but fig-

uratively to a bloodthirsty man, ein blutgieriger Mensch]

.

Still another matter is raised, this one psychological in nature, by

Volkov monopolizing our communication, as it were, with Shostakovich.

People close to the composer's age, who moved within some of the same

circles as he did, believe they knew him quite well and that he could

never have said certain things Volkov reported. But they are in a pre-

carious position. Shostakovich could well have said something to Volkov

that he never said to anyone else in his circle. One can be prompted to

say one thing or another, depending on the circumstances and on the

particular individual with whom one is speaking.

Still others, who knew the composer intimately, believe that the book

actually does include matters that Dmitri Dmitrievich told Volkov, or

possibly could have told him, but that Volkov reported them in a very

deceptive manner. For my part, I have yet another explanation that lies

altogether elsewhere. I believe that Volkov's source was a bitter and

spiteful individual, someone such as Lev Lebedinsky. Volkov could very

well have heard from Lebedinsky exactly the sort of statements that he

attributes to Shostakovich in his book.

I.N. And what do you know about the sad finale of Shostakovich's

friendship with Mravinsky?

M.Y. First of all, it was not a finale but an episode. The finale was

not the same. The nature of the episode can be deduced from the per-

formance history of Shostakovich's works.

I.N. Are you thinking of the Thirteenth Symphony?

M. Y. Not only of that but also of an earlier period in their acquain-

tance when Mravinsky also stopped conducting the premieres of Shos-

takovich's orchestral works. Let me elaborate. Relations between Shos-

takovich and Mravinsky have always been idealized, which is not unusual,

given the general tendency to idealize. Our contemporaries had the im-

pression that theirs was an ideal creative friendship. But, as I see it, their

relationship was not without problems from the very beginning. Anyone

who carefully reads through Shostakovich's article about Mravinsky will

feel it. To be specific, you can read there in black and white that Mra-

vinsky's painstaking queries and scrupulous method of working on a score

irritated Shostakovich and drove him to wit's end. x Of course, he did

express appreciation for the purely technical excellence of Mravinsky's

performances. Had their partnership been truly ideal, how can one ex-

plain that more than half the Shostakovich symphonies are missing from
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Mravinsky's performance record? He never conducted the Second,

Third, Fourth, Thirteenth, and Fourteenth symphonies, or any number

of the composer's orchestral works. Mravinsky's affiliation with Shosta-

kovich was "selective," depending- on whether he liked or understood a

particular work. Some things he never accepted.

Their relations were severed with the Thirteenth Symphony.*' When
Shostakovich completed the symphony, he proposed that Boris Gmyrya,

whom he admired very much, should sing the bass solo and that Mra-

vinsky should conduct. Shostakovich went first to Gmyrya and played

the entire symphony for him. Gmyrya, who felt great affection for the

composer, nevertheless hesitated. He felt that he was in a problematic

situation, because during the war he happened to be in territory occupied

by the Germans and had appeared in concerts there. Apparently this had

long been forgotten. Later on, he had even been awarded the Order of

Lenin. Still his situation was delicate, and he had to be careful. Gmyrya

did some further checking around with officials at the Party Committee

of the City of Kiev, and as soon as they became acquainted with the text

of Babyi Yar, as well as with the other movements of the symphony, they

"recommended," to put it mildly, that Gmyrya not perform in the sym-

phony. Gmyrya explained all this straightforwardly and candidly to Shos-

takovich. The latter did not take offense and continued his friendly re-

lations with Gmyrya.

Why am I telling you all this? I wish to draw a clear distinction

between the conduct of Gmyrya and that of Mravinsky.

After his meetings with Gmyrya, Shostakovich traveled to Leningrad

to show Mravinsky the score. This happened at the beginning of the

summer. Mravinsky promised to learn the symphony over the summer,

and the premiere was planned for autumn. But that fall, when the date

of the premiere had to be set, Mravinsky claimed that, when he left

Leningrad for vacation, he had forgotten to take the score with him, and

now he didn't have time to learn it before the premiere. Dmitri Dmi-

trievich could not forgive Mravinsky for this, at least not right away. As

you know, Kirill Kondrashin conducted the premiere.

This is all I know about why there was a rift between Shostakovich

and Mravinsky, which lasted for several years. Eventually, however, the

passage of time put the affair in perspective. Mravinsky continued to

conduct Shostakovich's music. He performed the Fifteenth Symphony

during Shostakovich's lifetime and even recorded it twice, if I'm not

mistaken. Still and all, the earlier relationship between the composer and
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the conductor was never fully restored. In fact, after the situation with

the Thirteenth Symphony, Shostakovich did not offer Mravinsky the

premieres of either the Fourteenth or the Fifteenth.

I.N. How did it happen that you became associated with the Shos-

takovich Family Archive? What kind of archive is it, and what exactly do

you do there?

M.Y. I became acquainted with Shostakovich around 1969. For

three years, from the end of 1967 to the beginning of 197 1, 1 was working

for the Lenin Prize Committee, and Shostakovich was a member of the

Committee's Music Section; this gave me the opportunity to interact

with him more or less regularly. He was maniacally punctual and always

arrived at meetings of the Music Section before anyone else. I knew this

and made a point of arriving even earlier. We would talk about various

things, but that's another story. I had already published a few articles

about Shostakovich's music by then, and he evidently liked them, as I

learned later from Dmitri Dmitrievich's widow.

When Melodiya, the recording company, released a record of Shos-

takovich's song cycle on texts by Michelangelo, in which direct references

are made to the fate of Alexander Solzhenitsyn, many musicologists were

apprehensive and refused to write anything about the cycle. 2
I received

a telegram from Shostakovich asking me to write the liner notes for the

recording, which provided yet another opportunity for us to get together.

After Dmitri Dmitrievich's death, at my first meeting with Irina An-

tonovna, I offered to help sort out his papers. Over the next ten years I

wrote the prefaces to twenty-five of the volumes in Shostakovich's Col-

lected Works,™ not one of which is credited to me. This entailed an enor-

mous amount of work researching archival sources, and every bit of it

was published anonymously.

I.N. Why?
M.Y. Because the director of the Muzyka publishing house received

information that I was a dissident and might emigrate and go to Israel.

I have the page proof with the listing of scholars who worked on the

Collected Works, and my name has been crossed out. During my employ-

ment with the edition, Irina Antonovna proposed that I also work on

Dmitri Dmitrievich's materials at her apartment, where Shostakovich had

lived. And I did so for quite a number of years.

The collection is rather substantial, comprising manuscripts, concert

programs and posters, literary materials, and letters addressed to Shos-

takovich, along with copies of his answers to the letters. This archive

also comprises Shostakovich's personal library, which is priceless: it in-
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dudes editions of his music that he himself signed, sometimes with no-

tated corrections to the score; his personal collection ofmusic and hooks,

including rarities with autograph dedications from Famous waiters; and

hooks Dmitri Dmitrievich used. For example, there is the collection of

Jewish folk songs from which he selected the texts for his well-known

song cycle I: evreiskoi narodnoi poesii [From Jewish folk poetry] op. 79, as

well as books of verses by Evgeny Yevtushenko, Marina Tsvetaeva, Wil-

helm Kiichelbecker, and others. In the course of my work, I naturally

also had to familiarize myself with the state archival collections contain-

ing Shostakovich materials, particularly those in the Russian State Ar-

chive of Literature and Art (formerly the TsentraVnyi gosudarstvennyi ar-

kbiv litenitmy 1 iskusstva) and the Glinka State Museum {Gosudarstvennyi

muzykaFnyi muzei im. Glinki).

At the present time I am writing scholarly studies based on archival

materials. By way of example, I'll mention two of the most important

ones thus far. The first, "The Musical and Literary Sources of Shosta-

kovich's Antifoi-malist Peepshow"hh entails a thorough analysis of the li-

bretto and its several sources (this part of the study might be regarded

as essentially documentary in character). The music is also analyzed thor-

oughly, revealing numerous quotations both obvious and oblique. The

date of the work's conception is also established.

I.N. What date did you discover?

M.Y. The first movement of Peepshow, with Edinitsyn and Dvoikin

(before the appearance of Troikin) was composed in 1948, which I dem-

onstrate entirely from the evidence of the extant autographs; in other

words, everything before the episode where they dance the lezginka, in-

clusive. Lebedinsky didn't know about these autographs and spread the

rumor that he was the author of the libretto. cc

The second project, based exclusively on the archives, is a facsimile

edition of Shostakovich's Seventh Symphony. I am editor of this publi-

cation and author of the scholarly commentary, in connection with which

I also decipher fragments of the symphony's rough drafts. The rough

drafts are dated and stand as irrefutable evidence that the symphony was

composed after the start of the Great Patriotic War. The great Japanese

publishing house, Zen-On Music Company Limited, published the fac-

simile edition in September 1992. The publication was conceived in

honor of the company's Fiftieth Jubilee. The foreword is printed in Rus-

sian, Japanese, English, and German. dd

I.N. What are your plans for the future?

M.Y. I've started writing a book about the opera Ledi Makbet Mtsen-
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skogo nezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District], since the archives

contain much valuable material associated with the history of the work's

composition, the persecution of Shostakovich after its production, the

second version of the opera titled Katerina Izmailova, and so on. I am
also gradually collecting material for another book temporarily entitled,

"Shostakovich's Manuscripts." I envision this book as perhaps being more

for the general reader than the scholar. In the book I'll tell the story of

my search for manuscripts and my discovery of previously unknown

works by Shostakovich, as well as of their first performances. I will also

touch on purely musicological matters.

Despite the widespread impression that Shostakovich never made

changes in his finished works, he occasionally did make changes and some

of them were quite significant. In this regard, a comparison of Lady Mac-

beth with Katerina Izmailova reveals much of interest. In some respects,

they are different operas. The very conception of the opera is radically

changed in the second version, with corresponding changes in both li-

bretto and music. It is a fallacy to believe that, in response to criticism,

Shostakovich deleted all the "spiky" parts of the score and lowered the

tessitura of the voice parts. In some sections just the opposite is true, for

instance, in the scene of Katerina's suicide he raised the tessitura still

higher. The manuscript evidence of his work on the second version of

the opera refutes the popular notion that he was a "broken" man and

simply capitulated. They certainly wanted to subjugate his will, but they

couldn't do it.

LN. Let us hope that your books will contribute to revealing the

historical truth about Shostakovich and that his art will be appreciated

anew.

M.Y. The documents themselves will eventually be published, and

it is harder to argue with documents than with opinions. People's ideas

are "perishable goods." This is why I prefer to rely on documentary

materials.

Notes

1. Solomon Volkov, "Zdes' chelovek sgorel" [A man burned out here], Mu-
zykaVnaia akademiia, no. 3 (1992): 8.

2. Babyi Yar is the place-name of a ravine near Kiev where Hider's fascist

invaders conducted mass executions of Jews.
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Editor's Notes

a. "So\ ict realm ." or sovctskaia deistviteVnost\ is a stock phrase in the lexicon

of Soviet-era sociopolnie.il jargon.

b. Nikolskava asks several of her interviewees about Shostakovich's relations

with Mravinsky, sometimes pointing out that Mravinsky did not conduct the pre-

miere performance of the controversial Thirteenth Symphony. With regard to the

latter, my colleague, Michael Parrish, director of the library of the Indiana Uni-

versitv School of Business and School of Public and Environmental Affairs, kindly

called my attention to the following letter to the editor of the British journal

Gramophone:

In his review of Shostakovich Symphonies {Gramophone, November 1994, p. 84),

David Gutman writes of "Mravinsky's politically motivated refusal to undertake

the premiere of the Thirteenth in 1962." I suppose one of the sources of this

information is Kirill Kondrashin rasskazyvaet muzyke i zhizni [Kirill Kondrashin

talks about music and (his) life], in conversation with Vladimir Razhnikov (Mos-

cow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1989). However, as far as I can gather from Alexandra

Mikhailovna Yavilina-Mravinskaya (the conductor's widow) and some members
of the Leningrad Philharmonic Orchestra, Mravinsky devoted himself solely to

music and was not concerned with political issues.

The story Mrs. Mravinsky (formerly Principal Flautist of the Leningrad PO
[Philharmonic Orchestra] and currently Professor at the St. Petersburg Conser-

vator}) told us at a party in Tokyo this October [1994] is as follows. When
Shostakovich brought the score of his new Thirteenth Symphony to Mravinsky,

the conductor's second wife, Inna (a close friend of Vavilina, his third wife), was

seriously ill with cancer, and Mravinsky's circumstances were very difficult. Some
say that relations between Shostakovich and Mravinsky were bad at that time,

but this is not true. The reason why Mravinsky did not premiere this symphony
is that he simply could not do so, although he tried. The score on which he

made notes for the performance supports this story, which is related also in an

article by N. Kozhevnikova (Sovetskaia kuVtura, 8 June 1991).

[signed] Kenzoh Amoh,
Tokyo, Japan

[Gramophone, December 1994, p. 8]

c. The connotations of the noun intelligent, as it is understood by Russians of

the Soviet and post-Soviet periods, embraces attributes associated in English with

the noun intellectual but must not be confused with it. The Russian concept is far

richer in connotations, among them an active commitment to social justice, a

determination always to take a critical view of reality, a desire to perpetuate the

intellectual and ethical principles exemplified in prerevolutionary Russian art and

literature, and a resolve to be a "keeper" of a richer, specifically Russian intellectual

heritage that, during Soviet times, was assiduously controlled, and often censored,

by officialdom.

d. See note c above.

e. Nikolai Ezhov, then head of the NKVD (later, the KGB), was the principal

overseer of the Great Purges in the period from 1937 to 1938.

f. Whether or not these were Stalin's words, who actually wrote the notorious

Pravda editorial remains a mystery. See Laurel Fay's comments on the matter in

her Shostakovich, p. 304 n. 67.
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g. Shostakovich's Third String Quartet in F Major op. 73 was composed in

1946, the same year as the founding of the Borodin Quartet ensemble. The "Bee-

thovens" gave the work's premiere performance that same year, on 16 December,

in Moscow. Although Berlinsky speaks only of the "Beethovens" performing Shos-

takovich's First and Second quartets, it seems highly likely that some of the "Bor-

odins," all four of whom were still students at the Conservatory, would have been

present for such a notable occasion as the premiere performance of Shostakovich's

Third String Quartet. For information about the premiere performances of all

fifteen of the Shostakovich quartets, see Fay, Shostakovich, pp. 359-60.

h. Rostislav Dubinsky, "founder of the Borodin Quartet" [from the book's dust

jacket], Stormy Applause: Making Music in a Worker's State (New York: Hill and

Wang, 1989).

i. CPSU is the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

j. Dubinsky writes in his memoirs, "In our quartet all four of us were Jewish,

though the cellist, Valentin Berlinsky, was Jewish only on his father's side. His

passport said he was Russian. That was his choice, because in the postwar Soviet

Union the word 'Jew ' had become somewhat taboo. Free of the stigma of being

branded a Jew, Berlinsky, who had been a member of the Young Communist
League, the Komsomol, joined the Communist Party. This gave him a noticeable

advantage over the rest of us" (Stormy Applause, pp. 8-9).

k. Either Martynov's memory failed him here or he intended to say "former"

members of the RAPM tried to mount an attack on the Fifth Symphony. The
RAPM had been dissolved some five years before the Fifth Symphony (along with

all proletarian organizations in literature and the arts), by the Party's Resolution

of 23 April 1932, "On the Reconstruction of Literary and Artistic Organizations,"

which had put an end to the so-called proletarian phase in Soviet arts history.

1. The name of the "lady" in Shostakovich's Lady Macbeth op. 29 is Katerina

Izmailova, and, in fact, the 1934 production at Moscow's Nemirovich-Danchenko

Theater had run under the title Katerina Izmailova, at exactly the same time as the

premiere production was still running in Leningrad's Maly Opera Theater under

the title Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District].

Revising the opera in the period from 1954 to 1963, Shostakovich decided, perhaps

for political reasons, to use the title Katerina Izmailova. When the revisions were

completed, he appended a new opus number, op. 114 (see Manashir Yakubov's

comments about the composer's revisions on page 1 84 of the interviews printed

here. The Stanislavsky Nemirovich-Danchenko Theater in Moscow staged the

revised version of the opera in an "unofficial" premiere on 26 December 1962 and

in an "official" premiere on 8 January 1963. See Fay, Shostakovich, pp. 75, 194,

J 97» 2 37"39-

m. Tikhon Nikolaevich Khrennikov (b. 191 3), a composer, was tapped by the

Party Central Committee (reportedly approved by Stalin himself) to assume lead-

ership of the Union of Composers of the USSR in 1948. He held this position

throughout the remaining fifty-one-year existence of the Soviet Union, holding a

succession of titles: General Secretary (1948-57), First Secretary (1957-90), and,

finally, Executive Secretary and President (1990-91). After the demise of the

USSR it was widely believed that Khrennikov would be voted out of office by
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the successor Union of Composers ol the newly declared Russian Federation oi

the Commonwealth of Independent States, but in fact the union's membership

has continued to support him in a leadership position (2002).

n. The Composers Union of the Russian Soviet Federal Socialist Republic, as

distinct from the umbrella organization, the Composers Union of the entire coun-

try, that is, the Composers Union of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

O, \. handwritten note by Irina Nikolskaya in the typescript of her 1992 in-

terview with Lebedinsky reads, "My interlocutor, in saying this, seems to suggest

that he had a hand in helping Volkov put his book together."

p. Lebedinsky's statement in Russian is no less vague and ambiguous than the

English translation: "Kak chelovek genial'nyi, on chuvstvoval priblizhenie smerti,

nedarom 15-ia stala poslednei ego simfoniei."

q. Lebedinsky is disingenuous to suggest, in this curiously phrased remark,

that he disagreed privately with Shostakovich about the composer's compliance

with the Party line in opposing political dissidence. Lebedinsky himself, a Party

member since 191 9, never openly supported such politically controversial figures

as Pasternak, Solzhenitsyn, or Sakharov or, for that matter, any other politically

suspect person or cause. Yet Lebedinsky's remark here seems intent on repre-

senting himself as a true dissident.

The point should also be made that, notwithstanding Lebedinsky's listing of

the names Pasternak, Solzhenitsyn, and Sakharov, no evidence supports the sug-

gestion that Shostakovich's signature appeared on any published document criti-

cizing Pasternak, who was awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1958 for his

novel, Doktor Zhivago [Doctor Zhivago]. Pasternak declined the honor but was

nevertheless expelled from the Union of Writers of the USSR that same year. In

the case of Solzhenitsyn, Shostakovich signed a petition requesting an apartment

in Moscow for the writer but "could not support his defiant public exhibition of

political dissidence" (see Fay, Shostakovich, pp. 269-70); still, no published criticism

of Solzhenitsyn appeared over Shostakovich's signature. Only in the case of Sak-

harov can we find Shostakovich's name, perhaps "attached" by someone other than

himself, on a published document condemning the scientist's "anti-Soviet" political

position; Shostakovich's name, along with the names of eleven other musicians,

appeared at the end of an indignant letter to Pravda in August 1973, claiming that

Sakharov "disgraces the calling of a citizen" (see Fay, Shostakovich, p. 278).

r. Shostakovich's title pays homage to Musorgsky's The Peepshow or Rayok

[Raek], 2l work that lampoons the enemies of "The Five" (the "Mighty Little Hand-

ful" or Moguchaia kuchka). The word rayok has often been translated as "peep-

show," one of its conventional meanings in the nineteenth and early-twentieth

centuries, referring to a box containing a series of rolled-up pictures that could be

viewed through a small opening as they were scrolled past by turning a hand crank.

The Russian word was also used for a "puppet show," as well as for comic or

satirical theatrical sketches, or scenes, usually in measured rhythmic speech, re-

calling the style and spirit of popular literature (see Vladimir Dal', Tolkovyi slovar^

Velikoruskago lazyka [Interpretive dictionary of the great Russian language], 2nd

ed., corrected and enlarged [St. Petersburg: M. O. Vol'f, 1882; repr. Moscow:

Russkii iazyk, 1982]; D. N. Ushakov, ed., Tolkovyi slovar' russkogo iazyka [Interpre-
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tive dictionary of the Russian language] [Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo

inostrannykh i natsional'nykh slovarei, 1939], s.v. Rat). The root word rai literally

means "paradise"; hence the basic meaning of rayok in English is something like

"little paradise" (English, not rich in diminutives, offers limited possibilities).

While Shostakovich surely had in mind, first of all, a humorous vocal sketch similar

in approach to Musorgsky's Rayok, we cannot be certain that he was aware of the

other connotations of the word, such as "peepshow" or "puppet show," as exem-

plified in Stravinsky's Petrushka (see Entsiklopedicheskii slovar' Granat [The Granat

encyclopedic dictionary] [repr. Moscow: Ridel, 1999], s.v. Rai). He likely did know
the long-time use of the term in reference to the highest gallery in a theater, "little

paradise/heaven," as it were (a more appealing image than the American "peanut

gallery").

s. Lebedinsky's Soviet-era ideological orthodoxy can be sampled in his bro-

chure Sed'maia i odinnadtsataia simfonii D. Shostakovicha [The Seventh and Eleventh

Symphonies of D. Shostakovich], published in the series Vpomoshch' slushateliam

narodnykh universitetov kuVtury: Besedy muzyke [Aids to listeners at people's uni-

versities of culture: Conversations about music] (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor,

i960).

t. See note a above.

u. The photo is reproduced as the frontispiece in the first English edition of

Testimony (New York: Harper & Row, 1979), p. [hi], and the inscription from the

back of the photo, reproduced below the picture in the book, reads, "To dear

Solomon Maseevich [sic] Volkov in fond remembrance. D. Shostakovich. 13 XI

1974. A reminder of our talks about Glazunov, Zoshchenko, Meyerhold. D.S."

v. A handwritten note by Irina Nikolskaya in the typescript of her 1992 in-

terview with Yakubov reads, "The journal MuzykaVnaia akademiia plans to publish

Volkov's book in 1993, possibly in installments." Reference is then made to L.

Genina, "Razbeg pered propast'iu" [A running start before the abyss], Mu-
zykaVnaia akademiia, no. 3 (1992): 13, where one reads, "there is the hope, that in

1993 you may possibly read for the first time in Russian, on the pages of our

journal [i.e., MuzykaVnaia akademiia], or a supplement to the journal, the book

[i.e., Testimony] that has already gone half 'round the world." But publication in

Russian did not happen in 1993 and has not happened yet (2002).

w. Yakubov refers here to the text as translated in the German edition of

Testimony. The English text at the same spot refers to Khrennikov as "one of the

wolfhounds" of Stalin (p. 138).

x. Laurel Fay writes, "Mravinsky prepared the Fifth Symphony with a fastid-

iousness that alarmed even the composer. . . . What the composer remembered as

a veritable inquisition, Mravinsky recalled as his own frustrating attempt to enlist

the author's help in order to interpret his intentions correctly" {Shostakovich,

p. 101).

y. Irina Nikolskaya adds a note at this point in her typescript to say that

Yakubov's account of the falling out between Shostakovich and Mravinsky "is

confirmed by Kirill Kondrashin in conversation with Vladimir Razhnikov," Kirill

Kondrashin rasskazyvaet muzyke i zhizni [Kiril Kondrashin talks about music and

life] (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1989), p. 187; but see note b above.
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/. Snita mi stikhi Mikelandzbelo Buonarroti [Suite 011 Texts of Michelangelo

Buonarroti] op, 145, for bass and piano (1974), anc ' °P- *45ai
f°r nass ;HU ' orchestra

(1975).

aa. 1). Shostakovich, Collected Works in Forty-Two Volumes/Sobranie sochineniiv

soroka dvukb tomakb (Moscow: Muzyka, 1979-87), editorial notes in Russian and

English.

bb. The score of the Antifbrmalist Peepsbow, edited by Yakubov and with his

detailed commentary, has been published: Antifbrmalisticbeskiiraek, a political satire

for reader, four bass soloists, and mixed chorus (SATB), with piano accompani-

ment (.Moscow: Isdatel'stvo "DSCH," 1995).

cc. Nikolskaya's typescript includes a note saying, "This date does not always

figure in performances abroad of the Antiformalist Peepshow. At the 1990 Warsaw

Autumn Festival, the date was given as 1957." Publicity in advance of the surprise

American premiere of the work in January 1989 assigns the date of composition

to "around i960" and identifies Lev N. Lebedinsky, "a poet [sic] who was impris-

oned by Stalin," as the compiler/arranger of the libretto (see John Rockwell, "Ros-

tropovich to Conduct Premiere of Unpublished Shostakovich Work," New York

Times, 11 January 1989, p. Ci 7; Joseph McLellan, "The NSO's Surprise Shosta-

kovich," Washington Post, 11 January 1989, pp. Ci, Cio; Allan Kozin, "Shosta-

kovich Premiere," New York Times, 17 January 1989, p. C16).

The names of the three characters in Peepshow, Edinitsyn, Dvoikin, and Tro-

ikin (who was added later), can be translated as "Number One," "Number Two,"

and "Number Three," and they represent Stalin, Andrei Zhdanov (who took the

initiative in mounting the attack on "formalism" in music and the other arts), and

Dmitri Shepilov (the editor of Pravdd). The words themselves evoke the grades

students receive in Russian schools: edinitsa is a "one," the lowest mark a student

can receive; dvoika is "two"; and troika, "three," is unsatisfactory but passing.

dd. Dmitri Shostakovich, Symphony No. 7 "Leningrad" Op. 60 (1941), facsimile

edition of the manuscript, with a commentary by Manashir Yakubov (Tokyo: Zen-

On Music Company Limited, 1992).
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A Link in the Chain

Reflections on Shostakovich and His Times (1976)

HENRY ORLOV

cS,hostakovich died on 9 August 1975. The sad news swept

the free world in a matter of hours, but it took two days for Soviet

citizens to be informed of the event. Brezhnev and the members of the

Politburo were the first to sign the official obituary, followed by musi-

cians, composers, and dozens of others. All the familiar cliches were

packed into it: "Faithful son of the Communist Party, renowned public

figure, artist-citizen who devoted all his life to ..." It was as if Shosta-

kovich had already envisioned the scene two years earlier, when he set

Marina Tsvetaeva's verse to music: 3

Net, bil baraban pered smutnym polkom,

Kogda my vozhdia khoronili:

To zuby tsarevy nad miortvym pevtsom

Pochiotnuiu drob' vyvodili.

Takoi uzh pochiot chto blizhaishim druz'iam

Net mesta. V izglav'e, v iznozh'e,

I sprava i sleva—ruchishchi po shvam,

Zhandarmskie grudi i rozhi.

Ne divno li— i na tishaishem iz lozh

Prebyt' podnadzornym mal'chishkoi?

Yea, a drum tapped a tribute 'fore uneasy

ranks,

When our leader we laid to his rest.

'Twas the tsar's clicking teeth drumming out

A tattoo o'er the poet, asleep in his grave.

Such honor as this, that his closest of friends

Had no place. At head and at feet,

At right and at left, arms stiff at attention,

The mugs and the chests of the guards.

What wonder, that now on this quietest of

beds,

The fellow's still under surveillance?
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Na chto-to, na chto-to, na chto-to pokhozh It looks like . . . looks like . . . like some kind of

Pochiot sei, pochiotno—da slishkom! Honor, this honor, ... but honor too much!

Gliadi, mol, strana, kak, molve vopreki, "Behold, how despite all the rumors," 'twas

said,

Monarkh o poete pechiotsia! . .

.

"The monarch attends to the poet!" . .

.

Today, this sounds almost like a direct challenge. But who would have

thought that a poem about Pushkin—courted, even in death, by the

tsar—would turn out to be such a time bomb!

The fates of the two, Pushkin's and Shostakovich's, are strangely sim-

ilar. Pushkin, however, did not have to borrow or paraphrase the words

of others, whereas, for Shostakovich, this device became indispensable,

as the safe way to convey his true thoughts. Direct or disguised quota-

tions—poetic and musical, allusions to his own works and the works of

others, ellipses and hints—had developed over the decades into a special

method of self-expression, a covert language that he used with extraor-

dinary inventiveness.

It is needless to repeat the well-known truisms about Shostakovich's

power and magnitude as a musician. And yet to live in and by music, to

treat it only as a natural language of sound, pregnant with unfathomable

resources of beauty and harmony, was not his primary goal: beauty, har-

mony, and originality had become the properties of cryptic messages, a

source of aesthetic satisfaction even for those unaware of his "notes in a

bottle." Thus many of his admirers in the West, who were captivated by

the richness and force of Shostakovich's discourse, failed to understand

that what they heard was passionate speech. Even in Russia these qualities

played a dual role, allowing Shostakovich to utter forbidden truths while

at the same time providing others an opportunity to perceive those heart-

rending confessions and agonized thoughts as pure music. Many high-

ranking listeners pretended to be uncomprehending aesthetes.

The composer skillfully facilitated this mutually convenient myopia.

He always found an acceptable pretext, suggesting the possibility of loyal

interpretation. Otherwise, how could he have responded to the Soviet

reprisal in 1956 against the Hungarian rebels, with its roaring tanks and

thundering guns, except through the songs of prerevolutionary Russian

rebels and prisoners, the image of a country in chains? And what if he

had not entitled his Eleventh Symphony "The Year 1905" and timed its

appearance to the fortieth anniversary of the Soviet Union? Shostakovich
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excelled m making gestures of reassurance to the prison guards while

surreptitiously releasing his true thoughts to the world outside.

I le was, indeed, an artist-citizen, a thinker, philosopher, pamphleteer,

poet, M\d preacher in music, who lived by the hardships and hopes of

this world, who strove to understand, explain, shock, revile, and support.

Where, then, does one find his credo expressed, his beliefs articulated?

Perhaps in the numerous articles signed with his name, the public

speeches delivered with his voice? To suppose this to be the case would

be far too naive. Future scholars will have to decide which of those ar-

ticles and speeches reflected his true beliefs and which were prompted

by the weighty argument, "It must be thus," and then sheathed in the

ideas of others or written entirely in their hands, like his widely quoted,

"My creative answer," in response to the humiliating Pravda editorials in

1936 and the penitent speech at the First Congress of Soviet Composers

in 1948 (Shostakovich himself admitted to the present writer, "I was

fainthearted in both instances"). He did not protest against being used.

"It must be thus." Those of the Soviet intelligentsia were all too

familiar with this magic formula, which more than once compelled Shos-

takovich to act as if he were on the side of his communist guardians and

tutors. Not surprisingly he, who had just been declared "Formalist No.

1," was named a delegate in 1949 to the international Cultural and Sci-

entific Congress for World Peace in the United States, in order to re-

count personally how wise the Party and the Soviet government had been

in their fatherly concern for the welfare of Soviet music.

Only the articles and notes published before 1937 raise no doubts

about Shostakovich's authorship. Both their substance and style recall his

music—angular, prickly, sincere without reservation, aggressive, and di-

rect. Later, one no longer hears his inimitable manner of speaking, the

ideas are smoothed out, balanced carefully, the statements almost im-

personal in tone.

The literary legacies of writers and poets, artists and musicians, es-

pecially great ones, are truly indispensable for an understanding of their

times, lives, and personalities. Musicians, both past and present, from the

modest to the greatest, have left behind an enormous body of writings

that reflects their experiences, perspectives, and attitudes toward various

aspects of life. Shostakovich would have had a lot to tell about himself

and his work. But one will look in vain for his name among the authors

of numerous chronicles, memoirs, diaries, collections of articles,

speeches, and reviews. He chose unnatural silence over dangerous sin-

cerity. He was reserved even with his closest longtime friends. And none
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among them turned out to be what Eckermann was to Goethe, or Robert

Craft to Stravinsky, or Yastrebtsev to Rimsky-Korsakov. Among the peo-

ple who knew him best, all that memory preserved were anecdotal sto-

ries—an intimate folklore, of sorts—told and retold time and again, em-

bellished with his idiosyncratic mannerisms, fragments of his ideas and

opinions, often distorted and quoted out of context.

Even so, Shostakovich's contemporaries managed to sense his true

personality, character, and way of thinking^ In his homeland his very

name came to be surrounded by a halo. During the darkest days of Sta-

linism he seemed to represent the conscience of the nation. In the West

his figure evoked interest and sympathy among millions.

It is no simple matter to define what in Shostakovich attracted people

of such vastly different cultures, upbringings, lifestyles, and worldviews.

"Shostakovich was a musical genius!" That he was. But why not Pro-

kofiev, a musician no less gifted, highly acclaimed, and better known in

the West, why did he not become an icon like Shostakovich? "Shosta-

kovich expressed himself to the fullest in his music." Certainly he did

—

where else? Still, let us not forget that his music is seldom "pretty" and

very far from "easy listening." His major works impress with the power

of a shock, and demand highly emotional participation and intellectual

effort, for which comparatively few listeners are prepared. Not many are

able and ready to enter the complex, uneasy, frightful world of his music.

Yet Shostakovich lived in the minds even of those who neither under-

stood nor liked him, nor ever heard his music.

He was often called an "honest musician." Few of his fellow com-

posers were deemed worthy of such a description. The words were used

so frequently that they ceased to seem strange. But when did being hon-

est become an aesthetic characteristic? Yet precisely this word holds the

clue. Despite forced concessions and compromises, under a host of

watchful eyes, Shostakovich managed to remain honest in his music. His

music was a testament in which, through the patchwork of covers, mu-

sical metaphors, and cleverly suggested allusions, the author's personality

and convictions were clearly perceived. His music was also a sermon

because he, like Dostoevsky, Musorgsky, Chekhov, and Mahler, could

not help but feel the pain of human suffering, could not help but try to

open his compatriots' eyes on themselves and their true situation, to

make them think for themselves and shake off their complacency, to try

to raise their sense of dignity and civic duty. In a country where the
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machine of totalitarianism had turned human society into a trembling

herd, honesty was a rare commodity, more precious than daily bread.

Even to the least sophisticated listeners, the general tone of Shosta-

kovich's music—serious, harsh, and dramatic—sounded as a refutation

of the myth, "life has become better and more joyful," which the tyrant

had invented and common folks believed in. In a country cut off from

the community of world cultures and traditions, and beguiled into view-

ing the past as rilled with outmoded prejudices and the present as drown-

ing in the miasma of degeneration and spiritual decay, Shostakovich's

music recalled the spiritual riches and vitality of true art, of the great old

masters, and also conveyed the nervous pulse of contemporary life, which

Shostakovich had already captured in his early works and which still

endured, notwithstanding strict sanitary controls over the cultural fodder

approved for consumption in Soviet society.

In a country where "the great and only true doctrine" monopolized

truth and logic itself, Shostakovich stirred minds, offered his own world-

view, prompted questions and the search for answers. In the twentieth-

century version of tribal society bedazzled by the light of the only "great

personality, the leader, teacher, friend," Shostakovich dared to be a per-

sonality in his own right and to emit a light of his own. The cult of the

father figure was an obligatory official ritual, the product of brainwash-

ing, a form of mass hysteria. The light emitted by Shostakovich's music

shone as a beacon to those trying to survive on the dark ocean of lies

and stupidity. He did not aspire to play such a dangerous role, but he

could not help doing so simply by being himself.

Those born and brought up in a free society can hardly comprehend

what it takes to remain honest in a police state or imagine themselves in

the place of someone whose very thought of liberty puts freedom or life

at stake. Shostakovich was obliged to be especially cautious. He was left

untouched by the devastating purges of the 1930s only by a freak of fate.

People disappeared for no reason, and he, still young and not all that

highly reputed as a musician, had already built up a solid "criminal rec-

ord"—the scathing Pravda editorials of 1936 (following which, a news-

paper in Ukraine warned: "Composer Shostakovich, a known enemy of

the people, has arrived in Kiev"); his friendship with the emigre Evgeny

Zamyatin, his collaboration with Vsevolod Meyerhold and the painter

Nikolai Radlov, both of whom were soon arrested, his close family ties

with one of the Red Army's top commanders, Mikhail Tukhachevsky,

later executed, not to mention his many lesser-known friends and ac-

quaintances who were eventually swallowed by the blind terror.
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The machine kept grinding up its victims to the accompaniment of the

weighty "It must be thus," the sad stifled queries, "Can it be true that he,

too . . .
?" and the bloodthirsty chorus of eminent Soviet public figures

calling in the newspapers for "a dog's death to the dogs!" Shostakovich's

name never appeared among the signatories of such collective appeals.

Let us try to understand what it takes to be honest under the

Damocles sword of fear, when even a look, a gesture, or a casual remark

could be fatal. "A careless word is not a bird; once released, it can never

be recaptured!" So goes a Russian proverb with sinister overtones. Cen-

sorship did its job and served, in a sense, as a guardian angel to writers

by eliminating careless words. Yet every deleted word left a trace in the

secret dossiers.

Even more terrifying was the unofficial censorship—the unremitting

vigilance of countless enthusiastic volunteers who, on the slightest pre-

text, were ready to send a signal about the "unhealthy attitudes," "sus-

picious actions," or "ideological mistakes" on the part of their coworkers

and neighbors. Sometimes the signals were sent through the press or at

open meetings, thereby swaying public opinion; but more often they

were sent through the channels of secret informants who, like metastases,

pervaded the entire body of society.

Omnipresent supervision over every step—be it in literature, jour-

nalism, science, poetry, music, or any other art—and the fear of being

exposed and denounced represented only the outer aspect of the situa-

tion. An individual still capable of thinking independently lived in a state

of chronic inner doubleness. Alone with his thoughts, he was terrified by

the fear of alienation from his compatriots, of losing contact with them.

In a society that always voted unanimously, any truly personal thought

carried the frightening taste of apostasy, the threat of misunderstanding

and disaster.

The situation of the intelligentsia—the social mid-stratum, as it was

termed in the USSR—was especially difficult. A uniquely Russian phe-

nomenon, the Soviet intelligentsia inherited and lived by the values and

ideas of those prerevolutionary Russians who saw their historic mission

as serving the public good—the People, the Truth, the Ideal of a better,

more reasonable and just society.

A most interesting phenomenon is that the revolutionaries who pro-

tested and rebelled against the old order of tsarist Russia had been

brought up and formed by that very order. Calling for freedom, they

themselves were far from free. They struggled not to dethrone but to
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replace authority. Rejecting the system and rationale of enslavement,

thej wholeheartedly embraced an opposing ideology: no matter if it was

politieal or religious, reformist or revolutionary, pro-Western or Slavo-

phile, terrorist ploys or guerrilla actions, the revolutionaries served their

cause seltlessly, saeriheially. Even convinced atheists served with religious

fervor, eagerly suffering in the name of their cause, prepared to become

"victims on the altar of freedom."

It was nothing other than self-negation. They believed in ideas more

than in themselves. In the name of an idea they were prepared to reject

their own feelings, which were perceived as too subjective, unreliable,

and unstable, whereas the idea was magnificent, its logic powerful, sim-

ple, self-evident.

The authority of an idea is preferable to that of power only if the idea

does not ascend to power. Embodied in a state system, depersonalized and

idolized, an idea breeds the most inhuman, intolerant, and violent forms of

totalitarianism. It not only defines a new political and social order but also

dictates what its subjects must think and how they must act.

The ideas that led to the October coup and those which, in subse-

quent decades, became the banner of protest against the inhumanity of

the victorious regime, sprang from the same root. The new martyrs

surely had difficulty comprehending that it was their own and their pre-

decessors' aspirations, labors, and sacrifices that had created and sup-

ported the blind monster devouring its creators and their children alike.

An unusual destiny awaited Shostakovich. Unlike many fellow artists

he did not have to struggle for fame. From the day in 1926 when the

nineteen-year-old youth made his debut with the First Symphony op. 10

(1924-25) and continuing throughout the next half-century, he was a

focal point at home and in the West, both as a musician and a personality.

The nature of his talent became obvious at once. Despite clear mu-

sical influences from Prokofiev, Scriabin, Tchaikovsky, and Wagner, re-

viewers did not consider reproaching him for imitation, so organically

did he blend different ideas and colorations into his solidly constructed

compositions. Shostakovich was an eclectic in the best sense of the word,

choosing not to adopt only one approach but selecting and harmonizing

the best of many. Aspiring to capture and reflect his time, he, like Bach,

Mozart, Mahler, and Britten, fused many different trends and idioms,

unconcerned with the purity of his own individual style. A diversity of

sources, combined with freedom from aesthetic dogmatism, remained his

lifelong signature.
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The First Symphony only partially demonstrated the young com-

poser's predilections and potential. With all the seriousness of his age,

he tested himself in the realm of conceptual symphonic drama, soaring

on the wings of symbolic images that had nothing in common with

events, emotions, and colors of the first post-October years. Let us not

forget, however, that the composer's very earliest, still juvenile pieces

were written at a time when adults were talking about world war and the

protests on the streets of Petrograd.

Childhood impressions themselves could hardly have determined the

composer's future, yet they helped him to recognize his connection with

his past—particularly with his grandfather, who had been exiled to Si-

beria for antigovernment activities. It would be a mistake to suppose that

ideological pressure alone made Shostakovich turn periodically to revo-

lutionary themes and ideas, to images of heroes and martyrs fighting for

freedom. The subject itself had strongly attracted him, though it was not

a dominating theme. Indeed, some of his works that related to the Rev-

olution annoyed the vigilantes who oversaw the "ideological and aesthetic

purity of Soviet art."

The new graduate of the Leningrad Conservatory made his first

moves during the latter half of the 1920s. The scene burst with temp-

tations and discoveries for the young, impressionable musician. After a

decade of isolation, contacts with European art were being reestablished:

concert halls and theaters resounded with the music of Stravinsky, Hon-

egger, Hindemith, and Schoenberg, the operas of Berg and Kfenek, the

symphonies of Mahler. Shostakovich studied feverishly, absorbing new

compositional techniques, experimenting in different styles, developing

his own idioms. For Shostakovich, those years were decisive in forming

his creative mind, inculcating in him a sense of the times and the new

social conditions.

During the five short years in the 1920s that were to become known

as "the golden age," the search for fresh, revolutionary approaches in the

arts was understood not merely as a possibility but as an obligation, a

civic duty. "October" became the slogan of innovation in all areas of life

and culture. Not only did it inspire ordinary citizens who were involved

in educating the masses throughout the country, it also motivated such

notables as Meyerhold and Tairov in theater, Mayakovsky in poetry, and

Eisenstein in cinema, to name but a few. Shostakovich, too, drew inspi-

ration from this slogan. All were stimulated to revolutionize their art but

also to reach beyond art, as their ultimate goal was the renewal of life:

breaking the shackles of submission and slavish thinking, denouncing
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Ingrained habits of obsequiousness, triteness, vulgarity, and exposing the

deceits of Philistine complacency and blind mob instinct. They saw

themselves as gravediggers of the past, sanitation workers of the present,

builders oi the future. Their art was not an end in itself hut a means to

the future they envisioned.

Shostakovich sought to be in the thick of life, to participate fully in

an immediate, practical, and useful way. He did not dodge any kind of

work and willingly wrote music for propaganda shows and musicals on

topical subjects, just like Mayakovsky, who did not spare his talent in

rhyming texts for commercial advertisements, political posters, or plac-

ards promoting good health and hygiene. New colors and musical idioms

invaded Shostakovich's music. He parodied the rhythms and melodies of

Offenbach operettas, dance hall tunes, circus shows, vulgar songs, and

trashy ditties, which he used alongside burlesqued quotations from Bee-

thoven, Bach, Haydn, and Weber. And he treated this diverse material,

with its rapidly changing styles and characters, in a manner not unlike

cinematographic montage—a possible extension of his work as a pianist

in silent movie theaters. His ballets, The Bolt (1930-31) and The Golden

Age (1929-30), his opera The Nose (1927-28), and his Concerto for Piano,

Trumpet, and String Orchestra (1933) abound in such contrasts, amuse

by their exaggeration to the point of caricature, and sparkle with joyous

humor and acerbic irony.

A number of years passed before the composer turned such material

into a language of dark parables, although, even earlier, his grotesquerie

flickered with cold, frightfully soulless, irrationally mechanical images.

Only for rare short moments, the musician's real face—serious and sen-

sitive—emerged out of the kaleidoscopic images. Later he would often

speak through his music about himself. Intensely dramatic and personal

contemplations would become an important ingredient of his symphonies

and chamber music. But, for now, he was fulfilling the "social command"

by listening to the voices of his time, peering into and capturing the

fleeting images of turbulent contemporary life, and, like a street artist,

hurrying to come up with hastily sketched portraits.

Two large-scale compositions belong to this period: Symphony No.

2 in B Major op. 14, "To October" (1927); and Symphony No. 3 in

E-flat Major op. 20, "The First of May" (1929). Both were commis-

sioned, of course, but were in no way forced on the composer. Both

fulfilled the requisites of propaganda art and solidified his reputation as

a "revolutionary composer." The young Shostakovich could hardly re-

main indifferent to celebrations of the revolutionary "honeymoon," with
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their genuine mass enthusiasm, their contagious sight and sound. He
created two murals for orchestra and chorus, depicting, in one, a political

rally with rousing speeches igniting the crowd and, in the other, a holiday

celebration with an assortment of youthful songs and marches. Such

cheerful colors shone even more brightly in a song composed for the

film Vstrechnyi [The counterplan] (1932), in which eager factory workers

volunteer to produce more than the state plan required. The song, how-

ever, had little to do with matters of productivity; rather, the text spoke

of welcoming the dawn of a new day in the life of the country. It gained

immediate and unprecedented popularity. Ten years later, fitted with a

new text, the song was reborn as the jubilant "Song of the United

Nations Organization," just recently founded. 1'

During the 1920s, and even later, very few artists managed to keep

cool heads amid the vapors of universal exultation, to perceive in the

midst of the Revolution's "honeymoon" the terrifying future that was

approaching. The feverish chase after today's headlines, the surrender to

"civic duties," the waste of talent in "service to society" brought many

to ruin. Shostakovich, however, soon became disillusioned. As early as

193

1

he published an article bluntly denouncing the preponderance of

hackwork and opportunism in propaganda art and declared that nearly

everything he had composed during the preceding five years had no ar-

tistic value. He now faced an acute need to restore the health of his

creative personality, to distance himself from the trivial tasks he had so

conscientiously tried to accomplish, and to explore the newly acquired

wealth of musical idioms he had mastered. During those earlier years not

only had his compositional technique developed, but he himself had also

matured intellectually and emotionally, and his perception of reality, its

contradictions, conflicts, and problems, had deepened. He stood at the

threshold of new discoveries.

The composer's decisive step soon brought impressive results. In

1932 he completed the opera Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Mac-

beth of the Mtsensk District] (Katerina Izmailova), and in 1936 the score

of the Fourth Symphony was soon to be performed. One-fifth of his

career had passed and numerous works lay ahead that would multiply his

fame, but never again would we see the vistas that opened from these

twin peaks he had achieved. For the first time in post-October Russia, a

great opera and a great symphony appeared. Both startle by their grasp

of life at the core, their insight into the eternal problem of human ex-
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istence. Both arc shockingly tragic—quite unexpected from a composer

well known tor musical pranks, witticisms, and sense of humor. Perhaps

most important, both works show Shostakovich at the summit of inner

creative freedom and reveal his true face as a composer. Today one can

only guess how the rest of his career and his musical legacy would have

transpired had he been allowed to develop without obstacles.

An independent wrorldview directly contradicted official ideology, es-

pecially at a time when the tide of purges was rising. For two years Lady

Macbeth had tilled Leningrad's Malyi Opera Theater to capacity, until an

editorial in Pravda "unjustly defamed" the work (in the identical words

the same newspaper would publish twenty years later!). The opera was

promptly banned and publicly condemned by fellow musicians who only

the previous day had eulogized it. Consigned to limbo for a quarter of a

century, the opera was repeatedly condemned as a shameful stain on So-

viet music. To avoid a similar rebuff, Shostakovich canceled the premiere

of the Fourth Symphony op. 43 (1934-36), already in rehearsal by the

Leningrad Philharmonic Orchestra. This work, too, sank into oblivion,

to be remembered as another of Shostakovich's "ideological" blunders.

This double blow was all the more painful in that it was delivered by

the "fatherly hand" of the Party and the government of the working class,

whom Shostakovich had so recently been serving in good faith and in

whose name he had even reproached more cynical colleagues. There can

be little doubt of his sincerity in the "October" and "First of May" sym-

phonies; nor later, when he informed the readers of Sovetskaia kuVtura

about his plans for a grand cantata, From Marx to Our Days, for voices

and orchestra on texts related to revolutionary movements in the West

and in Russia; nor still later, in 1938 and 1940, when he spoke of his

work on a "Lenin symphony" that was conceived as early as 1924, during

the period of national mourning after Lenin's death. None of this should

be understood as deceptive, as false assurance of loyalty. Shostakovich

honestly wanted to create a musical monument to the Great Leader of

the October Revolution, but he failed. The idea he had entertained for

forty years resulted in the stillborn Twelfth Symphony op. 112 ("The

Year 1917" [1959-61])—a pale illustration of the events of October 1917.

For years Shostakovich had studied the musical and poetic folklore

of the Revolution, which nurtured his imagination. In the 1930s he had

willingly, and not without eagerness, composed music for films on rev-

olutionary subjects, including, among others, The Man with a Gun op. 53

(1938) and the "Maxim" trilogy

—

Maxim's Youth (The Bolshevik) op. 41

(1934), Maxim's Return op. 45 (1936-37), and The Vyborg District op. 50
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(1938). The Ten Poems on Texts by Revolutionary Poets ofthe Late-Nineteenth

and Early-Twentieth Centuries op. 88, for a cappella chorus, composed in

1 95 1, cannot be explained away simply as an attempt at rehabilitation

after the new blow received in 1948. The revolutionary songs heard and

treated in a monumental way in the Eleventh Symphony ("The Year

1905" [1956-57]) were aimed directly at prison guards, gendarmes, and

tyrants, who had never been absent from Russian life but who, only after

the Revolution, had finally acquired the power and arrogance to feel

themselves masters at home and in control of the fate of the world.

Although the ideals of the Revolution had been transformed into a

morbid reality, Shostakovich long remained faithful to them. He shared

the mind-set of those naive idealists who, in the words of a poignant

saying, "were locked up while waiting, and then, their waiting rewarded,

were locked up again," and who honestly believed themselves to be vic-

tims of mistakes. The dogma of revolution, its "scientific" predictions

and "universal truth," had bewitched them.

Shostakovich entered a new phase after 1936, when the symphony

became the dominant means for communicating his thoughts. During

the following fourteen years he composed six symphonies, the Fifth

through the Tenth. In one symphony after another he "created worlds,"

like Mahler. Yet, unlike Mahler's symphony-confessions—and his own

Fourth Symphony—Shostakovich's new creations were now protected by

the armor of a conceptual frame. Each is unique, musically speaking, but

all of them rest on a thoroughly thought-out foundation of inner rela-

tionships, not purely musical but musically embodied concepts and ideas

that support the imposing formal structure.

Shostakovich himself declared the rationalized basis of his creative

approach: "With me, a programmatic concept always precedes compo-

sition." These words can be taken as truthful, even if they were written

in 195 1, when all "pure" music was considered "formalistic." He never

put his programs to words, except for occasional suggestive titles, but an

undisclosed program was always present—a complex dynamic system of

all-important philosophical antitheses: the collective and the individual,

harmony and chaos, man and nature, compassion and violence, joy and

sorrow, life and death.

Shostakovich was a born composer for the theater. But the fate of

two ballets and two operas/1 written within the span of only five years,

had turned out to be deplorable (although for different reasons). Still,
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having turned to the symphony, he continued to think as a composer for

the theater. In his hands, these purely instrumental compositions became

musical dramas. Each exhibits a succession ot stages organized around a

central event, very much like a dramatic play: from prologue and initial

conflict, through complication and contrasting "scenes," to cataclysmic

culmination, denouement, and epilogue. This is in no sense abstract mu-

sic. Generalized concepts become vivid personages and situations. The

composer skillfully brings them to life, endows them with characteristic

colors, intonations, gestures, and "manners." In this crowd of thematic

"personages" placed in a succession of kaleidoscopic "scenes"—the pa-

thos of tragedy and the buffoonery of the marketplace, the heroic and

the grotesque, the mundane and the irrational, irony and lyricism, the

infernal and the bucolic—coexist and clash.

Precisely by constructing his symphonies on rationalized concepts,

Shostakovich succeeded in delaying the decay of this classical form in

the twentieth century. He treated the symphony as a "model of the

world" and believed strongly in its revelatory and redemptive power.

Herein, perhaps, lies the secret of the magnetic attraction Shostakovich's

symphonies of the 1930s and 1940s exerted both in his homeland, where

official ideology dulled the mind with loony dogmas and demagogical

"ideals," and in the West, where the tribulations of two world wars and

economic crises had stripped away Victorian innocence, leaving a sense

of bewilderment and helplessness in the face of incomprehensible and

hostile chaos. Shostakovich's symphonies intimated solutions, instilled

hope, and offered a bird's-eye view of the world.

The Left in the West especially welcomed such a view. Not surpris-

ingly, the Fifth Symphony (1937), with the monolithic pace of its finale,

became a symbol of international solidarity in the struggle against fascism

and was hailed by the French and Italian Communist Parties. Millions

of people among the Allies opposing Hitler acclaimed the Seventh Sym-

phony, the "Leningrad" Symphony (1941), and the Eighth (1943). The
two latter symphonies reflect, from different angles, the struggle between

humanitarian values and destructive forces unbridled—the Seventh in a

style of heroic reportage, the Eighth in a more symbolic, almost surre-

alistic manner.

The events of World War II served but to catalyze these symphonies

in the composer's creative imagination. The conflicts and struggles they

portray are universal. They bring to mind not simply battles between

competing armies but the forces operating in any society and within

every human soul. Without recourse to words, Shostakovich's music
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presents his ideas as living, full-blooded entities and expresses them with

eloquence inaccessible in words.

The composer's great service to his country, his contribution to the

fight against fascism, did not protect him from retribution. He broke

ranks, became too famous, and took too many liberties as a composer.

In 1948 he, among others, was accused of "formalism" at a time when
ideological "mistakes" were nearly identical with political ones, and of-

ficial criticism amounted to a guilty verdict without the right of appeal.

Shostakovich did not fall silent when the symphony was tabooed as a

means of creative self-realization. He continued to compose, although

his First Violin Concerto (1947-48), the Twenty-Four Preludes and

Fugues (1950-51), and the song cycle Iz evreiskoi narodnoi poesii [From

Jewish folk poetry] (1948) remained unknown outside a circle of his clos-

est friends. Meanwhile, he presented to the public festive overtures,

pieces for children, and the pompously infantile oratorio The Song ofthe

Forests (1949), as well as patriotic cantatas such as Our Song (1950; for

bass, mixed chorus, and piano), March ofthe Defenders ofPeace ^1950; for

tenor, chorus, and piano), and Nad rodinoi nashei solntse siiaet [The sun

shines over our motherland] (1952; for boys' choir, chorus, and orches-

tra). He did so not only to remain an active composer and to rehabilitate

himself but also to make a living. When life is deprived of meaning, work

becomes the meaning of life—a narcotic against adversities and a tonic

for one's dignity and self-respect. Shostakovich may well have said, on

his own behalf and for many of his Soviet colleagues, "I compose,

therefore I still am."

After a long intermission, and the very same year as Stalin's death,

Shostakovich returned to the symphony: The Tenth (1953) concluded

the symphonic period of his career, making him both the conscience and

model of moral stoicism for those of his compatriots still spiritually alive.

What was simply music for Western listeners was something immeas-

urably more important for people living in a country that was hermeti-

cally sealed, enclosed in an atmosphere choked by lies, hypocrisy, and

fear—for them it was a symbol of human dignity.

A time of change arrived with "The Thaw." Crimes of the preceding

quarter-century were hurriedly explained away by blaming the "cult of

personality," while the Party remained at a safe distance, as if the exe-

cution of millions had been Stalin's private affair. A new political course

was solemnly proclaimed, steered toward the restoration of Leninist

norms for the Party leadership, as if the creator of the Chekae and the
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ideologue of mass terror had been someone other than the founder of

the Soviet state. Beria was executed, and, although his plaee did not

remain vacant, repression ebbed. Those who survived the persecution

returned from prisons and camps. Citizens were called on to speak their

minds openly, without fear. Although the encouraging gestures seemed

not to be entirely convincing, the field had been partially cleared of

mines. Past events could be recalled, with some reservations, and debate

about the present and future gave birth to the dissident movement, which

took its first timid steps under the slogan, "Pay heed to your own Con-

stitution!" Still, the ideological war against the "rotten West" did not

end. On the contrary, a new general offensive on that front was just

beginning. But cracks in the Iron Curtain were evident. For the first time

in many years it was possible to become acquainted with selected works

of contemporary7 art from abroad; one could make independent discov-

eries, pick and choose, and become informed.

In the context of these changes, Shostakovich's symphonies were seen

and heard differently. Their rich meaning, conveyed without words, and

the austere taciturnity surrounding their conception now seemed ab-

stract. By the end of the 1950s most of Shostakovich's followers and

imitators had gone their own ways. The composer himself must have felt

compelled to give his ideas and convictions more direct and immediate

expression. He was only fifty-five years old, but at pains to find a new

direction, a path to self-realization under new conditions. The final two

decades of his life speak of some uncertainty.

Willing to believe that "The Thaw" foretold an approaching spring,

Shostakovich discarded the armor of symphonic generalities. He now
wanted to speak of particular events, to dispose of allegories, to give

things their proper names. The polemical word became his main tool.

The old Shostakovich—the satirist, pamphleteer, and orator—was re-

born in order once again to scathe ugliness and injustice.

His new direction led to the Thirteenth Symphony (1962), in which

the composer, to use his own words, addressed "the problem of civic

morality.
" f He found sentiments that responded to his own ideas in the

poetry of the young Yevtushenko, whose poems spoke about the shame

of anti-Semitism, about humor as the invincible foe of tyrants, about the

martyrdom of Russian women, the baseness of opportunism, and the

glory of devotion to truth and freedom from fear. The poem entitled

"Fears" (Mov. 5) had the feeling of a declaration. It alone of the entire

cycle was written especially for the symphony at the composer's request:
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Umiraiut v Rossii strakhi,

slovno prizraki prezhnikh let . .

.

la ikh pomniu vo vlasti i sile

pri dvore torzhestvuiushchei Izhi.

Strakhi vsiudu, kak teni, skol'zili . .

.

Gde molchat' by—krichat' priuchali,

I molchat'—gde by nado krichat' . .

.

Tainyi strakh pered ch'im-to donosom,

tainyi strakh pered stukom v dver' . .

.

Strakhi novye vizhu, svetleia:

strakh neiskrennim byt' so stranoi,

strakh nepravdoi unizit' idei,

chto iavliaiutsia pravdoi samoi . .

.

I kogda ia pishu eti stroki

i poroiu nevol'no speshu,

to pishu ikh v edinstvennom strakhe,

Chto ne v polnuiu silu pishu.

Fears are dying out in Russia,

like the wraiths of yesteryear . .

.

I recall them strong and potent

at the Court of Lies Triumphant.

Fears all 'round like shades were lurking .

.

When we should have silent kept,

they made us scream,

and when we should have screamed,

they kept us silent . .

.

The silent fear of anonymous accusation,

the fear to hear a knocking at the door .

.

I see new fears a-dawning:

the fear of betraying one's country,

of falsely defaming ideas

that manifest self-evident truths . .

.

And even as I write these lines,

at times unwittingly rushing,

I write them obsessed by the singular fear

that my words possess less than full force.

This valiant affirmation, jointly declared by Shostakovich and Yev-

tushenko, was made too soon, its optimism premature. Fear and lies were

not yet ready to die in Russia. Life remained as before, and still "No
monument stood over Babyi Yar" (Mov. i, Sym. 13). Opportunists and

demagogues continued to prosper. And the authors of courageous dec-

larations again had to choose their words with utmost care, retreat to

reticence, and resort to their mastery of Aesopian language. Even though

the musical-poetical declaration by Yevtushenko and Shostakovich had

been carefully tuned in unison with Khrushchev's revelations at the

Twentieth Party Congress and to its official resolutions, the declaration

turned out to be much too liberal. The poet was obliged to make a new,

more politically correct version of his poems, and the Thirteenth Sym-

phony—having been performed, despite stumbling blocks—was treated

badly by the press and long remained unpublished.

"You may not be a poet, but a citizen you must be" (Nekrasov, Poet

and Citizen [Poet i grazhdanin\, 1856). When civic virtues are being

preached, the quality of the poetry is of little consequence. Like many

other readers, Shostakovich closed his eyes to the narcissism and affec-

tation of Yevtushenko's poems; he placed his talent at their service, put

them on a pedestal, and set them to inspiring music. For Shostakovich,

this was not a sacrifice. He was prepared to serve civic values at any cost.

Shostakovich returned to the theater to compose an operetta, Moscow,
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Cberyomusbki op. 105 [Mosvka cberyomushki] (1957-58), that pokes fun at

everyday misadventures, tools, and scoundrels. He wrote songs, Satires

[Satiry] op. iog (ig6o), to the verses of Sasha (-horny, with the cautious

subtitle, "Little Pictures from the Past" [Kartinki proshlogo] that deride

the many faces of vulgarity and banality. He did not hesitate to lampoon

triteness by setting to music lines from letters to the editor of Crocodile

(Krvkodil 24 [30 August 1965]), the official Soviet magazine of satire

—

the very symbol and quintessence of Soviet Philistinism (Five Romances

op. 121 [1965]). If high art is powerless against the "statesmanship" of

brutes, lackeys, and enthusiastic idiots, then he will speak to them in

their own language, mixing high art and the commonplace, as in his

vouth, attacking the enemy on his own ground: if aesthetics stands in the

way, then so much the worse for aesthetics.

There was something obsessive in all this—morbid, bitter, and hope-

less. Even the composer's humor started to sound this way. On the eve

of his sixtieth birthday, he composed a work that calls for a psychological

rather than a musical analysis. The title reads, Preface to the Complete

Edition ofMy Works and a BriefReflection apj'opos of this Preface [Predislovie

k polnomu sobraniiu moikh sochinenii i kratkoe razmyshlenie po povodu etogo

predisloviia], for bass and piano, with words and music by Dmitri Shos-

takovich. Listed as op. 123 (1966), the work was performed at a concert

for which the composer paid with a heart attack. In the Preface, he para-

phrased, in first person singular, Pushkin's epigram, The Stoiy ofa Versifier

[Istoriia stikhotvortsd\

:

Vnimaiu ia privychnym ukhom svist, With accustomed ear I catch a tweet,

Maraiu ia edinym dukhom list; Scribble in a sweep a single sheet;

Potom vsemu terzaiu svetu slukh; Then torture all around who hear the hash;

Potom pechtaius', i v Letu—bukh! Then off to press, and into Lethe splash!

And in the section called Brief Reflection [Kratkoe razmyshlenie] he ex-

tended his self-characterization to "many, many other composers," and

then concluded with a detailed listing of all his honorifics and titles. It

is as difficult to understand this act of public self-humiliation and self-

torture as it is to understand why, four years later, he composed the

March of the Soviet Militia op. 139 [Marsh sovetskoi militsii] (1970) for a

competition initiated by the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD), and

then, as the winner, posed for a photo standing next to the MVD minister
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Nikolai Shchelokov, the spiritual heir of Count Benckendorff, chief of

the tsar's notorious "Third Section" during Pushkin's time.

The Thirteenth Symphony was followed by the vocal-symphonic

Poem for bass, chorus, and orchestra, The Execution of Stepan Razin op.

119 \Kazn" Stepana Razina] (1964), again to texts by Yevtushenko. On the

surface this is a narrative about the leader of a peasant uprising, about

his love of freedom and self-sacrifice. In fact, the emphasis is shifted.

The peasant hero is about to die under an executioner's ax, before the

eyes of an excited, maliciously curious and jeering crowd of onlookers:

Vy vsegda pliuete, liudi, Ah, people, you always spit

v tekh, kto khochet vam dobra. on those who wish you well.

But unexpectedly something changes in the hero's last moments,

Ploshchad' chto-to poniala, The square had understood something,

ploshchad' shapki sniala. the square removed their hats.

I skvoz' ryla, riashki, khari And past the snouts and ugly mugs

tseloval'nikov, menial, of publicans and money-changers,

slovno bliki sredi khmari, like spots of light amidst the clouds,

Sten'ka litsa uvidal. Stenka caught sight of faces,

Byli v litsakh dal' i vys' . .

.

eyes far off and fathomless . .

.

Stoit vsio sterpet' bessliozno 'Tis worthwhile to suffer dry-eyed,

byt' na dybe-kolese, to bear the pain of the rack,

esli rano ili pozdno if sooner or later,

prorastaiut litsa grozno faces grow threatening

u bezlikikh na litse. on those who had been faceless.

That Shostakovich composed his Poem specifically for the sake of

setting the words above cannot be doubted. He pointedly asked the pres-

ent writer to emphasize their importance in an article being prepared for

the composer's sixtieth birthday. They expressed his hope that sacrifice

is not in vain, that the hero, if not in life then perhaps in death, will

succeed in awakening the lethargic souls of his fellow citizens.

This theme would become crucial in his works after i960. It recurs

in different guises and takes on a distinctly autobiographical significance.

The creator of monumental symphonic canvases started to focus more

on chamber music—string quartets and vocal cycles. The one who had

pondered the fate of the world, who had preached urbi et orbi, now began

to confront his most secret thoughts—about himself and about death

—

and allowed us to eavesdrop.
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The last eight string quartets and the sonatas for violin and viola

represent a musical diary of his final fifteen years. Indeed, the Eighth

Quartet (1060) amounts to a musical autobiography of sorts, using direct

and indirect quotations—from the First Symphony and Lady Macbeth,

through the Second Piano Trio and the Eighth Symphony, to the Cello

Concerto, the Eleventh Symphony (Mov. 3, "Eternal Memory" [Vechnaia

pamiat\ quoting the melodies of the old revolutionary songs, "You fell

a victim" [/ y zbertvoiu pali\ and "Tormented by grievous bondage" [Za-

mucben tiazbioloi nevolet]). The composer thus revisits the milestones of

his life and, in the end, arrives at a mournful conclusion.

The Eighth Quartet and other later works offer listeners many op-

portunities to admire the beauty of the music, the richness of its subdued

colors, and to appreciate the harmony of its form, its depth of expression,

as well as to draw parallels with Beethoven's late quartets—but only if

one can bear the suffocating atmosphere of weary apathy, the numbness

of a lonely soul troubled by ghosts, the feelings that dominate these

"poems" about dying.

Against this background, the Fourteenth Symphony op. 135 (1969)

reflects the composer's preoccupation during the last years of his life. He
was barely living, rather, slowly dying—physically, because of irreversibly

deteriorating health, and spiritually, since few bygone passions remained.

With characteristic skill in selecting poetic texts, he spoke through the

words of Guillaume Apollinaire (translated by M. Kudinov) in the sym-

phony's central movement, "In Sante Prison" (Mov. 7):

A nebo! Luchshe ne smotret'

—

And the sky! Better not look

—

la nebu zdes' ne rad . .

.

it brings me no joy here . .

.

Den' konchilsia. Lampa nad golovoiu Day has ended. A lamp above my head

gorit, okruzhionnaia t'moi. burns, surrounded by darkness.

Vsio tikho. All is quiet.

Nas v kamere tol'ko dvoe: Only two of us in the cell:

la i rassudok moi. I and my reason.

[Apollinaire, translated by M. Kudinov] [Translated from Kudinov's Russian]

Le ciel est bleu comme une chaine

dans une fosse

Le jour s'en va voici que brule

une lampe dans la prison.

Nous sommes seuls dans me cellule

belle clarte chere raison.

[Guillaume Apollinaire]
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Reviewers tried in vain to interpret the Fourteenth Symphony as a

moral and social condemnation of violence. But in the symphony Shos-

takovich focuses not on violence itself but on the consequences of vio-

lence. The critics pointed, to no avail, to the composer's words about

Musorgsky's Songs and Dances of Death [Pesni i pliaski smerti] as the pro-

totype for this symphony. Nowhere, however, does the symphony come

close to the Christian motifg of memento mori that so fascinated Musorg-

sky, to those symbols of death whose presence place man's life and ac-

tions in the perspective of Faith and Light Eternal. The Fourteenth Sym-

phony is devoid of this light. Death is the end of everything, a senseless

nothing, a black pit of nonbeing whose mouth gapes horribly before us.

This anti-requiem speaks not so much of death itself as of the endless

agonies of the dying and empathy for all those being killed, spiritually

mortified, or who commit suicide.

Here, too, the word occupies center stage; the music only supports,

comments on, and intensifies the meaning and the emotional undercur-

rents. Shostakovich composed the symphony for the sake of the words.

In it, he speaks about himself and his fate through the masterfully se-

lected, surrealistic texts.

Before "The Lorelei" (Mov. 3) throws herself into the Rhine, she

declares,

Zhizn' mne v tiagost', episkop, Life is a burden to me, Lord Bishop,

i prokliat moi vsor. and my gaze accursed.

Kto vzglianul na menia, Whoever has looked at me,

svoi prochiol prigovor ... has divined his doom . .

.

Serdtse tak isstradalos, My heart has suffered so,

mchto dolzhna umeret' ia. that I must die.

inaire, translated by M. Kudinov] [Translated from Kudinov's Russian]

Je suis lasse de vivre

et mes yeux son maudits.

Ceux qui m'ont regardee

eveque ont peri ...

Mon coeur me fait si mal

il faut bien que je meure.

[Apollinaire, based on Brentano]

"The Suicide" (Mov. 4) speaks about suffering that endures even from

beyond the grave:
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Tn liln, tn liln, liln tri Three lilies, three lilies, lilies three

na mogile moei bez kresta . .

.

grow on my grave, without a cross . .

.

rastiot iz rany odna ... One grows from my wound . .

.

Drugaia iz serdtsa rastiot moego, Another grows from my heart,

chto tak sil'no stradaet which suffers so much

na lozhe chervivom; on this verminous bed;

a tret'ia korniami mne rot while the third lacerates my mouth

razryvaet. with its roots.

Oni na mogile moei odinoko rastut, Alone they grow on my grave,

i pusta and barren is

vokrug mkh zemlia, i, kak zhizn' moia, the land around them; like my life,

prokliata ikh krasota. their beauty is accursed.

[Apollinaire, translated by Kudinov] [Translated from Kudinov's Russian]

Trois grands lys Troi grands lys

sur ma tombe sans crois . .

.

L'un sort de ma plaie . .

.

L'autre sort de mon coeur

qui souffre sur la couche

oil le rongent les vers.

L'autre sort de ma bouche.

Sur ma tombe ecartee ils se dressent

tous troi

Tout seuls tout seuls et maudits

comme moi je crois.

[Apollinaire]

The voice of resolute protest is heard only once in the symphony:

Apollinaire's "Reply of the Zaporozhean Cossacks to the Sultan of Con-

stantinople" [Otvet zaporozhskikh kazakov konstantionopoVskomu sultanu;

Kudinov's translation of Reponse des cosaques de zaporogues an sultan de Con-

stantinople] (Mov. 8) is a veritable emotional explosion, overflowing with

hate and brutal verbal abuse. This, as well as all the other poems in the

symphony, was perceived as sharply dissonant in 1970—a time when

Lenin's centenary was busily being celebrated in the Soviet Union.

Shostakovich's earlier dramatic conceptions had always included ca-

tharsis. Even the cold, hollow, and cruel world of the Fourteenth Sym-

phony contains this essential element. But here, emotional release is ac-

complished in a particular manner. The overall dispirited picture is

mitigated only in Kuchelbecker's apostrophe to the poet, "O, Delvig,

Delvig!"h (Mov. 9), and in Rainer Maria Rilke's "The Death of the Poet"

[Sme?^ poeta; T. Silman's translation of Der Tod des Dichters] (Mov. 10).

This was not deliverance by purification through suffering, by surmount-
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ing tragedy, or by courageous acceptance of destiny, as had been char-

acteristic before in Shostakovich. Instead, this was mourning over an

artist who had perished, an artist whose aspirations had been lofty and

noble.

The final lines of "O, Delvig, Delvig!" voiced a theme that would

become the principal motif in Shostakovich's compositions during his

last years, enciphered in the instrumental works, expressed allegorically

in the vocal ones:

Tak ne umriot i nash soiuz, Thus our bond, free, joyful, and proud,

svobodnyi, radostnyi i gordyi! shall not die!

I v schast'e i v neschast'e tviordyi, And in happiness and in sorrow it stands firm,

soiuz liubimtsev vechnykh muz! the bond of lovers of the eternal Muses!

This lingering, uncertain hope for immortality in the arts—the only jus-

tification for a mutilated life—glows like a smoldering coal amid the

ashes of a burned-out ruin.

Editor's Notes

Henry Orlov's article, having been completed in 1976, the year after Shosta-

kovich's death and three years before the publication of Volkov's Testimony, rep-

resents a perspective entirely free of the controversy surrounding Testimony. Efim

Etkind commissioned the article for a collection to be entitled KontrakuVtura [The

counterculture] but the book failed to materialize, and Orlov's article collected

dust. Ten years later Mark Popovsky, editor of the journal Strana i mir (Munich)

convinced the author to prepare a revised version, which was published in the

journal under the title "Pri dvore torzhestvuiushchei lzhi" [At the court of lies

triumphant], no. 3 (1986): 62-75. A substantially abridged version of that article

was then published under the title, "Zveno v tsepi" [A link in the chain], in the

periodical Sovetskaia kuVtura (4 May 1989), p. 5. This abridged version also ap-

peared, in translation, as "A Link in the Chain," in the English-language quarterly

newsletter Music in the USSR (January-March 1990): 37-41, published by VOAP
[Vsesoiuznoe obshchestvo avtorskikh prav (The Ail-Union Society for the Protec-

tion of Authors' Rights)], Goskonzert, and the Union of Soviet Composers. The
complete 1986 version was subsequently reprinted twice, under the title "Pri dvore

torzhestvuiushchei lzhi" [At the court of lies triumphant], in the journal Iskusstvo

Leningrada, no. 4 (1989): 58-69, and in the book D. D. Shostakovich: sbomik statei

k 90-letiiu so dnia rozhdeniia [D. D. Shostakovich: A collection of articles on the

90th anniversary of his birth], comp. L. Kovnatskaya (St. Petersburg: Kompozitor,

1996), pp. 8-28. The English translation published here restores Orlov's original

1976 article in order to underscore his thoughts in that period immediately fol-

lowing the composer's death and before Testimony, when the author's recollections
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nt the political and musical scene in the Soviet Union, as well as his memory of

his own persona] interviews with Shostakovich, remained vivid in his mind. The

author himself has kindly provided the English translation.

a. 1 [ere and elsewhere the volume editor has rendered the Russian poetic texts

into English.

b. Shostakovich's "Song of the Counterplan" was arranged with a new text by

Harold J. Rome and published in English in 1942, under the title "The United

Nations," and was intended to be a World War II rallying anthem for the Allied

nations. The United Nations Organization was not founded until 1945. Because

of the English title that Harold Rome gave to Shostakovich's song, it "has been

widely misinterpreted as a hymn for the international organization." See Laurel

E. Fay, Shostakovich: A Life (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp. 72, 302

n. 17.

c. As quoted in D. Shostakovich vremeni i sebe [D. Shostakovich about the

times and himself], comp. M. Iakovlev, ed. G. Pribegina (Moscow: Sovetskii kom-

pozitor, 1980), p. 146; reprinted from Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 5 (195 1).

d. The ballets were Zolotoi vek [The golden age] op. 22 (1929-30), and Bolt

[The bolt] op. 27 (1930-31); and the operas were Nos [The nose] op. 15 (1927-

28), and Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District] op.

29 (1930-32).

e. The Cheka or HK (Chrezvychainaia Komissiia po bor'be s kontrrevoliutsiei,

sabotazhem i spekuliatsiei = The extraordinary commission for the struggle with

counterrevolution and sabotage) was the Soviet Security Agency from 191 8 until

1922—the primary apparatus of the so-called Red Terror.

f. "In the Thirteenth Symphony I specifically addressed the problem of civic

morality" (Shostakovich, as quoted in M. Sabinina, Shostakovich simfonist: Drama-

turgiia, estetika, stiV [Shostakovich the symphonist: Dramaturgy, aesthetics, style]

[Moscow: Muzyka, 1976], p. 369).

g. Some scholars who have closely studied Musorgsky's life and works would

argue that the Songs and Dances ofDeath reflect more Paganism than Christianity,

with an admixture of shamanistic devils from further East.

h. The poets Anton Antonovich Delvig (1798-183 1) and Wilhelm Karlovich

Kiichelbecker (1 797-1 846) were educated, along with Pushkin, at the renowned

Lycee of Tsarskoe Selo, where all three became close friends and imbibed a com-

mon liberalism that viewed autocracy and serfdom as Russia's twin evils. Kiichel-

becker was eventually exiled to Siberia as a consequence of his involvement in the

abortive Decembrist coup d'etat of 1825, which had attempted to thwart the of-

ficial oath of allegiance to the new monarch, Nikolai I. Kiichelbecker's life in

Siberia was one of abject poverty; he died there of tuberculosis in 1846 at the age

of forty-nine. His friend, Pushkin, had been killed in a duel in 1837, and Delvig

had died at the premature age of thirty-three. Kiichelbecker's elegy, "O Delvig,

Delvig!" is a cri de coeur for final redemption of lives lost in the pursuit of valiant

ideals:

Bessmertie ravno udel Immortality is equally the reward

i smelykh vdokhnovennykh del of bold inspiring deeds

i sladostnovo pesnopeniia! and of sweet song!
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of Shostakovich (1998)
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V^^ urrent inhabitants of what constitutes the former Soviet

Union are familiar with the fact that during the entire seventy-odd years

of communist rule, the prosperous West remained generally unaware of

and indifferent to what we experienced spiritually.

It seems that a shared perception among people in the West has

elaborated a distinctly dark image of life under the Hammer and Sickle,

listing its major constituents in one breath: the GULAG, the KGB, a

militaristic euphoria, hard drinking, a bureaucracy in splendor and work-

ing people in misery, empty shops and endless lines, the dismal faces of

passers-by in the streets, and bombastic propaganda about the regime's

successes. According to this stock classification, only two categories of

humankind in Soviet society were worthy of attention: the cowardly,

Originally published as the introduction and the introductory commentary to

the chapter "The Rise of Shostakovich," in Hakobian's Music of the Soviet Age,

19 17-1987 (Stockholm: Melos Music Literature Kantat HB, 1998), pp. 9-15, 56-

62, respectively. Reprinted with permission of the author and the publisher. The
text, as printed here, has been revised in accordance with idiomatic usage and

American spelling conventions.
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cruel, corrupt communist elite, on the one side, and, on the other, the

courageous handful of dissidents. As for the rest oi the population, they

were automatically considered an amorphous and sterile mass oi silent

conformists. The typology of artistic creativity was supposed to corre-

spond generally to the same fundamental dualism: the stillborn art of

Socialist Realism, favored by the communist government and intended

to serve the ideological necessities of the regime, had its exact antithesis

in a dissident art whose principal aim was to defy the regime and to

unmask its abominations. It has been tacitly presumed that the average

person of the Soviet age, having been deprived of a legally available,

digestible spiritual and intellectual food, was thus compelled to consume,

on the sly, the achievements of native dissidents or Western intellects,

or else to float passively in the emptiness deliberately created around him

by the Kremlin's captains of ideological warfare.

Such a scheme, to be completely accurate, obviously would depend

on a purely theoretical Orwellian outlook. It overlooks the existence of

a highly specific and rich spiritual atmosphere elaborated by several gen-

erations of "conformists"—that is, properly speaking, by the common
efforts of the majority of the country's intellectuals and creative people

—

a spiritual atmosphere that represents one of the most powerful realities

of the Soviet epoch and, sub specie aetemitatis, may be regarded as an

achievement of utmost importance (however unintentional!) by the com-

munist regime. In the domain of arts and letters, the atmosphere in ques-

tion revealed itself through a mighty current of independent creation

free from "politics" directly expressed (of whatever coloration, dissident

or Marxist-Leninist-Stalinist)—a current that proved itself capable of

surviving all the changes in the Party's general line and that showed the

first signs of abating only in the mid-1980s, with the beginning of un-

expected freedom and total "early capitalistic" commercialization.

The artistic trend under consideration—or, to put it more precisely,

this trend of independent creation with rather indistinct boundaries

which turned out to be powerful enough to penetrate all kinds of arts

and letters—existed in a complex interrelationship with the officially ap-

proved worldview. Moreover, it had few points of contact with social

satire or direct protest against the ruling dogmas. Thus it can hardly be

referred to as the antithesis of official art in any strict sense. Still, no

artist lived in a vacuum; nobody could risk turning himself off from the

notorious and omnipresent Soviet "doublethink." Artists, with rare ex-

ceptions, preferred to be good "conformists" in their social behavior.

Even so, the atmosphere of the epoch thrust on them certain specific
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demands. As a result, the best artistic creation of the Soviet epoch stands

as a peculiar commentary on the officially imposed Weltanschauung, re-

alized not so much on the level of straightforward criticism and direct

negation as on a deeper gnosiological and ontological analysis. The basis

for such an analysis consists in a special psychological quality, which

generally being highly characteristic of the psychology of an intellectual

raised under the pressure of the Soviet State, has not yet obtained an

appropriate terminological label. To my mind, the quality in question

might be called "existentialism"—though, of course, not existentialism in

the conventional philosophical sense but rather an elemental phenome-

non belonging in the realm of the collective unconscious and represent-

ing an indispensable counterbalance to the pure materialism of the stan-

dard Marxist-Leninist worldview.

This kind of "existentialism" deserves special attention. The home-

land of the Karamazov brothers has never been short of "thinkers" ea-

gerly speculating, over a glass of vodka, about the deepest and most

complex problems of human existence. Indeed, from the earliest days of

the communist domination of Russia, a common topic for debate has

been whether this national disposition to homebred "philosophy" led to

the state of public mind that resulted in the 191 7 Revolution. Be that as

it may, this Revolution, having swept almost all true philosophers out of

the country (or having thrown them into concentration camps), and

having nothing to put in their place but the wretched, plainly atheistic

doctrine of so-called dialectical and historical materialism, provided an

extremely powerful impetus to the process of farther substituting a native

philosophy for the professional one.

No wonder that, under the conditions of a repressive state, "private"

thoughts should be centered especially on the paramount subjects of ex-

istentialist philosophy: the tragic splitting of the human soul between

good and evil, the impossibility of reaching complete mutual understand-

ing with one's fellow man, and the search for self-identity in an alien

and absurd world. Paraphrasing Mayakovsky's verse, "We didn't study

dialectics according to Hegel," one might assert that the Soviet people

identified with and experienced the depths of existential philosophy di-

rectly, without the mediation of Heidegger, Jaspers, Camus, or Sartre.

The perpetual presence in the everyday life of every Soviet citizen of

tempting, existential Evil served as the most efficient means for training

the instinct for existential choice. The average Soviet individual was com-

pelled to make such a choice on virtually every level of relations with

the external world.
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The essence of a Soviet individual's elemental existentialism could

scarcely be perceptible to those who bad no idea ot such typically Soviet

phenomena as the stukacb (a "knocker* or "rapper"; a snitch, informer,

or stool-pigeon who works on behalf of the political police), the vintik

(a "cog" or "little screw"; a term Stalin himself used to define a good

Soviet citizen who functions honestly as a cog in the well-oiled state

machinery), or the zblob (vernacular, a "lout" or "slob"; designating the

alter ego of a vintik: an inflated nonentity, ruthlessly elbowing his fellow

citizens in order to snatch his share of the good things in life). It is very

important to keep in mind that virtually any more or less valuable work

ot art created on the territory of the former USSR belongs to the pen,

brush, or chisel of a potential or real victim of stukaches, surrounded by

hostile zhlobs, while resisting the humiliating status of vintik.

It is equally important to consider that stukaches, vintiks, and zhlobs

had elaborated their own substitute for arts and letters that entered into

complex and often ambivalent relationships of reciprocal influence with

the more respectable forms of artistic creation. All this contributed, in

an indirect if psychologically understandable way, to the development of

the highly specific "existentialist" spirit that emanates from the best of

the artistic production of the Soviet age and unaccountably stirs the

minds of sensitive listeners, readers, and spectators. Moreover, this hap-

pens even if the latter are not fully aware of the art's social and psycho-

logical essence and, as seems to occur quite often, even if they fail to

differentiate it from a deliberate, though perhaps more or less disguised,

critique of the prevailing social order. Naturally official ideology, having

at its disposal a special equivalent of the doctrine of privatio boni (ac-

cording to which Evil, as a self-contained ontological entity, could not

exist in communist society), was highly intolerant of any manifestation

of such an intellectual and spiritual deviation.

The history of arts and letters in the Soviet state represents a huge

martyrology not only of creators but also of tortured and condemned

works, including even those that had nothing in common with risky po-

litical matters. Fortunately the art of music, owing to its abstract nature

—

especially in comparison with the word-related arts, and even with the

imitative arts—seems to have enjoyed a privileged position. As the out-

standing prose writer Andrei Platonov (i 899-1951) put it, "Music is de-

finitively prohibited literature when it starts to mumble; out of this—out

of what had been definitively prohibited—a great and independent art

was born." 1

True, music experienced the spiteful Party documents of 1936 and
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1948, and the persecutions of "formalist" musicians from the 1930s to

the 1950s and of the "avant-gardists" in the 1960s and 1970s. On the

other hand, no significant composer perished in the GULAG under Sta-

lin, very few left the country under Brezhnev, and almost no one under

any general secretary was forcibly expelled from the Union of Compos-

ers. (Expulsions from the "creative unions," as generally practiced in the

USSR, represented an extremely severe punishment that implied the ab-

solute impossibility of legal professional activity within the country.)

Consequently the proportion of forbidden or "not recommended" mu-

sical works (i.e., "not recommended" for public performance or publi-

cation) turned out to be more modest than that of banned books, as well

as that of prohibited films, theater performances, paintings, and sculpture

(no wonder that repressions against literature should be especially cruel,

since the Russian people traditionally believed in the transforming power

of the word).

Having reached its "optimal" state, so to speak, during the years of

Brezhnev's "stagnation," the system of relatively mild suppression created

around music a sufficiently strong force field that, independent of its

inventors, acted as an efficient filter for real talent and prevented the

most powerful from falling into futility. Such a system was mild enough

to circumvent excessively cruel actions that could have resulted in un-

natural, if not tragic, interruption of a composer's career. A similar sys-

tem also furthered the development of the performing arts, as well as the

art of European-style musical composition in the empire's remote de-

pendencies; in some of the latter, this led to fairly impressive results.

In short, if there were one single credible realm in which the Party

provided the favorable conditions for artistic creativity proclaimed in So-

viet propaganda, that realm was music. 2 For this reason, the musical cul-

ture of the Soviet Empire provides unique testimony about one of the

most somber and absurd pages in world history viewed from the inside

and at the same time somewhat "at a distance," thanks to the mediating

nature inherent par excellence in music. In certain of its finest manifes-

tations, music achieved a striking synthesis of modern technical means

of composition mingled with elements of a truly Soviet "existentialist"

mentality. Western critics are accustomed to drawing attention to the

first component in this duality, gladly pointing out that the "Russians"

have assimilated sophisticated Western "tricks"—with a considerable de-

lay and, frequently, in a somewhat coarse manner. But the second com-

ponent usually either passes unnoticed or, being generally alien to West-

ern minds, is misinterpreted. As a consequence, the musical culture of
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the Soviet age is perhaps all too often treated as something not devoid

of a certain quasi-exotic interest hut as having only marginal significance

in the wider context of major twentieth-century trends. And it is precisely

the "Son letness" of this musical culture that to this day still seems to

impede its appreciation on its own merits by the outside world—precisely

us •SoNietncss,
,,

with its deeper existential content that is more than

purely musical, and certainly not its occasional distasteful dash of So-

cialist Realism. Here we may appropriately recall Evgeny Yevtushenko's

famous line. "A poet in Russia is more than a poet,"" the term poet being

Billy applicable, of course, to musicians as well.

If the outside world has failed to appreciate Soviet musical culture on

its own merits, a corresponding reaction of reciprocal misunderstanding

of modernist artistic production coming from the prosperous West has

also frequently been observed here, even in the most nonconformist ar-

tistic circles of the USSR. Such a reaction was, and still is, expressed

mainly in the characteristic formula of the arrogance of the oppressed

and humiliated: "If only we had their troubles!" [Nam by ikh zabotyl].*

The musical culture of the Soviet age had its unquestionable leader,

Dmitri Shostakovich, whose heritage, as a whole, can be considered the

most genuine, deep, and authentic embodiment of the spiritual and psy-

chological milieu of his epoch. Of course, as far as Shostakovich is con-

cerned, it would be unfair to speak about any form of underestimation.

His music is sufficiently appreciated throughout the world to satisfy our

self-respect, if not to forget the somewhat negligent attitude displayed

by that same world toward some of Shostakovich's talented confreres.

The key to the adequate critical interpretation of Shostakovich's musical

legacy seems, however, not yet to have been found. As one prominent

scholar in the field has pointed out, "The persistent misinterpretation of

Shostakovich's music is arguably the most grotesque cultural scandal of

our time—not because it has caused his music to be devalued (he has

long been deemed one of the century's half-dozen great composers), but

because it allowed it to become highly rated for entirely the wrong rea-

sons."4 With regard to the very same scholar's own attempt to propose

a "just" interpretation of Shostakovich, I shall return in a moment, since

his approach raises an issue requiring discussion. 5 At this point I should

merely like to add that in the cultural history of our times there was yet

another, no less "grotesque" though quite "silent" scandal, when the

great musical world virtually overlooked the splendid heyday of Soviet

music from the 1960s to the 1980s, that is, in the very middle of the

seemingly dismal Brezhnev era. 6 These two "scandals" already give suf-
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ficient reason for continuing the work initiated by Boris Schwarz, 7 author

of the best-known book on Soviet music, and to write a new critical

survey of music under the Hammer and Sickle. Additionally the "avant-

garde" of the 1920s warrants more attention, as do Prokofiev's last two

decades, Khachaturian, the best of Sviridov, as well as the worthy con-

tributions of numerous unclassifiable artists of several generations.

Finally, Socialist Realism, which should not be painted in one color,

deserves an evenhanded assessment. To sum, up, there was an immense

musical culture that proved capable of engendering something of value

even in the most somber years of 1948 to 1953. This culture may well

serve, urbi et orbi, as striking evidence of the human spirit's wonderful

capacity to derive profit even from the most inauspicious conditions.

Nowadays, no discussion of Shostakovich suffices without reference

to the notorious Testimony compiled by the composer's alleged amanu-

ensis, Solomon Volkov. I do not presume that I myself am competent

enough to explicate what in Testimony was really meant and what was

added, if not falsified, by Volkov. 8
I make bold merely to assert that the

book in which the figure of the composer is adjusted, so to speak, to the

mediocre intellectual and professional level of the compiler, represents

no interest regarding the understanding of either Shostakovich's person-

ality or his art.

Indeed, all the noise once raised by Shostakovich's memoirs—gen-

erally "positive" in the West and decidedly "negative" in the USSR

—

was essentially conditioned by two quite trivial factors:

(a) Shostakovich allowed himself some sharply critical, even hostile,

remarks about various well-known persons who had been considered to

be his good colleagues if not his close friends;

(b) Shostakovich hated Stalin and Stalinism, and was not fond of the

Soviet regime in general.

The first of these factors amounts to petty gossip, of interest only to

lay readers, not to serious musicians. The second is even more trivial,

because Shostakovich's attitude toward Stalin did not differ from that of

any other more or less intelligent Soviet citizen. By the late 1960s and

1970s, all possible illusions about Stalin and Stalinism (including the lat-

ter's disguised Brezhnevian version) had been thoroughly dispelled. Apart

from the most inveterate natural-born stukaches, zhlobs, and dumb vintiks,

only narrow-minded and detached Western intellectual leaders of the

Jean-Paul Sartre type could see in Stalin and his companions anything
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hut a gang of criminals. Soviet propaganda succeeded in swindling for-

eigners but not the native people. Only those who were and are com-

pletely unaware of Soviet reality could he mistaken on this subject.

Even in those times when Shostakovich enjoyed supreme official fa-

vor, Party functionaries undoubtedly did not believe the great musician

to be a man of their circle. All the ritual exchange of compliments be-

tween him and the Soviet power structure during his last twenty years9

was nothing more than a game in the style of routine Soviet "double-

think," carried out according to firmly established and universally rec-

ognized rules. The "unanimous" criticism of Testimony in the Soviet

press, too, was a game of a similar kind. The changed tone in recent

pronouncements by a number of Russian musicians and critics 10 clearly

shows the worth of such "unanimity."

Nonetheless, the revelations of Testimony have given rise to some far-

fetched attempts to reinterpret Shostakovich's musical legacy. The worst

of these may well be that the confessions of Volkov's interlocutor have

been widely accepted as embodying some "essential truth" about the

genuine meaning of Shostakovich's musical and human message. The
partisans of this notion confuse two decidedly not synonymous issues, a

belief in the authenticity of Testimony and an uncritical, literal reading of

what Shostakovich is reported to have said to his interlocutor about the

anti-Stalinist and anti-Soviet symbolism of his major scores. One need

not be an expert in modern semantics to realize that no musical symbol

can be translated adequately into verbal language (at least in the case of

a genuinely worthwhile artistic creation, as distinct from something like

The Fi-anco-Prussian War—that curious musical work that Dostoevsky de-

scribed in chapter 5 of his novel Besy [The Devils; also translated as The

Possessed]). Therefore, when Shostakovich discusses, or alludes to, the

disguised "dissident" content of his works, this must be treated as a casual

self-description, not as something related to deeper "essential truths."

The "essential truth" of any credible artwork lies in a realm that has little

in common with the political convictions of its creator. Even the most

righteous protest against tyranny will be of no lasting value unless sup-

ported by some mysterious force inexplicable in rational terms. All this

sounds quite axiomatic. But the partisans of a "new" view of Shostakovich

(i.e., one influenced by Testimony), in their eager desire to find in him a

disguised anti-Soviet ideologist and critic of the totalitarian system, seem

to overlook consideration even of such obvious things as this.

I shall not discuss here Solomon Volkov's original contribution to the

science of "Shostakovich-ology," which consists mainly in introducing
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the label yurodivy as a key word characterizing Shostakovich's role in

Soviet society. In Russia, the yurodivy—"God's fool"—was a kind of holy

fool allowed by tyrants to utter certain forbidden truths. Volkov's pre-

tension that this term designates the very nature of Shostakovich's per-

sonality is as derisive as the obsolete view of him as a good loyal Com-
munist and an orthodox representative of the Soviet artistic

establishment. 11 Neither perspective warrants discussion. All the same,

Volkov's oversimplification has turned out to be very attractive, even for

some of the better-qualified scholars. Accordingly, the British writer Ian

MacDonald carried out a large-scale project of reinterpreting Shosta-

kovich's oeuvre in the light of Testimony. 12

MacDonald's book is not short of attacks on those critics and per-

formers who are interested "in beauty rather than truth, form rather than

being, the score rather than the mind behind it"
13—every second member

of these pairs of opposites being related, evidently, to Shostakovich's

constant desire to express his attitude toward the regime and its abom-

inations, as if this were the final, the most profound depth of his art.

Taking the confessions of Testimony's hero as his point of departure,

MacDonald shows a rich imagination in speculating about how the com-

poser reflected in music his own presumed reactions to the events of

political and social life around him. 14 True, some of MacDonald's ob-

servations are not lacking in insight. For instance, he has aptly pointed

out the special role played in Shostakovich's music by the two-note

dominant-tonic progression, although when he ascribes to it the function

of symbolizing the person of the dictator [i.e., Stalin], this seems to be

a weak interpretation. It would be more plausible to associate it with a

generalized idea of aggressive triviality or inflated primitiveness. Further,

when MacDonald identifies duple rhythms/meters with Stalin and triple

ones with "the people," this seems still more doubtful, since the body of

Shostakovich's scores, taken as a whole, offers no sufficient corrobora-

tion. Needless to say, the composer's own explanations and comments

about himself as quoted in Testimony are taken in their literal sense, which

sometimes leads to rather comic results. For instance, proceeding from

the affirmation of Testimony's hero that the second movement of the

Tenth Symphony represents a musical portrait of Stalin, 15 MacDonald

draws a fantastic image of the "Georgian gopak" whose aggressive 2/4

rhythms symbolize the very nature of the enraged tyrant. 16
1 find it hard

to believe that MacDonald

(a) is unaware that the gopak is not a Georgian dance but a Ukrainian

one;
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(b) is unaware of the absence of any specifically Georgian (as well as,

incidentally, any Ukrainian) trait in the piece in question; and

(c) supposes the desire to portray Stalin in music to be Shostakovich's

ultima ratio for composing such a movement.

The same writer's analogous assertions concerning many other scores

by Shostakovich seem to be equally ill grounded and dubious. True,

MacDonald proved to be perspicacious enough to discern the presence

of an element of irony in the background of Shostakovich's published

articles, speeches, and remarks about himself. This discovery cannot be

dismissed as trivial, especially when one considers that at the time Mac-

Donald was writing his book he could not have been familiar with Shos-

takovich's letters to Isaak Glikman, in which the composer was infinitely

more "himself than in his conversations with Volkov. 17
Still, it is a pity

that Westerners need Volkov to realize that the "true" Shostakovich was

strikingly different from his outward, artificially maintained "persona."

Soviet people had always been fully aware of this. No wonder the avant-

garde musicians of the 1960s and 1970s, being, in general, highly sen-

sitive to any manifestation of civic conformism, nevertheless saw Shos-

takovich as a moral authority and forgave him all his "compromises,"

including those which, frankly speaking, seem rather unforgivable (such

as his signing, along with Khachaturian, Sviridov, and Shchedrin, a

shameful letter against Andrei Sakharov). 18

In most other respects, the portrait of Shostakovich that MacDonald

presents is equally unconvincing. It is, indeed, sheer primitivism to re-

duce the whole message of this great artist to a two-dimensional "stereo

signal"—the tragic versus the satiric—to see in his scores something like

a series of musical "feuilletons," 19 more or less immediately reflecting the

course of events in his country, but to overlook almost completely the

presence in them of some deeper dimension, responsible for their eternal,

timeless value. MacDonald's "two-dimensional" "new Shostakovich" is

an uninteresting, dull person, bearing similarities paradoxically to Ro-

main Rolland's Beethoven—the same type of man, fully absorbed in his

own unhappiness, his own bile (in the case of Shostakovich, disguised in

what, in Russian, was called ironically grazhdanskaia skorb\ or "civic

grief"). Is it truly possible to imagine that an artist of genius could have

such a shallow spiritual life?

"Ywvdivy" "Charlie Chaplin a la Russe," "singer of social maso-

chism," "slave and prisoner of an anti-human political system," "anti-

hero"—recent papers on Shostakovich abound in labels denoting what

one might call his "shadowy" side, as if the authors had set out to neu-
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tralize a different set of labels, those that had been applied to the same

composer in official appraisals during the years he was still a singer of

the heroic deeds of the Soviet people, a "loyal son of the Communist

Party," and a privileged member of the Soviet establishment. To prolong

the game of labeling—a quite futile game, in fact—one could consider

Shostakovich a belated representative of the Karamazov family for whom
what was most important was to "resolve an idea" {rnysV razreshit

y

) and

who, for the sake of this, did not hesitate to jenter into a direct dialogue

with the forces of evil. Anyway, as explanation or justification for Shos-

takovich being "two-faced," all such labels amount to mere metaphors

having little genuine usefulness. A much better (although, perhaps, also

far from exhaustive) characterization of this type of artistic and social

conduct might be provided by an old Russian proverb quoted by one of

Shostakovich's favorite authors, Nikolai Leskov: "Be faithful in your

friendship and loyal in your service, but keep the 'finger' in your pocket"

["Druzhba druzhboi, i sluzhba sluzhboi, a za pazukhoi shish"]. b Millions

of people, the flower of the nation, lived according to this principle

—

quite typical of the "fellow traveler" —without much bothering about its

ethical aspect, vacillating between fairly understandable and conscious

conformism and an awareness of being constantly faced with something

alien, objectionable, and sinister. Although the presence of this ugly

"thing"—exteriorized in the repressive regime—prevented them from

"giving the finger" overtly, it nevertheless engendered an extraordinarily

rich psychological background for every kind of reflection on the ulti-

mate and most profound metaphysical questions. If the best artistic pro-

duction created under the Soviet regime indeed possesses some depth

and greatness, it is attributable precisely to this uniquely inspiring back-

ground, and certainly not to the petty desire of artists to "give the finger"

to Soviet power, to communism, to Stalin, or to some other embodiment

of ontological Evil. As MacDonald and many other contemporary writers

would have it, Shostakovich was concerned not so much with creating

artistic values or "resolving ideas," as with "giving the finger" on every

suitable occasion. Such a vision of Shostakovich is indeed relatively

"new," but it seems far too vulgar to be accepted uncritically.
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Editor's Notes

a. "Poet v Rossii—bol'she, chem poet," the first line of the introductory poem,

"Molitva pered poemoi" [A prayer before the poem], to his extended cycle, Brat-

skaia GES [The Bratsk Hydro-Electric Power Station].

b. Leskov's addendum, "a za pazukhoi shish" (literally, "but keep a fig in the

bosom") gives the Russian saying a rather vulgar comic twist, meaning to keep it
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out of sight. In American practice, the middle "finger" is extended upward, and

the thumb and other fingers arc folded into the hand. Russians make a list with

the thumb sticking up between the index and middle fingers. When an American

gives someone the "finger," the implication of this aggressively obscene gesture

generally needs no further comment. The Russian "fig," on the other hand, as in

Leskov's humorous phrase, implies a viciously joyous rejection of something ex-

pected: "You're not about to get anything out of me!"

c. "Fellow traveler"— a direct translation of the Russian word poputchik—

a

person who more or less supported the cause of the Communist Party but who
was not a member.
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The Latest "New Shostakovich"

Allan Ho and Dmitri Feofanov's Shostakovich

Reconsidered (2000)

LEVON HAKOBIAN

large part of the book Shostakovich Reconsidered comprises

articles and materials by various authors, including some translated from

Russian and already familiar to our readers. The compilers and editors

of this work are the pianist and lawyer Dmitri Feofanov and the musi-

cologist Allan Ho; they themselves have written the extensive opening

section. As a source of new information about Shostakovich, the book

offers little of interest, although as a peripheral artifact of musical life it

has a certain curiosity. For this reason, a few words devoted to it are in

order.

The title page of the book mentions only two names; but the structure

and content of the material found inside provide every reason to consider

that, in actuality, Feofanov and Ho had another equally involved coau-

thor working with them. This was Ian MacDonald, a British journalist

Translated from Levon Hakobian, "Ocherednoi 'Novyi Shostakovich' " [The

latest "new Shostakovich"], MuzykaVnaia akademiia, no. 2 (2000): 133-35. The
author renders his Armenian surname as "Hakobian" in the Latin alphabet. In the

Library of Congress transliteration, it would be "Akopian." The author approved

the English translation printed here. Permission to reprint was also granted by

Yu. S. Korev, editor in chief of MuzykaVnaia akademiia.
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and author of the hook The New Shostakovich (Boston: Northeastern Uni-

versity Press, [990). The hook tinder review includes a number ofMac-

Donald's articles that continue and develop ideas first presented in The

New Shostakovich. Moreover, Feofanov and Ho frequently cite MacDon-

ald in their text.

Shostakovich, in MacDonald's interpretation, is, first and foremost, a

closet dissident, a thorough and assiduous chronicler of and sarcastic

commentator on all the most important events that took place in his

country. Clearly such a view of Shostakovich was formed under the de-

cisive influence of the notorious Testimony (New York: Harper & Row,

1979), as related to and edited by Solomon Volkov, which, according to

MacDonald, contains a certain "essential truth" about the creative work

of our composer. Having taken the outspoken hero of Testimony as his

point of departure, MacDonald interprets Shostakovich's entire oeuvre

as one gigantic insult directed at the hated communist regime.

Feofanov and Ho's "reconsidered" Shostakovich is exactly the same

personality as MacDonald's "new Shostakovich." In other words, the title

of the new book does not correspond to its content. If perhaps Mac-

Donald's Shostakovich of 1990 was to some extent new at the time, 1 then

by now such an interpretation of the composer has become common-

place. In publications here and abroad during the past decade there is

no more hackneyed a subject than that of Shostakovich-the-dissident, and

many commentators, homegrown and Western, have occupied them-

selves with nothing more out of the ordinary than searching through

Shostakovich's scores for secret signs of Aesopian language and subtexts

that smack of anti-Soviet criticism and social commentary. The Shosta-

kovich now presented to us as "reconsidered" is nothing more than worn

and threadbare merchandize repackaged in slightly fresh wrapping.

The overriding intention of the book's authors is to prove the au-

thenticity of Testimony irrevocably, once and for all. The first part of the

book (the section written by Feofanov and Ho) is constructed on the

model of a courtroom trial: quoted material, facts, testimonial evidence,

and the like, are called up and subjected to thorough cross-examination

intended to convince those who doubt that the book published by Volkov

contains the genuine thoughts and words of the composer. Another im-

portant postulate is likewise proven irrefutably: Shostakovich did not love

the Soviet regime. Frankly I cannot imagine that serious contemporary

people could be interested in reaching a verdict on a question that's not

worth a hill of beans. 3

From the point of view of judicial norms, in accordance with which
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any and all doubts must be decided in favor of the accused, the authen-

ticity of Testimony has for a long time needed no further proof: virtually

everything in the book has been confirmed one way or another by in-

formation from other independent sources. The issue is not the authen-

ticity of Shostakovich's memoirs but that the book, truth be told, is rather

crude and jejune. The Israeli musicologist Joachim Braun, cited by Feo-

fanov and Ho, accurately characterizes the book as a collection of "lobby

gossip." Even the sun has spots: that Shostakovich had a penchant for

gossip is not extraordinary. Neither was Stravinsky in his "dialogues" 15

above reproach in this regard. Stravinsky was just luckier with his inter-

locutor. Robert Craft continually kept the intellectual level of the con-

versation on a high plane; as a consequence, Stravinsky emerges from

the pages of the "dialogues" as a profound, significant, and charismatic

human being. The Shostakovich of Testimony, on the other hand, adapt-

ing to the far more limited intellectual and professional level of his in-

terlocutor, emerges as repetitive, superficial, and entirely devoid of cha-

risma. 2 Volkov's hero is Shostakovich if not "on a chamber pot [na

sudne]"c then in his underwear. 3 As expected, the general public finds

such a Shostakovich more lovable than the one who composes operas

and symphonies; this is why Testimony enjoyed such great commercial

success. But Shostakovich Reconsidered has only a peripheral relationship

to Shostakovich the creative musician. No wonder it is almost never cited

in serious analytical studies (i.e., scholarly studies, as distinct from mem-
oirs or popular accounts).4 In regard to the latter, a "certificate of au-

thenticity" in the form of Feofanov and Ho's zealously realized book will

change nothing.

Even less understandable is why energy was needlessly wasted on

proving Shostakovich's lack of love for the communist regime. We know

all too well that, on the whole, the attitude of any thinking Soviet citizen

toward the regime was virtually identical. In this way Shostakovich was

no different from millions of his fellow citizens of all classes and social

strata whose lives were built according to the principle formulated by

Leskov long before 191 7: "Be faithful in your friendship and loyal in

your service, but keep the 'finger' in your pocket" ["Druzhba druzhboi,

i sluzhba sluzhboi, a za pazukhoi shish"]. d In this regard, Westerners who
never experienced the delights of life under the Soviet regime are well

served by the parables of George Orwell and Kurt Vonnegut, which

clearly illustrate how and why it is possible to loathe and despise a to-

talitarian regime at the same time as one faithfully and truthfully serves

it, even occupying a rather high position within its system. It is amusing
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that one of the most important leitmotifs of Shostakovich Reconsidered con-

sists in me refutation o\ the thesis advanced by the American scholar

Richard Taruskin: "Shostakovich was, obviously, a most loyal musical

son of Soviet Russia." 1 Vladimir Ashkenazy, in his preface, makes the

author of this assessment a shameful example, and MacDonald (in his

article "The Academic Misrepresentation of Shostakovich") utterly an-

nihilates him, expressing doubts about his professional competence.

Other specialists on Shostakovich who do not hear the anti-Soviet

"premise" in the composer's music, in the opinion of MacDonald, also

catch hell—Malcolm Brown and Laurel Fay, first of all.

The humor in the situation consists not so much in the fact that

MacDonald, from the viewpoint of professional competence, is far more

vulnerable than the scholars he names, but in the fact that the subject

under discussion is fabricated, in the full sense of the word, out of whole

cloth. Shostakovich was not only "a most loyal musical son of Soviet

Russia." (Of course he was, and to deny this, as it applies to Shostakovich

before 1936—and that is exactly the period to which Taruskin refers

—

is absurd to say the least.) But he was also someone who sincerely hated

the regime. He was not only a victim of the regime; but he was also one

of its pillars. His music served not only as a banner of nonconformity

but also as one of the few undeniably worthwhile items of Soviet export

—

along with weapons, the ballet, and hockey. To speak about Shostakovich

only as a victim and a dissident is to proclaim an impoverished and hy-

pocritical half-truth.

The composer's music as such is given relatively little attention on

the pages of Shostakovich Reconsidered. A poorly informed reader might

get the impression that our subject wrote no work more remarkable than

the Antiformalisticheskii rayok [The antiformalist peepshow] . In the course

of the book, other hackneyed topics, already stuck in our teeth too long,

are discussed yet again in greater or lesser detail: the anti-Stalinist subtext

of the "invasion themes" in the Seventh and Twelfth symphonies; the

Eleventh's allusion to the 1956 Hungarian Uprising; the anti-Soviet gist

of the Fifth's Coda; and the like. Everything that makes Shostakovich's

music something more than a " 'finger' in the pocket," that is to say,

everything that makes it art, remains far outside the covers of this book.

I should like to call attention to another matter. In substantiating their

thesis about Shostakovich's aversion for the regime, the authors of the

book cite, by way of example, his disdainful pronouncements about the

RAPM (The Russian Association of Proletarian Musicians) and about the

creative work of the leading Proletarian composer of the 1920s, Alex-
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ander Davidenko. 5 Yet, in this connection, the authors remain mum
about one curious fact. At a certain moment, evidently soon after the

war, Lev Nikolaevich Lebedinsky (1904-92) made an appearance in

Shostakovich's intimate circle. Lebedinsky, a former Cheka f agent and a

Party member from 191 9, was the long-time boss of the RAPM; he was

also Davidenko's friend and first biographer. Lebedinsky's articles and

reminiscences about Shostakovich, written in a later period after the

composer's death, are frequently cited in Shostakovich Reconsidered as if

they were primary sources that ought to be trusted without question

—

no doubt because, in these later publications, Lebedinsky represents him-

self as an advocate for the authenticity of Testimony and as a confirmed

enemy of communism. In spite of all this, Lebedinsky's way of thinking

could not have differed more strikingly during his earlier days as a young

and energetic leader of the RAPM. His main articles from 1928 through

193 1, published in the official RAPM journal, Proletarskii muzykant [The

proletarian musician], remind one of spiteful and crude political denun-

ciations. They are conspicuous in their maliciousness, even in comparison

with similar music-critical "produce" from that period by other members

of the RAPM. Lebedinsky's articles call to mind yet again the policeman

Nebaba from Ilf and Petrov's Zolotoi telyonok [The golden calf], as well

as Bulgakov's Latunsky and Shvonder.s

Such hostility toward Stalinism by a former member of the RAPM is

understandable: the "Shvonders," if they managed to escape destruction,

had been thrust to the distant fringe of social survival during Stalin's

years of omnipotence. Those among them who survived until Khru-

shchev and Brezhnev became witnesses to the utter discredit of ideas to

which they had genuflected in their youth—ideas embodied in the music

of Davidenko in particular. In the 1960s, very probably under Lebedin-

sky's influence, Shostakovich made two at first glance strange but alto-

gether symbolic gestures, taking into account the prevailing sociological

situation at the time. First, he arranged two of Davidenko's revolutionary

choruses and published them as his opus 124. 6 Then later he wrote (or,

in any case, he signed) a foreword to a collection of articles about Dav-

idenko. 11 Keeping in mind these and other later homages that Shosta-

kovich paid to the revolutionary "romanticism" of his youth7 (about

which MacDonald and company remain studiously silent, resolutely ex-

cluding them from their conception of a "new" or "reconsidered" Shos-

takovich), an intriguing question arises about the true nature of the com-

poser's celebrated anti-Soviet sentiments. What was the greater part of

it, a noble and justifiable hatred of Bolshevism or a querulous hostility
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toward the Sharikovs1 who, once having acceded to power, debased the

noble Ideals that long ago had promised so much? Feofanov and Ho's

hook otters no answer to this question.

Notes

1. True, as portrayed by MacDonald, he was one-dimensional and unmusical,

but that is already another issue. I offered my own opinion of MacDonald's book

in my article "Zapadnye avtory o Shostakoviche: obzor i kommentarii" [Western

authors on Shostakovich: A survey and commentary], Shostakovicha posviashchaetsia:

sbomik state/ k go-Utiiu kompozitora (igo6-igg6) [Dedicated to Shostakovich: A
collection of articles for the composer's 90th anniversary (1 906-1 996)], comp.

Elena Borisovna Dolinskaya (Moscow: Kompozitor, 1997), pp. 17-26.

2. Yolkov's persistent attempt to lower a conversation to the intellectual level

of crude scullery blather is demonstrated quite eloquently in his recently published

dialogues with Joseph Brodsky, Conversations with Joseph Brodsky (New York: Free

Press, 1998).

3. In the interview with Volkov, "Zdes' chelovek sgorel" [A man burned out

here], published in the journal MuzykaVnaia akademiia, no. 3 (1992): 3-12 (which

is reprinted in Shostakovich Reconsidered, the book under review here), Volkov rather

candidly explains his professional credo: he sees himself as a person whose mission

is to present to the public the private lives of famous people. That this profession,

in his view, involves little in common with the ethics of a gentleman is strikingly

confirmed by those places in the interview where Volkov slanders the memory of

people who never compromised themselves in the slightest. [Among others, per-

haps, Hakobian undoubtedly had the distinguished violinist Oleg Moiseevich Ka-

gan in mind when he wrote these words.—Ed.]

4. In fact, the same is true of The New Shostakovich by Ian MacDonald. The
latter has been seriously offended by this circumstance, which one can verify on

MacDonald's personal Internet site, "Shostakovichiana," where, for several years

now, scarcely restraining his vocabulary, he has carried on a passionate dispute

with those scholars from the academic community who underestimate the impor-

tance of his work.

5. Pronouncements of this sort figure, in particular, in Shostakovich's letters

from 193 1 to the composer Vissarion Shebalin [1902-1963] (published in Sofia

Khentova's Vmire Shostakovicha [In Shostakovich's world] [Moscow: Kompozitor,

1996] p. 129). [In his original review, Hakobian mistakenly identified the title of

Khentova's book as Vokrug Shostakovicha (In Shostakovich's circle).—Ed.]

6. Shostakovich clearly wanted to give this work a certain weight, in as much
as he provided it with an opus number. Note, in this regard, that his orchestration

of Musorgsky's Pesni i pliaski smerti [Songs and dances of death], completed at the

very same time, was left without an opus number.

7. Such later homages include the Eleventh Symphony, "The Year 1905" op.

103 (1956-57)—a belated realization of the RAPM idea of a symphony based on

revolutionary songs—the Symphonic Poem Oktiabr' [October] op. 131 (1967) and
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the choral cycle Vernosf [Loyalty], eight ballads for unaccompanied male chorus

(1970).

Editor's Notes

a. Hakobian invokes the Russian idiom "vyedennogo iaitsa ne stoit," which

literally means "not worth an empty eggshell."

b. This is a reference to the series of autobiographical conversations between

Stravinsky and Robert Craft, which were collected and published in six books, four

published by Doubleday (Garden City, N.Y.)

—

Conversations with Igor Stravinsky

(1959), Memories and Commentaries (i960), Expositions and Developments (1962), and

Dialogues and a Diary (1963); and two published by Knopf (New York)

—

Themes

and Episodes (1966) and Retrospectives and Conclusions (1969).

c. Hakobian's complete sentence, "Volkov's hero is Shostakovich if not 'on a

chamber pot [nasudne]' then in his underwear," invokes Alexander Pushkin's letter

of November 1825 to his friend Prince Vyazemsky, a propos of the loss of Byron's

diaries. With characteristic passion, Pushkin writes:

Why do you regret the loss of Byron's notes? The devil with them! Thank God
they are lost. He made his confession in his verses, in spite of himself, carried

away with the rapture of poetry. In cool prose ... he would have been caught in

the act, just as Rousseau was caught in the act—and spite and slander would have

triumphed once again. Leave curiosity to the crowd and be at one with Genius.

. . . We know Byron well enough. We have seen him on the throne of glory; we
have seen him in his coffin in the midst of Greece's rising from the dead. Why
should you want to see him on a chamber pot? The crowd greedily reads con-

fessions, memoirs, etc., because in its baseness it rejoices at the abasement of the

high, at the weaknesses of the strong. It is in rapture at the disclosure of anything

loathsome. "He is small like us; he is loathsome like us!" You are lying, you

scoundrels: he's small and he's loathsome, but not the way you are—differently.

(The Letters ofAlexander Pushkin, translated, with preface, introduction, and notes,

by J. Thomas Shaw [Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1967], pp. 263-

64)

The final passage has been used as the epigraph for the present volume.

d. See chapter 15, editor's note b, in this volume.

e. I have deliberately translated this "quotation" back into English from Hak-

obian's Russian paraphrase, which is not an exact rendering of Taruskin's original

English statement describing Shostakovich as "perhaps Soviet Russia's most loyal

musical son" ("The Opera and the Dictator," The New Republic [20 March 1989],

p. 40).

f. Lebedinsky's association with the Cheka is confirmed in his short c.v., pub-

lished in the journal MuzykaVnaia nov\ no. 8 (1924): 21. At that time people would

not hesitate to parade such biographical details, unlike the tendency nowadays to

conceal them. For a description of the Cheka, see chapter 14, editor's note e, in

this volume.

g. The character Semyon Vasilievich Nebaba, is fleetingly identified in Ilf and

Petrov's satirical story Zolotoi telyonok [The golden calf] (193 1), as a corrupt cop
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who took bribes for protection from a beggar pretending to be blind but who,

after die Revolution, becomes a music critic] Latunsky is a spiteful literary critic

from Bulgakov's Master i Margarita [The master and Margarita] (1939). The same

author's novella Sobacb'e sertse [The heart ot a dog] (1925), il interpreted as an

allegor) of Soviet life in the [920s, depicts the character Shvonder as a type of

narrow Bolshevik dogmatist ami stool pigeon, something of" a Leninist-Trotskyite,

who belongs to a class that would eventually be all but exterminated during the

Stalinist purges.

h. The book in question is Alexander Davidenko: vospominaniia, stat\ materialy

[Alexander Davidenko: Recollections, articles, materials], comp. Nikolai Avksen-

tievieh Martynov (Leningrad: Muzyka, 1968). Although Shostakovich's contribu-

tion to the book is entitled "Vmesto predisloviia" [In place of a foreword], it is in

tact the only "foreword" in the book and appears on pages 3 to 5, immediately

after the brief acknowledgments from the compiler.

i. This is another reference to Bulgakov's Heart ofa Dog. Sharik is the mongrel

dog transformed into Sharikov, the homunculus who possesses both the mentality

of a dog and the criminal past associated with the human organs transplanted into

him by Dr. Preobrazhensky. Interpreted as political allegory, Sharikov can be seen

as a premonitory image of Stalin; hence Hakobian's reference to "the Sharikovs"

invokes the heirs of Stalin who ruled Soviet Russia during Shostakovich's lifetime.
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Dialogues about Shostakovich

From the History of Russian Studies about

Shostakovich (2002)

LUDMILA KOVNATSKAYA

he main material for my report comes from two sets of

letters. The correspondents engaged in conversation are Russian music

scholars and critics of the Soviet period: on the one side, they are Al-

exander Naumovich Dolzhansky (1908- 1966) and Victor Petrovich Bob-

rovsky (1906-1979), 1 and, on the other, Yuli Anatolievich Kremlyov

( 1
908-1 971) and Sergei Vasilievich Aksiuk (1901-1994). 2 To what extent

the phrases "on the one side" and "on the other" should be understood

here not as conventional and formulaic but as substantive will shortly

become obvious to those familiar with the political and ideological nature

of Soviet musical and musicological life. For everyone else, I trust it will

become clear in a moment.

"In every conversation between two people there are six interlocutors:

each one as he is (known only to God), each as he seems to himself, and

each as he seems to his confrere, and all of them are unalike," so notes

Mikhail Gasparov on the nature of the dialogue. 3 Such an astute obser-

vation can be extrapolated, of course, to include letter writing as a form

of written conversation, like diaries or marginal notes, which also rep-

resent an indirect form of dialogue. The fine point, I would suggest,

consists in the distance between "F and the images reflected in the virtual
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minor of "1, as 1 seem to myself and "1, as I seem to the other." The

conversationalist, correspondent, or diarist, whose conscience experi-

ences the pressure of a divided psyche and whose social behavior is con-

tradictory, views these images as profoundly dissimilar and distant from

one another. The one whose principles are firm, and whose behavior is

determined by these principles, views the three images within a single

spectrum of notions. For a third person, an integrated, whole person, the

differences between the images are minuscule and can fuse together al-

most without "seams and gaps." Any corrections, whether of socio-

psvchological or ideological or affective attributes, fit quite well within

Gasparov's psychogenic model. The characters of my story fit into this

model as well.

It is well known that the prominent Soviet scholars, the theorists

Alexander Dolzhansky and Victor Bobrovsky, Shostakovich's contem-

poraries, were insightful researchers as well as discerning experts and

admirers of the music (and the persona) of Shostakovich. Their theories

originated in their analyses of his music. Such, for instance, was Dol-

zhansky's theory of the fugue4—which has widespread theoretical signif-

icance—and his modal theory5 (including the Alexandrian modal-

pentachord), 6 which interprets the degrees of the twelve-tone scale as a

diatonic phenomenon. 7 The same can be said about the functional theory

of musical form developed by Bobrovsky—which he regarded as a self-

contained system with variable combinations and changeability of func-

tions—one of the most basic concepts in contemporary music theory. 8

It is very difficult to describe these two remarkable people in such a

brief article.
9

I should just mention that Bobrovsky—whose father was

arrested while in exile, then repatriated, condemned, and executed in

Soviet Russia 10—was one of the musicians most loyal to Shostakovich.

In her article about Bobrovsky, Evgeniya Chigaryova speaks about him

in these words: "As a person with a 'troubled conscience,' Bobrovsky

worried about everything that was happening then in our country. He
suffered from being forced to remain silent, from being unable to tell

the 'whole truth' in his published works (this especially concerned his

writings about Shostakovich). And then he started keeping a journal, not

at all of a personal nature, which he entitled 'O samom vazhnom' [About

what is most important], 11 together with his personal reflections, 'Shos-

takovich v moei zhizni' [Shostakovich in my life],
12 both published post-

humously." 13

Turning to Dolzhansky, his character was completely in accord with

the root of his last name (dolg, or "duty"). He was even unafraid to raise
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his voice publicly in defense of Shostakovich during the course of the

campaign of 1 948-49. 14 He saw his action and the position he took as

an expression of duty. The result was not long in making itself felt:

disparagement of his work, and of himself personally, formed the con-

stant backdrop of his life.
15

According to the current cliches in discussions about Shostakovich,

Dolzhansky and Bobrovsky might be called closet dissidents. They did

not belong to the Soviet nomenklatura (i.e., .the elite named to their po-

sitions by organs of the Party), they did not hold important official posts,

and they did not serve the system demonstratively and with zeal. As

musicians, they both responded to the language of Shostakovich's music,

the multivalence of its meanings. And they developed their own "Aeso-

pian language" in analyzing his music—its modal nature, its composi-

tional peculiarities, the origins of its techniques, and the methods the

composer followed in realizing his ideas. People of my generation read

the scholarly writings of Dolzhansky and Bobrovsky not only for the sake

of their remarkable professional mastery but also for the spiritual mes-

sages communicated by means of the "working language" of our profes-

sion. Their articles demonstrated that the structural analysis of music,

which was incomprehensible to the controlling authorities and therefore

suspect, was capable of revealing profound artistic meaning. 16 Their

works established that fundamental scholarship can be based on the ar-

tistic creativity of today. During the years when Soviet historical and

aesthetic musicology was primarily servile, theorists became the conduits

of free thought and innovative ideas. And that is why the music of Shos-

takovich nurtured more than one generation of brilliant scholar-theorists

and, over the decades, attracted younger adherents. 17

The published correspondence of Dolzhansky and Bobrovsky,

friendly and collegial (I recommend it to interested readers), dates from

the 1960s—the years of the premieres of the Twelfth and Thirteenth

symphonies, the Ninth, Tenth, and Eleventh string quartets, and the

memorable first performance of the Fourth Symphony and the revival of

Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo nezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District]

(under the title Katerina Izmailova). Neither the Eleventh Symphony nor,

especially, the Twelfth was a favorite work by their favorite composer.

"Oh, how I'd like to hear a non-programmatic symphony by him!" writes

Bobrovsky. "But there doesn't seem to be one in the offing." 18

Bobrovsky and Dolzhansky thought of themselves as members of a

"brotherhood-in-Shostakovich," as it might have been called in the nine-

teenth century. "Dear friend Shostakovichian," Dolzhansky addresses
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Bobrovsky on one occasion.
11

' Disagreements mu\ arguments that cropped

up between them had the character of ideal creative discussions and con-

structive criticism. In other words, these were individuals close in spirit.

The next two characters in my story of dialogues about Shostakovich,

Sergei Aksiuk and Yuli Kremlyov, were also spiritually close. The first,

a music critic and composer, was a Party functionary. During the years

under consideration, he was editor in chief of the publishing house So-

vestkii kompozitor, a nomenklatura position. He was also secretary of the

board of the USSR Union of Composers in Moscow. As a composer,

Aksiuk was all but unknown even in professional circles, let alone among

the broad public. His compositions were performed at the House of

Composers on the occasion of his jubilees. Had he not been a Party

bigwig, he could scarcely have expected to be feted with concerts devoted

to his works. The speeches and articles of Aksiuk the critic, collected in

a modest volume, 20 were tied to events in the nation's life associated with

the Communist Party.

Yuli Kremlyov, an Honored Artist of the RSFSR and Doctor of Arts,

headed the Music Department at the Research Institute of Theater, Mu-
sic, and Cinematography in Leningrad. 21 That, too, was an appointed

position; candidates had to be approved by the higher authorities, making

it a nomenklatura post. But, at the same time, Kremlyov was also one of

the country's most prominent scholars and was exceptionally productive,

with numerous publications. His three-volume study Russkaia mysP o mu-

zyke [Russian thought about music] 22 and a series of monographs on turn-

of-the-century French composers (Debussy, Massenet, Saint-Saens),23 as

well as his many articles and speeches,24 were widely used as required

textbooks in the higher music schools of the country. In his scholarly

work, Kremlyov revealed himself to be a loyal son of the regime, attesting

to the ideological principles of the communist system, something to

which all his works without exception bear witness. Among other things,

he was indignant about the "ideological neutrality of young people," as

well as about such contemporaneous developments as, for instance, the

publication of Schoenberg's music, which just began in the USSR at that

time, and preparations in the works for a concert of Stravinsky's music. 25

Like Dolzhansky and Bobrovsky, Kremlyov and Aksiuk also corre-

sponded about Shostakovich—this was around the time of the premiere

of the Tenth Symphony and the heated debate that followed (the sym-

phony was first performed on 17 December 1953). Both opposed not

just that particular composition but were against all Shostakovich's ere-
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ative work. Kremlyov was fierce and uncompromising. Aksiuk was some-

times more tolerant than his correspondent, but, on the whole, was just

as uncompromising and vigilant. 26 Although Shostakovich's name is not

mentioned at all in the introductions to the collections of Kremlyov's

articles, he wrote a few pieces specifically devoted to him. 2 " Kremlyov

became especially "famous" for his essay on the Tenth Symphony, which

appeared as a review of the premiere—a "fame" based largely on his

sharply critical comments about the new symphony, made during the

famous three-day discussion of the work at the Union of Composers in

Moscow some months after the symphony's premiere in Leningrad.

Kremlyov's prevailing attitude toward the creative output of the country's

leading composer can be inferred from a passage in an article he wrote

about Sviridov's Pateticheskaia oratoriia [Oratorio patetico]: "How grati-

fying it would be, for instance, if Shostakovich were to continue and

develop the line in his creative work set forth in his oratorio, Pern'

lesakh [Song of the forests]."28

As for Aksiuk, he viewed Shostakovich as a socially and ideologically

harmful artist who thrived thanks to a double standard: "Shostakovich

swears by the names of xMusorgsky and Tchaikovsky, and, in Leningrad,

he breeds modernist apprentices in his Leningrad circle and indulges

them to the utmost. It is all disgusting. And there is no assurance that it

will soon 'pass.' On the contrary, 'this' will broaden and deepen. But all

the same, we must 'wear the stone away' drop by drop."29 Elsewhere

Aksiuk writes in solidarity with Kremlyov:

Your opponents (mine, too) . . . consider anybody who contradicts them a reac-

tionary. • • . Incidentally, let us pose the question: just who are these "opponents"?

Well, of course, they're the "highbrow" musicologists. ... As you certainly know

and feel, there is a bias in editorial circles, and to a great extent in musicological

ones as well, a bias against your position of ruling out Shostakovich as the crown-

ing achievement of Soviet music and of rejecting a rapprochement between, and

a knitting together of, realism and modernism. 30

The opinions exchanged in these two sets of correspondence are

based on well-grounded listening experiences and on practical activities

involving each of the four participants as critics and publicists. But their

perspectives are rooted in different areas of musicology: Kremlyov's and

Aksiuk's in ideologically charged aesthetics, and Bobrovsky's and Dol-

zhansky's in theoretical analysis. Comparing the two dialogues seems

appropriate, given their similarity in tone—sincere, mutually trusting.
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We believe what we read, because the letters correspond, and are even

identical, to the published works of these authors.

The correspondents conducted dialogues in which the "word with a

sideward glance" [slovo s ogliadkoi] was a rare visitor, whereas the "pene-

trated word" [proniknovennoe slovo]—both Bakhtin's expressions—was

customary. What follows is an example of the former, a "word with a

sideward glance." The sinister shadow of the regime, which fell, as a

rule, across any dialogue between Soviet citizens, here extends into a

conversation between Dolzhansky and Bobrovsky. Bobrovsky discovers

at the end of Dolzhansky's book on Shostakovich's 24 Preludes and

Fugues a passage about the content of that cycle being emblematic of

the theme of war and peace, in the embodiment of which this "remark-

able master of Socialist Realism . . . achieved something that not a single

composer from a bourgeois country could have achieved." 31 Dolzhansky

admits to Bobrovsky (in confidence) that the paragraph was written at

the publisher's insistence. But he betrays no embarrassment or protest

in his confession, writing instead that he considers "these lines to be

useful for the propaganda of Shostakovich] 's music." 32 This is but one

of a myriad of examples of ideological adaptation to conditions.

Let us focus now on the Tenth Symphony. During the mid-1950s,

as everyone knows, this symphony engendered one of the most fiery and

intractable ideological discussions in musical circles. 33 A variety of ana-

lytic sketches and observations about the Tenth are scattered throughout

Bobrovsky's and Dolzhansky's writings, but in only one case do they

constitute an independent article. 34 The Tenth presented them with ma-

terial rich in possibilities for analysis and for stylistic generalizations.

They treasured it as one of Shostakovich's symphonic masterpieces, and

a masterpiece of all European music.

Kremlyov, on the other hand, defined his attitude about the Tenth

as follows: "Shostakovich's Tenth Symphony has its apologists and its

foes. As always, there are also those who are indifferent." 35 One cannot

bring oneself to regard Kremlyov as an apologist or as one of the indif-

ferent, so that leaves a foe, albeit one who recognized the Tenth as a

phenomenon.

On what grounds, then, does Kremlyov incriminate the symphony

and its author? In accordance with the practice of Marxist-Leninist aes-

thetics, Kremlyov interprets the correlation of form and content as a

dialectical opposition, thus content divorced from form becomes for him
the object of a separate, so to speak "formless," investigation. The ab-
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surdity of such an approach by Kremlyov is exposed in all its shameless-

ness, to wit, the world of this music is alien to him, he cannot accept it

emotionally, and therefore the more brilliant and inspiring the com-

poser's mastery, all the worse it is, because it masks the depraved content.

I had the opportunity to examine Kremlyov's copy of the program

book from the premiere of Shostakovich's Tenth Symphony in the Great

Hall of the Leningrad Philharmonic (Thursday, 1 7 December, and Fri-

day, 18 December 1953. The Republic's Honored Collective, the Phil-

harmonic Symphony Orchestra, conducted by Evgeny Mravinsky). Poor

Yuli Anatolievich Kremlyov! What he was obliged to endure during a

concert that other listeners found profoundly moving! He noted down

his immediate impressions of the music in the margins alongside the

printed program notes by the well-known critic Yulian Vainkop. At times

Kremlyov's comments are amazingly precise but monstrously distorted

by his inferences. I reproduce his handwritten text in full:

1 st movement

Incredibly gloomy themes. The low register is almost inaudible. Many chorale-

like sonorities. Polyphony. Suddenly a melancholy waltz.

Middle [section]—wild cacophony, thundering and false.

End—the tweeting of a flute out of perceptible range. A train whistle. Funereal

tolling.

2nd movement

Wild tempo. Infernal din, whistling, drums. You're at the point of going mad.

A terrifying trombone solo prestissimo. Everything horribly gloomy. Instruments

not used idiomatically. Images of a veritable front-line battle intrude. Terrifying

music. Decay, cynicism, the howl of a maniac.

3rd movement

On the whole the great art of a master. Especially the polyphony. Form very

tight. A master of the orchestra. A theme in Eastern style, with a little drum. In

3rd movement, much mockery on timbres. Solos of all sorts for this. Things then

sink into "nothingness." Suddenly the mocking "laughter" of oboes, the disin-

tegration of an idea. Separated sounds. The East in the style of Khodzha-

Einatov. 36 Disgusting inhuman noise. In general a mass of ff. 3 bass drums,

apparently. Phrases: the sputtering of timpani, the mocking squeak of the violin,

separate notes in horns. Ends with the cheeping of a flute outside the tonality.

Savage falsity alongside beautiful phrases.

4th movement

The oboe sounds so vile it's hard to recognize. The East again? How gloomy

everything is. The bassoon openly intones the funeral service. Everything is

somehow separated. Now it fades away, now it disintegrates entirely into specks.

Then a deafening blow, a wild leap. Again a rupture into "nothingness," a squeak,

a rustling. And it's like that the entire symphony. Aha! Things have started to
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perk up. The \\ iKI ruckus of a Fl[ute] and violins/)/). Geometry, combination of

musical figures. Flutes squealing the whole tunc. Ravings. Vnd tins is "lively and

meny" music?! Some kind of dance theme tears into the squealing of" the flutes.

The din intensities. The cynical merriment of the entire orchestra dominated by

blows on the drum and flutes wailing and squealing. Suddenly everything stops.

Nothingness. Medieval gloom, the groans of tormented monks marching in a

crypt \ bassoon laughs. A wallop. Cacophony throughout the entire orchestra.

Foxtrot rhythm, a tavern. A tl[ute] squeals, trombones bawl on the highest pos-

sible notes.

What a bunch of solos!!

In complete conformity with the postulates of Socialist-Realist aes-

thetics, Kremlyov identifies himself with the average, democratic listener,

one from the so-called broad circle of listeners, and he is convinced that

Shostakovich's symphony has been "undone" by the professionals. Plac-

ing professionalism over and against dilettantism was an approach satu-

rated with the antagonism of class struggle. In ideological and aesthetic

polemics the method was risk free.

In the collection Materials of the Second Ail-Union Congress of Soviet

Composers, 1 ' Kremlyov's speech is missing, like those of the other non-

principal speakers. The newspaper Sovetskaia kuVtura contains an account

of it,
38 but we are able to examine the original manuscript, where Krem-

lyov writes:

My neighbors in the apartment next door are members of a family of workers.

They don't like jazz or low-grade entertainment. They like classical music

—

Beethoven, Glinka, Tchaikovsky, Chopin. They grasp Soviet literature with ease,

and Soviet painting (including even those artists who were branded "formalists,"

for instance, Alexander Deineka and Vladimir Favorsky). They love much in

Soviet music: songs and related genres, a number of the works of Tikhon Khren-

nikov, Ivan Dzerzhinsky, Aram Khachaturian. But when, for instance, Shosta-

kovich's Violin Concerto is played on the radio, they ask with great bitterness,

with great pain and anxiety: Why, oh why do they write such music?

Well then, should one blame these listeners? No, one should blame our music,

which is extraordinarily distant from the spiritual needs of listeners and which,

under the guise of sophistication, cultivates vagueness, lack of clarity, subjectiv-

ity.
39

Both Kremlyov's analysis of the Tenth Symphony in the margins of his

Leningrad Philharmonic program book and his article about the work

make for interesting reading: his excellent ear and rich associative mem-
ory continuously inform him about the semantically saturated content of

the symphony; his immediate reactions focus precisely on the world of
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emotions that lay behind Shostakovich's music. But he was unwilling to

accept its nonclassical structure, the absence of classical melody, syntax,

and formal articulation, and, as a consequence, his understanding/mis-

understanding of the work is characterized by such expressions as "un-

differentiated flow," "chaos," and "uncertainty." He feared an ambiguity

of meanings ("the themes are emotionally undefined," "the imagery is

vague"). Something that "remains unclear," as he put it, frightens him.40

The paramount question for Kremlyov was the clarity of the music's

content, or perhaps, more accurately, its monosemantic conceptual

meaning. In his speech at the Second Congress of Composers, he says:

"If D. Shostakovich's Tenth Symphony truly reveals reality in its revo-

lutionary development and shows us the roots of the future, then what

awaits us in the future? Such vague, uncertain feelings as these?"41

The finale of Shostakovich's Tenth Symphony—as we know, the fi-

nale was a general problem and, at the same time, a phantom problem

in Soviet symphonic writing—was unconvincing, according to Kremlyov,

as a consequence of the one-sided content of the work as a whole. And

his words of conclusion sounded a warning "signal" about the ideological

depravity of Shostakovich's symphony.

One might think that Kremlyov's stance in his article, one identical

to that which the Party and government demanded from Soviet artists

and critics, would not land him in trouble. But life in the USSR was

diverse and illogical, and Kremlyov was obliged to struggle for three

years in order to publish his critical article on Shostakovich's Tenth Sym-

phony. Representatives of the Soviet nomenklatura (particularly V. F. Ku-

kharsky)42 were among those on whom its fate depended. It was published

in the April 1957 issue of Sovetskaia muzyka, yet, on 5 March 1957, Israel

Nestyev sent the author the objections of the editorial board and a sum-

mary of the minutes from their meeting. Allow me to quote two opinions.

"Kukharsky: I am also critical of the Tenth Symphony. . . . [But] the way

the article is written will create an undesirable resonance (in view of the

fervently dithyrambic statements of the defenders of the symphony).

[S. S.] Skrebkov: 43 The article may become a 'tasty morsel' for the bour-

geois yellow press abroad. Once again there will be an outcry about 'the

persecution of Shostakovich.'
W44

Either of these opinions might well have

been a statement of conviction or a maneuver—a clumsy attempt "to

defend Shostakovich."

Later on in Nestyev's letter the following comment appears: "Shos-

takovich himself spoke on behalf of publishing the article."45 This very
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circumstance gave Kremlyov a reason to appeal to Shostakovich the fol-

low ing year requesting the composer to defend his critical article about

the Eleventh Symphony from the symphony's admirers. 1 " Their written

exchange follows:

12 February 1958 [Leningrad]

Dear Dmitri Dmitrievich!

I have written a critical article about your Eleventh Symphony. This article

was earmarked for issue no. 2 of the journal Sovetskaia muzyka of this year. Then

it was postponed to issue no. 3. 1 have just found out that they are contemplating

postponing publication of the article again. I find such suppression of criticism

and of the free exchange of opinions unfair,* and hope that, as a member of the

editorial board, you will take all due measures to publish my article as planned

in the third issue of the journal.

Best regards,

Yu. Kremlyov

*By the way, I didn't object when the journal published favorable evaluations

of your latest symphony [i.e., the Eleventh]. Fairness demands that other views

be aired too.47

14 February 1958, Moscow

Dear Yuri48 Anatolievich!

As a member of the editorial board of Sovetskaia muzyka, I do not consider

it possible to take part in discussions of those articles which concern me person-

ally, or my compositions, whether these articles are positive or negative. This

has always been my position and this is how it will remain in the future.

D. Shostakovich49

23 February 1958 [Leningrad]

Dear Dmitri Dmitrievich!

I have received your postcard and am amazed by it. I did not ask you to "take

part in discussions" of my article on your Eleventh Symphony. I only expressed

the hope that you, as a member of the editorial board of Sovetskaia muzyka, would

take measures to ensure that my article is published in the third issue as sched-
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uled. . . . That was the reason I wrote to you, hoping that you would assist in

establishing fairness in the exchange of free opinions.

Once someone told me that you had spoken on behalf of publishing my
article on your Tenth Symphony. I don't know what motivated you then, but

one way or another I was led to assume that you would act in a similar manner

now. Unfortunately I was mistaken in my hopes. Therefore I can only apologize

for the inconvenience I have caused.

Best regards,

Kremlyov50

8 March 1958, Moscow

[From a letter of Yu. V. Keldysh to Yu. A. Kremlyov:]

At the meeting of the editorial board on 24 February I read aloud your

telegram demanding the publication of your article on Shostakovich's Eleventh

Symphony. Nevertheless, the majority of the board members continued to object

categorically to publication of the article. Only Shostakovich took quite a differ-

ent position. Although he did not attend the meeting, he later communicated to

us his request that the article be published. 51

This written exchange demonstrates strikingly the change in the

alignment of social forces and energy flows that raged around Shosta-

kovich and his symphony. The collisions within the Soviet macro-world

are reflected as if in a distorting mirror in this micro-world: here, to the

inexperienced eye, Kremlyov appears to be the dissident, with all the

consequences that follow from such a situation. Writing to two young

correspondents about his relations with newspapers and journals in con-

nection with his evaluation of the music of Shostakovich and the com-

poser's role in Soviet culture, Kremlyov says: "Unfortunately, you are

mistaken in thinking that the account of the discussion printed in Sov-

etskaia muzyka is accurate. My speech, for one, was not only significantly

abridged (although it had been in writing) but abridged tendentiously, at

the expense of deliberately weakening the persuasiveness and thorough-

ness of my arguments." 52

With his accustomed impartiality, Kremlyov struggled against the

privileged: "But the special position of D. Shostakovich, S. Prokofiev,

A. Khachaturian, and, recently, G. Sviridov, continues. They are the ob-

jects of a cult. 'Excuse us, we do criticize them!'—or so says the editorial

board [meaning the editorial board of Sovetskaia muzyka.—L.K.]. Well,
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what of it
: In some naive cults it is permissible even to hack to pieces

the god, the idol. But they are gods all the same/'

Kremlyov puts his finger here on one ol the important features of

the social status of the most prominent Soviet artists, who were at one

and the same time cruelly criticized hut also extolled, persecuted hut also

privileged. This stratagem of ambivalence, which governed an artist's

position, was played out depending on the ideological state of affairs in

society at the moment.

By the end of the fifties, it had become clear to Shostakovich's op-

ponents that "to criticize him and other musical monstrosities at the

present time means to start a war without soldiers, and, who knows, the

criticism may backfire on the one doing the criticizing," as one of Krem-

lyov's correspondents wrote him. 54 And, in truth, the specifically ideo-

logical slant of Kremlyov's critical writings, not only about Shostakovich

but also about other outstanding twentieth-century composers, backfired

on him, and certain of his critical turns of phrase, in the form of ideo-

logical cliches, entered the repertoire of musicological folklore. 55

The attentive reader of the correspondence between Bobrovsky and

Dolzhansky will discover that the publication of their writings about

Shostakovich was also sometimes delayed or withdrawn as a result of

arbitrary rulings by individuals on editorial boards and in the censorship

apparatus. However, neither Bobrovsky nor Dolzhansky bothered Shos-

takovich with requests to intervene on his behalf. At the same time,

scholarship (just like scholarly truth)—which, in ideal circumstances,

does not require martyrdom of its practitioners—could not protect them

from the aggressiveness of politically and ideologically engaged journal-

ism.

In 1964 Bobrovsky wrote to Dolzhansky: "Dear Alexander Naumov-

ich, I am happy that I can argue with you freely. How good it is."
56 Let

us take a moment to remember what a dream that seemed to be in those

years, the very possibility of arguing with your colleagues, answering only

to scholarship and to one's own conscience; not having to bear ideolog-

ical responsibility for one's documented scholarly opinion, for construc-

tive criticism; not being immediately and predictably slandered, perse-

cuted, tormented, fired, made ill, and the like, as was the rule at the time

in dealing with the scholarly community, with those whose works ex-

emplified genuine scholarly achievement. From our present perspective,

it is obvious that this situation did not become obsolete even in the

following decades (up to the end of the 1990s). Moreover, I think it is
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crystal clear that such a situation is not intrinsic to "one country taken

separately" (to put an ironic twist on the slogan of the Leader of the

Proletariat, "socialism in one country taken separately"). In other words,

it is not a specifically Soviet manifestation.

In the story I have told, the muddle and confusion existing among

groups of people who seemed to be ideological opposites exposed the

existential tyranny and depravity typical of—but not only of—the Soviet

regime. Bobrovsky had this in mind when he. wrote: "He [Shostakovich]

could not disregard the inner deception of our existence; the pain he

experienced for us all, for our spiritual impurity, for the daily desecration

of the truth, this was what summoned his muse to life."
57
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Ian Macdonald's The New Shostakovich

( J 993)

MALCOLM HAMRICK BROWN

ccording to the publisher's puff on the dust jacket, Ian

MacDonald's New Shostakovich is the first important biographical work

on the composer to take Solomon Volkov's Testimony into account (Tes-

timony: The Memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich, as related to and edited by

Solomon Volkov [New York: Harper & Row, 1979]).
1 MacDonald argues

that Shostakovich's music cannot be grasped as pure music in isolation

from its political-cultural framework. He therefore makes it his task to

attempt a reconstruction of that framework, into which he places the

familiar facts of Shostakovich's life but reinterpreted through the new

perspective introduced in Volkov's Testimony. The result is a book shot

through by a fundamental and pervasive flaw—MacDonald's insuffi-

ciency of judgment, or of scholarly conscience, vis-a-vis Volkov.

At the very beginning of his book (pp. 3-4), MacDonald reviews the

critical debate about the authenticity of Testimony that arose in the im-

mediate aftermath of the book's publication in 1979, and he acknowl-

edges that musicologist Laurel Fay proved conclusively that Volkov lied

about how he put Testimony together ("Shostakovich versus Volkov:

Whose Testimony}" The Russian Review 39, no. 4 [October 1980]: 84-93]).

But this is evidently not good enough for MacDonald, who declares that

the "truth and value" of Testimony can only be gauged by collating and
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cross-referencing its claims with "the Testimony of Shostakovich's con-

temporaries" and the evidence of "Shostakovich's music itself" (p. 14).

Thereupon follows a re-viewing of Shostakovich's biography through the

distorting lens of Testimony, accompanied by MacDonald's own idiosyn-

cratic "analyses" of the music, which he treats virtually as hard evidence,

equivalent in weight to the authentic memoirs and scholarly studies also

invoked along the way to bolster his interpretations.

Some 240 pages later, following an ostensibly evenhanded process of

collating and cross-referencing the known facts with the circumstantial

evidence, MacDonald sums up his study with a rhetorical flourish that

supplies the title for his book: "Is the new Shostakovich the real Shos-

takovich?" It is no surprise when he answers himself in the affirmative:

"Of course" (p. 244). But still skittish about having finally laid his neck

on the line—following his earlier feints and starts, stringing all the way

back to the beginning of his book—MacDonald demurs yet again on the

very next page, conceding once more that "the detective work of Laurel

Fay . . . has established beyond doubt that the [Volkov] book is a dishon-

est presentation" (p. 245).

What is going on here? If MacDonald has known all along that Vol-

kov lied about how Testimony was put together, why would he make his

own book scarcely more than an elaborate gloss, a "musical" vita parodia,

as it were, on Volkov's Shostakovich? The answer would seem to be that

the Shostakovich of Testimony provides MacDonald with an altogether

convenient biographical framework on which to hang his own bizarrely

literalist interpretations of Shostakovich's music. As for Laurel Fay's

compelling demonstration that Testimony was fraudulently represented to

the public, MacDonald finds it convenient to embrace the conceit that

although "Volkov may have to some extent misrepresented his material,

... its essential truth . . . [is] altogether beyond doubt" (p. 264). "Essen-

tial truth"? What casuistry.

MacDonald thus warms over what he knows to be Volkov's tainted

fare and dishes it up in a fricassee of bona fide memoirs (Ilya Ehrenburg,

Nadezhda Mandelstam, Eugenia Ginzburg), reliable accounts (RoyMed-

vedev, Alexander Solzhenitsyn, Czeslaw Milosz), and real scholarship

(Adam Ulam, Robert Conquest, Gleb Struve), and then seasons his cas-

serole with the likes of the following "interpretation" of the third move-

ment of Shostakovich's Fourth Symphony (a piece MacDonald believes

to be the "musical dramatization of Shostakovich's humiliation at the

Composers Union conference"):
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\ little strutting promenade far bassoons and giggling piccolo leads us into the

hall where thrumming harps call the conference to order. \ wan waltz (the com-

poser?) enters and sits dejectedly while flute and piccolo trill the opening remarks

in a mood ofschoolboy hilarity soon dispelled by three table-thrumping chords

across the full orchestra, (p. 115)

Such an "interpretation'
1

amounts to nothing more than a caricature that

impoverishes the very nature of art by suggesting that the creative stim-

ulus for an artwork is identical with its artistic realization. Even might it

be proven that a specific incident in Shostakovich's life prompted the

composition of the musical episode under discussion (and MacDonald

does not prove it in this case or in any other), how demeaning of the

composer's creative aspirations to propose that he reconceptualizes a life

experience in musical terms so precise that they retain the empirical

specificity of the original incident. So much for the artistic universality

of Shostakovich's music.

Maxim Shostakovich, the composer's son, has complained about Tes-

timony from the time he defected to the West in 1981: "These are not

my father's memoirs. This is a book by Solomon Volkov. Mr. Volkov

should reveal how the book was written." 2 Eight years later, in France,

Maxim was still insisting on the same point in his response to the ques-

tion, "Do Volkov's memoirs paint an accurate portrait of your father?"

No! I have repeated this many times! That is a book about Shostakovich [i.e.,

not the "memoirs of Shostakovich"—M.H.B.]. Volkov describes the political sit-

uation around my father with much truthfulness, but when he cites Shostako-

vich's attitude toward other composers and conductors, such as Toscanini or

Prokofiev, he reports the matter inaccurately. If one hopes to capture the per-

sonality of one of the great names in music, one must not content oneself with

extracting a single phrase. . . . Here's an example relative to Tchaikovsky. I re-

member how Shostakovich would say to me at breakfast that he detested Tchai-

kovsky's developments, then assert something else at lunch and conclude at din-

ner that there was nothing more beautiful than the Queen ofSpades?

Given Maxim Shostakovich's long-standing and outspoken skepticism

about Volkov, what a surprise to pick up MacDonald's book and find the

jacket blurb, "I highly recommend Ian MacDonald's the new Shosta-

kovich. It is one of the best books about Dmitri Shostakovich that I have

read," credited to Maxim Shostakovich. How could Maxim have been

duped into endorsing MacDonald's book, given the latter's flagrant de-
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pendence on Volkov? To suggest an answer, let us take a second look at

what Volkov accomplishes in Testimony.

Solomon Volkov is a writer who has a way with words and a novelist's

feel for time and place. Testimony accurately captures the texture and tone

of musical life in the Soviet Union during the Shostakovich era, ifwe are

to believe a number of former Soviet musicians, all ofwhom authenticate

this aspect ofVolkov's book from the perspective ofpersonal experience

—

among them Mstislav Rostropovich, Rostislay Dubinsky, Lazar Gosman,

and also Maxim Shostakovich, as illustrated by the quotation above.

This, then, is the crux of the matter. Those who experienced firsthand

the stern political vicissitudes of Soviet musical life, especially during the

grimmest decades of Stalinist intimidation, who felt muzzled for years,

fearful of voicing even the mildest protest openly, desire desperately that

the world should know and truly believe just how terrible things really

were. Volkov, with his undeniable gifts as a raconteur, succeeded in con-

juring up those terrible realities and giving them emotional force by

association with Shostakovich, who has long been characterized as a

tragic figure in Western writing on Soviet music. So what if Volkov did

fudge about how he put Testimony together? So what if his Shostakovich

stories might be twice- or thrice-told tales borrowed from a communal

repository of anecdotes and yarns shared among the master's inner circle

of colleagues, students, and friends, perhaps "improved," wittingly or

unwittingly, in the process of retelling, then passed along to persons on

the outside? Volkov may have misrepresented Testimony, but what clearly

matters much more to many a former Soviet musician is that Volkov's

book exposes before the world some "essential truth" (as MacDonald

might put it) about Soviet musical life. This, for them, is justification

enough to avert their eyes from the evidence of Volkov's dishonest pre-

sentation, even to wink at his patently fraudulent claim that Shostakovich

dictated the whole of Testimony.

If "essential truth," then, is the issue, just how much of this precious

commodity relevant to the composer himself can MacDonald extract

from Volkov's cobbled together "memoirs of Shostakovich"? Henry

(Genrikh) Orlov, a close associate of the composer's who emigrated from

the Soviet Union to the United States in 1976, has this to say in his

reflections written about Shostakovich from exile but published in the

Soviet Union after the reforms of perestroika:

He was reserved and introverted, even with his closest, long-time friends. There

was no [Johann] Eckerman, no Robert Craft, not even a [Vasily] Yastrebstev
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among them.4 Everything preserved in the memories oi the people who knew

him and passed along by word ofmouth amounts to chance—anecdotal episodes,

fragmentary thoughts, opinions taken out oi context—and fails to embody the

essence ofbis personality [emphasis added]. Fused together, these fragments create

I one-dimensional cartoon-like image, such as that produced by Solomon Yolkov,

the author of the memoirs published in the West, in spite of Volkov's attempt

to portray Shostakovich talking and to stylize his specific and well-known man-

nerisms of speech/

It is the "one-dimensional cartoon-like image" of Volkov's Shosta-

kovich that also troubles the composer's son, Maxim, as he makes clear

in his complaint, "If one hopes to capture the personality of one of the

great names in music, one must not content oneself with extracting a

single phrase." Yet Maxim has allowed his family name to be co-opted

for commerce in behalf of MacDonald's book. Perhaps, however, this

can be explained by a son's devotion to the memory of a beleaguered

father. MacDonald's New Shostakovich, after all, does not linger over what

was for Maxim a particularly distressing aspect of Shostakovich-via-

Volkov—the composer's often ill-spirited and caustic evaluation of his

fellow composers and other musicians. Instead of this (but still following

Volkov's lead), MacDonald dwells more on Shostakovich as throttled

hero who finds voice for his dissidence only through the eloquence of

his music. This perspective must arouse great sympathy in Maxim, how-

ever much he may realize in his heart of hearts that such a characteri-

zation deserves numerous and complex qualifications—such qualifica-

tions as have begun to appear in Russian publications since the advent

of perestroika and the collapse of the Soviet Union.

Responding recently to the protestation, "But even Shostakovich was

secretary of the RSFSR Union of Composers," composer Edison Denisov

offered one such qualification of the Shostakovich character:

They made him secretary of the Russian Union of Composers, because they

needed his name for cover! And Shostakovich understood that very well. He took

a fairly cynical position. He played along with the game. We were friends. I'm

obliged to him for a lot. . . . But I believe there were things he did not have to

do. He did not have to sign the letter against Solzhenitsyn or to sign those

infamous articles in Pravda. He was in some ways a weak person. Sometimes he

showed courage. Sometimes he went along with those gangsters. Of course, he

was under enormous pressure. As a matter of fact, once—it was in Sverdlovsk

—

he got sick and asked me to stay with him. All night long he talked about himself,

sounding the refrain, "I've been a coward all my life."
6

Numerous questions remain unanswered about why Shostakovich de-

cided to join the Communist Party only in i960. This was the period of
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the so-called Thaw in Soviet life, following Khrushchev's revelations of

the crimes of Stalin's cult of personality at the Twentieth Party Congress

in 1956. Few former Soviet musicians who lived through that period

believe that Shostakovich, in his position as leading Soviet composer, was

compelled to apply for Party membership. Grigory Frid, himself a well-

established Party member in i960 but today an outspoken critic of the

past and composer of what would surely not have been counted a Party-

line opera, The Diary ofAnne Frank [Dnevnik Anny Frank], recalls the

occasion of Shostakovich's acceptance into the Party:

I remember his speech, which I listened to with a feeling of profound pain. He
the greatest of composers, nervously, stumbling over his words, begged the Party

to have faith in him and promised to write a new symphony, which would be his

response to our faith in him. 7

Another recent memoirist makes this telling observation:

After Shostakovich joined the Party he turned into an obedient instrument of

the Party apparatus, fulfilling all the demands of its bureaucrats. He would pro-

pose, during elections at the Union of Composers, to reject supplemental lists of

candidates, he would sign any sort of document for the newspapers. It is not easy

to understand this. . . . Shostakovich could not fail to have comprehended the

unworthiness of his conduct. 8

As more of Shostakovich's contemporaries speak out and as reliable

documentary information becomes available, the "real" Shostakovich is

likely to emerge as both a sometime closet dissident and a sometime

collaborator. His "deeper intentions" (MacDonald's phrase) in such

works as, for example, the Seventh Symphony—if a convincing meth-

odology can be devised for illuminating them!—are likely to be no less

ambiguous and contradictory than the following two passages MacDon-

ald quotes from Volkov's Shostakovich:

The Seventh Symphony had been planned before the war and consequendy it

simply cannot be seen as a reaction to Hitler's attack.9

I couldn't not write it [the Seventh Symphony]. War was all around. I had to be

with the people, I wanted to create the image of our country at war, capture it

in music. 10

MacDonald hastens to explain the contradiction by pointing out that the

second of the two statements comes from one of the plagiarized sections

of Testimony. In MacDonald's view, the plagiarized passage has less va-

lidity, presumably since it was cleared for publication by the Soviet au-
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thorities, whereas the phrase attributed to Shostakovich by Vblkov,

whose reportage MacDonald has admitted to being fraudulent, should

nonetheless he aeeepted as eloser to the "essential truth." Might I offer

the possibility that Shostakovich could well have made both statements

—

if, indeed, he made either of them—and both in complete sincerity?

MacDonald seems not to know that creative artists like common folk

routinely wear masks appropriate to the occasion, disguising parts of a

"whole" personality, not always with the intention to deceive so much as

to facilitate. However much Shostakovich may have despised the regime

under which he was fated to fulfill the whole of his productive life and

to whatever extent hatred of that regime may have fueled the fires of

inspiration, he was surely much more than a simpleton, a Holy Fool, a

Russian yurodivy lamenting the "essential truth" about that regime in his

music. Such a characterization, which Volkov introduced and MacDon-
ald embraced, smacks more of hagiography than responsible biography.

But then, a responsible scholar eschews on principle data known to be

skewed, no matter how attractive it may appear in support of one or

another pet hypothesis. Ian MacDonald, however, is a music journalist,

and his New Shostakovich will undoubtedly provide belated program an-

notators and hurried writers of record liner notes with grist to spare in

turning out "creative" explications of Shostakovich's music for decades

to come.
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Elizabeth Wilson's Shostakovich: A Life

Remembered (1996)

MALCOLM HAMRICK BROWN

n
<s_>/hi:his is a remarkable book, filled with remarkable revelations,

unforgettable stories, and poignant images. Just glance through the ep-

isodes previewed below for a sampling of the densely textured memories

that Elizabeth Wilson has woven into her extraordinary documentary

biography. 1

Recounting his obligatory yet shameful public confession of 1948,

Shostakovich exclaims, "Yes, I humiliated myself, I read out what was

taken to be 'my own' speech. I read like the most paltry wretch, a par-

asite, a puppet, a cut-out paper doll on a string!!" He shrieks out the last

phrase, repeating it like a frenzied maniac (pp. 294-95).

Friends of the composer are excitedly sharing impressions of the Pi-

casso exhibition in Moscow, when Shostakovich suddenly barks, "Don't

speak to me of him, he's a bastard." Silence. "Yes, Picasso, that bastard,

hails Soviet power and our communist system at a time when his follow-

ers here are persecuted, hounded, and not allowed to work." Someone

objects, "But your followers are also hounded and persecuted." Abashed,

he responds, "Well, yes, I too am a bastard, coward and so on, but I'm

living in a prison, and . . . frightened for my children and for myself. But

he's living in freedom, he doesn't have to tell lies. . . . And Picasso's re-
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volting dove of peace! How I hate it! I despise the slavery of ideas as

much as I despise physical slavery" (pp. 271-72).

Shostakovich addresses the audience at the "closed" premiere in 1969

of his Fourteenth Symphony—an homage to Musorgsky's Songs and

Dances ofDeath [Pesni ipliaski smerti]. "Death is terrifying, there is nothing

beyond it. I don't believe in life beyond the grave," he declares, and ends

his remarks with the suggestion that one should hope only to die with a

clear conscience, "so that one need not be ashamed of oneself." The
symphony begins, and during an intensely quiet passage midway through,

Pavel Apostolov, a notorious official persecutor of Shostakovich in 1948,

whose black deeds and vulnerable conscience are well known to many in

the audience, suffers a heart attack and dies (p. 418).

In 1 97 1 the celebrated English composer Benjamin Britten hears

Shostakovich's Thirteenth String Quartet in a private audition arranged

by the composer. It would be their last personal meeting. Britten, shaken

by the somber, requiem-like music of the quartet, impulsively grabs

Shostakovich's hands and kisses them (p. 439).

Aged beyond his years by 1973, compromised by life's vicissitudes,

Shostakovich signs a letter in Pravda denouncing Andrei Sakharov. Soviet

intellectuals feel betrayed. Shortly thereafter, Shostakovich dutifully puts

in an appearance at the audition of a new work by avant-garde Soviet

composer Edison Denisov. He takes a seat at the very end of a row in

the middle of the hall. All and sundry have to pass by him to get to their

seats. When Yuri Lyubimov, the eminent director and founder of Mos-

cow's controversial Taganka Theater, starts by, Shostakovich stands up

to greet him. It is difficult for Shostakovich to rise (by that period he

could hardly walk and then only with the aid of a stick). Struggling to

his feet he turns to Lyubimov with hand outstretched. But Lyubimov

looks him in the eye and demonstratively moves on by, without acknowl-

edging the composer. Shostakovich goes white. Asked later how he could

do such a thing, Lyubimov answers, "After Shostakovich signed that let-

ter against Sakharov and Solzhenitsyn I can't shake his hand" (pp. 432-

33. But see Irina Shostakovich, selection 9, this volume, pp. 132-33).

Wilson was motivated to take on this project by the conviction that

"now is the time, while some key witnesses are still alive, to try and tap

living memory" (p. xi). She set about to interview everyone whom she

could identify who might have had some significant association with

Shostakovich, exempting only the composer's widow, and his son and

daughter, believing "that it would be ridiculous to ask any of them for a
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short memoir when each could write a hook on the subject" (p. xiii).

About thirty or so original memoirs were eventually collected, on tape

or in written form. Add to this, interviews with individuals who preferred

not to speak on record hut who nevertheless provided "deep insight into

the background and context of [the] subject" (p. xii). Finally, Wilson

culled a mass of sources already published—reminiscences, letters, doc-

uments—finding some seventy-five worthy secondary references to sup-

plement her original material. She then arranged the memoir and doc-

uments to produce a sequential biography, knitting together the

first-person accounts with essential historical and social commentary,

along with appropriate introductions to the speakers whose memoirs con-

stitute the bulk of the text.

The work is not without faults, but these recede into insignificance

when viewed in the perspective of Wilson's estimable accomplishment.

I therefore demur at discussing defect, preferring instead to focus atten-

tion on the book's overriding importance as a document. Simply put, it

is indispensable for anyone interested in Shostakovich, or in Soviet cul-

ture and society generally.

The complicated, often contradictory, yet full-blooded personality

wrho emerges out of the cumulative impressions gained from reading

these memoirs is a far cry from the one-dimensional, "cut-out paper doll"

encountered in such a work as Solomon Volkov's much-discussed Tes-

timony, the purported "memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich" (New York:

Harper & Row, 1979), a book that any serious scholar ought by now to

know is indelibly tainted with still unanswered questions about how it

was put together. Wilson's assembled memoirs not only resurrect a thor-

oughly human and believable Shostakovich, they also situate him in a

network of intricately woven and often deeply moving personal histories.

Comparatively little is said about the composer's music output, cer-

tainly little of technical substance, but these memoirs constitute a so-

krovishche—a treasure trove—of private perspectives on the Aesopian

"meaning" of Shostakovich's music for his Soviet contemporaries. After

reading again and again about how Shostakovich's music spoke solace to

Soviet listeners, scholars and performing musicians alike will surely find

themselves confronting the most vexing questions posed by contempo-

rary critical interpretation and musical exegetics.

I have studied Soviet music for some forty years. No other book

exposes so much of the personal tissue of Soviet musical life as this one.

It is truly remarkable.
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Note

i. Elizabeth Wilson, Shostakovich: A Life Remembered (Princeton, N.J.: Prince-

ton University Press, 1994). The review was published in Slavic and East European

Journal 40, no. 1 (spring 1996): 192-93. The version printed here has been min-

imally revised.
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A Response to Papers by Allan Ho and

Dmitri Feofanov (1998)

DAVID FANNING

At the annual meeting of the American Musicological Society in 1998,

Allan Ho and Dmitri Feofanov read papers respectively titled, "The Tes-

timony Affair: Complacency, Cover-Up, or Incompetence" and "Shosta-

kovich the Anti-Communist: Confirming Testimony." The papers were

planned to advertise Ho and Feofanov's recently published book, Shos-

takovich Reconsidered, and to publicize the book's thesis: "For whatever

reason—complacency, a desire to cover up material to protect personal

egos and professional reputations, or even incompetence—the leading

American scholars of Shostakovich's life and music have failed to report

evidence that corroborates Testimony and vindicates Volkov." 3

08.ritish musicologist David Fanning was invited to present

his "Comments at the Panel, 31 October 1998," as a formal response to

the papers by Ho and Feofanov. Fanning's "Comments" are reproduced

below, immediately following his "Author's Introduction to the Reader."

Author's Introduction to the Reader

What Shostakovich said and wrote, what he meant by what he said

and wrote, and what he meant by the music he composed are all fasci-
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nating and important issues. But there are no easy ways to address them.

Or, rather, there are easy ways, but these mostly lead the unwary straight

into traps.

The most tempting approach is to equate Shostakovich's supposed

words with his supposed sociopolitical attitudes, and then to equate both

with the supposed meaning of his music. This gratifies those who come

to his music with a ready-made idea of what they would like it to "say,"

also those who are still in rebellion from the modernist-autonomist view

of music so widespread in professional musical circles in the 1950s, 1960s,

and 1970s, and those, as well, who seek to counter Shostakovich's dis-

paragement at the hands of the rump avant-garde. It is understandable,

too, that this approach should appeal to the nonspecialist, for whom
appreciation of music has to be expressed in nonmusical terms. It can

even be a useful motivational tool for conductors or teachers confronted

with jaded musicians or unimaginative pupils.

As a basis for serious commentary, however, it is wholly inadequate.

It is like a tripod, each of whose legs—words, attitudes, and music—is

precarious, and whose braces are illusory. Neither Shostakovich's words

nor his attitudes nor his music is explicit, still less the relationship be-

tween them.

What is the alternative, then, for anyone who finds the music pro-

foundly stirring and who recoils from the sterility of the autonomist

approach?

For a composer such as Shostakovich, who grew up in and stayed

broadly faithful to the humanist artistic tradition, assumptions about mu-

sic were inevitably conditioned by German early-romantic aesthetics,

even if only through contact with the "mainstream" repertoire that most

powerfully embodies them. Expressed most famously by Hegel and Scho-

penhauer, and given a new spin in the early years of the Soviet Union

in the writings of the most influential of Soviet musicologist-critics, Boris

Asafyev, this view proposed, essentially, that music, particularly sym-

phonic music, was a language of the soul. To engage seriously with mu-

sic, in whatever capacity, was therefore to engage in a wordless dialogue

with one's soul. It follows that if musical experience were to be translated

into words at all, one would do better to draw on concepts from philos-

ophy and psychology rather than on analogies with the world of actions

and events. Music in this tradition articulates aspects of the human con-

dition, particularizing them through the infinite variety of its own ele-

ments and their interrelationships. Furthermore, whatever goes into any

musical work by way of life experiences and conscious intentions is far
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from the same as what comes out, since the process ol nuisicali/atioii

transmutes everything into another communicative medium. If" this were

not so, we would not encounter so much feeble music by composers with

unimpeachable intentions or so much inspiring music In those whose

intentions and Ideological attitudes we might deplore. This does not stop

us from exploring where pieces of music come from (which may even

guard against our harking up wrong trees), so long as we realize that this

is all we are doing.

It is true, of course, that Marxist, and later Socialist-Realist, critiques

muddied the waters considerably, at least concerning the Soviet cultural

milieu. And it is a matter for debate to what extent Shostakovich's re-

lationship to the Germanic neo-idealist view of music was modified by

such critiques, or by his temperamental predisposition, his life experi-

ences, and his local cultural and political environment. The mix quite

obviously comes out differently from work to work. But, to my mind,

the modifications, though far-reaching, hardly ever displace the aesthetic

foundation. His major works, by and large, transcend their circum-

stances, which they compel to serve higher ends. It is this contention

—

more than a wish to counterbalance literalist interpretations, more even

than a wish to defend Shostakovich's reputation as a great craftsman

—

that impels me toward musical analysis. For in highlighting musical sig-

nificances—such as idiosyncrasies of structure and harmony, surface the-

matic transformations, generic and intertextual reference—I feel I get as

close as I can to understanding Shostakovich's dialogue with the soul,

and to reading his comments on the human condition. 1

It follows that I cannot regard the Testimony debate as an issue of

paramount importance for understanding Shostakovich's music.

Yet if one chooses, or if one is asked, to embed a musical (i.e., hu-

manistic) commentary on Shostakovich in sociopolitical contexts, and to

relate it to ongoing controversies, the debate can hardly be avoided. In

this respect I still tend to view the "authenticity" side of Testimony as a

sideshow. If, as seems to me overwhelmingly probable, Solomon Volkov

was less than candid about the origins of the book, that is no reason not

to treat its contents as anything less than a fascinating document from

the mid-Brezhnev era (provided, of course, that it is referred to as Vol-

kov's reportage rather than as the composer's words). At the very least

it offers an insight into Shostakovich's appeal to a significant constituency

of the Soviet intelligentsia, which he and Volkov in some unknown pro-

portion were jointly addressing. Unfortunately many readers have be-

come uncritically wedded to the image of the composer presented in
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Testimony and various post-glasnost sources, ignoring the contradictions

and treating what may have been no more than off-the-cuff remarks as

lifelong articles of faith.

In this connection Volkov himself is less fundamentalist than some

of his spokespersons, as the statement I quote toward the end of my
"Comments at the Panel" indicates:

What Shostakovich felt and thought at the time of the premiere of the Fifth

Symphony I don't know, you don't know, he didn't know at the time he dictated

to me Testimony. What is in Testimony is an expression of Shostakovich's views

and opinions at that time. ... It summarized his views toward the end of his life

and it should be perceived as such. 2

What Volkov nearly says here is something that has emerged more and

more clearly in recent years, namely, that Shostakovich habitually tai-

lored his words to the understanding of whomever he was addressing.

This is more or less obvious so far as his official pronouncements are

concerned, and the same could be said of many Soviet citizens in the

public eye. But it also holds true for his conversations with individuals,

of whatever political persuasion, and this trait was evidently sufficiently

remarkable for a number of his acquaintances to draw attention to it.

Sviatoslav Richter's story shows how ingrained the habit was. Richter's

teacher, Heinrich Neuhaus, was sitting next to Shostakovich at a bad

performance of a symphony by an unidentified composer:

Neuhaus leaned over to whisper in Shostakovich's ear: "Dmitri Dmitrievich, this

is awful." Whereupon Shostakovich turned to Neuhaus: "You're right, Heinrich

Gustavovich! It's splendid! Quite remarkable!" Realizing that he'd been misun-

derstood, Neuhaus repeated his earlier remark: "Yes," muttered Shostakovich,

"it's awful, quite awful."

That was Shostakovich to the life.
3

This was evidently a personal character trait, as much as it was a defense

mechanism to cope with life in a society founded on mendacity. Of
course, this does not mean that everything Shostakovich said or wrote

has to be regarded as insincere. But it does suggest that whatever the

source, and however well authenticated, nothing he said or wrote can be

assumed to represent his genuine thoughts.

All this was my starting point for the paper that follows. First of all,

in presenting "Testimony" (hot off the press at the time I was speaking)

from an East German admirer of Shostakovich, I sought to highlight the

inadvisability of taking anything Shostakovich said, or is alleged to have
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said, al face value. Predictably enough, the speakers whom I was ad-

dressing dismissed the
a
evidence

,
' 011 the grounds that the interlocutor

was '*oln u)usl\" an informer for the Stasi (but, according to the German

editor of the volume in which his reminiscences appear, he was not). My
point, however, was that we should be just as cautious about the content

of all statements attributed to Shostakovich, including-—especially in-

cluding—those we would personally like to believe. This applies no mat-

ter what we make of the authenticity or otherwise of Testimony. And the

point that even a wholly candid and authenticated "Testimony" might

have only limited relevance to the music as experienced was one I hardly

had time to touch on in a presentation designed to last fifteen minutes.

Comments at the Panel, 31 October 1998b

I'd like to start by quoting from a private conversation that [report-

edly] took place on 22 March 1975 between Shostakovich and an East

German admirer of his music on a visit to Moscow. The subject under

discussion is unjust criticism, especially as experienced by Shostakovich

at the time of the 1948 Zhdanov crackdown. He mentions jealous col-

leagues who should be ashamed of what they said, and he continues to

the effect that he himself feels no such shame. [The passage quoted below

was available to those in attendance as Fanning's Extract 1.]

I said then what I have always thought and what I still think today: I am a Soviet

artist and was brought up in a socialist country. I always wanted and still want

today to find the way to the heart of the People. ... At that time I spoke up

several times, spoke up several times. I said unequivocally that it was painful for

me to hear, to hear the Central Committee's judgments on my music! But I also

said that I knew the Party was right, that the Party wanted the best for me, and

that I had to seek out and find definite ways that would lead, would lead me to

a socialist, realist, popular mode of creation—do you understand? I also said then

that this would not be easy for me, would not be easy for me. But I promised

the Party to find, to find the new path. And I did it! I have always tried honestly,

tried honestly to write good music, music for my people, for men and women,

for men and women. . . . Not Socialism, and certainly not my Party, the great

Party of Lenin, is guilty! No, no! Those were distortions of the Party line and

distortions of the politics of Socialism.4

All this but two years after the rather different views supposedly dictated

to Solomon Volkov [and printed in Testimony].

As one of Shostakovich's last reported conversations, off the record

and so far as he was aware not for publication, this surely qualifies as
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evidence of the kind Professor Ho invites us to consider. In considering

it we take into account the circumstances of the conversation and the

credentials of the interlocutor. This was a one-to-one, ninety- to ninety-

five-minute meeting in Shostakovich's apartment with one Hans Jung,

an official in the "Society for German-Soviet Friendship," which was a

mass organization in the German Democratic Republic with about eight

million members. The meeting was instigated by Shostakovich to thank

Jung for a gift and to find out about reactions to his music in East Ger-

many.

So to what extent, if any, was he speaking the truth? Bear in mind

that I've just read out, using my own stresses and inflections, my trans-

lation of a German translation of a conversation remembered, tran-

scribed, and edited for publication—already some scope for inauthentic-

ity there. And if Shostakovich's true thoughts at the time were of the

dissident kind, he would hardly have been likely to share them with an

East German visiting him in a semi-official capacity. 5 Right. So is every-

thing I've quoted just so much hot air? Did he just press the same buttons

he'd pressed so often before in his official speeches? Could be, but then

couldn't he have made his points just as effectively without going out of

his way to endorse the Communist Party, and without saying earlier in

the conversation, quite unprompted, "I am a Communist today"? 6

And so the argument goes back and forth. Ultimately this remains an

unwitnessed, un-tape-recorded conversation, and it's up to us what we

make of it. But I think it illustrates the kind of difficulty involved with

oral history, particularly when it emanates from a climate of fear and

disinformation as in the former Soviet Union, where there's no reason

to think that written documents or tapes are necessarily any more reliable

than hearsay. If you don't like the content of a particular document, you

can usually find ways of discrediting it. On the other hand, you can just

as easily persuade yourself that views you concur with come from trust-

worthy sources. What's well nigh impossible is producing hard evidence

with which to challenge someone with convictions opposite to your own.

And disentangling Shostakovich's "genuine" thoughts from his verbal

evasions and cover-ups will always be, surely, a conjectural matter. Did

he or did he not try to write Music for the People; did he or did he not

exonerate the Party from the victimization he had to endure? The prob-

lem lies not with finding the right answers but with the simple-

mindedness of the questions, their black-and-white, either-or mentality.

And if you prefer to keep an open mind or answer in shades of gray, you
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risk being accused of "intellectual helplessness" by commentators who

take the line "it" you're not tor tis you're against us."

Nor can we just declare a pox on it and pretend that Shostakovich's

music somehow "says it all," or that whatever the verbal nonsense he put

his signature to he "never lied in his music," to use the language of

Testimony. The music manifestly doesn't say it all, if by that we include

revealing a sociopolitical stance. Even The Antiformalist Pcepshow [Anti-

fbrmalisticbeskii rayok], his most obviously satirical work, doesn't actually

tell me that he wasn't a Communist. What it does do is to confirm his

contempt for the dogmatic administrators of Soviet artistic policy in the

postwar era. And that's not quite the same thing, is it?

I wince when I'm told that "the meaning of Shostakovich's music is

crystal clear" (that is from Professor Ho and Mr. Feofanov's book, by

the way).8 Could we just play an extract and ask everyone here for a

precis of its meaning? Then maybe we'd discover how crystal clear it is.

Or is the implication even more sinister; that only politically competent

listeners can grasp the meaning? If so, who is going to set the standard?

Maybe Mr. Feofanov is simply proposing that the satirical intent of par-

ticular pieces of music seems to be clear. Agreed. But even that doesn't

compel us all, politically competent or not, to perceive those pieces in

the same way, still less to extrapolate from them the same conclusion

about the composer's politics. 9

I am happy to admire bold statements, but bald ones are another

matter, and I find quite a few of those in Professor Ho's and Mr. Feo-

fanov's papers. Not that there aren't things about them and the book on

which they're based that I admire. To have researched and presented

detailed counterarguments to the various objections to Testimony requires

tenacity and painstaking work; and, as Professor Ho has indicated, I my-

self have been sufficiently impressed by some of their arguments to want

to put references to Volkov's "dishonesty" on ice.
10

But I still have a number of worries—some possibly minor, some

more fundamental. I do find it hard to reconcile Professor Ho's con-

cluding appeal to open-mindedness with some of his other statements.

I'm bothered by his claim that "we discovered . . . that the Shostakovich

memoirs are, indeed, authentic and accurate." Would it not be more

prudent to say "formed the conclusion" rather than "discovered"? I also

find the reference to "Western opinion" disturbing. Western opinion on

Testimony has never been monolithic; and, insofar as there has been a

majority view, I'd have thought it was largely pro; certainly I've found
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the objections Laurel Fay raised in 1980 to be virtually unknown outside

academic circles. 11
Still, on the subject of bald statements, I fail to see

how Galina Drubachevskaya's reading of chapters of manuscript re-

viewed by Shostakovich "vindicates" Volkov, unless she actually wit-

nessed the composer reviewing them. 12 Was that the case? If not, we're

still only being told that Testimony is authentic because Solomon Volkov

says it is.

Tempted though I am to go into detail, I think that it would be more

appropriate for Malcolm Brown, Richard Taruskin, and Laurel Fay to

respond themselves, in person or in print, to the criticisms leveled at

them. The process has already begun, as you can read in the Shostakovich

Society Journal DSCH (summer 1998).
13 And, personally, I hope that

they will continue to react, because if they don't, I fear they may fall

under a similar suspicion as Volkov has for the last nineteen years for

not answering his critics. Simply for my own information, though, may

I ask Mr. Feofanov which Pravda editorials Laurel Fay "repeats," and

where? 14 And on the possibly contradictory statements in Testimony re-

garding the origins of the "Leningrad" Symphony, I would suggest that

Professor Ho has not addressed the main point. 15 Of course, "planning"

and "writing" are two different matters, just as "composing" and "writ-

ing" apparently were for Rachmaninoff. 16 But the real contradiction is

surely elsewhere, somewhere between the statements "I wanted to create

the image of our country at war" and "it simply cannot be seen as a

reaction to Hitler's attack." Of course, it's fine to speculate that the sym-

phony is at some level "about" both tyrannies, not one or the other; that

would be my hunch, too. But that is not what the statements under

discussion say.

Now I want to air a more substantial issue not raised in Professor

Ho's paper, because, for me, it is crucial to the debate. Extract 2 on my
handout is an example of one of the previously published passages that

appears almost verbatim in Testimony. [Extract 2 reproduced in parallel

texts the first page of chapter 6 of Testimony (p. 178) and the virtually

identical text from Shostakovich's memoirs of Chekhov, "Samyi blizkii"

(One of my favorites), first published in i960.] 17

There are eight such pages in the book, and seven of them appear at

chapter beginnings, on the very pages that Shostakovich signed as having

read. This issue is addressed in Shostakovich Reconsidered, but I do not find

the arguments there as persuasive as on other matters of detail. We are

asked not only to believe that Shostakovich might have repeated to Vol-

kov nearly verbatim what he said or wrote in some instances decades
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before, and in addition thai Volkov managed to reconstruct such passages

with uncanny accuracy from his shorthand notes, but also that these vet)

passages, In a truly spooky coincidence, proved ideally suited to kick off

seven out ot the eight chapters, as though Shostakovich had somehow

"mapped out his memoirs in his mind" in advance of the conversations. 18

Now we all have to tread a line between cynicism and gullibility here,

but I personally find all that hard to swallow: at least as hard as the notion

that Volkov could have written nine-tenths of the book in his own words

(which I also do not swallow, by the way). As I have said in my review

of Shostakovich Reconsidered, one way for Volkov to lay this to rest would

surely be to show the world his shorthand notes from which he says he

constructed Testimony (for I cannot believe he would have destroyed such

a priceless source), have the paper and ink scientifically dated, reveal the

shorthand system used, and point out the passages in question and let us

see that they run continuous with the rest of the conversations. Ideally

someone could then make a verbatim transcript to verify the rest of the

text. That would surely be a major step forward. 19

By the way, I would not mind personally if it did transpire that Volkov

was responsible for adding those passages, with or without the com-

poser's agreement. I would not even mind if Volkov had a hand in a

good deal more of the book. But if that were the case, I just wish he

would be frank about it.

Turning to Mr. Feofanov's paper, I find the opening remarks discon-

certing. He writes: "Historians have finally realized that there is not

much difference between Communism and Nazism." Well, in terms of

the murderous brutality of their respective regimes, maybe so, and I

wxmld certainly concur that some historians took far longer to recognize

that fact about Stalin's Russia than they should have. But I am worried

about equating practice with principles. International Socialism and Na-

tional Socialism are significantly different as ideologies, are they not? 20

Mr. Feofanov then asks point-blank whether Shostakovich was or was

not a Communist. But do we have to jump only one way or the other?

Much as I might want to believe it, I wonder if it is really true to say

that in Elizabeth Wilson's book "Shostakovich's friends describe his an-

ticommunism in explicit terms." At the moment I can think of only one,

not very explicit instance, 21 whereas the instances of Shostakovich's op-

position to the barbarisms of the regime and the crassness of the Party

are, of course, numerous. But if I believe that he was revolted by many

manifestations of Stalinism and post-Stalinism, certainly from the mid-

19305 and maybe from some time before that, do I have to equate that
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with anticommunism? What evidence is there against the possibility that

Shostakovich remained wedded to at least some communist ideals, to the

point where he could regard many of the things that happened in its

name as indeed "distortions" rather than expressions of it? And how
would that in any way diminish his stature as a human being or as a

composer?

Surely it should go without saying that adherence to political or re-

ligious creeds does not have to be an all-or-nothing affair. It is possible

to be broadly for the ethical principles but violently against the appli-

cation, for example. And something else bothers me: if Shostakovich

never made his attitude to the tenets of communism crystal clear, at least

not in any trustworthy document I know of, are we happy for any bi-

ographer to do so for him, even with reference to his family, friends, and

colleagues? Would anyone in this hall care for his or her views to be

summed up in this way, posthumously?

I have to say that none of Mr. Feofanov's supposed evidence of an-

ticommunism strikes me as anything of the sort. Shostakovich may have

disliked the deification of Lenin. He may have despised some of the

crudely agit-prop texts and storylines to which he composed music. He
may even have "loathed the Soviet system"—at some points in his life

more than others, I would prefer to add. But does that prove he was

anticommunist? If you or I are scornful of aspects of political life in our

democracies, does that make us antidemocratic? Nor do I believe it helps

matters to imply that Shostakovich's views were unchanging—that what

he said in 1973 was what he thought in 1937, for instance. Do not take

my word for it:

What Shostakovich felt and thought at the time of the premiere of the Fifth

Symphony I don't know, you don't know, he didn't know at the time he dictated

to me Testimony. What is in Testimony is an expression of Shostakovich's views

and opinions at that time. ... It summarized his views toward the end of his life

and it should be perceived as such. 22

You'll have gathered that the wise words here are those of Solomon

Volkov, recorded for the BBC in July of this year [1998].

I said that I would not try to defend writers under attack in these

papers. But one point must not be allowed to pass. Mr. Feofanov quotes

Richard Taruskin as referring to Shostakovich as "perhaps Soviet Russia's

most loyal musical son." The phrase comes from an article about Ledi

Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District], just

after quotation from and comment on the infamous 1936 Pravda editorial
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"Muddle [better: \ Mess] mste.nl of Music." Professor Taruskin's rail

sentence is .is follows: "Thus was Dmitri Shostakovich, perhaps Soviet

Russia's most loyal musical son, and certainly her most talented one,

made .1 sacrificial lamb, precisely for his pre-eminence among Soviet

artists of his generation." Now I have already begged to differ with Pro-

fessor Taruskin's views on Shostakovich's opera as expressed in this par-

ticular article,
:; nor do I approve his choice of words at this point, not

least because the phrase in question echoes Pravda\ official obituary no-

tice. But, from the context in which it appears, it is clear to me that this

is no bald statement about Shostakovich's entire career. So to suggest

that by adding the words until then Professor Taruskin was doing any-

thing more than clarifying his point seems to me bizarre, and I am
alarmed to see a phrase held up for ridicule when it has been removed

from context and thereby had its meaning radically altered.

I am concerned about how this whole debate strikes scholars in re-

lated disciplines. I do not just mean the personalized nature of the at-

tacks. I mean the spectacle of a vulgarized concept of musical meaning.

Now maybe some of us feel we have been through our years of decon-

structionist purgatory, and we are ready to trade in a bit of methodolog-

ical purity for the sake of making commentaries with some sort of human

relevance. Hooray for that. And let us make due allowance for Soviet

music not playing the game entirely by Western rules, for occasionally

taking on an expanded social role because of surrounding constraints on

free speech. But surely the battle for integrating cultural context into

Shostakovich commentary has long since been won. Please do not tell

me I now have to go and renew my long-lapsed subscription to the

intentional fallacy as well. And please do not say Shostakovich is only

going to win his rightful place in the history books because he has be-

come a bone of political contention. There is Shostakovich the composer

to consider, too, though sadly that is not what this evening's forum is

concerned with.

In any case, when we come back to the music, dangerously armed

with a little sociopolitical learning, let us not confuse our legitimately

passionate commentaries with The Whole Truth, and let us not be

tempted into thinking we can somehow correct the outrageous treatment

meted out to Shostakovich in his lifetime by creating a posthumous

counter-mythology. Let us rather equate our commentaries with per-

formances. These may justifiably be full of conviction and intensity; they

may be fashioned partly by dissatisfaction with other performances; and

their relative merits can be openly debated. These same performances
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can never be definitive and are always evolving, they should be aware of

having, and proud to have, as much of ourselves and our times in them

as of the composer and his times, and they should never seek to lay down
the law to other performers.

Three more wishes in conclusion, if I may. Let us all listen respect-

fully to one another's points of view and see whether we can learn from

them. Let us assume that we are all contributing to this debate out of

genuine commitment to Shostakovich's music and a belief in its contin-

uing importance. And, above all, let us strive to be worthy of that listen-

ing, and that assumption.

Thank you, Professor Shreffler, for the invitation to address this ses-

sion.

Notes

i. This is the attitude that underpins my book-length studies, The Breath of

the Symphonist: Shostakovich's Tenth (London: Royal Musical Association, 1988), and

Dmitri Shostakovich: String Quartet No. 8 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003).

2. Solomon Volkov, spoken contribution to the documentary feature "Brave

Words, Brave Music," BBC Radio 3, broadcast 16 August 1998.

3

.

Sviatoslav Richter with Bruno Monsaingeon, Sviatoslav Richter: Notebooksand

Conve?'sations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2001), p. 126.

4. Hans Jung, "Ausfiihrlicher Bericht iiber meinen Besuch bei D.S. am 22.

Marz 1975," in Hilmar Schmalenberg, ed., Schostakowitsch in Dentschland (Berlin:

E. Kuhn, 1998), p. 231, my translation. The omitted passages are Jung's comments

on pauses in Shostakovich's statement. The German text is as follows: "Ich habe

damals das gesagt, was ich immer gedacht habe und auch heute denke: ich bin ein

sowjetischer Kiinstler und bin in einem sozialistischen Lande erzogen worden. Ich

wollte immer und will es auch heute noch, den Weg zum Herzen des Volkes

finden. . . . Ich habe damals mehrmals das Wort ergriffen, mehrmals das Wort
ergriffen. Ich habe unmifrverstandlich gesagt, dafi es mir sehr schwerfiel, die Ur-

teile iiber meine Musik und noch mehr die Verurteilung seitens des Zentralko-

mitees zu horen, zu horen! Aber ich habe auch gesagt, dan ich weiG, daft die Partei

recht hat, dan die Partei mein Bestes wiinscht, und dan ich konkrete Wege suchen

und finden mufi, die mich zu einem sozialistischen, realistischen, volkstiimlichen

Schaffen fuhren werden, fuhren werden—verstehen Sie? Ich habe damals auch

gesagt, dafi dieser [sic] far mich nicht leicht sein wird, nicht leicht sein wird. Aber

ich habe der Partei versprochen, den neuen Weg zu suchen, zu suchen. Das habe

ich gemacht! Ich habe immer ehrlich versucht, ehrlich versucht, eine gute Musik,

eine Musik fur mein Volk, fur die Menschen, fur die Menschen zu schreiben. . . .

Nicht der Sozialismus und schon gar nicht meine Partei, die Partei des GroGen

Lenin, tragt die Schuld! Das waren Entstellungen der Parteilinie und Entstellun-

gen der Politik des Sozialismus."



\ Response to Papers bj Ho and Feofanov (1998) / zH\

5, Indeed, some have assumed mat Jung must have been a member of the

Sum. although in response to follow-up correspondence from Ulan Ho, Hilmar

Schmalenberg, editor of Jung's reminiscences, replied thai he .11 least never

thought so (DSCH, no. 12 [January 2000]: 2 0-

6. Schmalenberg, Schostakowitsch m Deutschland, p. in).

-. [an MacDonald, "Naive Vnti-Revisionism: The Academic Misrepresen

tation oi Dmitri Shostakovich," in Ho and Feofanov, Shostakovich Reconsidered,

S. Ho and Feofanov, Shostakovich Reconsidered, p. 14.

q. This part ofmy response dealt with a passage near the beginning ofDmitri

Feofanov's paper, where he asked the question, "Was he or wasn't he (a Com-
munist]? Let us hear what the composer had to say on this subject." Instead of

the verbal statement eagerly awaited in the hall, Feofanov then played Shostako-

vich and Weinberg's duet recording of the second movement of the Tenth Sym-

phony, in its entirety, following it with the claim that "the meaning of this music

is crystal clear. This is not the work of a Party-line Communist." Although I had

been sent Professor Ho's and Mr. Feofanov's papers in advance of the meeting

and was aware that there would be a musical extract at this point, the specific work

was not identified. In the light of Dmitri Feofanov's framing remarks, I had pre-

sumed it would be from the Antiformalist Peepshow. Precisely which aspects of the

second movement of the Tenth Symphony Mr. Feofanov considered could not be

the work of a Party-line Communist, and why, he did not explain.

10. In my review oi Shostakovich Reconsidered, published in the BBCMusic Mag-

azine, September 1998, pp. 31-33.

1 1

.

This is, of course, far less the case now than it was before the appearance

of Shostakovich Reconsidered.

12. Solomon Volkov's interview with Galina Drubachevskaya appears under

Volkov's byline over an articled entitled, "Zdes' chelovek sgoreP' [A man burned out

here], in MuzykaVnaia Akademiia, March 1992, pp. 3-12. English translation is in

Ho and Feofanov, Shostakovich Reconsidered, pp. 315-58.

13. And, of course, it has continued since, as the present volume indicates.

14. In the spoken version of his paper Mr. Feofanov changed his written text,

substituting the word repoits for repeats, which is, of course, unproblematic.

15. This is in response to the arguments also set out in Ho and Feofanov,

Shostakovich Reconsidered, pp. 150-59.

16. Having analyzed the layering of musical material found in the autographs

of Rachmaninoff's mature scores, David Cannata concludes that the actual process

of composing had been concluded well before the composer began writing a score:

"Before he even considered the next step, the laborious task of preparing a legible,

exemplar composition for him had finished" (Rachmaninoffand the Symphony [Inns-

bruck: Studien Verlag, 1999], p. 48).

17. Extract 2 was copied from "Comparative Texts

—

Testimony v. Original

Articles," prepared by Malcolm Hamrick Brown and published in the journal

DSCH, no. 9 (summer 1998): 29-34; Extract 2 is reproduced on page 32. The

"Comparative Texts" have been retranslated on the basis of the Moscow typescript

of Testimony and appear as chapter 3 in the present volume. The Chekhov memoirs

appear in that chapter on page 76.



282 / David Fanning

18. Ho and Feofanov, Shostakovich Reconsidered, p. 213.

19. As Professor Ho explained in subsequent discussion, Volkov left his short-

hand notes with his mother-in-law when he left Russia, and they have subsequently

eluded his attempts to retrieve them. Mr. Feofanov believes that they are being

held by the KGB. It remains to be seen whether the archives will one day disclose

this potentially decisive piece of evidence.

20. This point could be greatly elaborated. In Western literature and histo-

riography the equation of Hitler's Germany and Stalin's Russia was already com-

monplace in the early days of the Cold War; see Sheila Fitzpatrick, The Russian

Revolution, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 6. Moreover, since

the 1970s, intense debate has raged on the adequacy of the totalitarian model for

understanding the history of the Soviet Union, even in the era of high Stalinism;

see idem, Stalinism: New Directio?is (London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 1-11.

2 1

.

Elizabeth Wilson, Shostakovich:A Life Remembered (Princeton, N.J.: Prince-

ton University Press, 1994), p. 272.

22. See note 2 above.

23. Liner note to Deutsche Grammophon 437 51 1-2 (1993).

Editor's Notes

a. Quoted from the official abstracts of Ho's and Feofanov's papers submitted

to the Program Committee of AMS-Boston.

b. David Fanning's response was commissioned by the session chair, Profes-

sor Anne Shrefner, of the University of Basel, Switzerland. Fanning's comments

follow, essentially as he read them at the Saturday evening session, 31 October

1998. His comments have since appeared in printed form in the journal DSCH,
no. 11 (summer 1999): 37-40. For their reprinting in the present volume, the

author has added explanatory footnotes and some very minor refinements of sub-
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editorial changes in adapting the original text, which was spoken, to the written

text printed here.
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Whose Shostakovich? (2000)

GERARD MCBURNEY

Mhose Shostakovich?" suggests a small and rather obvious

pun. Not just "Whose?" but "Who's?" Not just "To whom does Shos-

takovich belong?" but "Who is he?"

The thought of this gentle wordplay is prompted by what some have

come to call in recent years "The Shostakovich Wars." All kinds of peo-

ple—from musicians and music lovers to historians, journalists, and mu-

sicologists—have been sparring in these often intemperate debates,

which at times have seemed nothing less than a struggle for the com-

poser's soul. In the course of this dispute, two different questions
—"Who

is he?" and "To whom does he belong?"—have somehow become en-

tangled, as though the answer to one were also the answer to the other.

Both questions, moreover, have come to be seen as fundamentally con-

cerned with the extra-musical significance of Shostakovich's music rather

than with what it sounds like. Whether this composer's work is a thing

of visionary power and originality, as some maintain, or, as others think,

trashy, empty, and secondhand, what matters to the Shostakovich war-

riors is what his work means. Arguments have raged in recent years about

how to uncover its meaning and whether that meaning, once revealed,

Presented as a BBC Proms Pre-concert Lecture at the Victoria and Albert

Museum, London, 30 July 2000.
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is to be understood as tragedy, irony, cynicism, heroism, capitulation, or

denunciation.

If the questions that drive these arguments are already only partly

musical, beyond them there tends to be a host of decidedly nonmusical

queries. Whose side was Shostakovich on? Was it their side or ours?

Was he a Communist or a Communist hater, 1 a collaborator or a dissi-

dent, a modernist or a reactionary, with history or against it? In short,

the question is not only whether he was a good composer or a bad com-

poser but was he a good man or a bad man.

Somewhere behind that last pair of questions
—"Good composer/bad

composer, good man/bad man"—there lurks an old and disturbing anx-

iety about the uncertain moral connection between a work of art and the

person who made it. It seems increasingly clear that, in Shostakovich's

case, this anxiety is provoked not only by the rich undergrowth of an-

ecdotes about his life but by the music itself. The music would actually

seem to stir us to question both its meaning and its value; the anxiety is

that its value might depend on its meaning.

This special anxiety about Shostakovich makes him notable. With

regard to most composers, what we thought of their personal behavior

and opinions would not normally affect the answer to the question,

"What does their music mean?" Accusations of being a bad man, of

thinking or meaning bad things, have been leveled at many—at Wagner,

in the first place, but at twentieth-century figures, too: Debussy, Stravin-

sky, Berg, Webern, Puccini, Richard Strauss, even Britten. The alleged

or proven moral failings of these people have sometimes provoked in-

teresting commentaries on particular pieces in their output. But, except

in the case of Wagner, they do not usually seem to have caused us to

worry about the significance of an entire oeuvre. Whether any of these

composers were anti-Semites, fascist sympathizers, untrustworthy, or

mendacious, their musical achievements have usually been seen as some-

thing separate, even in the case of Prokofiev, parts of whose biography

and compositional practice might seem at times quite similar to those of

Shostakovich.

At the same time, were any of these other composers suddenly re-

vealed to us as spotless saints or heroes, we would still be unlikely to

think more highly of their music. With Shostakovich, however, this is

not the case. His music has repeatedly been praised or damned in direct

response to how one interprets the meaning of the music as reflecting

the role the composer played in life. Through the years he has been

characterized, in East and West, as both a cowardly collaborator and



Whose Shostakovich? (2000) / 2H5

as a hero of our times (even a "moral beacon");2 the point about both

the positive and negative descriptions lias been to make a case for or

against his music. One way or another, something about this composer

worries us.

Modem Western anxiety about Shostakovich owes most, of course,

to the 1979 publication of Testimony: The Memoirs ofDmitri Shostakovich,

as related to and edited by Solomon Volkov (New York: I larper <S: Row,

1979). Whatever anyone might think about the debated authenticity of

this book, it would be foolish to deny its impact. In Europe and America,

at least, it spawned a culture of interpretation, appearing to change the

way many who listened to Shostakovich thought about what they heard.

But though the impact of Testimony was great, it must be viewed

—

like the material of the book itself—in context. It seems clearer now that,

by chance or otherwise, Testimony was published when it was needed.

For one thing, these were the tedious "stagnation" years of the later

Brezhnev period, and the book's stories and especially its tone of voice

seem to have provided, for certain Western readers, the precise image

they wanted to see as a Soviet "intelligent," a "great Russian artist"

—

mocking, angry, whimsical, and self-justifying, a far cry from the previous

public and official Shostakovich. This was a good time to learn that the

man who wrote this music was not what he seemed.

Then again, the late 1970s were years of restlessness for all who were

tired of the long postwar romance with modernism. Certain gods were

felt by many to have failed. As Laurel Fay says at the end of her recent

Shostakovich biography, "dissatisfaction had reached a breaking point" 3

and the music of Shostakovich, seen from Testimony's point of view, of-

fered an attractively different way of listening to the noise of our own

time.

The Shostakovich of Testimony also answered an older need as well,

strongly felt by those who had always taken Shostakovich seriously and

were frustrated by the refusal to do so of those whom they perceived as

the snobs of an exclusive and largely modernist establishment. For such

Shostakovich lovers, in the words of a young friend of mine, "the Tes-

timony portrait seemed to fit the music," or at any rate, as others have

insisted, it was easy enough, when listening, to make the music fit the

portrait. 4

But Testimony did not create anxiety about the music of Shostakovich

(especially not in Russia where that book has never been made available

in Russian). It was the music itself that first caused worry, right from the

beginning of this composer's career. From the early 1920s on, his teach-
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ers and mentors alternated between amazement at the brilliance of the

child and doubts about the musical result. An exasperated Maximilian

Steinberg complained often that the young man's music was "grotesque" 5

and even referred to it as krivlian'e—something twisted, distorted, grim-

acing, an affectation. 6 Alexander Glazunov, one of the young Shostako-

vich's greatest supporters, said of the First Symphony op. 10 (1924-25)

in 1926 that "it shows great talent, but I don't understand it" 7—this of

a piece that the boy composer himself proudly called not a symphony

but "a symphony-grotesque." 8 One year later, the Second Symphony op.

14 (1927), "To October," made Steinberg wonder, "Can this really be

the New Art? Or is it only the daring of a naughty boy?"9 And the same

piece provoked a more distinguished figure, Nikolai Miaskovsky, to

write:

I don't much like his music. But he touches something live. You can't admire

him and follow his jokes . . . but his music simply and immediately thrills you. I

spat at the rehearsals ... it was as disgusting as the rehearsals of Stravinsky, but

at the concert the thing simply astounded me. Everything is so strong, everything

in the right place, so laconically and at the same time so interestingly and so

consummately well said. He's an unpleasant little boy, but really a major talent. 10

One of the most interesting reactions to Shostakovich from this early

period comes from another Russian, Stravinsky, who at that point had

not yet met him and must have known little about him. Stravinsky's

defensive attitude toward the success of others is well known. Nonethe-

less, in a letter to the conductor Ernest Ansermet, written from New
York in 1935, he makes some incisive points:

I heard Lady Macbeth [Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda op. 29 (1930-32)] by Shos-

takovich. ... A well-organized advertising campaign bore its fruit, exciting all the

N.Y. snobs. The work is lamentably provincial, the music plays a miserable role

as illustrator, in a very embarrassing realistic style . . . marches brutally hammer-

ing in the manner of Prokofiev, and monotonous—and each time the curtains

were lowered, the conductor was acclaimed by an audience more than happy to

be brutalized by the arrogance of the numerous communist brass instruments.

This premiere (and I hope derniere) reminds me of the performances of Kurt

Weill two years ago in Paris and all the premiere-goers and the snobs of my new

country [France].

A few lines later Stravinsky adds:

I regret being so hard on Shostakovich, but he has deeply disappointed me,

intellectually and musically. I regret it the more because his [First] Symphony

favorably impressed me two years ago, and I expected something very different
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from .1 man of twenty-seven. /.</</v Macbeth is not the work of .1 musician, but it

is surel) the product of a total indifference toward music in the country of the

Soviets. 11

1 eaving aside the jibes and resentments, that letter, written sixty-five

years ago, already and almost prophetically sums up what were to be-

come, outside Russia, established doubts and reservations about Shosta-

kovich. Words and phrases like "lamentably provincial . . . miserable . . .

very embarrassing . . . merely illustrative . . . brutally hammering . . . mo-

notonous . . . arrogant . . . intellectually and musically disappointing"

—

all these tags and others like them have resonated down the years, es-

pecially in the more high-minded traditions of Western commentary,

reaction, and criticism. So, too, has the idea that Shostakovich's later

music is a betrayal of the brilliant promise of the First Symphony, and

the uncomfortable sense that a streak of violence, crudeness, and mo-

notony in the music, possibly something even of the sadomasochistic 12

or malevolent, might appeal in an unpleasantly chic way to a certain kind

of Western snobbery.

However, Stravinsky's comments are prophetic not only of Western

but of Soviet judgments, too. Consider this famous assault on Lady Mac-

beth, written nearly a year later than Stravinsky's letter:

From the beginning, the listener is shocked by a deliberately dissonant, confused

stream of sound. Fragments of melody, embryonic phrases appear—only to dis-

appear again in the din, the grinding, and the screaming. . . . The music is built

on the basis of rejecting opera. . . . Here we have "leftist" confusion. ... All is

coarse, primitive and vulgar. The music quacks, grunts, and growls, and suffocates

itself, in order to express the amatory scenes as naturalistically as possible. And

"love" is smeared all over the opera in the most "vulgar" manner.

The above comes, of course, from the famous Pravda article "Sumbur

vmesto muzyki" [Muddle instead of music], published on 28 January 1936

(p. 3), a terrible turning point in Shostakovich's life, and long perceived

as written at Stalin's personal behest. It is something of a shock to find

in such a classic Soviet text so many words so close to what Stravinsky

had already written, from what we suppose to have been a quite different

point of view.

In fact, when one examines the two main traditions of criticizing

Shostakovich from the 1930s on—the official Socialist-Realist one from

inside the Soviet Union and the Western "high-art" tradition from out-

side—surprisingly one often finds peculiar parallels. In 1943, for exam-

ple, at the height of the worldwide propaganda triumph of the "Lenin-
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grad" Symphony, the Seventh, the British writer on Russian music

Gerald Abraham sneered that "Shostakovich cannot write even a mod-
erately good tune," 13 an opinion he shared, it turned out later, with those

repulsive Party hacks unleashed on Shostakovich by Zhdanov in the fa-

mous purge of 1948.

Nonetheless, and notwithstanding what amounts at times to an eerie

East-West critical consensus, the music of this composer did not go away.

On the contrary, and especially since his death, and not only in his home-

land but in certain other musical cultures like those of the English-

speaking world and Northern Europe, Shostakovich's reputation has

continued to grow to the point where he now appears to have found a

vastly wider audience than most composers will ever know. But the an-

cient criticisms have not gone away either. Recently, in the London Sim-

day Times, Pierre Boulez defiantly placed Shostakovich "much lower"

than "the second division, where you find Prokofiev and Hindemith."

He went on:

Shostakovich plays with cliches most of the time. . . . It's like olive oil, you have

a second and even third pressing, and I think of Shostakovich as the second, or

even third pressing of Mahler. . . . [W]ith Shostakovich, people are influenced by

the autobiographical dimension of his music. 14

That last comment brings us back to the central question. In Boulez's

mind, it is obvious that the music cannot be validated by the extra-

musical story it tells, and reactions to that story are not reactions to the

music. It is possible, however, to express this in another way, one that

argues for Shostakovich and not against him. The American scholar and

polemicist, Richard Taruskin, observes that "Shostakovich's works are

fraught with horrific subtexts that can never be ignored." 15

It would be hard to disagree. "Horrific subtexts" cry for our attention.

But nonetheless, as time removes us from this composer's historical pe-

riod, it is worth wondering whether we may not also listen to his music

in other ways. Can Shostakovich's works simply not stand without what

is supposed to lie behind them? Has what he wrote so little intrinsic

substance, apart from the "autobiographical dimension," as Boulez puts

it? Is it really as cliched and cheaply derivative as the Frenchman says it

is or as "lamentably provincial" as Stravinsky claims? And if that is indeed

how the music sounds, could it not be that Shostakovich wrote it that

way on purpose? And could that not be something interesting in itself?

It seems to me that the broadest, most urgent question now about

Shostakovich should be not what does or doesn't lie behind his music
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but what happens when \\c listen to the sounds and notes that comprise

his music and to the way they are composed; or, as the late Alfred

Schnittke used to say (speaking specifically of Shostakovich), when we

listen to what happens "between the notes" (rather than in some imag-

ined world beyond them)- 16 More than twenty-five vears have passed

since Shostakovich's death, and it is surely time to pay attention to this

composer's art as art. For it is his music that we shall have to listen to

in the future, as the fearful history of his age begins to slip a little further

from us and it becomes less possible and less immediately vivid to hear

the notes primarily as a chronicle, a "message in a bottle," 17 a soundtrack

to a nightmare, however moving.

Although I am not primarily a scholar and have read only a few of

the flood of books and articles about this man, it seems fairly clear that,

as yet, few questions have been asked about the language, the inner struc-

ture and coherence of this music, about what it is and how it works and

why it is the way it is. There has been plenty of commentary, of course,

about the signs and symbols he uses, and some of that is interesting. But

it still tells us less about how the music works and more about how we

are supposed to read things into it—and Shostakovich's music notori-

ously seems to require that we read things into it, even to the point, as

Taruskin comments, that it might be "too easily read." 18 In particular,

his unmistakably distinctive rhetoric and his repertoire of gestures, im-

mediately startling features of his language, frequently distract us, leading

us almost like puppets past the sounds and structures of the notes into a

looking-glass world where we are mesmerized by what we take the notes

to represent.

This in itself is a crucial quality of Shostakovich's language, one that

any investigation of his work might well begin with. There is a fascinat-

ing question to be asked as to how he makes us listen in this way, es-

pecially if it is true, as Boulez would have us think, that what the notes

themselves are doing is cliched and uninteresting. On the other hand,

perhaps those qualities that Boulez so dislikes may be exactly how Shos-

takovich does it, by rendering the surface of the music somehow lacking,

so as to force us to imagine something else behind.

When I was a student in Moscow in the 1980s, the most widely re-

peated "bon mot" or rather "mauvais mot" about Shostakovich to cir-

culate among younger musicians emanated from the venerably waspish

figure of Filip Gershkovich (or Hershkovits). He w^as a Rumanian-Jewish

composer and theorist who, in Vienna in the 1930s, studied with Berg

and Webern, before being swept by events of war into a long, strange
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exile in the Soviet Union. For the rich post-Shostakovich generation of

Soviet composers and performers, Gershkovich was a crucial influence

and inspiration. As one of his pupils put it, he seemed like "an apostle

sent by Webern to the barbarians." 19

Coming from his Middle-European standpoint, and being an unwill-

ing prisoner in Soviet culture, Gershkovich understandably had little

time for Shostakovich. But his description of him was memorable: "khal-

turshchik v transe."20 This might be translated,jnore or less, as "a hack in

a trance," except that khalturshchik is a word with an ancient history,

suggesting not just a newspaper "hack" but originally someone like a

priest or a monk who chants ritual gibberish in an incomprehensible

language, 21 someone cynically going through the motions.

Gershkovich's point, contemptuous though it is, is subtler than Bou-

lez's. It acknowledges that the man who wrote the music is himself en-

tranced, like a shaman. So the issue is not merely, as so many have

suggested, that we, the gullible ones, have been taken in by a quack.

Rather, by using this loaded word khalturshchik, Gershkovich is suggest-

ing that it is precisely because Shostakovich writes like a "hack" that he

has fallen into a trance. The trance is induced by his way of writing, by

the relentless incantation, by the frantically scribbled repetition of stock

ideas that lost their meaning long ago, by the endless "playing" (in Bou-

lez's words) "with cliches."

What Gershkovich must have intended by his remark is close to what

we are told Goethe said of epic diction: that the problem with its for-

mulae is that they do your thinking for you. 22 Gershkovich was objecting

to the absence in this music of what he understood as musical thought.

But however negatively he meant it, his distinctive description of Shos-

takovich puts its finger on something far from thoughtless at the heart

of this composer's way of composition, at the heart of how his music

operates.

For what Gershkovich saw and did not like in Shostakovich—art as

trance, and the artist in the trance, and the artist's language as trance-

inducing babble, or as the delusive parroting of common-stock conven-

tions—are qualities that, however bad he might think them, at different

times have been aspired to and embraced by many, not just by Shosta-

kovich—and not so as not to think but as another way to think. There

have been an abundant number who wanted their art to be this way, and

this is especially true of many from the place and time Shostakovich came

from, the complex, fascinating world of early-twentieth-century Russian

modernism, and, more particularly, the immediate postrevolutionary

years in Leningrad.
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This is important because, insofar as recent writers have tried to de-

scribe Shostakovich's language at all, they have tended to concentrate on

his more "mature" pieees, from the Fifth Symphony on, often treating

the way they work as an Aesopian strategy ot codes and implications

evolved specifically to deal with the catastrophic circumstances ol the

Stalinist terror from the mid- 1930s on.

Such an approach is troublesome because it treats his later Language

as though it had sprung from his head at that point in his life and was

fully formed that way in response to immediate undeniable needs. It may

have done so in part, but it also arose out of what was there before, a

seething, restlessly experimental atmosphere that flourished in both Mos-

cow and St. Petersburg/Petrograd/Leningrad. This often self-consciously

brave new world was dominated, naturally, by the familiar giants of Rus-

sian modernism: not just composers, like the already dead Scriabin and

the far-away Stravinsky and Prokofiev, but also those who changed the

course of all the other arts, such as Meyerhold, Eisenstein, Mayakovsky,

and Malevich.

This was especially true in Leningrad, which was a city with a wealth

of complex subcultures, contrasting and shifting networks of artists and

theorists, often people of Shostakovich's own age and circles of acquain-

tance. There were schools of them, writers, musicians, painters and

all sorts in between, with manifestos, concerts, magazines, discussion

groups, exhibitions, and impromptu happenings on roofs, in cellars, and

on street corners. Among those with whom Shostakovich had connec-

tions at that time was that rich swathe of writers called the Leningrad

absurdists, 23 and a small but important circle of filmmakers who at one

point called themselves "the Depot of Eccentrics."24 Moreover, and this

is something that should give thought to anyone considering examining

the development of Shostakovich's musical language, this was also the

time of that deeply influential school of literary theory, the Formalists.

To understand how Shostakovich's music works, how it first evolved

and then how it turned into what it became much later, we must surely

begin where the composer himself began, before the period of high Sta-

linism, in Leningrad in the 1920s and early 1930s, in the artistic and

philosophical ferment of that time. For that was where and when key

aspects of Shostakovich's art and outlook first took shape, aspects that

continued to play a part in his musical thinking right up until the time

of his apparently quite different final works in the early 1970s.

The character of the Russian cultural life that the young composer

knew is well remembered by his contemporary from student days, the

musicologist Mikhail Druskin:
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Life seethed around the young Shostakovich, sucking him into its vortex. Anyone

who did not experience those years together with [him] must find it difficult to

imagine the intensity7 of this whirlpool, which threw up an explosion of creative

energy and provided the strongest impulse to increased artistic endeavor and

innovation. 25

Shostakovich's detailed connections to this "whirlpool" of artistic life

around him in his youth have not yet been mapped in detail,26 although

the lineaments he knew of and associated with are plotted in the opening

chapters of Laurel Fay's new biography. It is clear from what she writes

that, as Shostakovich himself suggested afterward,27 his relations with his

cultural and intellectual surroundings were mediated to a considerable

degree from 1927 on by his close friendship with a prominent figure in

Leningrad at that time, Ivan Sollertinsky—critic, linguist, aesthete, poly-

math, socialite, and wit. 28

Even a slight acquaintance with the artistic world to which both Shos-

takovich and Sollertinsky belonged will show there were creative figures

all around them fascinated, in different ways and to different degrees, by

the kinds of issues touched on by the "bon mot" of Gershkovich. There

were those who were interested in language as cliche or as nonsense,

language and inarticulate sound as incantation, as a window into a trance,

language and rhetoric as strategy; others delighted in the richly subver-

sive possibilities of the absurd, the grotesque, the banal, the alienating,

the deformed, and the outrageous; and still others played with the pre-

posterous and simultaneously horrifying effect of long lists, for example,

or dreary repetitions. And lurking behind all these enthusiasms was the

persistent idea of the surface of the work of art, the stuff of which it was

made, as something to be distinguished from the intoxicating realm that

was supposed to lie beyond it, whether that realm made sense or non-

sense or "trans-sense,"29 as some called it.

Of course, ideas like these were, in different combinations, part of

the dreams of modernists not only in Russia but everywhere; the Russian

world Shostakovich knew, however, had its own patterns and striations

of these issues, its own favorite formulations. Above all, it had its own

heightened and self-consciously excited awareness of the gap between

language and meaning, of the schemes and negotiations needed to over-

come and dramatize that gap, of the bittersweet and often culturally spe-

cific pleasures to be derived from the contradictions inherent within lan-

guage.

One point is clear, though. At this period, such Russian and Soviet

attitudes toward language rarely meant treating language simply as a sig-
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nifier, a chain of self-explanatory symbols. Symbols in this world were

nearbj always at least double-freighted, meant to be ambiguous.

This matters for how we hear Shostakovich. First, it reminds us that

the instability and haze of paradox that, throughout his life, was such a

feature of his music, ot the way it sounds and hangs together, was not

just a function ot his personality or a way of coping with appalling cir-

cumstances (though it must have been both those things, at least in part)

but also a response to an older, deeper, wider preoccupation with flexi-

bility and change that almost inevitably touched everyone within his time

and cultural environment.

This should give us pause at those moments when we long to read

fixed and stable messages behind his music. For he came from a world

that not only doubted such messages but one that delighted in the as-

sumption that contradictory messages would always be present at the

same time. Instinctive to this culture's fascination with the play of lan-

guage was the simple sense that meaning was impossible to fix with words

or notes or daubs of paint.

The music of Shostakovich's early adulthood vividly reflects his en-

gagement with the modernist experiments he encountered. His first sym-

phonies and piano pieces, his scores for Meyerhold's production ofMay-

akovsky's Klop [The Bedbug] (1929) and for the epic silent-movie Novyi

Vavilon [The New Babylon] (1928-29), and, above all, his Gogol-inspired

opera, Nos [The Nose] (1927-28), show him already to be a master ma-

nipulator of the currents of invention that swirled around him.

In particular, what preoccupied him in those days were violent de-

grees of dissonance, atonality, and disruption; the possibilities of instru-

mental color for its own sake; different varieties of heterophony or what

he called "ultra-polyphony"; 30 and, most of all, the principle of non-

repetition. Mikhail Druskin especially remembered "the kaleidoscopically

shifting episodes in the Third Symphony, where, according to the com-

poser's concept, not one idea was to be repeated." 31

What happens next in his career, beyond these early and self-

consciously "avant-garde" attempts, is more debatable. 32 Commentators

have generally paid little attention to the mass of more or less popular

film and theater music, including three full-length ballets that he wrote

between 1929 and 1935. The received idea, probably first put forth by

Shostakovich himself in his manifesto, "A Declaration of a Composer's

Responsibilities," 33 seems to be that these less important theater pieces

are merely the unfortunate result of the composer's need to earn a living.

On the other hand, his dramatic masterpiece of that period, the opera
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Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District] op.

29 (1930-32) and the Fourth Symphony op. 43 (1935-36), which fol-

lowed it, have received much attention, almost, at times, as though they

were works that somehow stood alone, and, in the case of the symphony,

quite often with the sense that that piece represents a vision of the still

modern Shostakovich who might have flourished afterward had he not

been so savagely attacked in 1936.

The most attention, of course, has been given to his next "great

work," the Fifth Symphony op. 47 (1937), as a triumphant answer to any

kind of criticism and for its apparently radical change of stylistic direc-

tion, whether that represents an act of political retrenchment or a signing

on to the new simplicity or plainness that was such a feature of the work

of composers everywhere in the mid- 1930s. Viewed from either angle,

the Fifth Symphony, to most listeners, evidently seems to have been, for

Shostakovich, a "rebirth," a "vozrozhdenie" a word borrowed from the

title of the Pushkin poem the composer curiously turns out to have hid-

den in the symphony's finale (by quoting his own setting of the poem,

op. 46 no. 1 [1936-37]).
34

Since I myself have spent time trying to reconstruct various missing

theater scores from 193 1 and 1932,
35 perhaps not unnaturally I take a

slightly different view of the sequence of events at this point in his life.

It seems to me important to understand that although the Fifth Sym-

phony sounds like a dramatic change, it is also the culmination of a long

period of development, of more than fifteen years spent perfecting a

musical language, making a way to write.

In this light it should be obvious that the more than twenty film and

theater scores (apart from the opera) from those six years or so to the

mid- 1930s are worth looking at not only because they are what he wrote

at that time, but because they represent a bridge, a line of continuity and

evolution between the early works and what came later. They also tell

us much about what was going on in Shostakovich's mind at this period

of his life. Certainly they are interesting for aesthetic reasons, for they

are all marked, like his more "serious" pieces of this period, by what

Taruskin calls "the debunking spirit of the 'new objectivity' that had

emanated in the 1920s from Germany." 36 But they also have considerable

technical and musical importance for the way they were, for their com-

poser, what the conductor Genady Rozhdestvensky calls a "laboratory"

for the exploration and development of new techniques and a full-fledged

dramatic language. As Shostakovich worked on Lady Macbeth, for exam-

ple, by far his most ambitious theater work, he threw ideas from it into
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other pieces he was writing at the same time/ The ballets also overlap,

quote from other pieces, and the ideas expressed in them are in turn

recycled in still later music.

In fact, almost his whole output at this period can he seen as a kind

of web or tissue of selt'-quotation and cross-reference. Clearly this \\;is

not because he was running out of ideas— ideas were pouring from him

at this time—although reusing earlier ideas must have been helpful when

he was working at such tremendous speed. Most interesting, however,

about this practice of recycling, is how we find Shostakovich trying out

in different contexts the various strengths and weaknesses of his musical

material, like a tailor with a length of cloth or a potter with his clay,

testing all the different ways it works. Often in these pieces Shostakovich

tests his material from several points of view: for example, its dramatic

effectiveness; the ways in which it has autonomy and identity; its modal

two-sidedness; and, most of all, its pulsing rhythmic possibilities, which,

at this point in his development, absorbed him more and more.

Much of the strength and character of the raw material he draws on

in these theater works, including Lady Macbeth, depends on the evocation,

loving or parodic, of a whole range of models from the musical past, and

from the lighter end of the demotic repertoire, including the hybrid jazz-

and-klezmer that was the popular staple of the time, chastushki (Russian

comic songs), mass songs, pioneer songs, cheap waltzes and marches, and

those syrupy tunes that every Russian knows are only sung by drunks. 38

What matters about this stuff is not just that it is full of energy or

funny or aggressive or sarcastic but that it delivered into Shostakovich's

hands possibilities, still modernist and of their time, but different from

those offered by the experimental, non-repeating, acoustically blurred

material he was more often using earlier. In short, he was becoming more

interested in another kind of modernism. The shapes of the tunes and

corny harmonies that now obsessed him were designed to be not far out

but typical and recognizable, even (to paraphrase Taruskin again) "too

easily" so. For out of such imagery came opportunities for (often re-

lentless) patterns of contrast, repetition, exaggeration, and the reduction

of the surface of the music to banal absurdity and, at times, even to the

blank-faced, uncertainly half-mocking, half-ecstatic horror that was the

stock-in-trade of contemporary writers of the then "avant-garde." 39

However, as well as allowing Shostakovich to engage with musical

versions of the forms of play that meant so much to his most innovative

contemporaries, material like this did something else, something basic

and crucial to his craft as a composer: it opened new possibilities for
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unfolding what he wrote, for creating continuity and form. The problem

with the earlier, more obviously "modernistic" material was, as Shosta-

kovich is not the only composer to have found, that it posed massive

problems of syntax (making sustained invention very difficult) and of

formal articulation (making the construction of any kind of musical ar-

chitecture problematic). From the beginning, Shostakovich had been

someone who yearned to write on a large scale, someone who needed

syntax and substantial structural elements with which to engage in formal

architecture. This was a young man longing to breathe the air of the

symphonic.

Of the several different ways in which we can observe the young

Shostakovich using the opportunities his theater work allowed to achieve

a growing mastery of large-scale form, perhaps one of the most inter-

esting is his ever expanding grasp of pulse and rhythm. Especially from

the end of 193 1 on, we can see him concentrating on the vigorous pos-

sibilities of middle-ground rhythm, the kind that governs how you move

from phrase to phrase and paragraph to paragraph.

Like the tunes and harmonies, the characteristic rhythmic images

from this period of Shostakovich are cheap, vulgar, and commonplace,

even by the standards of some of the more notorious ideas he used in

later life. He was fascinated by "hammering," to use Stravinsky's word,

and exaggerating to absurdity and outright aggression, the plainest and

silliest patterns of eight and sixteen bars, like those in many kinds of

popular music. By latching onto the way such trashy, low-down rhythms

inevitably fall and collect themselves into larger groups and phrases, mak-

ing crude shapes of a kind the previous generation of composers like his

teachers loathed, Shostakovich could do several things. He could hold

onto some of the more outrageous images from his earlier work, while

simplifying them, giving them a dramatic framework and theatrical im-

mediacy. At the same time he could make his music flow in new ways,

new spans of time. He could expand his language to build sequences and

pulsing paragraphs of sound which, in the old phrase, "rock and roll."

This "rock and roll," so obvious to any music lover swept away by a

great performance of almost any of the fifteen symphonies, is probably

somewhere near the heart of what annoys all those who have never been

able to take this composer seriously, all those who feel cheated or ma-

nipulated by him, all those who think his music is a "slap in the face of

public taste"40 and decency, or who hate, as Robin Holloway puts it,

Shostakovich "banging on my head."
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To put it another way, it is precisely this quality about the music that

produces what Gershkovich called the trance. It is this that makes even

the thinnest of Shostakovich's later film scores never quite devoid of

concentration and endows his greatest concert masterpieces with what

seems to he, as time passes, their ever more disturbing force.

This "rock and roll" enables us to make sense of all the other layers

of thought and meaning in his music, of what would otherwise be the

amorphous shifting of modal and tonal sands, the apparent shapelessness

of so many of his melodies, the raucous orchestration, the ciphers and

the disrupting gestures toward neo-classicism or romantic film music.

Most of all, it is this "rock and roll" that holds together the mighty

polyphony of this composer's vision—polyphony not just in the sense of

counterpoint, although Shostakovich was one of the natural contrapun-

tists of his age, but in that other looser sense, once so popular with artists

and theorists of the time of Shostakovich's youth, meaning the complex

play of different contradictory voices in a drama, in a narrative, what

keeps a story going, what makes a piece of music come alive.

This fundamental rhythmic power of Shostakovich has its sources in

his early work. There are examples, in the first three symphonies and in

The Nose, of what one might call long rhythmic "rallies," to use a tennis

metaphor, and these were already marked, as was to remain true of this

composer to the end, by their striking connection to the physicality of

human movement, rather than being, as seems true of the rhythm of

some other music of that time, invented and self-conscious. A visceral

grasp of pulse and of the patterns that it makes was always part of Shos-

takovich's gift. You can hear it in surviving schoolboy works and in re-

cordings of his piano playing.

But through the theater years, while he went on working on his opera

or later dreamed of starting the Fourth Symphony, 41 he stretched this

gift, tightened it and made it stronger. The opera, in particular, is a

virtuosic demonstration of his new powers in this field. In Lady Macbeth,

beats and sequences of different pulses become a vital way of driving the

drama forward musically. To make pulse work in this way Shostakovich

raided an astonishing range of sources, from Verdi and Offenbach, to

what sound like scraps of silent-movie music, dance-hall music, or stuff

written for the radio and phonograph.42

Stravinsky's reaction to this use of pulse was that it was "brutal" and

"monotonous." Presumably, given the nature of the drama, it was meant

to be just that—but not only that. It was also a show of eruptive rhythmic
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impetus, sustained and drawn out for as far as it will go—as far, that is,

until it could go further in the next large-scale work, the Fourth Sym-

phony.

The symphony is shorter than the opera. But its rhythmic paragraphs

are larger, less segmented, more complex, interlocking, and dependent

on one another. The composer's rhythmic language has advanced an-

other stage. On the other hand, there are elements in the melodic and

harmonic material of the Fourth that look back to music earlier than the

opera—disruptions, contrasts, and non sequiturs that echo the Third

Symphony and that symphony's principle of non-repetition. The volcanic

character of the Fourth has much to do with tension between the im-

plosive, decay-threatened melodic material of which it is made and the

expansive, neo-Mahlerian scale of its rhythmic architecture.

The conversion of this tension into dynamic energy that is less erup-

tive and more constructive is the work of the composer's next step for-

ward, the Fifth -Symphony. The Fifth, more so even than the Seventh

(the "Leningrad"), is undoubtedly his piece most charged with history,

myth, and expectation. It is probably the one most often played, most

often treated as a masterpiece, most mocked by those who hate the very

sound of this man's music, most loved by audiences, recorded and chewed

over. As Victor Suslin has put it, maddened both by the symphony and

its reputation: "Good God! . . . How much ink has been spilt [over it],

how many lofty words been spoken!"43

Of course, no one can take from the Fifth its frightful context which

down through the years has moved so many listeners, just as no one

could possibly deny the circumstances of its making—those terrible

words printed in Pravda in 1936, the unspeakable threat of state-

instigated violence, the treachery of erstwhile friends, and the isolation

of its composer. No one can or ought to deny the wider engulfing Terror

of that time, nor could they ever take away the tears of those who heard

the first performances of the Fifth Symphony.

But nonetheless, and in spite of all of this, the Fifth Symphony, so

undeniably a triumph of one human spirit, is also a structure, made of

sound as well as fury, of notes and images and phrases held together by

a will and by technique and by deep musical experience. It was written

by someone who had already spent well over a decade forging a language

for himself. That language had been tempered in the intense heat of the

practical experience of performance. When the young composer came to

write this symphony, he was speaking in ways deeply affected by all he

had written and heard in the years before. However different this work
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might first appear from most of the pieces Shostakovich wrote before it,

it could only have been written by someone who had traveled on the

journey that had led to it, someone who had indeed already written all

those other pieces.

This is, at the \er\ least, one reason why anyone who seeks to answer

the double question "Whose Shostakovich?/Who is Shostakovich?"

should give a thought to where his music came from, how it began, how

it developed, and why it came to sound the way it does. For looked at

in that way, two things about his art become immediately clear: that he

was, and in some very peculiar senses remained to the end of his life, a

child of his time, the Soviet 1920s; and that he took the already intriguing

inheritance of that age and made it into something utterly his own.

Listening to Shostakovich with this in mind might be a first step in

finding what else this music has to offer apart from that extra-musical

dimension that Boulez called its "autobiographical dimension." It also

does the composer the simple courtesy of giving him credit for being

and belonging to himself.

Notes

1. "But what an alien face he has!"
—"The face is a mask for one's ideological

readiness . . . one's readiness to fight on either side of the front of struggle!" (An-

drei Platonov, Fourteen Little Red Huts [14 krasnykh izbushek], act 4, trans. Robert

Chandler and Elizabeth Chandler, in The Portable Platonov (Moscow: GLAS, 1999),

p. 159.

2. Joseph Horowitz, "A Moral Beacon amid the Darkness of a Tragic Era,"

New York Times, 6 February 2000, pp. ARi, 34.

3. Laurel Fay, Shostakovich:A Life (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000),

p. 286.

4. For what it is worth, it is my personal experience that my Russian acquain-

tances who knew Shostakovich in some manner find the idea that Volkov's picture

can be taken as an authentic portrait to be ignorant, patronizing, and offensive to

the composer's memory. I have yet to encounter exceptions to this pattern.

5. Fay, Shostakovich: A Life, p. 24.

6. "Potom slushal simfoniyu Vainberga [Moisei Samuilovich, b. 19 19]—uz-

hasno, sploshnoi Shostakovich perioda krivlian'ii" (15 January 1943) [Afterward I

listened to a symphony by Vainberg—horrible, pure Shostakovich from his period

of affectation] (L. G. Kovnatskaya, ed., Shostakovich mezhdy mgnoveniem ivechnost'yu

[Shostakovich between now and eternity] [St. Petersburg: Izdatel'stvo kompozitor,

2000], p. 136).

7. Elizabeth Wilson, Shostakovich: A Life Remembered (Princeton, N.J.: Prince-

ton University Press, 1994), p. 9.



300 / Gerard McBurney

8. Fay, Shostakovich: A Life, p. 26.

9. Ibid., p. 62.

10. O. P. Lamm, Stranitsy tvorcheskoi biografii Miaskovskogo [Pages from Mias-

kovsky's creative biography] (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1989), p. 187.

11. Stravinsky, Selected CoiTespondence, vol. 1, ed. and with commentary by

Robert Craft (New York: Knopf, 1982), p. 224.

12. The private comments of Shostakovich's contemporary the musicologist

M. S. Druskin include reference to the issue of sadomasochism in a musical context

(personal communication from L. G. Kovnatskaya). Very different, but also worth

registering, are comments by his brother, Y. S. Dfuskin, in Yakov Druskin, D?iev-

niki [Diaries] (St. Petersburg: Akademicheskii proekt, 1999), p. 418.

1 3

.

Gerald Abraham, Eight Soviet Composers (London: Oxford University Press,

1943), p. 30.

14. Interview by Hugh Canning, "A Nice Guy in a World Full of Monsters,"

The Sunday Times (London), 9 January 2000, Section 9, p. 21

15. Richard Taruskin, "Shostakovich and Us," in Rosamund Bartlett, ed.,

Shostakovich in Context (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 9.

16. I remember this phrase in a conversation between Schnittke and Sir Peter

Maxwell Davies, in a small flat near Covent Garden, London, in, I think, 1989 or

1990.

17. Taruskin, "Shostakovich and Us," p. 23.

18. Ibid., p. 25.

19. Victor Suslin in a 1989 interview with the present writer for the BBC TV
documentary Think Today, Speak Tommrovo (1990), directed by Barrie Gavin.

20. First communicated to me in 1985 by Dmitri Smirnov. Mentioned in a

letter from Victor Suslin to Galina UstvoPskaia of 4 August 1994, published in O.

Gladkova, Galina UstvoPskaia—muzyka kak navazhdeniie [Galina UstvoPskaia

—

Music as hallucination] (St. Petersburg: Muzyka, 1999), p. 51.

2 1

.

See the entry under "khaltura" in Max Vasmer, Rnssisches Etymologisches

Worterbuch, 4 vols. (Heidelberg: C. Winter, Universitatsverlag, 1950-58), trans-

lated into Russian as Maks Fasmer, Etimologicheskii slovar" nisskogo iazyka [Etymo-

logical dictionary of the Russian language], 4 vols., trans. O. N. Trubachev, ed.

and with an introduction by V. A. Larin (Moscow: Progress, 1973 [1964]; re-

printed, 1986-87), 4:218.

22. Mentioned by Jeremy Noel-Tod in his review of Thorn Gunn's Boss Cupid

in the London Review ofBooks, 6 July 2000, p. 31.

23. See Graham Roberts, The Last SovietAvant-Garde: OBERIJJ —Fact, Fiction,

Metafiction (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997). Through various com-

mon acquaintances, such as the Druskin family and the painter Alisa Poret, Shos-

takovich is reported to have had connections with a number of writers from this

group, including Daniil Kharms and Nikolai Oleinikov. According to the com-

poser's widow (personal communication), to his last years and, even at the end of

his life, Shostakovich remembered the poetry of Oleinikov with laughter, and he

dreamed of setting some of it to music. His connections with other writers (not

from the same specific group but from the same world), such as Evgeny Zamyatin

and Mikhail Zoshchenko, are quite well documented.

24. See Eccentric Manifesto (London: Eccentric, 1992), with an introduction by



Whose Shostakovich? (2000) / goi

Marek Pytel. 1 he "Depot" included three young directors and film theorists for

whom Shostakovich later was to write some oi Ins most important 61m scores:

Sergei Yutkevich, 1 eonid Trauberg, and Grigorii ECozintsev.

15. Wilson, Shostakovich:A Lift Remembered, p. 4^.

16. \ start is made, tor example, in Tamara Levaya, "Kharms 1 Shostkaovich:

nesostoiavsheisia sotrunichestvo" [Kharms and Shostakovich: An unrealized col-

laboration], in Kbarmsizdat predstavliaet: issUdovaniia, esse, vospominaniia, katolog vys-

tavki, bibliografiia [Kharms Publishers presents: Research, essays, reminiscences, an

exhibition catalog, bibliography] (St. Petersburg: Kharmsizdat, Arsis, [995),

pp. c;4-g6; Ludmila Mikheeva-Sollertinskaya, "Shostakovich as Reflected in his

letters to ban Sollertinsky," in Bartlett, Shostakovich in Context, }>p. 67—77; an( '

Olga Komok, "Shostakovich and Kruchonykh," in idem, Shostakovich in Context,

pp. 99-1:2.

:
-

. Ludmila Mikheeva, Pamiati 1. 1. Sollertinskogo. Vospominaniia, material)*, is-

slcdovaniia [In commemoration of 1. 1. Sollertinsky. Reminiscences, materials, re-

search], comp. Ludmila Vikentievna Sollertinskaya, ed. I. Glikman, M. Druskin,

and D. Shostakovich (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1974), pp. 91-94-

28. Fay, Shostakovich: A Life, pp. 4 iff.

29. "Zaum" in Khlebnikov and Kruchonykh's theoretical writings.

30. Fay, Shostakovich: A Life, p. 44.

31. Wilson, Shostakovich: A Life Remembered, p. 45.

32. Professor Robin Milner-Gulland of Sussex University, United Kingdom
(personal conversation, 27 July 2000), points out that the kind of evolutionary

journey, out of the avant-garde grotesque, through fragmented popular idioms,

toward large-scale, even epic forms, was one traveled by an astonishing number

of Shostakovich's artistic contemporaries. He suggests Zabolotsky as an obvious

example, though one might equally point to the stylistic changes in the later

work of Kharms (especially in his novella, Starukha [The old woman], which

was allegedly attacked by his friend Vvedensky, with the defensive words, "A ia

eshcho avangai-dist" [Well, I am still an avant-gardist]. More obvious comparisons

could be made with the development of a number of Shostakovich's filmmaker

contemporaries, especially those who had been his colleagues (see note 24

above).

33. Shostakovich, "Deklaratsiia obiazannostei kompozitora" [A declaration of

a composer's responsibilities], Rabochii i teatr 31 (20 November 193 1): 6. See Fay,

Shostakovich: A Life, pp. 63ft*., 301 nn. 63, 64.

34. See Richard Taruskin, Defining Russia Musically (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton

University Press, 1997), pp. 532ff.

35. Including Uslovno ubityi [Declared dead; or, Hypothetically murdered] op.

31 (193 1) and movements from Hamlet op. 32 (1931-32).

36. Taruskin, "Shostakovich and Us," p. 16.

37. Especially, but not exclusively, in Declared Dead.

38. For example, the song "Son popovny" [The dream of the priest's daughter],

from the 1933 score for the Pushkin-based animated film, Skazka pope i rabotnike

ego Balde [The tale of the priest and his servant Balda] op. 36, parodies Shumel

kamysh [The rushes sighed], a song associated only, and laughably so, with extreme

intoxication.



302 / Gerard McBurney

39. See, for example, Daniil Kharms's 1933-39 cycle, Sluchai [Incidences] or

Alexander Vvedensky's 1938 play, Iolka u Ivanovykh [Christmas at the Ivanovs].

40. Poshchiochhia obshchestvennomii vkusn [A slap in the face of public taste], the

Cubo-Futurist manifesto of 191 2, signed by Mayakovsky, Kruchonykh, and others.

41. Note, for example, the 1934 aborted sketch of the opening of the Fourth,

performed by the London Symphony Orchestra under Rostropovich at the Bar-

bican Centre, London, on 26 February 1998.

42. David Fanning has pointed out in conversation (21 July 2000) that the

ending of the entr'acte from act 2 of The Nose suggests a 78-rpm phonograph

winding down.

43. Gladkova, Galina UstvoVskaia, p. 52.



22

The Shostakovich Variations (2000)

PAUL MITCHINSON

There is something suspicious about music,

gentlemen. I insist that she is, by her nature,

equivocal. I shall not be going too far in

saying at once that she is politically suspect.

—Thomas Mann, The Magic Mountain

&f the epic tragedy of Soviet history were ever made into a

film, the music of Dmitri Shostakovich would undoubtedly be its sound-

track. At the piercing blast of a factory whistle (courtesy of Shostakovich's

Second Symphony), peasants and workers would crowd the squares of

1 91 7 Petrograd. The madcap 1920s, when Soviet Russia's last capitalists

flaunted their wealth and Western tastes, might be accompanied by the

inspired silliness of "Tea for Two" from the ballet The Golden Age [Zolotoi

vek]. And as the bitter night of Stalinism spread its gloom over Soviet

Russia in the 1930s, an oboe would sing out in quiet anguish from the

Fifth Symphony's Largo. Finally, the Seventh Symphony's "invasion

theme"—an insipid scrap of a tune plucked out on hushed strings

—

would build gradually and inexorably into an earsplitting military march,

as Hitler's armies approached and then encircled Leningrad. In fact, with

music this powerful, making a film might be superfluous.

Shostakovich speaks a musical language that is familiar as well as

evocative. He is heir to Gustav Mahler rather than Arnold Schoenberg.

One may not be able to hum his melodies, and his harmonies may be



304 / Paul Mitchinson

sharp and astringent, but his music remains rooted in the grand sym-

phonic tradition of the nineteenth century. Though he experimented

with twelve-tone composition in his later years, he embraced tonality.

He was the last great composer to work almost exclusively in the tradi-

tional genres of classical music: the symphony, the concerto, the string

quartet, the keyboard prelude and fugue. The result is a body of work

of both emotional power and technical achievement. Shostakovich is that

rarest of breeds, a genuinely popular twentieth-century composer.

Perhaps because the music is so accessible, audiences have wondered

about the man—and the troubled age in which he lived. Born in 1906,

Shostakovich spent his entire creative life as a citizen of the Soviet Union.

When he died in August 1975, his Pravda obituary hailed him as a "loyal

son of the Communist Party." 1 The London Times agreed. Shostakovich

was the "greatest figure in Soviet music over the last two decades,"2 the

Times wrote, one who "saw himself equally as a Soviet citizen and a

composer." Perhaps it was inevitable that his music came to be under-

stood as a faithful reflection of pro-Soviet politics. He composed a song

for the Soviet cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin to sing in outer space and signed

a letter denouncing Andrei Sakharov. His best-known musical offerings

—

the fifteen symphonies—were in many cases burdened with dedications

that invited such a reading: "October," "The First of May," "The Year

1905," "The Year 1917."

But in October 1979, four years after the composer's death, Harper

& Row published a book that cast doubt on his Soviet credentials. A
manuscript purporting to be the memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich had

been smuggled out of Russia by a young Soviet music journalist who

claimed to have interviewed the aging composer at length. It would be-

come one of the most explosive documents of the Cold War and one of

the most influential books on music published in the twentieth century.

The Shostakovich who emerged from its pages was not the legendary

"loyal son of the Communist Party" but a bitter man who despised Soviet

power. Audiences, it seemed, had got the political message in his music

exactly wrong.

"The majority of my symphonies are tombstones," this Shostakovich

told his interlocutor. "Hitler is a criminal, that's clear, but so is Stalin.

... I haven't forgotten the terrible prewar years. That is what all my
symphonies, beginning with the Fourth, are about, including the Seventh

and Eighth." 3

Testimony, the book's dust jacket read, The Memoirs ofDmitri Shosta-

kovich, as related to and edited by Solomon Volkov. But are the memoirs
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genuine? And. it so, what do they tell us about the music? After more

than twent) years of controversy, scholars of Shostakovich seem more

bitterly divided than ever.

Solomon Volkov was a sixteen-year-old student at the high school

affiliated with the Leningrad Conservatory when he met his idol. In

[960, after writing an enthusiastic review of Shostakovich's Eighth String

Quartet. Volkov was introduced to the fifty-four-year-old composer.

Shostakovich expressed his gratitude for Volkov's brief article, and their

relationship blossomed into one of respect and trust, if not close friend-

ship.

Several years later, in the late 1960s, Shostakovich agreed to contrib-

ute a preface to Volkov's first book, a study of Leningrad's young com-

posers. Volkov reports that he interviewed Shostakovich at length about

his former composition students, prodding the reluctant and notoriously

private composer to reminisce about his youth. Volkov claims he "had

to resort to trickery: at every convenient point I drew parallels, awak-

ening associations" in order to overcome Shostakovich's reserve. Unfor-

tunately, Volkov says, the Soviet censor expunged these biographical de-

tails when the book was published in 1971.
4

According to Volkov, this act of censorship provided the "final pow-

erful impetus" for the creation of Testimony. The self-effacing and hesi-

tant Shostakovich was transformed into an eager memoirist. " 'I must do

this, I must,' [Shostakovich] would say. He wrote me, in one letter: 'You

must continue what has been begun.'
" 5

At first, Volkov says, he and Shostakovich met at a retreat belonging

to the Union of Composers in Repino, near Leningrad. Later, when

Volkov became a senior editor at Sovetskaia muzyka, the official journal

of the Union of Composers, Shostakovich invited Volkov to his Moscow
apartment, which happened to be in the same building as Volkov's office.

They did not use a tape recorder, since Shostakovich would "stiffen be-

fore a microphone like a rabbit caught in a snake's gaze."6 Volkov scrib-

bled down the composer's words in his own shorthand.

As the "mound of shorthand notes" grew higher, Volkov says, he

"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 reminis-

cence into arbitrary parts and had them typed. Shostakovich read and

signed each part." 7 This piecemeal method is reflected in the book's

digressive, rambling style. But the composer apparently liked it, for he

affixed his signature, along with the Russian word chital (read), on the
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first page of each of the manuscript's eight chapters. According to Vol-

kov, the composer's only demand was that the book be published after

his death.

Shortly after Shostakovich died, Volkov emigrated to the West. His

precious manuscript had already been smuggled abroad. The original

shorthand notes were left behind and have never been located.

Speaking from his New York home almost thirty years later, Solomon

Volkov still considers the book a miracle. Testimony was "a product of

this crazy era, with all the anxieties and ail the imbalances that were

typical of it," he reflects. "I was nervous because I was a young neophyte

music journalist. Before me was a genius who was also under a lot of

pressure, and this colored the whole situation irrevocably."*

Western critics greeted Testimony with enthusiasm, praising its de-

piction not just of Shostakovich and his music but also of cultural life in

the Soviet Union generally. Harold C. Schonberg raved about it in the

New York Times Book Review, calling it a "serious indictment of past and

present Russia, as well as the recollections of a life apparently spent in

fear and despair." 8 The London Ti?nes
y

s chief book critic, Michael Rat-

cliffe, called it the "book of the year."9

In the Soviet Union, however, the book was denounced as a fraud.

Just two weeks after the book was published, the Moscow weekly Later-

aturnaia gazeta printed a letter signed by six Soviet composers—students

and friends of Shostakovich—declaring Testimony a "pitiful fake." 10 When
a New York Times reporter visited the composer's widow, Irina Anto-

novna, in her Moscow apartment, she claimed that Volkov had only met

with her husband "three or maybe four times," clearly not enough to

create a book-length manuscript. 11 But Westerners suspected that these

public denunciations were coerced—an example of the double life Soviet

citizens were compelled to live, and to which Testimony's Shostakovich

bore witness.

Westerners would soon have second thoughts, but the most vocal

critics of Volkov today began as true believers. One of Volkov's earliest

supporters was Richard Taruskin, then a young assistant professor of

music at Columbia University. In 1976, after meeting Volkov and dis-

*Quotations marked with an asterisk came from interviews, conducted in late

January and early February 2000, with Laurel Fay, Dmitri Feofanov, Allan Ho,

Ann Kjellberg, Margarita Mazo, Irina Shostakovich, Richard Taruskin, and Sol-

omon Volkov. My sincere gratitude to them all for agreeing to be interviewed for

this essay.
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cussing the memoirs, Taruskin wrote a glowing letter of reference to

support Volkov's application for a research fellowship at ( Columbia's Rus

sum Institute. It was a letter Taruskin would come to regret. Mom at

Berkeley, he insists that bis letter proves thai he approached Testimony

with an open mind, eager to accept Vblkov's word. "The idea thai I was

out to get Vblkov from the start is simply a fabrication—one of his many

fabrications. 1 was all on his side."*

Laurel Fay was a graduate student in musicology at Cornell Univer-

sity when she heard rumors of Testimony's impending- publication. In

April io~S. while finishing a dissertation on Shostakovich's late string

quartets. Fay eagerly wrote to ask if she could be of any assistance to

Vblkov. "I understand that you have unique material concerning Shos-

takovich," she wrote. "Is it possible that you have an autobiography?"

The letter was "very naive," she now admits, "but it was clear to me
that I approached the book with great excitement and enthusiasm, and

with no idea that it might not be authentic." Shortly after she began

reading Testimony, her attitude changed. "Something just didn't feel

right," she says. "It was all just a little too convenient, both in terms of

the explanation of the genesis and the background and then in the actual

text itself." The tone also puzzled her. Testimony is filled with biting

sarcasm, bitter recrimination, and gossipy asides. Apart from a warm

tribute to his mentor, Alexander Glazunov, Shostakovich says nothing

about his life's happy moments and expresses little gratitude. And why

would Shostakovich, a devoted father and husband, recklessly endanger

his family by agreeing to publish such a frontal attack on the Soviet

system?

But there was something even more troubling. "I began to realize

that I'd read some of this material before," Fay says, although at first she

could not identify where. The breakthrough came in November 1979,

when Simon Karlinsky published a review of Testimony in The Nation. 12

Karlinsky noted that two substantial passages in Testimony—a book said

to derive entirely from interviews with the composer—had already ap-

peared in print under Shostakovich's name in Soviet publications. "Then

it all began to click for me," Fay says, "and it didn't take me very long

then to find another five passages."* She presented her findings in April

1980 at a meeting of the Midwest chapter of the American Musicological

Society. Indiana University musicologist Malcolm Hamrick Brown in-

vited her to publish her research in Russian Review, an academic journal

published by Stanford University's conservative Hoover Institute.

The article, titled "Shostakovich versus Volkov: Whose Testimony}""

&41
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appeared to deliver a shattering blow to Volkov's credibility. For exam-

ple, one passage in Testimony, the composer's reflections on Stravinsky,

reproduced an earlier text verbatim. Paragraph breaks, parentheses,

dashes, and quotation marks remained in their original positions—details

that even the most repetitive speaker and scrupulous note taker would

be unlikely to reproduce. Other passages paraphrased the material they

reproduced, but the borrowing was no less egregious: Shostakovich's re-

flections in Testimony on the Russian theater director Vsevolod Meyer-

hold apparently derived from an article Shostakovich published in Sov-

etskaia mazyka while Volkov had worked there as a senior editor. And as

Fay has recently pointed out, the introduction to the original Sovetskaia

muzyka article was attributed to none other than "S. Volkov."

Incredibly, Volkov claims never to have heard of the original sources

of any of the material reproduced in Testimony. "No, no," he insists over

the phone, "if I did I wouldn't have included it, of course." Asked about

Shostakovich's Sovetskaia muzyka article about Meyerhold, for which

Volkov apparently wrote an introduction, Volkov responds: "I can assure

you that there wasn't a single staffer who would read the current issue

of the magazine in its entirety. Material dealing with Shostakovich was

appearing in almost every issue."*

Adding to the mystery, all the borrowed passages in Testimony appear

on the first manuscript page of a chapter—on the only pages that Shos-

takovich actually signed. (The manuscript pages in question were repro-

duced in the German and Finnish editions of Testimony)* In other words,

Shostakovich's authentications appear where no authentication was nec-

essary. After the page is turned, the text begins to diverge, sometimes

dramatically, from its original source. A striking example occurs in chap-

ter 5, during Shostakovich's discussion of his Seventh Symphony. "I

wrote my Seventh Symphony, the 'Leningrad,' very quickly," Testimony's

Shostakovich says at the chapter's start, quoting a previously published

article. "I couldn't not write it. War was all around. I had to be with the

people, I wanted to create the image of our country at war, capture it in

music. ... I wanted to write about our time, about my contemporaries

who spared neither strength nor life in the name of Victory Over the

Enemy." 14

On the next page, however, the composer says something radically

different: "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." As Fay asked
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in her article, "Is it possible that Volkov misrepresented the nature and

contents ol the book to Shostakovich just ;ts he nun be misrepresenting

them to the reader?" 13 Volkov did not reply to an invitation by the editors

of Russian Review to respond to Fay's questions, and he h;is tightly con-

trolled access to the manuscript According to Volkov, it is now in the

hands of a private collector.

Although many academics considered Testimony discredited, it con-

tinued to be a much-cited source throughout the 1980s. Despite its du-

bious origins, it provided an alternative to the Soviet-sanctioned image

of Shostakovich as a "loyal son of the Communist Party." Some of the

revelations in the book had been whispered about in the Soviet Union

for years: The Fifth Symphony's radiant finale was "forced rejoicing";

the marching and gunshots in the Eleventh Symphony ("The Year

1905") alluded to the Soviet suppression of Hungary in 1956.

Whether or not Testimony was the authentic voice of Shostakovich,

it seemed true to a widely shared understanding of him. After Maxim

Shostakovich, the composer's son and a world-renowned conductor, de-

fected in 1 98 1, he was reluctant to disavow Testimony, because of his

hatred for the greater distortions imposed on his father's memory by

official Soviet biographers such as Sofia Khentova. "I hate, I khhhate her

book," he told David Fanning in a May 1991 Gramophone interview. "She

makes him look like a genuine son of the Communist Party." 16

It became common for writers to acknowledge the inauthenticity of

Testimony, while vouching for its basic message. For instance, in The New
Shostakovich, Ian MacDonald, a British journalist, stated outright that

Volkov's book was a "dishonest presentation." 17 But MacDonald then

offered evidence of political dissidence in Shostakovich's music. An ex-

ample of MacDonald's style is his description of the Fourth Symphony,

which the Party pressured Shostakovich into withdrawing: "A little strut-

ting promenade for bassoons and giggling piccolo leads us into the hall

where thrumming harps call the [Party] conference to order. A wan waltz

(the composer?) enters and sits dejectedly while flute and piccolo trill the

opening remarks in a mood of schoolboy hilarity." 18

There is little doubt that Shostakovich could express dissidence in

music. Perhaps the most poignant example is his Eighth String Quartet

(i960). Dedicated to the "victims of fascism and war," it opens with and

obsessively quotes the composer's musical signature, the four-note se-

quence D, E-flat, C, and B. (In German musical notation, the names of

these notes are D, S, C, and H, which spell out "D. Sch.," the German-

ized form of Shostakovich's initials.) Snatches of earlier works by Shos-
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takovich also appear, including his banned opera, Lady Macbeth ofMtsensk,

and the revolutionary song "Tormented by Grievous Bondage" (one of

Lenin's favorites). Shostakovich was telling his listeners, as clearly as he

could, that he was fascism's victim, too.

But none of the composer's other published works expressed political

ideas so literally, and Shostakovich seems to have resented such easy

paraphrase. In the Slavic Review in 1993 Taruskin upbraided MacDonald

with a 1933 quote from Shostakovich himself: "When a critic . . . writes

that in such-and-such a symphony Soviet civil servants are represented

by the oboe and the clarinet, and Red Army men by the brass section,

you want to scream!" 19

Is it possible that Shostakovich had intended to embed protest in his

music? "Whoever said it was impossible?" says Taruskin. "The only peo-

ple who ever said it was impossible were Soviet officials, upholding the

notion that Shostakovich was a 'loyal son of the Communist Party.'
"*

(When Taruskin himself resurrected that shopworn Soviet expression in

a now notorious 1989 article for the New Republic, 20 he assumed that

readers would understand it as a reference to Shostakovich's official rep-

utation.) But the problem, he continues, is that there is no way of telling

just by listening to the music. "A loud noise from an orchestra is just a

loud noise from an orchestra," says Taruskin. "It doesn't inherently mean

one thing or another. So those who want to hear the Eleventh Symphony

as a protest against the Soviet invasion of Hungary will hear it explicitly

and unequivocally. Those who want to hear it as what its official program

says it was—a memorial to the martyrs of the 1905 Revolution—will

hear it just as explicitly and just as concretely."*

A similar ambiguity continues to surround Shostakovich's character.

In 1994 the British writer and cellist Elizabeth Wilson published Shos-

takovich:A Life Remembered, a collection of oral and written reminiscences

by the composer's friends and colleagues. It is a largely sympathetic por-

trait of a man tormented by the demands of his political masters. Ven-

iamin Basner, a close friend, argues that we should "discount the articles

and statements that Dmitri Dmitrievich [sic] 'signed'; we knew that they

were meaningless acts to him, but served him as a public shield. His

many courageous actions were taken in private."21 Galina Vishnevskaya,

the great Russian soprano and the wife of cellist Mstislav Rostropovich,

echoes this justification, and adds that Shostakovich "didn't worry about

what people would say of him, because he knew the time would come

when the verbiage would fade away, when only his music would re-
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Hut is it really possible to declare the realm of public behavior even

in a Soviet context—inauthentic and trivial, thus absolving it from moral

scrutiny? In fact, one might argue that it is precisely in the public realm

where true dissidence is shown. This, at any rate, might explain the few

notes of criticism that appear among the contributors to Wilson's hook.

Some felt that Shostakovich crossed the line when his name appeared on

a letter denouncing Andrei Sakharov in 1973. Not having the courage

to express open disapproval of Soviet power was one thing, but denounc-

ing others who dared to dissent was another altogether. 23 "I felt that he

had every right to refuse to write or sign such a letter," the composer

Edison Denisov told Wilson; "in fact, he was duty bound not to do so.

Why he did so is incomprehensible to me."24 After learning of Sakharov's

denunciation, the theater director Yuri Lyubimov refused to shake the

elderly Shostakovich's outstretched hand after a concert at the Union of

Composers. 25

By the mid-1990s Volkov's Testimony appeared to be destined for

oblivion. Shostakovich, it seemed, had not dictated his memoirs, nor had

he been much of a dissident. But in 1998 Allan Ho, a professor of mu-

sicology at Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville, and Dmitri Feo-

fanov, a pianist and practicing lawyer, published a book whose dedication

was a call to arms: "To Solomon Moiseyevich Volkov," it read. Ho and

Feofanov's Shostakovich Reconsidered26 brought the controversy over Shos-

takovich's memoirs back to life.

Ho and Feofanov met at the University of Kentucky in the 1980s.

Ho was completing a dissertation on the piano concerto as a genre, and

Feofanov was teaching. Their first collaboration was a reference work,

Biographical Dictionary of Russian/Soviet Composers (Westport, Conn.:

Greenwood, 1989). They asked Volkov, then at work on a book of con-

versations with the choreographer George Balanchine, to write the entry

on Shostakovich.

In the early 1990s, when they first began work on Shostakovich Recon-

sidered, Feofanov and Ho again approached Volkov, inviting him to con-

tribute a thirty-page defense of Testimony. Volkov declined. "He was not

the right person to do it," says Ho, "because people wouldn't believe

what he said."*

And so, for the next six years, Ho became the principal researcher

and writer for the most controversial part of the book. Ho admits that

he has a "terrible time in Russian" and relies on translated material. This

has presented some obvious problems. When I spoke to Ho in February

2000, I asked him about an eight-month-old Izvestiia letter that chal-
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lenged a key claim made in his book. 27 Ho had never heard of it. Feo-

fanov apologized on his behalf: "I've been very negligent," he told me.

"I haven't translated that stuff for him yet."* But for Shostakovich Recon-

sidered, Ho was forced to rely on his colleague and a team of translators

to help research his three-hundred-page "case for the defence."28

Ho's article constitutes more than a third of Shostakovich Reconsidered

and is devoted entirely to refuting Laurel Fay's ten-page article written

two decades earlier. The structure of the book parallels that of a trial,

and its conclusions are harsh: It convicts Fay and her supporters of "sub-

jective and selective editing of the facts," "inept scholarship," "historical

ignorance," and a lack of scholarly integrity. It alleges that Fay has "dif-

ficulty reading plain English."29 Volkov adds a few insults himself. One
of the epigraphs to the book includes this quote by Volkov: "Only stupid

people couldn't understand [the true meaning of Shostakovich's music]

But there are still a lot of these stupid people around." 30

In conversation, Ho and Feofanov insist that their book and their

argument have not been given proper respect. Both commented bitterly

to me that Oxford University Press, which published Laurel Fay's recent

Shostakovich: A Life (1999), turned down their own manuscript. They are

eager to set the record straight. Just hours after I contacted Toccata

Press, asking for a review copy of Shostakovich Reconsidered, both authors

sent e-mail messages announcing their eagerness to talk to me. By the

end of the day I had received three messages from Feofanov alone, the

last one referring to Taruskin as "Richard the Third ... or Little Richard

. . . depending on one's perspective." 31

The new evidence uncovered by Ho and Feofanov tends to corrob-

orate the general picture of Shostakovich presented in Testimony. Like

most Soviet citizens, Shostakovich hid a complex private life behind a

mask of Communist loyalty. The composer loved, for instance, to mock

the stilted and formalistic language of Soviet bureaucratese in his letters

to friends. Other evidence seems to buttress Testimony 's claim to authen-

ticity. Ho, Feofanov, and a research assistant in Moscow have collected

written and oral statements by several of Volkov's former colleagues who

say that they knew of Volkov's Shostakovich project at the time.

Then there is the piece of evidence that Ho calls a "smoking gun."

In 1996 Shostakovich's friend Flora Litvinova reported that the com-

poser had once told her he had been meeting "constantly" with an un-

named young Leningrad musicologist who had "dug everything up, even

my youthful compositions. ... I tell him everything I remember about

my works and myself. He writes it down, and at a subsequent meeting I
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look it o\ci." Unfortunately Litvinova states that her final conversation

with Shostakovich took place in 1970 or 1971—that is, before Volkov

claims to have begun meeting with Shostakovich for Testimony. It is more

likeK that Shostakovich was speaking about the autobiographical preface

tor Volkov's first book.33

Responding to Fay's observation that Testimony reproduced passages

previously published elsewhere, Ho argues that Shostakovich's prodi-

gious memory allowed him to quote himself at length. He points out

that Shostakovich often repeated certain stock phrases verbatim. (For

instance: "That Sonata of yours is an interesting, good music. I liked it,

I would say, a lot.") He also notes that the composer often retold the

same stories, though not verbatim. But could an aural memory reproduce

texts so exactly and at such length, punctuation and all? Even Ho rec-

ognizes the difficulty: "I think I'll always have some doubt," he reflects,

"because these recyclings are hard to explain with 100 percent cer-

tainty."*

In the case of Dmitri Shostakovich, musicologists have not always

debated in a cool, scholarly tone. In fact, both sides have been insulting.

Malcolm Hamrick Brown, the Indiana musicologist who encouraged

Fay's research back in 1980, has written that he believes Volkov "lied

about how he put Testimony together."34 Though she now regrets it, Fay,

at an American Musicological Society meeting, referred to MacDonald's

book as a "moronic tract." Taruskin, as any reader of the New York Times

or the New Republic knows, is a polemical writer and has compared his

opponents to both Stalinists and McCarthyites—sometimes on the same

page.

But Ho, Feofanov, and their supporters may be winning this race to

the bottom. Insults and invective are scattered on virtually every page of

the opening essay of Shostakovich Reconsidered. In a fifty-thousand-word

review posted on Ho's website, Ian MacDonald has dismissed Fay's re-

cent biography of Shostakovich as a "dismal, devious, and at times dis-

honest book," 35 since he believes she methodically erases evidence of the

composer's political dissidence. MacDonald even claims to discern in the

book "telltale signs of a pro-communist attitude."36 One of Volkov's sup-

porters has gone even further, hinting that Fay was knowingly accepting

information from the KGB. 37

Feofanov charges that Fay and her supporters are "blatantly lying,

and I wonder whether they're just too stupid to know the difference, or

whether there is some sort of agenda. I can't imagine that they're that

stupid." What sort of agenda? "I hate to sound like one of those Mc-
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Carthyites," says Feofanov, referring to Taruskin's accusations against

him, "but they were kind of pro-Soviet, and they were caught being

professionally incompetent, and now they're really pissed."* In January

2000 the British journalist Norman Lebrecht reached an impressive new
low when he compared Laurel Fay to a Holocaust revisionist in the Daily

Telegraph. 1 * When I mention Lebrecht's charge to Ho, he chuckles, then

suggests that it was tit for tat: "This name-calling has been going on for

some twenty years, coming from them against us."*

In Fay's case, that may be unfair. She rarely mentions her opponents

in print. Her 1980 Russian Review article raised its questions about Tes-

timony in a measured tone. In fact, it is her equanimity that gets on her

critics' nerves.

In Shostakovich: A Life (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000),

Fay coolly presents verifiable details about her subject in a manner that

downplays his engagement with politics. Her Shostakovich is a man
nearly broken by the political demands imposed on him, but he does not

assume the heroic proportions of a Solzhenitsyn. Fay refuses to portray

his compromises with authority as secret attempts at political subversion.

Her approach has provoked critic Joseph Horowitz to pronounce the

book "inordinately dry-eyed."39

For example, Fay's opponents have characterized Shostakovich's 1948

song cycle, Iz evreiskoi narodnoi poezii [From Jewish folk poetry], as a

valiant attempt to denounce the Soviet government's increasingly mur-

derous sponsorship of anti-Semitism. Fay, however, sees it as the com-

poser's good-faith attempt to abide by his pledge to the Composers Con-

gress to write melodies "infused with the essence of folklore." As Fay

wrote in the New York Times in April 1996, "It was his rotten luck that

of all the available nationalities, great and small, he just happened to pick

the wrong 'folk' as his inspiration."40

Like Fay, many Russians who knew the composer have been doubtful

of Testimony's authenticity. Of Shostakovich's close friends and family,

his daughter, Galina, has offered the most convincing endorsement. "I

am an admirer of Volkov," she told Ho and Feofanov. "There is nothing

false in [Testimony]. ... It represents, fairly and accurately, Shostakovich's

political views, although there is too much 'kitchen talk' and anecdotes."41

Her brother, Maxim, has been far more cautious. Shortly after his

1 98 1 defection he told the London Sunday Times that Testimony was "not

my father's memoirs. It is a book by Solomon Wolkow [jwr]."
42 He con-

tinues to stand by this claim, referring repeatedly to Testimony as a book

"about my father." As recently as 1998, he told the Los Angeles Times that
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although he liked Testimony, "There are a lot of rumors in it, and like

.ill rumors, some are true and some aren't." 1 le singled out Testimony's

claim about the scherzo in the Tenth Symphony as an example: "Father

never said it was a portrait of Stalin.*43

Many others have also refused to vouch for Testimony, among them

Mstislav Rostropovich, Galina Vishnevskaya, Manashir Yakubov (the cu-

rator of the Shostakovich Family .Archive), and the composer Boris

Tishchenko. Tishchenko, who was Shostakovich's most prized pupil,

helped to arrange Yolkov's interviews with the composer and attended

at least one of them. Volkov thanked him in Testimony as "my distant

friend who must remain nameless." Yet in his recently published corre-

spondence with Shostakovich, Tishchenko condemns Testimony as "not

the memoirs of Shostakovich, not even a book by Volkov about Shos-

takovich, but a book by Volkov about Volkov."44

Tishchenko was one of the six Soviet composers who denounced Tes-

timony in Literatimwia gazeta in 1979, in the letter that most Western

observers then believed to have been coerced. 45 Apparently it wasn't. In

June 1999 the daughter of another signatory wrote to Izvestiia that her

father had been familiar with Testimony and had firmly believed it was a

fake. 46 Ho and Feofanov claim that yet another signatory, the Azerbaijani

composer Kara Karaev, had been "undergoing treatment for a heart con-

dition, [and] had been ordered to sign or be kicked out of the hospital."47

Yet Karaev's son, Faradzh, has emphatically denied this account to Laurel

Fay.48

Shostakovich's widow, Irina Antonovna, also remains a skeptic.

Reached at her Moscow apartment, Irina stands by the story she told

more than twenty years ago. "Dmitrich wanted to write his memoirs

himself," she says, "but this had nothing to do with Solomon Volkov."

Volkov met with her husband three times, she said, and the meetings

lasted between ninety minutes and two hours. Since Shostakovich was ill

and Irina was acting as his personal secretary and often his nurse, she

rarely left him alone. The interviews were supposed to be published in

Sovetskaia muzyka. "The rest," she insists, "came from Volkov himself."*

Asked about the Russians whose memories contradict Volkov, Feo-

fanov openly ridicules the individuals in question. He says that Irina

Antonovna and Boris Tishchenko "don't know what they're talking

about." Irina's published interviews, Feofanov says, suggest that she is

"primarily concerned about money, so maybe not getting money has

something to do with it." About Maxim's guarded comments, Feofanov

asked, "Does Maxim read English enough to read the book? I don't think
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so. I've heard him speak—by the end of his time in the United States

he spoke very broken English with very limited vocabulary.49
I doubt

very much that he read [Testimony] from cover to cover. I doubt very

much that he read our book, although I sent it to him and I spoke to

him about it. I sent it to him with a kind of in-your-face letter trying to

provoke him to respond, because he was always so equivocal about the

whole issue." And Rostropovich? "With all due respect to Slava," says

Feofanov, "I happen to know that his English is not so hot either."*

Competence in English is an issue, because Testimony has never been

published in Russian. 50

Shostakovich's widow raises an entirely different concern about Vol-

kov's method. "So many of his books have been published after the

deaths of those about whom he is writing," she says. "After the death of

Brodsky, after the death of Balanchine, after the death of Mitya—it's a

very strange thing. . . . And the dead are unable to respond." 51

Indeed, Volkov has made a career for himself as amanuensis to Rus-

sia's dying cultural elite. He has published books of conversations with

Balanchine {Balanchine's Tchaikovsky [New York: Simon & Schuster,

1985]), the violinist Nathan Milstein {From Russia to the West [New York:

H. Holt, 1990]), and the poet Joseph Brodsky {Conversations with Joseph

Brodsky [New York: Free Press, 1998]).
52 His study, St. Petersburg:A Cul-

tural Histojy (New York: Free Press, 1995), relies heavily on these col-

laborations. Volkov's current project is a book of interviews with the

renowned Russian pianist Vladimir Horowitz, who died more than ten

years ago. Volkov is likable and well read, and he seems to have an

extraordinary ability to win the confidence of interviewees. He attributes

this to a "device" he has perfected over the years. If you want "to do a

book with a star," Volkov said in 1992, then "tell him to start remem-

bering about his friends. Then inevitably he will tell something about

himself as well." 53

Volkov has admitted that collaboration is not without its tensions. As

he wrote in the Russian weekly Ogonyok in 1991, "Sometimes something

unpleasant happens, cruel failures and wounds. The 'stars' make a fuss

and torture you." 54 But Volkov believes he has learned a great deal since

his book on Shostakovich. "If I'd known that [Testimony] would be such

a controversial book for which accounting of day-to-day activities and

material would be needed, maybe I would at least have tried to preserve

all this material," he said at a press conference in New York City in

February 1999- "It was my first big project in this genre. If I'd been wiser

by twenty-five-plus years, then probably I would have handled it better.
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\1\ book of conversations with Joseph Brodsky—my personal belief is

that it's structured better than Testimony"*1

But structure was never the issue with Testimony, Authenticity was.

And as [rina Antonovna Shostakovich points out, there are unsettling

parallels between Testimony and Conversations with Joseph Brodsky. During

the late 1970s and early 1980s Volkov interviewed the Russian poet on

several occasions, and Volkov's accounts of the interviews appeared in

the emigre Russian press in Paris and New York. As Volkov himself

admitted, the texts he published were the result of "long and careful

'montage' and editing."56 Friends and family claim that Brodsky com-

plained to them about the finished product. When Volkov approached a

Russian-language publisher in New Jersey in 1987 about printing his

interviews as a book, Brodsky wrote to the publisher about what he called

"Volkov's little interviews [intervHushek]" Brodsky insisted that he "look

them through before they're printed, there is a mass of purely stylistic

rubbish." 57 The deal fell through.

Volkov never showed Brodsky a manuscript of his book. The poet

died in January 1996. But just a year later, a Free Press catalog for au-

tumn 1997 announced the impending publication of Conversations with

Joseph Brodsky, almost half of which consisted of previously unpublished

material. In an advance version of the book sent to magazine and news-

paper editors in July 1997, Volkov's preface referred to Brodsky as one

of his many "collaborators" on book projects. (The word collaborate?^ was

replaced by interview subjects in the published preface, after complaints

from Brodsky's literary executor, Ann Kjellberg.) "A completed book

project," Volkov wrote, "is sustained by the belief of both parties involved

that this particular arrangement is vital." 58 Vital to Volkov, certainly: He
is the sole owner of copyright for both Testimony and Conversations with

Joseph Brodsky, and he has never consulted with or offered any compen-

sation to either the composer's or the poet's heirs.

Like the Shostakovich shorthand notes, the tapes of Volkov's con-

versations with Brodsky remain unavailable. (He plans to donate them

to the Anna Akhmatova Museum in St. Petersburg sometime in the fu-

ture.) Meanwhile Dmitri Feofanov, now acting as Volkov's lawyer, has

issued Kjellberg a cease-and-desist order and has threatened to sue her

for defamation if she persists in objecting to the book as having been

unauthorized by Brodsky.

What is Testimony^ It is a book based in part on personal interviews

with the composer; it is a vivid portrait of a brilliant composer living in

difficult times; and it is a collection of rumors and anecdotes, many of
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which were such common currency in the Soviet Union of the 1970s

that Fay and Taruskin heard them when they visited as exchange stu-

dents. But can it be considered the authentic "memoirs of Dmitri Shos-

takovich"?

The defenders of Testimony commonly portray the dispute as a final

skirmish in the Cold War, a last desperate stand by Soviet apologists.

"It's a matter of common knowledge," observes Feofanov, "that the last

refuge of true Marxists is American academia." Somewhat dramatically,

he also declares that the dispute is a "struggle for Shostakovich's soul."*

In fact, the dispute is about a way of listening to Shostakovich's music,

and to music in general—a way that Testimony encouraged. The book's

defenders become most enthusiastic when they discuss music in which

they discern a dissident "message in a bottle": the Eighth Quartet, the

Tenth and Eleventh Symphonies, and the Antiformalist Peepshow [Anti-

formalisticheskii rayok], Shostakovich's vicious (and unpublished) carica-

ture of his Stalinist persecutors, apparently written in the 1950s and

1960s. Feofanov has recently become intrigued by the possibility that the

Twelfth Symphony "encoded" Stalin's initials.

But can anything be more impoverishing of music than a search for

literal paraphrase? Once, after an evening spent performing his Seventh

Symphony on the piano for friends, all of whom understood it to be

"about" fascism and the war with Germany, Shostakovich confided to

Flora Litvinova: "Of course—fascism. But music, real music, can never

be literally tied to a theme. National Socialism is not the only form of

fascism; this music is about all forms of terror, slavery, the bondage of

the spirit." 59 Ironically Ho and Feofanov have seized on Litvinova's rec-

ollection as evidence that the "invasion theme" of the Seventh Symphony

"depicts Stalin and his henchmen."60

Richard Taruskin is intrigued by how Shostakovich's music has come

to embody so many different meanings to so many different people. Ho
and Feofanov "need the security of saying that the dissidence that many

hear in Shostakovich's music was the composer's intention. I'm more

interested in the question of interpretation, and the way interpretation

is socially negotiated." The transformation of Shostakovich from loyal

Communist to dissident is "the next chapter in this ongoing saga, and a

wonderful object lesson in the way meaning is created."*

Others are less philosophical. Although deeply skeptical of Testimony,

Margarita Mazo, a Russian emigre now teaching at Ohio State Univer-

sity's School of Music, finds the dispute over its authenticity unseemly.

"For many of us [in the Soviet Union] listening to a new piece by Shos-

takovich was a sacred experience," she says, her voice breaking. "Was he
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t dissident or was he not? Was he a Communist or was he not? He was

SO much more complex than that." She pauses, ami then adds, "Besides,

can you tell music with words? Can you say with words what this music

is about? It so, then win do you need music?"*
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Editor's Note

a. Mitchinson is mistaken here. The Shostakovich signatures that are said to

appear on each of the pages of Testimony are indeed reproduced in the German
and Finnish editions, but without actually showing the "manuscript pages in ques-

tion," as Mitchinson writes. The individual signatures are extracted, presumably

from the corresponding page of the manuscript—in reality, a typescript—and re-

produced at the beginning of the printed German or Finnish text.
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Shostakovich

A Brief Encounter and a Present Perspective

(1996, 2002)

MALCOLM HAMRICK BROWN

Uhen I was a student at the Moscow Conservatory in 1962,

Shostakovich would occasionally walk past me in the hallway. He was

never alone, as I remember, but always flanked by students who clustered

around and moved alongside him like a phalanx through the corridors.

Shostakovich hardly seemed conscious of where he was or where he was

going, his familiar face tensed and concentrated. Still, whenever a pas-

serby spoke to him, he would immediately stop and exchange a few polite

formalities. "Maybe this is what I should do, since I want to meet him,"

I thought to myself. But how could I interrupt him?! After all, he was

Shostakovich, and I was just an anomalous American exchange student. 1

So, I only nodded when he passed but hoped that, before the end of my
residency in Moscow, I would have a chance to meet him.

I did. An invitation came to attend a buffet supper at the American

Embassy on 2 April 1962. The event had been organized to celebrate

the close of the Third Ail-Union Congress of Soviet Composers, which

had convened in Moscow during the previous week, 26-31 March 1962.

Samuel Barber and Franz Waxman would be honored guests, along with

a small but high-powered delegation of Soviet composers.

Barber and Waxman had attended the Soviet Composers Congress at
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the special invitation of the Union of Composers. Waxman's scores for

such films as Sunset Boulevard (1950) and A Place in the Sun (195 1), both

Academy Award winners, had attracted many admirers among Soviet mu-

sicians, who felt an affinity with his expressive and accessible romantic

style, so close in spirit to the ideals of Soviet Socialist Realism.

A comparable affinity also very likely accounted for Barber's invita-

tion to the Congress. His eloquent post-Straussian romanticism showed

little evidence of the modernist experimentation anathematized by the

Soviet musical establishment. Moreover, by 1962, Barber was numbered

among the most distinguished American composers. He was then already

at work on his Piano Concerto, commissioned for the inaugural week at

New York's Philharmonic Hall (1962), and about to start on Antony and

Cleopatra, commissioned for the opening of the new Metropolitan Opera

House (1966).

The Soviet delegation at the embassy supper was headed by Shosta-

kovich and Aram Khachaturian (with his wife, composer Nina Maka-

rova), and also included Rodion Shchedrin and Andrei Eshpai—the latter

two not so well known in the United States but big-time personalities in

Soviet music.

Almost the moment I entered the room at the embassy where drinks

and snacks were being served, I saw Shostakovich. He was leaning against

the wall at the back of the room, puffing on a cigarette held close to his

mouth in his right hand. His left arm was folded across his stomach, his

left hand cupping his right elbow. He barely moved the cigarette from

his lips as he smoked. The corners of his mouth were drawn down

slightly, his features fixed in an expression familiar from many photo-

graphs. Other guests were milling around nearby, but Shostakovich ap-

peared oblivious, staring blankly into space, unengaged and uninvolved.

Every detail of the image that takes shape now, in my memory, ex-

ternalizes a classic posture of defensiveness, but it did not deter me at

the time. This was the chance I had been hoping for. With no regard

for the composer's apparent preference to be left alone, I hesitated only

long enough to think about what to say, then walked toward him, my
hand held out. Shostakovich started, fumbled with his cigarette, caught

it with the fingers of his left hand, and extended a very limp right hand

in my direction. I grasped his hand and started to pump it with gusto,

American-style, not stopping to remember that Soviets customarily fulfill

this formality with a single, quick, up-and-down movement. Shostako-

vich naturally shook hands in Soviet style, then abruptly withdrew his

hand, leaving mine hanging in mid-air. It was my turn to be startled,
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and, as a consequence, I also stumbled over the conventional greeting I

was trying so hard to pronounce correctly. Shostakovich answered in a

mumbk but nodded politely. And his face seemed to relax just the

slightest hit. It was all the encouragement I needed.

1 explained that 1 was an American graduate student based at the

Conservatory and that I was in Moscow researching Prokofiev and his

music in preparation tor writing a Ph.D. dissertation. Shostakovich

voiced a tew decidedly conventional and essentially noncommittal re-

marks about Prokofiev, still speaking mostly in a mumble, which I had

to strain to understand. I found myself replying in thoroughly stock

phrases, in part because I had difficulty hearing him. After a few ex-

changes of this sort, Shostakovich fell silent, leaving the burden of con-

versation on me. My attempts to open the subject of his creative plans

foundered altogether, whereupon I resorted to more cliches: "What a

pleasure it has been to meet you, Dmitri Dmitr'ich. I never thought I'd

actually speak with you in person." My platitudes evoked his nearly in-

audible repetitions of, "Thank you, thank you. I'm much obliged, much

obliged," 2 his head bobbing all the while in little jerks, the motion be-

getting slight spasms that ran through his entire body.

I realize now that his twitching must have been a tic that betrayed

his impatience with the brash American student who was trying so hard

to get him to talk. Still, I continued to blather On for several more

minutes, about how popular his music was in the States, how often it

was played, and so on. But then private thoughts started to dissent from

my hackneyed sweet talk, because I knew very well that Shostakovich's

music was not appreciated all that much by a great many professional

musicians back home. Prokofiev seemed a much more impressive figure

to many. Yet there I stood, intruding on Shostakovich's time and forcing

him to talk, when he obviously wanted to be left in peace.

I do not recall exactly how I finally took leave of him, but the memory
of that brief encounter embarrasses me to this day. Describing it, how-

ever, provides an opportunity to consider just how greatly perspectives

have changed over the forty years since. Keep in mind that my meeting

with the composer took place in the spring of 1962 at the height of the

Cold War. Not two years earlier the Soviet Union had downed an Amer-

ican U-2 spy plane flying surveillance over Soviet territory, which led to

the collapse of plans for a summit conference between the USSR, Great

Britain, France, and the United States. During the summer and fall of

1 96 1 Soviet engineers aided in building the Berlin Wall. The next sum-

mer, of 1962, only months after my brief encounter with Shostakovich,
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the Soviets started constructing intercontinental ballistic missile sites in

Cuba, bringing the United States and the USSR to the brink of nuclear

confrontation.

This, then, was the sociopolitical context at the time, and certainly it

contributed to the widespread disdain of Shostakovich's music in the

United States, especially in academic circles. And as recently as the very

week before I met Shostakovich, I had been sitting with Samuel Barber

at a concert given in connection with the Composers Congress. Shos-

takovich's Fourth Symphony was the work "Barber and I were hearing,

each of us for the first time. As we listened to the music, Barber himself

reinforced my personal doubts about the significance of Shostakovich as

a composer.

Barber and I had become rather well acquainted during the ten days

or so he had been in Moscow for the Composers Congress. Our desks

during the daily Congress sessions were side by side. We often had drinks

and meals together. And since I could speak Russian, Barber depended

more on me than on his official interpreter for informal talks with Rus-

sian student composers and fans interested in meeting the famous Amer-

ican musician.

Back to Shostakovich's Fourth Symphony: This was the symphony

that had been in rehearsal for its premiere at the very moment in 1936

when Pravda published the notorious official denunciation of Shostako-

vich's opera, Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk

District] . In the wake of the scandal, the premiere of the symphony was

canceled. Some twenty-five years would pass before its first performance

on 30 December 1961. Samuel Barber and I were listening to its second

public performance, especially arranged for the delegates to the Com-
posers Congress, in March 1962.

The Shostakovich Fourth is a long symphony. It takes a good hour to

perform. At some point well along the way, perhaps already in the final

movement, Barber leaned over and whispered, "Why can't he get out of

C minor? Doesn't he know how}\" Throughout the time remaining, I

was acutely conscious of Barber shifting in his seat and altering his facial

expressions, all suggesting a highly critical commentary on the sym-

phony. When the concert ended and Barber and I were making our way

out of the Great Hall of the Conservatory, he shared a few more terse

observations under his breath, remarking in particular about the sym-

phony's formidable length. He certainly seemed to share Virgil Thom-
son's aversion to what Thomson had characterized as "the masterpiece

tone." I quote Thomson:
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This tone is lugubrious, portentous, world shaking; and length, .is well .is heavj

instrumentation, is essentia] to it Its reduction i<> absurdit) is manifest today

through the later symphonies ol Shostakovich. . . . Rarely in the historj <>f music

h.\s am composer ever spread his substance so thin. J

Such condescension toward Shostakovich was typical in the United

States during the immediate decades following World War II when I

was .1 student Even American composers who might have been expected

to hold more generous opinions of Shostakovich, because of shared as-

pirations to reach a wider audience, nevertheless tended to speak slight-

ingly about his music. Aaron Copland, for example, in the 1968 edition

of his book The New Music, which spans the period from 1900 to i960,

allowed a dismissive evaluation, dating originally from the 1940s, to

stand:

The effectiveness of . . . [Shostakovich's] music on a large public both inside and

outside the Soviet [Union] has been proved beyond a doubt. Few people would

say that this music is first-rate in quality. But if it seems unnecessarily trite and

conventional at times, there is no denying the extraordinary "flair" and sheer

musical invention displayed. The man certainly can write music.4

Copland himself can scarcely be said to have enjoyed wide acclaim as

a "first-rate" composer in music academic circles at the time. This was

the period in the United States when prewar "modernist" musical cur-

rents were embraced by the academy—the heyday of autonomist, for-

malist aesthetics, the era of the greatest influence of the Second Viennese

School, the post-Webernists, and the proponents of an objectified "New
Music."

The first edition of Donald Jay Grout's History of Western Music,

which was to become the most widely adopted and influential music

history textbook ever in the United States, was published in i960 (New

York: Norton). A grand total of twelve lines of text referred to Shosta-

kovich, whereas fourteen pages were devoted to "Schoenberg and His

Followers"—at once a testament to the canonization within the academy

of the Second Viennese School and a catechism for the following gen-

eration of students. The value judgment implicit in such a startlingly

disproportionate allocation of space in a textbook could scarcely fail to

leave traces in the minds of American music students for years to come.

No doubt there were other factors but, as I see it, two played partic-

ularly influential roles in the devaluation of Shostakovich and his music

within the American intellectual musical world of the period when I was

a student. One I just identified: the triumphant authority in Academe of
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the true believers in Schoenberg's discovery and their whole-hearted ac-

ceptance of the mystical historical necessity ascribed to that discovery by

its prophet. The rationalized compositional processes involved in the

music composed by the adherents to this method could easily be dis-

cussed in the lecture hall and lent themselves as readily to student re-

search projects as to learned articles in scholarly journals. Moreover, the

intellectualized aesthetics associated with this music resonated with the

anti-romantic sensibilities of the time of the New Music and appealed to

that ideal of scientific objectivity cultivated within the Ivory Tower. How
could the music of Shostakovich prosper in an environment such as this?

The other important factor that weighed heavily on attitudes toward

Shostakovich when I was a student can be directly related to the appro-

priation of his music by Soviet officialdom for use as propaganda, along

with the composer's apparent acquiescence in this political exploitation

of himself and his creative property. At that time in the United States

prevailing aesthetic opinions, no less than cultural attitudes in general,

were still very much colored by memories of the recent war and the even

more recent Iron Curtain. Both the Nazi Fascists and the Soviet Bol-

sheviks had called for a simplified music with broad popular appeal, and

any composer who appeared to support official ideology of either stripe

was viewed as a collaborator.

Shostakovich was widely seen in this light. Take, for example, Virgil

Thomson's notorious review of the composer's Seventh Symphony ded-

icated to the City of Leningrad under Nazi siege in 1941. Thomson
disdained the score as thin in substance and adapted to "the comprehen-

sion of a child of eight," which suggested to Thomson that Shostakovich

was "willing to write down to a real or [a] fictitious psychology of mass

consumption in a way that may eventually disqualify him for considera-

tion as a serious composer." 5

Thomson took for granted, as did Ernst Kfenek, that Shostakovich

had willingly capitulated to Communist Party dictates. If musicians in

Nazi-dominated countries were to be held to unequivocal standards of

professional ethics, then "Shostakovich ought [also] to be condemned

along with . . . [the other] collaborationists," Kfenek declared, since "he

has acknowledged the right of his government to impose esthetic de-

mands upon art for political purposes."6

Attitudes softened somewhat in the wake of the Communist Party's

harsh public rebuke of Shostakovich in 1948 for the composer's alleged

failure to apply the lessons he should have learned from the Party's 1936

condemnation of Lady Macbeth. Shostakovich's much publicized and pa-
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thetdc kowtowing before the bonzes oi Soviet orthodoxy unsettled Amer-

ican academies, who began to express a bit more compassion for the

composer's predicament. I remember the more conciliatory, if still pa-

tronizing, tone of Homer Ulrich's assessment in his [952 textbook on

symphonic music:

One may well deplore Shostakovich's adherence to the musical-political formulas

that are imposed upon him. His undeniable gifts as an original and powerful

composer would, in another cultural atmosphere, lead him into other directions

ami to a higher place than he now occupies. One senses the fact that he com-

posers out of technical mastery, not out of conviction. 7

The clearly partisan character of Ulrich's assessment, however sym-

pathetic, typifies evaluations of Shostakovich's music as I remember them

from that time. Still, his uncommon prowess as a composer was recog-

nized and acknowledged, sometimes from unexpected quarters. Shortly

before Shostakovich was to arrive in New York City as an official rep-

resentative of the USSR at the 1949 Conference for World Peace,

Schoenberg was invited to sign a message welcoming Shostakovich to

the United States. Here is what Schoenberg said in response:

[Myself] being [a] Scapegoat of Russian [i.e., Soviet] restrictions on music I can-

not sign. But I am ready to send the following: Disregarding [the] problem of

styles and politics I gladly greet a real composer. 8

That Schoenberg would greet Shostakovich as "a real composer" gains

significance in the context of the latter's public declaration, "To be heard

and understood by as many new listeners as possible is the cherished

dream of every Soviet composer,"9 in light of Schoenberg's axiom, "If it

is art, it is not for all, and if it is for all, it is not art." 10

The elitist perspective encapsulated in Schoenberg's axiom fused

readily with the formalist aesthetics that persisted in the United States

up until the time of Shostakovich's death in 1975. If one considers this

in the context of a pervasive Cold War rhetoric that subtly infiltrated

American patterns of thought during that period, one can better com-

prehend the concurrent disdain of Shostakovich's music.

The transformation of disdain into judicious esteem was facilitated by

a congeries of circumstances, two of which seem to me of particular

importance. During the 1970s Minimalism and neo-romanticism cap-

tured the attention of both audiences and composers, once again bringing

to the fore musical styles that embodied the expressive and communi-

cative powers of music. This swing of the pendulum of musical taste,
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away from intellectualized music to that which was more frankly emo-

tional, contributed to a revival of serious discussion about what music

means and how that meaning is constructed. And, with regard to Shos-

takovich in particular, a book appeared in 1979 that turned all earlier

interpretations of the composer and his music upside down. The book

was Testimony (New York: Harper & Row), conspicuously pitched on its

title page as "the memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich, as related to and

edited by Solomon Volkov."

Volkov's Shostakovich was not the Shostakovich exalted in the official

obituary issued at the time of the composer's death just four years earlier,

an obituary with Brezhnev's name at the top, followed by a list of eighty-

four names representing the creme de la creme of Soviet politics and

music, an obituary that eulogized Shostakovich in all the old familiar

cliches: "Loyal son of the Communist Party, . . . artist-citizen . . . [who]

revealed to the whole world the indomitable spirit of the Soviet people,

. . . found inspiration in our Soviet reality, . . . [and] affirmed and ad-

vanced the art of Socialist Realism." 11

Volkov's Shostakovich, on the contrary, was a composer embittered,

acid-tongued, and pessimistic, who by turns mocked and cursed every-

thing implicated in his "Soviet reality." Confronted by this diametrically

reconstructed Shostakovich, not only the composer's family and friends

but also the cultural world at large, both inside and outside the Soviet

Union, reacted with shock. Questions about the authenticity of Testimony

were raised immediately, with particular vehemence by those in the So-

viet Union who were closest to the composer, namely, his wife, Irina

Antonovna, his son, Maxim Dmitrievich, and a handful of former stu-

dents who had become intimate family friends, notably Boris Tishchenko

and Veniamin Basner. 12

A telling commentary on the power of political attitudes shaped by

Cold War rhetoric is that a great many people at the time, and many

still today, took the Soviet-era disavowals of Testimony as certain confir-

mation of the book's authenticity.

Now, nearly a quarter of a century after its publication, anyone who

has conscientiously reviewed the literature on the debate about Testi-

mony's authenticity knows that Volkov's book is a flawed source. Laurel

Fay's scrupulously documented essay "Volkov's Testimony Reconsidered,"

chapter 2 in the present volume, should dispel any remaining doubts.

She has marshaled unambiguous evidence that the text on every single

page of Testimony submitted to Shostakovich for his approval, and on

which he affixed his signature, was extracted from previously published
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sources, that is. the texi on all the pages Shostakovich signed had already

been \etted earlier by the composer for Soviet consumption and printed

under his personal byline.

In addition, a close reading oi Vblkov's preface to Testimony suggests

the methodology he followed in weaving together the previously pub-

lished text with whatever information he may have learned in conversa-

tion with Shostakovich or with other informants close to the composer

—

for instance, l.c\ l.cbcdenskv (see, in the present volume, Alanashir Yak-

ubov's interview with Irina Nikolskaya, chapter 13; editor's note p in

chapter 13; and Levon Hakobian's "The Latest 'New Shostakovich': Al-

lan Ho and Dmitri Feofanov's Shostakovich Reconsidered" chapter 16).

Yolkov acknowledges that "Shostakovich had a characteristic way of

speaking—in short sentences, very simply, often repetitiously," and Vol-

kov says he had to encourage the composer to reminisce by "asking ques-

tions, wrhich he [Shostakovich] answered briefly and, at first reluctantly,"

while Yolkov was "taking notes in . . . shorthand." Volkov also concedes

that the composer "often contradicted himself. Then the true meaning

of his words had to be guessed, extracted from a box with three false

bottoms."

Finally, Volkov "construct[ed] from the penciled scribbles" an unin-

terrupted monologue—a sustained, pseudo-first-person narrative

—

which he placed into the mouth of Shostakovich, weaving it together

seamlessly with the previously published text authenticated by the com-

poser's signature. Volkov even suggests, in his preface to Testimony,

where he learned this methodology. He reminds us that Soviet citizens

"had all come across articles in the official press with his [Shostakovich's]

name at the bottom. No musician took these high-flown, empty decla-

rations seriously. People from a more intimate circle could even tell

which 'literary adviser' of the Composers Union had stitched together

which article." 13

Volkov himself, after taking a position in 1972 with the official journal

of the Composers Union, Sovetskaia muzyka, seems quite easily to have

assumed the role of "literary adviser." Indeed, he acknowledges func-

tioning "as his [Shostakovich's] assistant, preparing evaluations, replies,

and letters at his request," thus becoming "something of an intermediary

between Shostakovich and the journal's editor in chief." 14 Such service

could well have encouraged Volkov to feel himself sanctioned to stitch

together the composer's memoirs. 15

No further comment seems necessary, given Laurel Fay's exceedingly

thorough analysis included in the present volume. I would offer only a
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supplement, in the form of an anecdote, to Fay's account ofMaxim Shos-

takovich's curious ambivalence toward Testimony. The following story,

related to me by Luba Edlina-Dubinsky, pianist and founding member,

along with her husband, violinist Rostislav Dubinsky, of the Borodin

Piano Trio, provides a bit of personal history that may shed light on why
Maxim Shostakovich picks his words so carefully in any reference he

makes to what he invariably calls "Mr. Volkov's book," never "my father's

memoirs" or "the memoirs of Shostakovich."

Luba and Rosti Dubinsky were well acquainted with Maxim Shosta-

kovich when Maxim was a student at the Moscow Conservatory. He and

Luba studied with the same piano teacher, Yakov Flier. Maxim and the

Dubinskys reconnected after Maxim had settled in the United States to

pursue a career as a conductor. On one occasion in the 1980s, when

Maxim was guest conductor of the Indianapolis Symphony Orchestra, he

stayed with Luba and Rosti in their home in nearby Bloomington. Dur-

ing Maxim's visit, the Dubinskys asked his opinion of Testimony:

"Maxim was angry," Luba remembers. "He said Volkov's account of the his-

torical situation was entirely accurate. But he said he did not like Volkov, because

Volkov put words into his father's mouth."

"My father would never have spoken about such things in those words. But

what am I supposed to do? Just look at what Volkov's book has done for my
father's music." 16

Undeniably! Consider all that Volkov's book has indeed done for the

music of Shostakovich! Prior to the publication of Testimony, the sporadic

firsthand reports in the United States about the grim vicissitudes of day-

to-day Soviet musical life had not really imprinted themselves in the

collective consciousness. Volkov, with his bona fide talent as a writer,

succeeded in conjuring up those stern realities and in giving them durable

emotional force by associating them with Shostakovich. No wonder

Maxim Shostakovich might choose his words carefully when speaking

about "Mr. Volkov's book." Shostakovich was being discussed more

widely and with more sympathy than ever before, and his music was

being played everywhere, very often in the 1980s conducted by Maxim

Shostakovich.

Given the cultural climate of the United States in the period before

the collapse of Soviet communism, "the political context of a Soviet mu-

sical work . . . [was] an essential—often the primary—yardstick in the as-

sessment of [its] aesthetic worth. Needless to say, this is a measure we

would not dream of applying so broadly to the music of any other na-
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tion." 1 ' Americans at the time, and perhaps still today, bund it virtually

inconceivable that a composer living under a communist regime might

be capable of producing masterworks of universal merit, unless, of course,

the composer did so as a conscious protest against his or her repressive

surroundings.

This, then, was the context in which Yolkov's purported "memoirs

of Shostakovich" contributed hugely toward advancing the prestige of

the composer's music in the United States. Testimony, in portraying-Shos-

takovich as a bitter closet dissident, provided the perfect aesthetic yard-

stick for measuring the worth of the Soviet composer's music in the time

of the Cold War. The voice heard in Testimony rants and raves against

the Soviet regime and implicitly suggests that his music embodies his

protest, ergo the music must be far more worthy than many American

critics of the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s had thought. Moreover, if the

music indeed embodies protest against communist repression, then the

inference is but a step away that its surface intensity, fraught with vividly

drawn contrasts, must seethe with the secret codes of anti-Soviet dissi-

dence.

Writers of popular program notes and concert commentaries have

found enough grist in Testimony to keep the mills of music criticism

running for years. Narrative accounts of works such as the Seventh Sym-

phony, for example, fashioned after the voice heard in Testimony, will no

doubt survive in the popular imagination for as long and persistently as

the perennial legend of Tchaikovsky's suicide.

The most blatant example of sponging off Volkov is Ian MacDonald's

New Shostakovich, a book now twelve years old but still inspiring under-

graduate term papers. 18 MacDonald's approach to Shostakovich and his

music amounts to a black-to-white reversal of hard-line Soviet criticism

at its most vulgar and reductive. The New Shostakovich is chock full of

such bizarre descriptive analyses as this interpretation of an episode from

the first movement of the Fifth Symphony:

We are at a political rally, the leader [Stalin] making his entrance through the

audience like a boxer flanked by a phalanx of thugs. This passage (the menace

theme dissonantly harmonised [sic] on grotesquely smirking low brass to the two-

note goosestep of timpani and basses) is a shocking intrusion of cartoon satire.

Given the time and place in which it was written, the target can only be Stalin

—

an amazingly bold stroke. 19

This is what Shostakovich himself thought about musical analysis of this

sort:



336 / Malcolm Hamrick Brown

When a music critic writes that in such-and-such a symphony the Soviet office-

workers are depicted by the oboe and clarinet, and the Red Army soldiers by the

brass section, you want to shout, "Not true!"20

Simplistic spin-offs aside, Testimony also attracted the attention of

more serious scholars and prompted them to begin thinking deeply about

the complex issues involved in what Shostakovich's music might actually

mean and how that meaning was culturally, socially, and subjectively

constructed. The questions raised could hardly have been more timely,

just when interest in hermeneutic inquiry was regaining respectability

among intellectuals in the United States.

Let us approach this subject of meaning in Shostakovich's music in-

directly, by another reference to Schoenberg. In his Style and Idea,

Schoenberg complains that the principles of style sanctioned by many

supporters of "new music" are stipulated "even more negatively than the

strictest rules of the strictest old counterpoint," and he goes on to list

what has been ruled out: "chromaticism, expressive melodies, Wagnerian

harmonies, romanticism, private biographical hints, subjectivity, func-

tional harmonic progressions, illustrations, leitmotivs." Then he declares

with a flourish: "In other words, all that was good in the preceding period

should not occur now." 21

Musicians need no reminder that a substantial number of the Verbote

listed by Schoenberg as having been ruled out of the "new music" con-

stitute the very historic conventions adapted by Shostakovich, and imag-

ined anew, for the purpose of marking his music with telling expressive

imagery, characteristic topics, and familiar semiotic codes. The com-

municative power of his music derives precisely from his distinctive de-

ployment of these familiar codes drawn from the tradition of post-

Beethoven symphonism. The meaning ascribed to his music, by both the

composer himself and his listeners, obtains essentially from them.

Many writers on music who take their departure from the voice that

speaks in Testimony believe they know what Shostakovich's music means.

Or what the composer intended it to mean. Another perspective on the

subject is suggested in a second anecdote, this one taken from the fertile

repertory of Rosti Dubinsky.

On a social occasion I shared with him some years ago, Rosti began

reminiscing about his personal contacts with Shostakovich. He then

moved into a story I had heard him tell before, but no matter. He was

an enthralling raconteur. Face rapt, eyes wide, as he witnessed his mem-

ory replay an event, he often caught details not reported in an earlier

account. 22
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The tunc was late 1960. Not many weeks before, the venerable Bee-

thoven Quartet had played the first performance of Shostakovich's

Eighth String Quartet op. 110 (i960). The composer held the "Bee-

thovens" in high regard and had entrusted them with the premieres of

all his quartets, starting with the Second in 1944. But by the time he

composed the Eighth, Shostakovich had also developed a keen appreci-

ation for the "boys" [rebiata] of the Borodin Quartet. He habitually re-

ferred to them as "boys," because he had known them all as students at

the Moscow Conservatory. The Borodin Quartet's performance of his

Fourth Quartet had particularly pleased Shostakovich.

The Beethoven Quartet in the 1960s was numbered among the elite

in the Soviet musical establishment. They played everything, the Russian

and Western classics, in an urbane and cultivated performance style

widely understood to emulate, in musical terms, "the great Russian tra-

dition of the Maly Theater," which performed classic drama, both Rus-

sian and Western, in a manner understood to represent the best of the

Russian national cultural tradition. Nothing alien to accepted perfor-

mance practices, nothing "not ours" [ne nash\, as Dubinsky carefully char-

acterized their approach. All the players in the Beethoven Quartet were

of ethnic Russian descent, he took pains to emphasize. All the "boys" of

the Borodin Quartet were Jewish, although the cellist, Valentin Berlin-

sky, was Jewish only on his father's side.

Shostakovich had heard the Beethoven Quartet play the premiere of

his new Eighth Quartet, now he wanted to hear the "Borodins" play it.

Would they kindly consent to come to his home and perform the new

quartet just for him alone, in private? Of course! The Borodintsy could

not imagine declining such an invitation.

I wish to say a word about the Eighth Quartet before continuing with

Dubinsky's story. The dedication at the top of the first page of the score

reads, "In memory of the victims of fascism and the war" [Pamiati zhertv

fashizma i voiny]. But in a personal letter to his close friend Isaak Glik-

man, Shostakovich writes that he had a different dedication in mind when

he was composing the quartet:

It occurred to me that should I die, it would be unlikely that anyone would write

a piece dedicated to my memory. So I decided to write one myself. . . . My initials

are the quartet's main theme, that is, the notes D, Es, C, H [D, E-flat, C,

B-natural].[23
] I also use other themes from my works in the quartet, as well as

the revolutionary song "Tormented by Grievous Bondage." My own themes

come from the First Symphony, the Eighth Symphony, the [Second] Piano Trio,

the [First] Cello Concerto, and Lady Macbeth. I also hint at Wagner's Funeral
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March from Gbtterdammerung and the second theme from the first movement of

Tchaikovsky's Sixth Symphony. I forgot—there is also a theme from my Tenth

Symphony. Not too bad, this little potpourri. The pseudo-tragedy of the quartet

is such that while composing it my tears flowed as abundantly as urine after

downing half a dozen beers. 24

I return now to Dubinsky's story about Shostakovich's invitation to

the Borodintsy to play the Eighth Quartet for him privately. On the ap-

pointed day, and at precisely the appointed hour—they knew the com-

poser's fanaticism about punctuality—the players knocked on the door,

which was opened immediately by Shostakovich. He shook hands all

around, in his characteristically abrupt and somewhat spastic style, thank-

ing each one for coming. Then, without farther ado, he motioned them

toward chairs and music stands already set up. Sensing the composer's

eagerness, the musicians quickly took out their instruments, found their

places, and prepared to play. Shostakovich seated himself close by, score

and pencil at the ready, his head tilted a bit to the side, as if already

listening intently to the music, oblivious of the players' presence in the

room.

In a moment the music came forth, all five movements without pause:

the solemn ricercar-like exploration of the composer's motto theme, re-

curring amid plaintive thematic reminiscences from earlier works; the

harsh furioso scherzo, with "the Jewish theme," from the finale of the

Second Piano Trio, the one dedicated to the memory of Shostakovich's

closest friend, Ivan Sollertinsky.

Dubinsky looked up from his music and caught a glimpse of the com-

poser. Shostakovich's head had dropped forward, and he was starting to

slump in his chair.

The eccentric waltz came next, with its unsettling, ostinato-like it-

eration of the composer's motto theme, again combined with still more

provocative allusions to the composer's earlier works. And after that,

three brutal downstrokes—like an ominous knock at the door—followed

by a requiem for those "Tormented by Grievous Bondage."

Finally, the return of the ricercar from the beginning of the quartet

but now played with mutes, hushed and even more dirge-like. And then

the quartet's sustained and muffled unwinding on the composer's four-

note motto theme.

The players slowly lifted their bows and looked over expectantly at

Shostakovich. He was bent over nearly double, holding his head in his

hands, eyes covered, his arms resting on his knees. The players waited.

Shostakovich did not move. Finally, the musicians stood up slowly, si-
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lentty, quietrj put their instruments away, and lefi the apartmeni without

s.i\ ing .1 word.

Dubinsky's graphic description oi the pathetic Shostakovich, slumped

over in his chair, huddled into himself, wasted by the emotions evoked

on listening to his quartet played by the Borodintsy the image left me
with .1 sizable lump in my throat. I deeply empathized with how vulner-

able I imagined he must have felt, because I, too, often feci emotionally

disarmed In the expressive force of music-. And Shostakovich had been

listening to his own music, conscious of all the emotional associations it

had tor him.

For my part, aware of the history of the Eighth Quartet as I replayed

it in my mind while listening to Dubinsky's story, responding emotion

ally to its familiar topics and affective codes, I imagined myself sharing

the composer's grueling emotional journey.

After Dubinsky finished his tale and the somber mood had lifted a

bit, I asked his opinion about Shostakovich's response to the Borodintsy\

performance. Why did the composer react in such an astonishing man-

ner? Dubinsky circled around an answer and finally said, "Well, you

know, our style of playing differed a lot from that of the Beethovens."

He hesitated, and then declared, "We played like Jews!" He gave a short

laugh. "We emphasized everything in the music that Socialist Realism

wanted hidden."

"What do you mean?" I said. "How did you do that?"

"We tried our best to bring out everything in the music. Everything

Shostakovich himself wanted to express."

I wondered to myself if Dubinsky and the other three players, back

in i960, had actually discussed what they thought Shostakovich wanted

to express in the Eighth Quartet, if they in fact shared some common
understanding of the expressive meaning of the work that they might

have been able to put into words, as well as into their performance style.

And, I wondered, too, what Dubinsky and his colleagues might have to

say about the many other Soviet listeners at the time who, when listening

to Shostakovich's music, perceived it as fraught with Aesopian meanings

that Socialist Realism would rather suppress.

Certainly the Eighth Quartet is a work rife with invitations to read

it as the composer's reflections on more than thirty years of personal,

compositional, and political history. Yet to study and appreciate the quar-

tet only from this standpoint limits its relevance as a work of art and

yields a narrow interpretive perspective. However "autobiographical" the

selection of thematic material and however suggestive the imagery may
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be in evoking potent emotional associations, both for the composer and

for his listeners, these are the subjects of the artistic discourse, not the

work of art itself. By analogy, Rembrandt's aged and sober face peering

from his 1669 self-portrait in London's National Gallery represents an

autobiographical perspective that invites commentary on the painter's life

experience and, for the viewer acquainted with Rembrandt's biography,

may elicit a more powerful affective response. Still, the viewer, like the

listener, can only surmise what the autobiographical subject meant to the

artist who used it in creating his self-portrait; in both cases, the pictorial

one and the musical one, the subject of artistic discourse is not the art-

work itself in its capacity as artwork.

No debate about authenticity or questions about methodology tarnish

the thirty-odd memoirs by the composer's friends and associates that

comprise Elizabeth Wilson's Shostakovich: A Life Remembered (Princeton,

N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994).
25 The complicated, contradic-

tory, and sometimes exasperating Shostakovich revived in the memories

of people who knew him well resurrects a full-blooded personality very

different from the cardboard Scrooge encountered in Volkov's Testimony.

When the composer speaks here, we know that it is his personal friends

and colleagues who are placing the words in his mouth, recounting them

in the context of their own personal histories and explaining what

prompted them, and we take for granted the fickleness of the best-

intentioned human memory.

In the course of reading through these recollections, one repeatedly

encounters remarks and intimations about how the music of Shostakovich

spoke solace to Soviet listeners, how it helped to make tolerable, con-

ditions that often verged on the intolerable, how it offered spiritual con-

solation for the accumulated indignities of lives degraded by political

propaganda and corrupt officialdom.

This special quality of Shostakovich's music so intrigued Igor Sha-

farevich, noted Soviet mathematician, that it inspired him to make a

"study of that tragic genius, that pitiful wreck Shostakovich, who had

always fascinated him," because, as fellow dissident Alexander Solzheni-

tsyn put it, Shafarevich wanted "to understand how Shostakovich steals

into our souls and what it is he promises them—a task that cried out to

be done, but that no Soviet musicologist had carried out."26

How, indeed, was Shostakovich's music able to steal into the souls of

his Soviet listeners, and what did they understand it to promise them?

These questions simply cannot be answered without addressing the fun-

damental critical issue of how meaning in music is socially, culturally,
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and subjectively constructed. It is well to remember thai these meanings

are not inherent in the music itself hut change continuously, evolving

along with changes in culture and society, all the while assuming idio-

syncratic shapes peculiar to every individual in every time. This is the

perspective often neglected by interpreters of Shostakovich who read his

music as "notes in a hottle."

It is also well to remember that questions of meaning have enduring

force and validity only in association with artworks that reveal themselves

as masterfully wrought in a technical sense. Shostakovich's music as it

manifests itself qua music ought never to be disengaged from hermeneu-

tie discourse about what it means. The composer himself has implied

exactly this in the very same letter to Isaak Glikman, quoted earlier:

The pseudo-tragedy of the quartet is such that while composing it my tears

flowed as abundandy as urine after half a dozen beers. Since arriving back home,

I've tried playing it through a couple of times, and again the tears flowed. But

this time not only on account of the pseudo-tragedy but also from surprise at

the work's remarkable formal integrity.27

The composer's own words would seem to make clear that the meaning

he gleans from the Eighth Quartet, in its capacity as an artistic expres-

sion, had transcended those personalized and more limited meanings as-

sociated with the autobiographical subject matter he had employed in its

compositional process.

Beware interpretations of Shostakovich's music that decode its

"pseudo-tragedies" as analogues of the composer's personal life or as

glosses on the history of Soviet repression. The reception of Shostako-

vich's music and its aftereffects are facts in the social and political life of

the composer himself and his time, and they are inseparable from any

responsible attempt to interpret the meaning of his music. But an honest

interpretation concedes the innate capacity of an artwork to elude efforts

at confining its boundless potential for giving rise to meaning. Solomon

Volkov, whose work has spawned so many reductive interpretations of

the composer's music, once reported the following information relevant

to the issue:

Shostakovich has always reacted with the most extreme reluctance to attempts to

make direct—and simplistic!—correlations between his music and this or that

event in the life of the composer Dmitri Shostakovich as "a private individual."28

May those who would stake claim to the meaning of Shostakovich's mu-

sic pay close attention!

Bra mzrr i



342 / Malcolm Hamrick Brown

Notes

The earliest version of this article was presented as the keynote address for

the festival Dmitri Shostakovich on the 90th Anniversary of His Birth, at Califor-

nia State University, Long Beach, on 17 February 1996. Later variants and de-

velopments of it were presented on 1 November 1996 at Indiana University,

Bloomington, as part of the Commemoration of the 90th Anniversary of the Birth

of Shostakovich; on 19 March 1997 at The Florida State University; on 24 January

1997 at the College-Conservatory of Music, University of Cincinnati, as part of

the series Thinking About Music; on 14 April 2000 at the University of Tennes-

see-Martin, as the keynote address for the spring meeting of the South-Central

Chapter, American Musicological Society; and on 21 July 2001 at the Staunton

Music Festival in Staunton, Virginia. The revised version presented here is pub-

lished for the first time.

1. I was truly "anomalous." Only one other American exchange student had

ever attended the Moscow Conservatory before I arrived in early January and

remained through June 1962. Composer and musicologist Stanley Dale Krebs had

preceded me during a residency of about a year and a half in 1958-59. Krebs's

book, Soviet Composers and the Development ofSoviet Music (London: Allen and Un-

win, 1970; New York: Norton, 1970), grew out of his studies at the Conservatory

and represented the first wide-ranging scholarly book on the subject, antedating

Boris Schwarz's Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia by some two years (the first

edition of Schwarz's book was published in 1972, also by Allen and Unwin in

London and Norton in New York; an enlarged edition was published in 1983 by

Indiana University Press, Bloomington).

2. "Spasibo, spasibo. Blagodariu, blagodar/z/."

3. From a review dated 15 June 1944; reprinted in Virgil Thomson, The

Musical Scene (New York: Knopf, 1945), p. 278.

4. Copland, OurNew Music 1900-1960, rev. and enl. ed. (New York: Norton,

1968), pp. 83-84.

5. From a review of 18 October 1942; reprinted in Thomson, The Musical

Scene, p. 104.

6. Kfenek, "On Artists and Collaboration: A Symposium," Modem Music 22,

no. 1 (November-December 1944): 8.

7. Ulrich, Symphonic Music (New York: Columbia University Press, 1952),

p. 308.

8. Schoenberg to Olin Downes, night letter of 11 March 1949, in Arnold

Schoenberg Cotrespondence, compiled and annotated by Egbert Ennulat (Metuchen,

N.J.: Scarecrow, 1991), p. 259.

9. Shostakovich quoted in Pravda, 17 June 1956; reprinted in D. Shostako-

vich, vremeni i sebe 1926-1975 [About the times and about myself], comp. M.

Iakovlev, ed. G. Pribegina (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1980), p. 190.

10. Schoenberg, Style and Idea, ed. Leonard Stein, trans. Leo Black (New York:

St. Martin's, 1975), p. 124.

11. "Verny syn Kommunisticheskoi partii, . . . khudozhnik-grazhdanin. . . .

[povedavshii] vsemu mini o nesgibaemoi sile sovetskikh liudei. . . . On cherpal
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vdokhnovenie \ nashei sovetskoi deistvitel'nosti, . . . utverzhdal i razvival iskusstvo

sotsialisticheskogo-realizma.'
1

Phrases selected from the composer's obituary issued

by the leadership of the Communist Party and the Union of Soviet Composers,

Brezhnev's and Andropov's names in the first two positions, as published in Sov

ttskaia muzyka, no. g (September 1975): 6-7.

12. Sec Craig R. Whitney, "Shostakovich Memoir Shock to Kin," New York

Times, 13 November [979, p. C7. See also
tt

Zhalkaia poddelka: O tak nazyvaemyidi

memuarakh I). I). Shostakovicha"
|
\ pitiful fake: About the so-called memoirs of

D. D. Shostakovich], a letter to the editor signed by V. Basner, M. Vainberg, K.

Karaev, Yu. Levitin, B. Tishchenko, and K. Khachaturian, in Literaturnaia gazeta,

no. 4- (14 November 1979): 8. A complete English translation of this letter is

published as selection 4 in the present volume. See also Norhert Kuchinkc and

Felix Schmidt, an interview with Maxim Shostakovich, "Why I Fled from Russia,"

trans. Gillian Macdonald, Sunday Times (London), 17 May 1981, p. 35.

13. All of these quotations are from the preface to Testimony, pp. xiv-xvii. See

also Fay, "Volkov's Testimony Reconsidered," chapter 2 in the present volume.

14. Quote is in Volkov's preface to Testimony, footnote, p. xvii.

15. Volkov writes that he became a senior editor at Sovetskaia muzyka after he

moved to Moscow in 1972. I have looked through every issue of the journal,

starting in 1965 and continuing through 1976, the year of Volkov's emigration,

and found his name only as a byline to nine items. The first item appeared in

1970, the remaining eight in 1973 and 1974. There follows a complete listing of

news items and articles associated with the name Solomon Volkov found in Sov-

etskaia muzyka 1970 through 1974; all issues in the period from 1965 to 1976 were

searched:

• S. Volkov, a report on "the week of musical Leningrad in Riga," dedicated

to the one-hundredth birthday of Lenin, published in the section headed

"Pis'ma iz gorodov" [Letters from the cities], under the subheading, "Riga,"

Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 8 (August 1970): 61-62.

• S. Volkov, "Interv'iu s Bernkhardom Biuttnerom" [An interview with Bern-

hard Biittner], Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 10 (October 1973): 130-31.
• S. Volkov, a short review of two German song collections, Inge Lammel's

Das Arbeitlied and Lammel's Lieder der Partei, published under the general

heading, "Na muzykal'noi orbite" [In musical orbitj, Sovetskaia muzyka, no.

10 (October 1973): 133.
• S. Volkov, "Vospominanie o 'Leningradskoi Vesne' " [A recollection of the

"Leningrad Spring (Festival)"], Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 1 (January 1974): 14-

22.

• S. Volkov, an introductory essay under the general heading, "K 100-letiiu so

dnia rozhdeniia Vs. E. MeierkhoPda" [To the 100th anniversary of the birth

of Vs(evolod) E(miFevich) Meyerhold], preceding D. Shostakovich, "Iz vos-

pominanii" [From my recollections], Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 3 (March 1974):

53-54. Paragraphs 2-6 at the beginning of chapter 3 of Testimony, pp. 77-78,

are derived from this issue of Sovetskaia muzyka, p. 54, paragraphs 1-4.

• S. V, "Krizis ISCM" [A crisis in ISCM], Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 4 (April 1974):

30-31. Note at the bottom of page 30: "Material translated and reworked by

P. Veis, S. Volkov, M. Volodina, and I. Medvedeva.
• S. Volkov, "Avtorskii vecher D. Shostakovicha" [A composer's soiree for D.

Shostakovich], a review of the first performance in Leningrad, in the Small
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Hall of the Conservatory, 30 October 1973, of Shostakovich's Shest' stikhot-

vorenii Mariny Tsvetaevoi op. 143a [Six verses of Marina Tsvetaeva op. 143;
orchestrated as op. 143a], Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 5 (May 1974): 88-89.

• S. Volkov, "Muzykanty Estonii v gostiakh u tvorcheskoi molodiozhi Moskvy"
[Estonian musicians as guests of Moscow's gifted young musicians], Sovetskaia

muzyka, no. 6 (June 1974): 77-78.
• S. Volkov, "Glinka v Augsburge, ili 100 let spustia; replik" [Glinka in Augs-
burg, or 100 years later; a rejoinder], Sovetskaia muzyka, no. 11 (November

1974): 127-28.

Volkov's name could not be found in the 1975 or 1976 issues of Sovetskaia muzyka.

He emigrated from the USSR in 1976.

16. Luba Edlina-Dubinsky recounted this anecdote to me and to a group of

colleagues and friends, including Marina Rytsareva, Leslie Kearney, Eric Onore,

and John Clower, on the evening of 26 February 1999. She granted permission

to publish it here.

17. Laurel Fay, "Soviet Music and the Gorbachev Thaw," Keynote 11, no. 6

(August 1987): 13.

18. Ian MacDonald, The New Shostakovich (Boston: Northeastern University

Press, 1990).

19. Ibid., p. 129.

20. Shostakovich in Sovetskaia muzyka 1, no. 3 (1933); reprinted in vremeni

i sebe 1926-1975 [About the times and about myself, 1926-1975], comp. M.
Yakovlev, ed. G. Pribegina (Moscow: Sovetskii kompozitor, 1980), p. 34. I am
grateful to Richard Taruskin for calling this passage to my attention.

21. Schoenberg, Style and Idea, ed. Leonard Stein, trans. Leo Black (New York:

St. Martin's, 1975), p. 124.

22. Dubinsky gives an account of this same story that differs in some details

in his published memoir, Stormy Applause: Making Music in a Worker's State (New
York: Hill and Wang, 1980), pp. 282-84. Valentin Berlinsky also recalls the same

event, but with much less detail; see Elizabeth Wilson's Shostakovich: A Life Re-

membered (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 246.

23. D, Es, C, H are the German pitch names corresponding to the German
transliteration of Shostakovich's initials, that is, D. Sch.

24. Shostakovich to Glikman, 19 July i960, Pis'ma k drugu: Pis'ma D. D. Shos-

takovicha k I.D. Glikmanu [Letters to a friend: The letters of Dmitri Shostakovich

to Isaak Glikman], edited, and with commentary, by Isaak Davydovich Glikman

(Moscow: Izdatel'stvo "DSCH," 1993)], p. 159. I quote from the Russian edition

in my own translation. An English edition of the letters has been published: Sto?y

ofa Friendship: The Letters ofDmitri Shostakovich to Isaak Glikman, 1941-1975, trans.

Anthony Phillips, with commentary by Isaak Glikman (London: Faber, 2001).

25. My review of Wilson's book appeared in the Slavic and East European Jour-

nal 40, no. 1 (spring 1996): 192-93. It is reprinted in the present volume, selection

19.

26. Solzhenitsyn, Bodalsia telionok s dubom [The calf butted with the oak tree]

(Paris: YMCA Press, 1975), pp. 433-34; English translation here from The Oak

and the Calf, trans. Harry Willetts (New York: Harper & Row, 1980), p. 405.

27. See note 23, above. Immediately following on this uncharacteristically im-
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modest statement, the composer writes, "Still and all, regarding the latter, some

degree of self-satisfaction m.n be involved, which will probabl) pass quickh and

I'll suttcr .1 hangover ol self-criticism.

"

i% S. Volkov, "Avtorskii vecher D. Shostakovicha" [A soiree devoted to the

music of D. Shostakovich], Sovctskaia muzyka, no. 5 (May 19-4): ss 89.
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Laurel Fay's Shostakovich: A Life (2000)

SIMON MORRISON

ane of the most provocative sentiments expressed in Shos-

takovich: A Life concerns not the biography of the composer but his mu-

sic. In the concluding chapter Laurel Fay ascribes the popularity of Shos-

takovich's scores to their accessibility, their "audible links to the

traditions of the past" (pp. 286-87). Though her biography necessarily

addresses Soviet Realpolitik, Fay intimates that, whereas the memory of

the Soviet Union will mercifully fade, the composer's music will un-

doubtedly endure. In a marked improvement over the current state of

affairs, in which the evaluation of Shostakovich's music is fettered by

lingering Cold War biases, over time fewer and fewer people will asso-

ciate it with totalitarian politics, and more attention will be paid to the

traditions behind it.

In accord with this sentiment, Fay's biography offers a multifaceted

portrait of its subject, arguably the sole compositional genius to emerge

from the Soviet Union. The conventional interpretation of his life posits

that he alternately mollified and enraged the apparatchiki, alternately ma-

neuvered and stood his ground. Fay, the leading anglophone scholar of

The original review appeared as "Shostakovich:A Life, by Laurel E. Fay. Oxford

and New York: Oxford University Press, 2000. xxii, 458 pp.," Journal of'the Amer-

ican Musicological Society 53, no. 2 (summer 2000): 426-36. The review has been

subject to minor editing and updating. Reprinted with permission.
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Soviet music, complicates this assertion, demonstrating that Shostakcn ich

was an inconstant artist, at once brave and timid, self-confident and sclf-

doubting, who bund the boundary between conformity and resistance

tenuous in the extreme. Moreover, she shows that, just as "people, ideas,

and tacts that became unpalatable were routinely 'airbrushed' out of ex

istence in the later Soviet sources" in order to demonstrate the com-

poser's loyalty to the regime (p. 5), post-Soviet sources show an equally

problematic tendency to suppress inconvenient details in order to dem-

onstrate his dissidence. In this regard, her biography nuances the asser-

tion of such senior Russian musicologists as Mark Aranovsky, who re-

cently declared that the composer "actively resisted the totalitarian

regime" throughout his career, with the performance of music offering

a "moment oftruth" to Soviet audiences. 1 Skeptical of the post-Cold War
rush toward exculpatory revisionism, Fay endeavors to foreground the

ambiguities of Shostakovich's public and private personae. One of the

challenges she faced in writing the biography is articulated on page 216,

where she reports that the composer's unexpected application for mem-
bership in the Communist Party in i960 led to an emotional breakdown

and contemplation of suicide. The explanations he gave to his colleagues

about these events, Fay points out, are contradictory.

The biography took fifteen years to write but, given the level of detail,

it could have taken longer. Supplementing the core narrative—fifteen

chapters covering 287 pages—are 57 pages of notes (many of which con-

tain revisionist historical minutiae), an accurate work list, a useful an-

notated glossary of names, and a comprehensive bibliography. Fay relies

extensively7 on primary sources collected in the glasnost' era and on sec-

ondary sources published after the fall of the Soviet Union. Had the book

been conceived more recently, one could have interpreted it as a non-

polemical refutation of the highly polemical writings of Dmitri Feofanov,

Allan Ho, and Ian MacDonald in support of an anti-Soviet Shostakovich.

These authors aspire primarily to exonerate the 1979 publication Testi-

mony: The Memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich, as related to and edited by

Solomon Volkov. In a 1980 review article in the Russian Review, Fay

(relying in part on the findings of Simon Karlinsky) challenged the au-

thenticity and veracity of the memoirs. Her argument constituted a pow-

erful indictment of the book as at least a partial forgery, and has found

support in a recent article written by Shostakovich's widow. 2 Volkov has

not directly refuted Fay's findings, though a "case for the defense" has

been presented by Allen Ho and Dmitri Feofanov in their militant pub-

lication titled Shostakovich Reconsidered, to which Ian MacDonald has con-
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tributed a preponderance of the essays. 3 In their attacks against not only

Fay but also Richard Taruskin and, to a lesser extent, Malcolm Brown,

they exhibit a similar thinking. To cite the scathing satire of the Stalinist

judicial system by the emigre writer Abram Tertz, The Trial Begins [Sud

idet], they "took up [their] spades as one man."4

Rather than engage with this group, Fay remains resolutely above the

fray. In Shostakovich: A Life she only indirectly addresses her opponents.

In the introduction she comments that,

writing about Shostakovich remains laced with political and moral subtexts. At

its most extreme, it simply replaces one orthodoxy with another, reversing the

polarities of the old, shopworn Soviet cliches: the true-believing Communist

citizen-composer is inverted into an equally unconvincing caricature of a life-

long closet dissident, (p. 2)

Of Testimony, she simply notes that,

even were its claim to authenticity not in doubt, [it] would still furnish a poor

source for the serious biographer. The embittered, "death-bed" disclosures of

someone ravaged by illness, with festering psychological wounds and scores to

settle, are not to be relied upon for accuracy, fairness, or balance when re-creating

the impact of the events of a lifetime as they actually occurred, (p. 4)

Fay does not belabor the point. Having expressed her aversion to polar-

ities, she turns to her chief concern: reviewing the available facts

—

double-, triple-, and cross-checked—of Shostakovich's existence.

Through judicious citation, she subsequently demonstrates that the re-

cently published diaries and reminiscences of Flora Litvinova and Daniel

Zhitomirsky, as well as the letters from the composer to Isaak Glikman

and Boris Tishchenko, superseded Testimony as a biographical source,

both by supplying greater detail and by calling into question several of

its narratives. Thus the hotly debated issue of its "authenticity" and "ve-

racity" in effect becomes moot: whoever actually authored Testimony,

whatever the relationship between its voice and Shostakovich's private

and unknowable psychology, it is comparatively uninformative. 5

Fay's narrative is devoid of hyperbole. She clearly has no intention

of writing an NKVD or KGB thriller6 or to engage in the arguably

disingenuous exercise of trying to represent what most of us, thankfully,

cannot imagine: the tremendous psychological pressure under which

Shostakovich and his compatriots at times had to live and work. Instead,

her prose is a model of concision, the arrangement of sentences and

paragraphs offering different angles on events, the sober, lapidary re-
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portage foregrounding the irrational, abnormal nature of the historical

bets. Sensitive to the (act that memoirs, in their re-animation of the past

through later experiences, invent as w ell as recall, Fay attempts, whenever

possible, to compare and contrast multiple contemporaneous narratives.

For example, in a seemingly innocuous passage concerning the earliest

manifestation of Shostakovich's musical talent, Fay first quotes from a

transcription of a 1041 discussion between the composer and his librettist

Victor Smirnov, printed in TeatraVnaia nedelia; qualifies it with a refer-

ence to an interview by Sofia Khentova, printed in 1996 in VmireShos-

takovicba [In Shostakovich's world]; reinterprets it with a quotation from

the reminiscences of his mother, "Moi syn" [My son], printed in 1976

in Smena; and then embellishes it with information taken from the com-

poser's 1956 essay, "Dumy o proidyonnom puti" [Thoughts about the

path traversed], printed in Sovetskaia mazyka, cross-referenced with a re-

lated essay from 1981. One paragraph—five references (p. 9). This is

exceptionally thorough—and exceptionally patient—research.

Her attention to detail allows her to isolate conflicting recollections,

rectify attributions, and correct dates. (Fay not only identifies numerous

mistakes in Khentova's two-volume Russian-language biography of the

composer, 7 she isolates several instances where Shostakovich bought time

to fulfill official commissions by delaying and canceling promised pre-

mieres, or diverted the funds from such hack work to the scores he really

wanted to write.) More pertinent, the attention to detail offers the reader

insights into the inner workings of Soviet society during the cultural

battles of the 1920s, the Stalinist purges of the 1930s, and the Khrushchev

thaw of the 1960s. 8 Fay tacks swiftly between descriptions of Shostako-

vich's creative labors and bureaucratic chores, his public and private life.

Among the novelties of the biography are the revelations about the com-

poser's public service: Fay reports that Shostakovich was elected a deputy

of Leningrad's October District in 1934 (pp. 78-79), a representative to

the Leningrad City Council in 1939 (p. 1 1 1), and a deputy to the RSFSR
Supreme Soviet from Leningrad's Dzerzhinsky District in 1951 (p. 181).

It is quite startling to learn that, during the most trying years of his life,

he devoted his spare time to neighborhood apartment upkeep and pen-

sion disbursements. Her descriptions of Shostakovich's home life and

personal foibles—morbid self-criticism, verbal tics, chain smoking, and

occasional binge drinking—are mediated by chilling, estranging remind-

ers of the psychological traumas, "the terror," in her words, "that had

warped his life" (p. 219). However, like the leading Russian historian

Katerina Clark, Fay recognizes that the story of Stalin's repressions "has
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been told many times before."9 Her work aims to build on such accounts

while affording them greater cultural and historical complexity. Her bi-

ography is a search for texture.

This point is perhaps best illustrated by Fay's description of the cen-

tral event, the peripeteia, of Shostakovich's career: the publication on 28

January and 6 February 1936 of the unsigned editorials "Muddle instead

of Music" [Sumbur vmesto muzyki] and "Balletic Falsehood" [Baletnaia

faPsh] in Pravda, the official Communist Party newspaper. The first of

these articles condemned the opera Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda [Lady

Macbeth of the Mtsensk District] op. 29 (1930-32) for "leftist deviation"

and "Meyerholditis," and the second attacked the ballet The Sparkling

Stream [Svetlyi ruchei] op. 39 (1934-35) f°r *ts inaccurate portrayals of

collective farm workers and its recycled music. Fay reveals that Shosta-

kovich was at first less worried by the Pravda scandal than is often as-

sumed; in other words, people commonly perceived his immediate re-

action to the scandal based on hindsight, on knowing what followed. He
was in the northern port city of Arkhangelsk when the first editorial

appeared, and he responded sedately, by asking the musicologist Ivan

Sollertinsky, his closest friend, to register him for a newspaper clipping

service. As a supplement to the eyewitness accounts of the Pravda scandal

compiled by Elizabeth Wilson in Shostakovich: A Life Remembered10—an-

other first-rate English-language book on the composer—Fay observes

that it "exacted a predictable toll on the number of performances of his

works" and that "at times he was reduced to living in debt, reminiscent

of his poverty-stricken student days" (p. 94). Shostakovich's anxieties, she

continues, were increased by the burdens of fatherhood: his first wife

Nina had just given birth to their daughter. In one of many excerpts that

illustrate the composer's gallows humor, the reader is also told that, by

the beginning of June 1936, he had recovered sufficiently from the Pra-

vda scandal to be "able to joke with Sollertinsky and a group of his

Leningrad compatriots about whether he should name his daughter

'Sumburina' or 'Falshetta' (feminine names derived from the key words

in the titles of the two Pravda editorials)" (p. 92).

The focus on the specific details of the Pravda scandal does not ob-

scure the big picture. Fay asserts that, whereas the attack against Lady

Macbeth "was by no means the first time the debate over formalism had

been engaged" (p. 87), it followed directly on the heels of the establish-

ment of the Ail-Union Committee for Arts Affairs, whose function was

to ensure that Soviet artists upheld the official doctrine of Socialist Re-

alism. Not only the composer but also those critics who had championed



Laurel Fay's Shostakovich: \ Ufa (2000) / 351

his works came under tiro, and one can only marvel at the boldness of

the novelist Maxim Gorky—one of the architects of Socialist Realism

and of the theater director Vsevolod Meyerhold for speaking out on the

composer's behalf. Meyerhold's subsequent arrest and execution em-

blematize the senseless tragedy of the Stalinist period. One underutilized

source in Fay's summary of the Pravda scandal is the recent findings of

Leonid Maximenkov, who maintains that Shostakovich had been an un-

witting instigator of the bureaucratic restructuring that led to the public

condemnation of his own opera. Shostakovich, Maximenkov argues, had

been one of several artists who had advocated the dissolution in 1932 of

the "proletariat" musical establishments of Soviet Russia—the Moscow
Conservator}7 Production Collective, the Organization of Revolutionary

Composers and Musical Activists, and especially the Russian Association

of Proletarian Musicians—which had become bureaucratic thorns in

more than one side. 11 In summarizing the Kremlin intrigue that preceded

and succeeded the dissolution, Maximenkov reports that Platon Ker-

zhentsev, a high-ranking cultural official, decided to mount an attack on

formalism in the arts. His "personal priority" had initially been dramatic

theater, but "for several reasons Shostakovich's opera seemed a conven-

ient target" for him. 12 Thus, rather than weakening the anti-Western and

anti-modernist currents in Soviet musical life, the bureaucratic restruc-

turing that Shostakovich had supported actually strengthened them.

Fay, as noted, does not provide this information in her discussion of

Lady Macbeth, though, to be sure, she refers to Maximenkov in her com-

ments about the possible authorship of the Pravda editorials (p. 304 n.

67). Evidently his claims could not be verified. She instead turns her

attention to the complex history of the Fourth Symphony in C Minor

op. 43 (1934/35-36), the composition that suffered most from the Pravda

scandal. Shostakovich began writing the symphony in 1934, abandoned

it, and then began it again in 1935. His progress on the second version

was interrupted by the Pravda scandal, but he managed to complete it

two months later. Fay provides solid critique of the conflicting accounts

as to why he withdrew the score from public performance but, to her,

"the more intriguing question is not why it was withdrawn but how it

came as close to public performance as it did" (p. 96). Despite being

"jam-packed with formalism," 13 the Fourth Symphony had been exten-

sively rehearsed for an 11 December 1936 performance.

Most scholars contend that, following the condemnation oi Lady Mac-

beth, Shostakovich's career became a juggling act. In Marina Sabinina's

view, "the composer often, as it were, made amends for presumed bold-
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ness with a lethargic and insipid 'Socialist Realist' composition. For ex-

ample, Loyalty [Vemosf op. 137 (1970)], a cycle of choral ballads to verses

by Evgeny Dolmatovsky, was written after the Fourteenth Symphony op.

135 (1969).

"

14 Through deft detective work, Fay illuminates the comic

and tragic events behind this and other odd juxtapositions in Shostako-

vich's oeuvre. These include the pairings of the oratorio Song of the Forests

\Pesn" lesakh] op. 81 (1949) with the Twenty-Four Preludes and Fugues

op. 87 (195 1), and the cantata Nad rodinoi imshei solntse siiaet [The sun

shines over our motherland] op. 90 (1952) with the Chetyre monologa na

stikhi A. Pnshkina [Four monologues on texts by A. Pushkin] op. 91

(1952). Most striking, perhaps, is the proximity of the Party-line operetta

Moskva, Cheiyomushki [Moscow, the "Bird-Cherry" Precinct] op. 105

(1958)—referring to the "heroic" construction of apartment blocks in

the southwest of the capital in the Cheryomushki Precinct 15—and the

more politically elusive Eleventh Symphony in G Minor, "The Year

1905" [1905 god] op. 103 (1957). Fay concludes her assessment of this

last score by positing that it deals neither with the 1905 workers' uprising

against Tsar Nicholas II, as its subtitle suggests, nor with the brutal

Soviet quelling of the 1956 Hungarian uprising, as its date suggests, but

instead with the "timeless and universal" theme of "the evils of tyranny

and oppression" (p. 202). The distinction is significant: in Fay's reading,

the Eleventh Symphony deals with pacifism, not militarism. Devoid of

the intonations that would certify it as pro- or anti-Soviet, it depicts war

as a natural phenomenon, beyond individual human governance. 16

Though it cannot be proven that Shostakovich was not in some way

reacting to the events of 1956 (or, for that matter, 1905), the symphony

appears to take and condemn all sides in all struggles. The music's am-

biguities serve as an object lesson, explaining why Shostakovich, through-

out his career, was at once commended by the Soviet government and

badgered as a threat to its stability.

In amending the historical record, Fay stresses that, rather than avoid-

ing operatic composition after 1937, Shostakovich sought to regain his

former footing on the lyric stage. The reader learns, for example, that

after successfully rehabilitating Lady Macbeth in 1963 (in a politically pal-

atable version entitled Katerina Izmailova), he immediately decided to

compose a new opera. "In February 1964," Fay points out, he "confirmed

rumors that the opera he was planning was based on Mikhail Sholokhov's

Quiet Don [Tikhii Don]" The novel had served as the source text for the

1934 "song opera" of the same name by Ivan Dzerzhinsky, "the very one

that had profited from the banishment of Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda
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[Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District] from the stage in 1936" (p. 242).

Why would he make such a perverse choice to mark his operatic reha-

bilitation? Fay does not provide an answer, hut this episode almost cries

out for creative speculation. Sholokhov's novel, it turns out, is a highly

unusual example of Socialist-Realist fiction (that is, Socialist-Realist fic-

tion of the Stalinist period). Rather than preordained, the ending is un-

expected; rather than tracking the Marxist-Leninist reeducation of a

"positive" hero, the novel explores romantic themes and probes psy-

chology. 1 " Quiet Don, to crudely paraphrase the last line of text in the

Thirteenth Symphony, arguably provided Shostakovich with the means

to "pursue" his operatic career by "not pursuing it." Fay herself comes

close to making this very claim when she explains why the composer, on

the advice of the one-time Central Committee member Dmitri Shepilov,

eventually shelved the project: "His dilemma was that he was supposed

to be writing an opera to celebrate the anniversary of Soviet power about

a hero who did not embrace Soviet power!" (pp. 242-43).

If Shostakovich ever resorted to subterfuge, it perhaps manifested

itself in his willingness to allow the Russian musical past to oversee the

Soviet musical present. His most introspective symphonic movements

allude to Russian Orthodox Church music, to folk music, and to such

composers as Tchaikovsky and Musorgsky (whose Boris Godunov and

Khovanshchina he re-orchestrated). Furthermore, his use of the motto

secretly referring to his own name (DS [E-flat] CH [B-natural]) in the

Eighth String Quartet in C Minor op. no (i960) has been interpreted

as a personal protest. Only one of his compositions explicitly critiques

the regime: the cantata The Antiformalist Peepshow \Antiformalisticheskii

rayok\ without opus number (?iQ48-?68). Before describing its contents,

Fay considers the political events that inspired it. Of these, the principal

event was the 10 February 1948 Central Committee resolution that con-

demned Vano Muradeli's opera, The Great Friendship [Velikaia driizhba]

(1947) for ideological deficiencies and that allowed Andrei Zhdanov, the

Soviet Minister of Culture, to launch a massive crackdown on Soviet

musical activity. Nicknamed the Zhdanovshchina, this crackdown resulted

in the prohibition of performances of the music of Shostakovich, Pro-

kofiev, Aram Khachaturian, and others; deprived them of income; and

removed them from positions of power. Fay offers the reader unsettling

new details about the crisis. She reports, for example, that the "lessons"

of the 1948 resolution "were subsequently simplified and reinforced by

the publication and production at the Moscow Art Theater in 1949 of a

contemporary play about the downfall and eventual redemption of a 'for-
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malist' composer; the protagonist was widely perceived to represent

Shostakovich" (p. 161). To the familiar accounts of the composer's abject

public acts of contrition, moreover, Fay adds a painful detail: "his ten-

year-old son was made to vilify his father during a music school exam"

(P . 162).

Fay then considers the cantata itself and its genesis. A peepshow, or

rayok,* is an example of "home theater" [domashnyi teatr], a private work

performed by friends and family. The libretto makes wicked fun of the

locution of Shostakovich's bureaucratic tormentors, especially that of

Shepilov, who had trouble pronouncing the names of even such familiar

composers as Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov (in one of his soporific speeches

on music and ideology, he placed the stress in the surname on the a).

Fay indicates where details are fuzzy and evidence suspect in the eye-

witness accounts of the creation of the score. Though, as usual, her nar-

rative includes suggestions for further research; she cautions that, in the

case of Peepshow , fact-finding missions might prove counterproductive:

Contemplating [Peepshow] primarily as a "composed" work, with fixed dates of

composition, may not be the most helpful approach. The spoof bears all the

hallmarks of the Russian genre of kapustnik, & party skit, a diversion that might

have been improvised, expanded, and embellished through many private "per-

formances" over a long period of time. (p. 165)

The composer, Fay implies, neither conceived the cantata in direct re-

sponse to the formalist purge of 1948 nor intended it for posterity.

Herein lies the central thesis of her biography: Shostakovich actively

resented, rather than actively resisted, the Soviet regime. He wanted to

be left alone to work. His were neither the politics of conformity nor

the politics of resistance but rather the politics of artistic and personal

survival.

Biographies of artists are not necessarily biographies of their works:

Fay discusses in detail neither Shostakovich's scores nor his aesthetic

theories (such as biomechanics and montage, aligned with Proletkult and

Constructivist Theater) that had influenced them. However, by stressing

caricature and the grotesque as integral features of Shostakovich's com-

positional persona—features stamped into his consciousness like genetic

codes—she alludes to something crucial to the evaluation of his scores:

their resistance to analytical and interpretive paradigms. Fay declares

that, during the 1920s and 1930s, Shostakovich "remained aloof from the

intrigues and the cliques that plagued Leningrad's musical life" (p. 57).
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In The Nose [Nos] op. 15 (1927-28), a three-ad opera based on Nikolai

Gogol's 1836 short story, Shostakovich satirized the ideological platforms

of the two rival musical institutions in the city: the Association of Con-

temporary Music and the aforementioned Russian Association of Prole-

tarian Musicians. As affirmed by the rancorous press debate that followed

its premiere. The Nose rejected accepted dramaturgical principle by in-

cluding unusual instruments in the orchestra, using recitative patterns

derived from vernacular speech, and replacing serious acting with pan-

tomime. To an extent, the dismantling and downgrading of conventional

forms in the opera capture the spirit of the source text, an absurdist

morality tale set in a world in decay. 18 The assertion is not so much that

Shostakovich combined "high" and "low" musical genres in the opera,

but that he brought grotesque caricature into the realm of social—rather

than socialist—realism.

A comparable practice is found in a composition at the end of Shos-

takovich's oeuvre: the Fifteenth Symphony in A Major op. 141 (1971).

Owing to its allusions to his earlier scores and quotations from such

disparate works as Rossini's William Tell Overture and Wagner's Ring

cycle, this work has puzzled commentators since its first performance.

Fay comments that,

while Shostakovich vouchsafed no program for the symphony, after [it] was

screened at the Composers' Union in the fall of 1971, he inflamed speculation

by describing the first movement by means of metaphors of childhood, likening

it to "a toy store." At least one critic [Matias Sokolsky] found the implication of

carefree innocence here deceptive, concluding that if this was a toy store, at the

very least it was one that had been locked up for the night and whose toys were

clearly inclined to mutiny against the tyranny of the evil store owner, (p. 272)

The symphony beguiled Sokolsky and others because it was not inter-

nally consistent with Shostakovich's corpus as a whole—at least as Soviet

music critics had assessed that corpus. The quotation of the Rossini galop

in the first movement, like the quotation of the Ring's "Fate" motif in

the fourth movement, is a gesture that disrupts the overall system of

musical representation. Through their collusion, and through the inter-

locking of tonal and post-tonal passages, Shostakovich not only denies

symphonic norms, he also denies deviations from those norms. 19 Owing

to the obfuscation of the borders between genres and syntaxes, the Fif-

teenth Symphony cannot be heard as an artifact of a single time and

place, that is, as an artifact of a monological political system. Rather, it



356 / Simon Morrison

leaves future audiences to append their own idiosyncratic interpretations

to its content—a catharsis that the symphony, and its composer, doubt-

less warrants.

But such points are, sadly, lost on Fay's detractors. For amending the

factual record of Shostakovich's life, for straightening ideological slants,

she has suffered a storm of invective in the mainstream press. Some

reviews of Shostakovich: A Life have denounced the book's emphasis on

research findings over titillating political intrigue. 20 (Post-)Cold Warrior

protestations aside, Fay has produced a biography that, for the first time,

places Shostakovich in accurate historical and cultural context. Her doc-

umentary work is of value precisely because questions of intention will

probably continue to inform audience experiences of the composer's mu-

sic, and because of the troubling and perplexing nature of his career.

Beyond maintaining the highest scholarly standards, Fay affirms what

Elena Basner, the widow of one of the composer's proteges, wrote about

the anglophone Shostakovich debate:

I feel sorry for those people—musicians and non-musicians—for whom, given a

phenomenon such as Shostakovich, the most important question is whether he

was "pro-Soviet" or "anti-Soviet." ... I am sorry for those who are told that "the

finale of Shostakovich's Fifth Symphony is not a hymn to the triumph of good

over evil, but, in fact, the exact opposite," and that "the scherzo of the Tenth

Symphony was conceived as a musical portrait of Stalin!" What a primitive, pro-

tozoan level of understanding! And how vulgar. 21
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When Serious Music Mattered

On Shostakovich and Three Recent Books (2001)

RICHARD TARUSKIN

The big signal fact of Dmitri Shostakovich's career was his eventual

status as the one and only Soviet artist to be claimed equally, and equally

ardently, by the official establishment and the rising counterculture alike.

The achievement was not his alone. It was the convoluted result of the

enormous talent he was dealt, the all-too-interesting times in which he

lived, the nature of the art in which he worked, and his capacity to

maintain a poker face. His music was at once an irresistible expressive

conveyance and a tabula rasa on which all and sundry could inscribe their

various messages with a minimum of resistance.

Shostakovich became, in sum, the very embodiment of existential

doubleness, a distinction that magnified his significance far beyond the

frontiers of the society he served, and far beyond the confines of the

aesthetic. The enormous burgeoning of worldwide interest in him since

his death in 1975 has been a token of the twentieth century's anxious

Originally published as "Double Trouble," New Republic, 24 December 2001,

pp. 26-34. Updated and reprinted with permission.
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efforts to come to terms with us ghastly historical Legacj efforts that

will inevitably continue far into the twenty-first. As they do so, Shosta

kovich will surely overtake Schoenberg and Stravinsky for recognition as

"the most consequential composer of the twentieth century," which is

what Susan McClary, a leader in postmodernist (or "new") musicology,

somewhat surprisingly persisted in calling- Schoenberg at a recent sym-

posium organized in his honor by the Los Angeles Philharmonic.

Schoenberg's and Stravinsky's consequences were of course immense.

But they were felt mainly within the world of music composition—the

world treated as the entire subject of music history only by "old" must

cologists. Shostakovich was consequential within far more consequential

domains, those of music's meaning and its social reception. These have

become the subject matter of a newer, far more consequential musicol-

ogy,

Stravinsky tried to insulate his art from questions about its meaning.

Those famous, and for a long time hugely influential, fighting words

from his 1936 autobiography
—

"music is, by its very nature, essentially

powerless to express anything at all"—are no longer taken seriously by

any serious musician. They can serve now as a memento of their time,

when artists—especially uprooted aristocrats like Stravinsky—were fran-

tic to protect their creative autonomy from totalitarian threat. Schoen-

berg, believing that art had a history separable from that of the social

world, and believing that that history imposed inexorable obligations on

serious artists, tried to insulate his art from social reception. He orga-

nized the Society for Private Performances in Vienna, where significant

works of new music were disseminated among musicians so as to further

the stylistic and technical evolution that history mandated in an atmo-

sphere uncontaminated by publicity. It provided the conceptual model

and inspiration for the retreat of advanced musical composition into uni-

versities and think tanks after the Second World War. It was a self-

deluded, self-defeating mission. "Autonomy" (which was not only guar-

anteed but enforced) metamorphosed into sheer irrelevance.

Like most members of my generation, I was reared musically and

musicologically in this atmosphere. I was taught to disdain the artistic

products of societies in which the creative autonomy of artists was not

guaranteed. The only time I recall hearing the music of Shostakovich in

the classroom during my undergraduate years and those when I attended

graduate seminars (roughly the 1960s) was when the "invasion" episode

from his Seventh ("Leningrad") Symphony was juxtaposed with Bartok's
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mockery of it in his Concerto for Orchestra, and we were all invited to

mock along. Then, I suppose, we went back to analyzing Schoenberg's

technical innovations.

Soon afterward I was forced to revise my opinion, not only about

Shostakovich but also about my own education in music. I spent the

academic year 1971-72 as an exchange student at the Moscow Conser-

vatory, researching a dissertation on Russian opera in the 1860s. The
better part of my time, in every sense of the. word, was spent socializing

with my Soviet counterparts and attending concert and opera perform-

ances. Naturally many of those events were devoted to the works of

Shostakovich. At one concert I heard the Seventh Symphony, performed

under Kirill Kondrashin in the Conservatory's fabled Great Hall. I knew

the work not only as the butt of Bartok's sarcasm but also as the object

of one of Virgil Thomson's snottiest reviews. Connoisseurs of musical

invective knew Thomson's text almost by heart. It opened with the re-

mark that "whether one is able to listen without mind-wandering to the

Seventh Symphony of Dmitri Shostakovich probably depends on the ra-

pidity of one's musical perceptions; it seems to have been written for the

slow-witted, the not very musical and the distracted"; and it ended with

an immortal insult: "That he has so deliberately diluted his matter,

adapted it, by both excessive simplification and excessive repetition, to

the comprehension of a child of eight, indicates that he is willing to write

down to a real or fictitious psychology of mass consumption in a way

that may eventually disqualify him for consideration as a serious com-

poser." 1

Since deriding this symphony was a badge of musical sophistication

where I came from, I glanced at appropriate moments at my Soviet com-

panions, hoping to exchange a wink. But, no. My friends, who were at

least as learned and intelligent as I, and who were normally just as ir-

reverent about everything students were supposed to be irreverent about,

were mesmerized. I glanced around the hall and noticed my scholarly

adviser, a deeply erudite musicologist, and also some composition stu-

dents I knew from the dormitory who were studying with Denisov and

Schnittke, the touted nonconformists of the day, and even (privately)

with Filip Gershkovich, the shadowy ex-Webernite who was keeping the

sputtering flame of modernism alive somewhere in darkest Moscow.

They, too, were in a trance.

These were not eight-year-olds. There was nothing wrong with their

musical perceptions. For their quick wits and musicality I could certainly

vouch. The awful thought struck me that they valued this music, which
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I had been taught to despise, more highly than I valued any music, and

that Shostakovich meant more to his (and their) society than any com-

poser meant to mine. For the first time there occurred to me, half-

farmed, the unbearable suspicion that the ways of listening to and think-

ing about music that had been instilled in me and all my peers at home

were impoverished.

In the case of the Seventh, the thought could be somewhat allayed

by recalling its special historical circumstances. The audience around me,

I told myself, was not responding to the symphony but rather to mem-
ories of, or propaganda about, the war. The war, not Shostakovich, was

the artist who was working such an uncanny effect on them. It was a

relatively benign example, or so I let myself think, of Soviet brainwash-

ing. But soon after, I attended two concerts in the Great Hall at which

later works of Shostakovich were played that carried no such ready-made

associations, and at which the composer appeared on stage to receive

applause.

At one of them, Mstislav Rostropovich, already under a gathering

cloud for sheltering Solzhenitsyn (who was in attendance and much

gawked at), played the Second Cello Concerto, which had been written

for and dedicated to him five years earlier. The same electric atmosphere

pervaded the hall, but this time it was an atmosphere not of patriotic

nostalgia but of risk. The idea of Shostakovich's doubleness struck me
then for the first time, and with tremendous force. It was not only Shos-

takovich's unique stature among Soviet composers that struck me but

also his unique stature among all the artists I could name. It was a back-

handed fulfillment of the old Socialist-Realist—and the even older Tol-

stoyan—ideal of an art that spoke with equal directness and equal con-

sequence to all levels of society, from the least to the most educated.

Obviously that fulfillment was not to be credited in this case to Socialist

Realism. By the time he wrote the Second Cello Concerto in 1966, Shos-

takovich had made a reprise de contact with his modernist youth. His new

works were regarded as "difficult"—a difficulty that members of the au-

dience acknowledged but that did not faze them in the way new music

put off audiences in the West. Still less, of course, was the universality

of Shostakovich's appeal a matter of Christian fellowship a la Tolstoy.

So what was its source?

The first glimmer of an answer came on the other occasion where I

saw Shostakovich: the premiere of the Fifteenth Symphony, his last, led

by his son Maxim in the Great Hall on 8 January 1972. The work, with

its jolly quotation from Rossini in the first movement and its ravaged
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quotation from Wagner in the last, was puzzling, as everyone I conversed

with agreed. It was not much liked, actually. But the outpouring of love

that greeted the gray, stumbling, begoggled figure of the author, then

sixty-five and beset by a multitude of infirmities, was not just an obei-

sance to the Soviet composer laureate. It was a grateful, emotional salute

to a cherished life companion, a fellow citizen and fellow sufferer, who
had forged a mutually sustaining relationship with his public that was

altogether outside the experience of any musician in my part of the

world. I was shaken that night in a way that no concert before or since

has shaken me.

If the overall effect of a year lived in the USSR during its Brezhnevite

"stagnation" was to rattle me out of my complacency regarding the in-

humanity of the Soviet regime, the effect of this particular evening was

to rattle me out of my complacency regarding the inhumanity of the

musical aesthetic in which I had been raised—one that nurtured self-

regard and social indifference, and placed the highest value on Paudace,

toujours Vaudace. That aesthetic reached its farcical apogee with Karlheinz

Stockhausen's enviously admiring response to the destruction of the

World Trade Center. But long before Stockhausen turned it into a grim

laughingstock, the avant-garde position—in effect the aesthetic of spoiled

brats—had become a cultural leftover, emptied of appeal not just for

audiences but for artists as well. What it lacked, precisely, is the reso-

nance that comes from doubleness. And the source of doubleness is social

engagement.

II

Shostakovich's doubleness was something he never sought. It was

thrust upon him on 28 January 1936 (the very year Stravinsky published

his autobiography, with its formalist credo), when the twenty-nine-year-

old composer was not only attacked but mortally threatened ("It could

end very badly") 2 in the pages of Pravda by what everyone was soon

calling the "Historic Document," namely, the famous and ominously un-

signed editorial "Muddle Instead of Music" that ended the brilliant two-

year career of his opera Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo nezda [Lady Macbeth of

the Mtsensk District], during which time it had gone round the world.

Up to that point Shostakovich had himself been a spoiled brat of sorts.

His preeminence among the first generation of Soviet-educated com-

posers was assured by the premiere of his First Symphony, when he was

nineteen. After Bruno Walter played the work in Berlin in February



When Serious Music Mattered (2001) / 365

1928, the composer, twenty-one years old at the time, became a world

celebrity and would remain one tor the rest of his life. In 1927 Shosta-

kovich received a state commission for a large choral-orchestral com-

position to mark the tenth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution. Orig-

inally titled "To October," it entered his catalog as his Second

Symphony. In 1929 Vladimir Mayakovsky asked him to furnish incidental

music for the play The Bedbug [Klop], after which Shostakovich became

the most sought-after composer for the Soviet stage and the fledgling

Soviet film industry. Between 1929 and the date of the Pravda denun-

ciation, he composed seven incidental scores (including one for Nikolai

Akimov's sarcastically "revisionist" staging of Hamlet at the Vakhtangov

Theater) and three ballets. Lady Macbeth was Shostakovich's second

opera. The first was the wildly surrealistic The Nose [Nos] (1930), after

Gogol, with its all-percussion entr'actes, its snoring and gargling cava-

tinas, and its mock-castrato constables. During the first decade of his

creative career, Shostakovich was the musical spokesman and darling of

the young Soviet state, thriving in the din of industrialization and social

experiment, giving interviews to foreign correspondents, and sending his

works all over Europe and America for performance.

His musical style during this period is often called satirical. It owed

a lot to the Weimar Republic's we-won't-be-fooled-again aesthetic of

Neue Sachlichkeit or "New Objectivity," musically exemplified by the

young Hindemith, whom Shostakovich idolized. Its satire arose out of a

play of incongruities—a rhetorical doubleness—that undermined elo-

quence and "seriosity." The most primitive (and popular) examples were

"wrong note" pieces like the Polka from Shostakovich's ballet Golden Age

[Zolotoi vek] (1930), in which dissonance, normally an expressive device,

is used pervasively within a trivial dance genre where expressive disso-

nance is rarely, if ever, employed. The incongruity calls both components

into question. If a polka, why dissonant? If dissonant, why a polka? In

its original context a third incongruous element was introduced in the

form of top-hatted burzhuis [bourgeoisie] on stage, canting in Geneva on

behalf of disarmament and world peace. The hypocritical rhetoric of the

League of Nations (from which the Soviet Union was then excluded)

may have been the original target of satire, the polka mocking its pre-

tension, the dissonance its absurdity. In a concert performance, the venue

itself could become the butt, as Shostakovich implied when he arranged

the Polka a year later for string quartet, the quintessential^ burzhui me-

dium (and one for which he had not yet composed seriously).

In Shostakovich's early symphonies and concertos, the lyogkii zhanr
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[light genre] itself became the incongruous marker, with or without

wrong notes. The cabaret waltz that assumes the role of "second theme"

in the first movement of the First Symphony, or the madcap galops in

the second and fourth movements (in which a solo piano unexpectedly

participates, recalling the fledgling composer's employment in silent-

movie theaters), suggested a brash, good-humored skepticism toward ca-

nonical genres that was easily correlated with the brashness and healthy

cynicism of the limber, fast-moving young Soviet state in its time of (as

yet relatively uncoerced) optimism. That happy iconoclasm acted as a

preservative through which a high professional culture that might have

seemed outmoded, along with the class system that supported it—and

did so seem to the many clamoring proletarian factions who called for

its dismantling—could be adapted to the new order and thus have a

Soviet future.

The same techniques, adapted to the purposes of characterization,

found their most trenchant application in Lady Macbeth (1930-32). Ni-

kolai Leskov, the author of the eponymous horror story on which the

opera was based, had cast the title character, a multiple murderess, as a

she-devil pure and simple. Shostakovich took it upon himself, in a move

all too characteristic of the high-Stalinist onrush then in progress, to

rehabilitate her, even to make her a class heroine, by dehumanizing all

her victims and potential judges through admixtures of low genre. In

taking his famous umbrage at the graphic sex scenes, Stalin missed the

Stalinist message of the work (not that there was any real message in

"Muddle Instead of Music" beyond the warning that no one was safe).

Others at home read it loud and clear; but abroad, the stylistic incon-

gruities tended to baffle and offend. Elliott Carter, who caught the opera

in a very late staging in East Berlin, dismissed it on the high-modernist

grounds of stylistic disunity, and found "unaccountable" the opera's cap-

ital sociopolitical stroke: the mitigation of the innocent husband's murder

by accompanying it with a typically trivializing galop that deprived him

of his humanity.

It was the banning of this inhumane opera that humanized its com-

poser and turned him into an emblem of doubleness—a doubleness that

ineluctably colored the reception of his works from then on (and was

later read back, inevitably, into his early works as well). Shostakovich was

now a marked man, in every sense of the word. His victimization by the

regime effectively transformed him into a semiotic marker. Every one of

his subsequent compositions now had a subtext. That subtext, ironically

enough, was first foisted upon the composer by the regime itself, when



When Serious Music Mattered (2001) / 367

it commissioned from Shostakovich (or from somebody) a newspaper

article published under the composer's byline that characterized his Fifth

Symphony (1937) as "a Soviet artist's creative response to just criticism"

and described the work as a record of "all that 1 have thought and felt"
;

since being attacked in Pravda.

That opened up the floodgates to the Babel—or at least the babble

—

of conflicting interpretations that has since swirled around every single

one of his works. Everything was read as a creative response to the to-

talitarian state, all the more so after the next bout of victimization: the

so-called Zhdanovshchina, a series of musical show trials convened by An-

drei Zhdanov, Stalin's de facto cultural commissar, at which all the major

Soviet composers were forced to make groveling recantations of their

"formalist" misdeeds, and which culminated in the promulgation, on 10

February 1948, of the infamous Resolution on Music of the Central

Committee of the Ail-Union Soviet Communist Party (Bolshevik).

For a long time, only the official interpretations had access to the

Soviet public media; but even the published reviews and analyses were

subjected to Aesopian examination, and a counter-literature of private

diary entries, word of mouth, emigre publications, and samizdat began

to gather around Shostakovich. One of the earliest examples to see print

came in 195 1 with the publication of Taming of the Arts* a memoir by

Juri Jelagin (that is, Yury Elagin), a postwar emigre who had been a

violinist at the Vakhtangov Theater and had attended one of the early

Leningrad performances of the Fifth. "Later," he wrote,

when I tried to analyze the reason for the devastating impression the Fifth Sym-

phony made on me and on the entire audience I came to the conclusion that its

musical qualities, no matter how great, were by themselves not enough to create

that effect. . . . The Soviet government had set the stage for the incredible tri-

umph of the gifted composer with long months of persecution and with the

senseless attacks on his works. The educated Russians who had gathered in the

auditorium that night had staged a demonstration expressing their love for his

music, as well as their indignation at the pressure that had been exerted in the

field of art and their sympathy and understanding for the victim. 5

Shostakovich managed to maintain his doubleness, and the conse-

quent social value of his reception, first, by maintaining a near-perfect

silence, rarely if ever offering any interpretive commentary on his work

except the kind that, by appearing under fully controlled government

auspices, guaranteed an Aesopian reading; and, second, by profoundly

altering his stylistic manner after the watershed of 1936. This was indeed

a creative response. It could be read as conformism, but it also managed
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vastly to stimulate the unofficial interpretive pluralism that turned Shos-

takovich's music—or, rather, the reception of it—into the secret diary

of a nation.

Ill

In the aftermath of "Muddle," Shostakovich renounced his older sa-

tirical manner and replaced it with what might best be called heroic

classicism. Seemingly in keeping with official demands, he adopted a

suitably exalted "high style" for the properly reverential positive treat-

ment of Soviet reality. Following the example of Beethoven—particularly

the Ninth Symphony, which shared his own Fifth Symphony's key of D
minor—but also following the Socialist-Realist precepts then being

worked out for music (particularly by the musicologist Boris Asafyev,

who codified the theoretical categories of "musical imagery" and "into-

nation"), Shostakovich began loading his work, especially his large in-

strumental compositions, with what musicologists in the West now call

"topics" (from the Greek topoi). These are musical morphemes, basic

semantic units that are marked by associations of various kinds—eccle-

siastical, martial, pastoral, and so forth. They can refer to everyday mu-

sical genres or to specific musical works or to the phenomenal world

through onomatopoeia (or through metonymy, as when a sudden rapid

scale in a high "bright" register evokes lightning or when an up-and-

down contour suggests water). They can be "iconic," suggesting modes

of human behavior indicative of affect. They can be straightforward or

they can be distorted—in rhythm, in harmony, in tempo, in timbre, in

contour.

The naive or ideal view of musical topics, the view espoused by As-

afyev, is that they render the content of music more explicit and hence

more accessible (and more susceptible to censorship and control). In ac-

tual practice they easily lead to a Bakhtinian "carnivalism," especially

when they are as brusquely contrasted, or as violently exaggerated, as

they often are in Shostakovich. Above all, they are transferable, through

the listener's own repertoire of associations. A vivid example is the re-

ception of Shostakovich's Eleventh Symphony (1957), somewhat belat-

edly commemorating the semi-centennial of the "first" Russian revolu-

tion of 1905. The movements carry titles that ostensibly specify (that is,

limit) the referential significance of the topics and images, which include

old revolutionary songs and lots of violent percussion.

The music is perfectly adequate to the program. Indeed, Anna Akh-
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matova, no paragon of conformism, straightforwardly praised the im-

agery7 of the first movement ("The Palace Square") for the way it con-

jured up the vast, quiet expanse of the Winter Palace grounds and the

atmosphere of foreboding that she remembered from having lived

through the events depicted. In May 1958 Shostakovich was sent on a

goodwill tour of Italy and France, the two Western European countries

with the strongest communist parties. The Eleventh Symphony, which

had been awarded a Lenin Prize, was given its foreign premieres at this

time (and recorded in Paris under Andre Cluytens), and it was effusively

praised for its vivid embodiment of the hopes of progressive humanity.

The French composer Georges Auric sang it a paean (Dmitri Chostakov-

itch,fecoute, nous ecoutons!) precisely for its Socialist-Realist virtues of ac-

cessibility and clarity of expression:

It is "as an open book" that our composer is to be deciphered. From night to

full sunlight, he avoids having any "secret," and does not seek to keep for himself

and a few chosen ones the keys to his language and his heart. We are here in an

authentically "public" domain, and—let it immediately be added—in the highest

meaning of such a term. Anyone who wishes may enter into it and share in the

special radiance of such music.6

Meanwhile, back home, as numerous memoirs now attest, the second

movement of the symphony ("January Ninth"), with its big bangs, was

being widely read by audiences primed to Shostakovich's endemic dou-

bleness not as a depiction of "Bloody Sunday," the massacre of peaceful

petitioners by tsarist troops, but as a principled protest against the Soviet

suppression of the Hungarian revolt of 1956.

Which was it? Silly question! Guns go bang whether wielded by Tsar-

ists or Soviets, and all that Shostakovich had put into his score (that is,

into "the music itself") was the bang. One could argue at any length and

any heat that the subtitle favored the one view, but no argument could

prevent an audience from assembling in a concert hall and deriving from

the other view an elating (and risk-free!) sense of solidarity in protest

that was otherwise beyond its reach. One chose the reading that suited

one's needs, and in the Soviet Union there was an enormous need for

that choice. Never were the special nature and the special value of music

so nobly affirmed as it was by the sheer interpretive opportunism Shos-

takovich offered listeners, thanks to the inherent polysemy of the me-

dium in which he worked, and the invitation to double reading that his

personal circumstances extended.

That huge social value is what I witnessed in Moscow when I caught
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my glimpses of the precious, infirm composer and was so greatly moved.

I did not know how to name it at the time. And there are very many
who cannot see it even now. For strange to say, there seems to be less

understanding abroad of Shostakovich's doubleness now, especially in the

uncomprehending West, than there was during Soviet power. Most of

the late- and post-Soviet literature has been an attempt to reduce that

doubleness to singleness, albeit the opposite singleness to what the Party

had once tried to enforce. The new party line traces its origin to Testi-

mony, 1 the volume of "Memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich, as related to and

edited by Solomon Volkov," that appeared in 1979, when the Cold War
was about to enter its final phase (the Reagan presidency, the Afghan

adventure). It portrays the composer as an implacable enemy of the Evil

Empire, who used his music to send explicitly dissident, explicitly anti-

communist messages. This is the model according to which Shostakovich

has been marketed for the last two decades, very successfully, in the

West.

Scholars have easily exposed Testimony as a fraud within only a year

of its publication, and evidence has been mounting ever since. (Laurel

Fay, Volkov's most persistent and effective critic and herself the author

of the one factually reliable biography of Shostakovich in English, 8 de-

livers the coup de grace in the present volume, "Volkov's Testimony Re-

considered," chapter 2.) Testimony has been published by now in some

thirty languages, but Volkov, who owns the rights to it, has never allowed

publication of the original Russian text, which speaks for itself.

Still, the scholarly objections have been dependably shouted down by

a host of political and commercial exploiters (and a few timorous or dull-

witted academics), and there is no reason to expect them to stop. Francis

Maes, the Belgian impresario who directs the Flanders Festival, and who

himself, in that capacity, has participated in the commercial exploitation

of the dissidence myth, atones by unsparingly setting out its motives and

strategies in a section of his recent Histo?y ofRussia?! Music called "Shos-

takovich and the Modern Music Market."9 One of the ugliest phases of

this exploitation has been the systematic vilification of Laurel Fay in a

fashion that farcically replays the tragic tactics of the Zhdanovshchina.

IV

That is why one extends such a hopeful welcome to Esti Sheinberg's

Irony, Satire, Parody and the Grotesque in the Music of Shostakovich.
10

It is a
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study that not only accepts the doubleness of Shostakovich's creative

persona but also sets out to analyze it. The author is a senuotieian bv

draining rather than a Shostakovich specialist. She was attracted to Shos-

takovich precisely by the interpretive conflicts that surround his legacy,

which seemed to promise a rich field tor the study of music as a sign

system and, in particular, as a means ofapproaching "the overall semantic

structure of ambiguity" in a nonverbal medium. "Rather than focusing

on ways 'to get to correct solutions' and decide which element of a cer-

tain ambiguity is to be preferred," Sheinberg writes, "this study examines

the various ways in which musical correlations of semantic ambiguities

are created and how they work as artistic expressions" (p. 15). Instead of

replaying the behavior of Shostakovich's audiences and invoking semi-

otics opportunistically to support arbitrary or tendentious interpretations,

she purports to take a distanced view, setting Shostakovich's works within

the broad context of structuralist semiotics and the history of its appli-

cations, within the history of artistic irony in all media, and in light of

its various philosophical and political critiques.

Building on the work of linguists and music semioticians such as Al-

girdas Greimas, Edwin Battistella, Eero Tarasti, Robert Hatten, and Ray-

mond Monelle, Sheinberg shows how the topics that Shostakovich ma-

nipulates are often deployed as "contrarieties," contradictory pairs that

are defined not in absolute terms but within a given cultural context.

Normally one member of a contrariety is taken as a norm or default

mode, the other as a "marked" deviation. To boil down her central claim

to a single (and, of course, oversimplified) sentence, she contends—and

succeeds in demonstrating—that musical irony is achieved when a

marked element is treated as if unmarked.

This is a useful model. I have been tacitly applying it in my descrip-

tions of such pieces as the Golden Age Polka and the First Symphony. It

works best when the contrarieties are simple binaries (consonance versus

dissonance, high culture versus low). This is the level at which satire

operates. Sheinberg is well aware that this simple level does not exhaust

the possibilities for musical ambiguity or its interpretation. She astutely

associates the watershed in Shostakovich's career in 1936 with a shift in

the nature of his ironic practice. Once a (mere) satirist, for whom irony

was a means toward a debunking end (irony as stimulus, in Kierkegaard's

terminology), the composer became, in the battered latter half of his

career, an existential ironist for whom irony was a detached and melan-

choly worldview (irony as terminus). "Like a half-smiling, resigned Pier-



372 / Richard Taruskin

rot," she writes, "Shostakovich's music seems to dance on a tightrope,

letting its unresolvable incongruities express the infinite provisionality of

existential irony" (p. 319).

In a brief historical survey Sheinberg recounts the ethical objections

that melioristic or progressive thinkers like Hegel and Marx have leveled

at half-smiling existential irony, regarding it as nihilistic, alienating, de-

generate. That already begins to account for the official suspicion that

always dogged Shostakovich under the high-Stalinist regime, and the fear

of the uncontainable that his powerful music has always inspired in au-

thoritarians (Soviet or anti-Soviet), leading to all the attempts at con-

tainment, whether by denunciation or adulation, coercion or cajolery,

censorship or co-option, but never to neglect or indifference. Shosta-

kovich was perhaps the most pestered composer who ever lived, and

surely the most posthumously pestered. Better than any previous writer,

Esti Sheinberg shows why.

Unfortunately her practice falls rather short of her theory. Even when

dealing with the later work she tries "to get to correct solutions," sub-

jecting works like the Thirteenth Symphony, and especially the song

cycle Iz evreiskoi narodnoi poezii [From Jewish folk poetry] (everybody's

favorite hobbyhorse), to readings just as opportunistic and limiting as

anyone else's, often relying for evidence, it pains me to report, on Tes-

timony. Elsewhere she ventures to isolate as many as four layers of defi-

nite, mutually exclusive meaning in the tiny Prelude for piano op. 34
no. 2, usually heard as an innocently humorous "wrong note" parody of

the "Canto gitano" from Rimsky-Korsakov's Cappriccio espagnol (itself a

parody). Arbitrary segmentation, the great bane of ordinary musical anal-

ysis, becomes even more of an encumbrance here than usual, because the

stakes have been raised.

Like other semioticians who have tackled music, Sheinberg relies

heavily on analogies to literature (or literary criticism) and painting,

where semantics are presumed to be more stable. That presumption

having been so damagingly challenged by poststructuralist theory, it

would have been much more useful to let music dictate the semantic

terms for a change and provide a model for literature. But even if one

grants her premises, Sheinberg's literary analogies can be naively liter-

alistic. She seems to imply that Shostakovich learned his rhetorical strat-

egies from the Russian Formalists and Bakhtin, wasting many pages at-

tempting to show that it was not unlikely that Shostakovich was not

unaware of this critic or that one, or that he knew someone who knew

someone who knew someone else. At one point she even proposes that
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Shostakovich's topical allusiveness "might be the result of an attempt to

apply Bakhtin's ideas about literary plurivocality to music" (pp. 197-98).

But it is critics, in this case Sheinberg, who "apply" such things, not

composers.

The source of all these difficulties is Sheinberg's unwillingness to shed

the notion that musical meaning, simple or complex, is something vested

in it by the creator. Shostakovich's doubleness, in her view, is entirely of

his making. Her reluctance to acknowledge that irony is as much a \\a\

o\ reading as of writing is a dated prejudice that greatly limits the ex-

planatory reach of her theory. Her treatment of Shostakovich's double-

ness finally remains univocal and misses at least half the story. It will be

surpassed, and soon. But whoever surpasses Sheinberg's treatment will

have to take her work onboard. Despite its limitations, she has made an

indispensable contribution to the analysis of Shostakovich's creative po-

tency, and to understanding how his meanings were constructed.

V

Two books of letters also reinforce, albeit unintentionally, the great

watershed of 1936. Those in Story of a Friendship: The Letters of Dmitri

Shostakovich to Isaak Glikman, 1941-1975, addressed to and edited by

Glikman, a theater historian, were originally published in Russia in

1993.
11 By now they have been well assimilated into the scholarly and,

to a lesser extent, even the popular literature about the composer. Glik-

man was not only a confidant of Shostakovich but was also a frequent

factotum who served as unpaid secretary, occasional ghostwriter, and

ever-ready errand runner. His portrayal of Shostakovich, reflexively ap-

ing the manner of Soviet biography, is hagiographical, although the can-

onizing authority is now more anti- than pro-Soviet. His book shares

with Soviet publications some other annoying habits, including frequent

and obtuse editorial interventions (some of them consolidated, abridged,

or omitted by the capable translator) to control the reader's response. I

have strong suspicions, too, that the texts it transmits—which Glikman

reportedly dictated to a stenographer—have been silently "corrected"

like those published in Soviet times.

The most noteworthy news item in the collection concerns the poign-

ant Eighth Quartet (i960), dedicated to "the victims of Fascism and the

war" but almost universally read as a rueful musical autobiography be-

cause all its themes are derived from the composer's musical mono-

gram—DSCH, which equals D, E-flat, C, B, as named in German—and
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placed in counterpoint with a web of self-quotations, and also with a

famous revolutionary prison song. In his letter to Glikman of 19 July

i960 Shostakovich remarked that the work was dedicated to his own
memory, and Glikman's commentary explains that it was composed in a

fit of self-loathing after Shostakovich had allowed himself to be recruited

for membership in the Communist Party as part of a campaign to validate

Khrushchev's liberalizing moves by mobilizing the support of the intel-

ligentsia. (The clinching argument was the reminder that Khrushchev

had authorized the partial rescinding of the 1948 Resolution on Music.)

The juxtaposition of the monogram and the prison song was, in effect,

the composer's apology for his craven behavior, a reminder that he was

"tortured by grievous unfreedom," as the words of the song declare.

The story is plausible, and it answers a frequently asked question:

Why did Shostakovich join up as a Communist just as the dissident

movement, with which so many now want to associate him, was getting

under way? And yet the actual circumstances of the quartet's composition

(assuming that they indeed are these) did not prevent audiences from

being deeply moved by it when it was interpreted, and promoted by the

cultural bureaucracy, in accordance with its stated dedication. The actual

musical content—construed as sonic gestures, topics, and "intonations"

—

supports either reading, or both. There is no reason, apart from political

bias, to regard them as contradictory.

Those looking for corroboration of Shostakovich's political dissidence

will think that they have found it when they read the many letters to

Glikman that express the composer's resentment at his mistreatment or

that skillfully parody Soviet officialese or poke guarded fun at the "cult

of personality." The one that most moved me was a letter in which

Shostakovich quietly but staunchly expressed his wonder at the quality

of one of his compositions (Glikman speculates that it was the Eighth

Symphony, banned by the Zhdanovshchina) and his joy in being its author.

What makes the letter moving is not its content but its date, 2 1 Decem-

ber 1949—Stalin's seventieth birthday, manically celebrated throughout

the Soviet Union in a manner unforgettably satirized by Solzhenitsyn in

The First Circle [V kriige pervom]. Strangely enough, Glikman, elsewhere

so keen to point out the most trivial and transparent ironies, failed to

notice this one. Shostakovich may have overestimated his friend's per-

spicacity.

But none of this is dissidence. It is, rather, the old "fig in the pocket,"3

the self-consoling recourse of the disaffected. Another example was Shos-

takovich's incorporation of a greatly distorted and disguised version of



When Serious Musk Mattered (2001) / 375

Sitiiko, a Georgian popular tune known to be Stalin's favorite, in his First

Cello Concerto. 1 le asked Rostropovich one day whether he had noticed.

Rostropovich had not. Shostakovich's pocket could be rather deep. A
dissident did not use pockets. It is the open fig that marks— no, makes

—

the dissident.

Shostakovich's holy human hatred of his oppressors was vehement

and profound. It is hilariously expressed in his Antiformalist Peepshow [An-

ttformalisticbeskii rayok], a cantata that ridiculed the Zhdanovshcbhui, which

he wrote "for the drawer" (the composer's version of the pocket), possibly

in 1948, and revised around 1968. Glikman shared his friend's love of

parodies of this sort and wrote a few himself (included in an appendix to

the volume of letters). But to jump from such expressions of disaffection

to blunt anticommunism (or pro-Westernism), as so many reviewers of

the Glikman letters have done, is a gross misstep. It amounts to equating

a critic, say, of Sen. Joseph McCarthy with an enemy of America (or a

friend of Russia)—that is to say, it amounts to adopting the viewpoint

and the values of a Zhdanov or a McCarthy. And it casts the composer's

many civic acts and duties—not only as a Party member but also as a

deputy to the Supreme Soviet who met regularly with his "constituents,"

a Soviet representative to several international peace conferences, and

the president of the Russian branch of the Union of Soviet Composers

—

not to mention his acceptance of as many official honors and medals as

any Politburo member—as so much hypocrisy. It was by participating in

the life of his society—the only society he had a chance to participate

in—rather than by holding himself above it in holy alienation, that he

achieved the unique public stature that so distinguished him both from

the Party hacks at home and from his sadly marginalized Western coun-

terparts.

In a large, comprehensive, fabulously informative but not yet trans-

lated publication of documents from the museum's own collection called

Dmitri Shostakovich v pis'makh i dokumentakh [Dmitri Shostakovich in let-

ters and documents], 12 the Glinka Museum of Musical Art in Moscow

has provided hair-raising evidence that Shostakovich could play the So-

viet political game as well as anybody, and that he used his newly pow-

erful position as Party member and Union president (and, possibly, ac-

cepted it) with an eye toward payback. At the first Union meeting at

which he presided, in February i960, Shostakovich delivered a blistering

attack on the repertoire of the Pyatnitsky Choir, the Soviet Union's pre-

eminent "fakelore" ensemble, and in particular on the work of its direc-

tor, Marian Koval, a hack composer who had published, during the
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Zhdanovshchina, a slanderous trio of essays in Sovetskaia muzyka (Febru-

ary, March, and April 1948), the official organ of the all-Soviet Com-
posers' Union, collectively titled "Tvorcheskii put' D. Shostakovicha" [D.

Shostakovich's creative path]. To V. V. Khvatov, one of the choir's staff

arrangers, Shostakovich wrote in his official capacity that Khvatov's ar-

rangement of the folk dance Kamarinskaya "has nothing in common with

the art of music" (p. 425 n. 4), repeating practically verbatim the humil-

iating words uttered by Vladimir Zakharov, Koval's predecessor as choir

director, about Shostakovich's Eighth Symphony from the very rostrum

of the Central Committee in 1948. No, Shostakovich was not a saint.

Perhaps the least palatable passage in Glikman's volume to those who
need to see a heroic resister in Shostakovich will be the letter of 21

March 1955, in which he discusses with Glikman the revisions he wished

to make in Lady Macbeth before submitting it for rehabilitation (some-

thing not achieved until December 1962). The new version, retitled Ka-

terina Izmailova and so extensively revised as to merit a new opus number,

was significantly softened along lines that were consistent with the harsh

criticism the opera had received in "Muddle instead of Music." Some of

the most blatant "pornophony" (to use the pretty term coined in 1935

by the reviewer for the New York Sun) was removed from the score, and

the text was bowdlerized. The letter leaves no doubt that at least the

textual softening was voluntary, motivated by civil consideration, alto-

gether at variance with the composer's younger self, for the sensibilities

of the audience. Performing the opera in the form that was banned in

1936 has become the standard practice in the West (often incorporating

the revised and expanded version of the final scene, which depicts a con-

voy en route to Siberia), and it is usually thought of as an act of solidarity

with the composer against the prudery of the totalitarian state. But in

fact Shostakovich disagreed, and even moved to suppress the opera in its

original form once the new version was ready. Today's producers and

audiences have every right to prefer what they prefer, but they cannot

claim to be vindicating the composer's intentions, still less claim a moral

justification for indulging a profitable taste for pornophony. The com-

poser of Katerina Izmailova, the subject of Glikman's book, was evidently

a far different composer from that of Lady Macbeth.

VI

It is the great merit of the Glinka Museum anthology that it finally

gives that younger composer a voice. Roughly half its nearly six hundred
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pages contain material from the mid- to late 1920s, the period of his first

tame. The voice of Shostakovich in those clays was the voice of a young

Siegfried, a cocky voice and a happy one despite periods of real material

privation. (In one letter he apologizes for a late reply by explaining that

in the past couple of weeks he did not have the price of a postage stamp.)

It is the voice of a young man reveling in his strength and, above all, the

voice of one who has not yet learned to live in fear. At the same time it

is the voice of a spoiled mama's boy (drolly accompanied at times by

Mama herself, writing to some of her son's eminent correspondents to

make sure Mitya was drinking his kefir and wearing his jacket) and of an

inveterate joker. It is much assisted in its present reincarnation by the

editors' factual annotations, and it is only occasionally saddled with their

interpretive intrusions. Although one can never be sure, one is given no

reason a priori to suspect bowdlerization of the texts one is reading. In

a fashion no previous Russian publication has approached concerning

Shostakovich, readers are invited to lower their well-exercised strategic

defenses and indulge the illusion that they are for once seeing Shelley

plain, even if it is a Shelley who loved to pose and prevaricate. To say

as much brings all the defenses rushing back, of course, and that is only

as it should be. But I take pleasure in quoting some plums.

"The trrrragic style makes me laugh out loud" (p. 109), writes Mitya

in 1927 in one of the sixty-six letters collected here addressed to Boleslav

Yavorsky (1 877-1 942), one of the great eminences grises in the history of

Russian and Soviet music. Trained as a mathematician, Yavorsky was a

minor pianist and composer, but a dazzlingly original music theorist who

published little but had an enormous influence on his many pupils, as

well as on those who, like the young Shostakovich, sought him out as a

mentor. I would be failing in my duty to the new musicology not to

report, as well, that Yavorsky lived openly with a male lover, his former

pupil Sergei Protopopov (1 893-1 954), with whom Shostakovich was also

close, and that there has been a fair amount of post-Soviet speculation

on the nature of Yavorsky's relationship with his protege, the golden boy

of early-Soviet music.

Considering Shostakovich's reputation now as the twentieth century's

prime musical tragedian, the flip remark to Yavorsky is arresting, and it

has many echoes. A few months after writing the letter that contains the

comment, Shostakovich submitted to a mammoth interview cum ques-

tionnaire administered by the music historian Roman Gruber as part of

a research project on "the psychology of the creative process." As to the

stated subject, Shostakovich reported that "when composing I always suf-
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fer from insomnia; I smoke even more than usual; I take long walks,

which helps me mull things over; I pace around the room, write standing,

can't stay put in one place" (p. 477).

But the interview covered much more. Asked about his tastes in the

other arts, Shostakovich replied that he had no interest or response at

all to painting ("I am repelled mainly by its static quality" [p. 474]) or

poetry—but that if he had to name a couple of poets he liked "relatively,"

he would name Derzhavin and Mayakovsky (p. 473). This is a great joke.

Gavrila Derzhavin (1743-18 16), a neoclassical panegyrist and the official

"great poet" of the age of Pushkin, was the gold standard of empty oro-

tundity. So, by implication, was the stentorian Mayakovsky, soon to be

officially proclaimed the Soviet poet laureate. (Shostakovich's own col-

laboration with Mayakovsky on The Bedbug was still more than a year

away.) Asked about his taste in composers, Shostakovich went after the

foghorns (Bruckner, Scriabin) and the long faces (Medtner, Miaskov-

sky)
—"hedgehog" composers (to recall the famous comparison Isaiah

Berlin adapted from Archilochus) who purveyed univocal messages. His

list of favorites is a gallery of foxes: Mahler, Richard Strauss, Alban Berg,

Musorgsky, Stravinsky, and Prokofiev (p. 475).

Two letters to Yavorsky from December 1926, already summarized

and commented on in Fay's excellent biography, contain priceless de-

scriptions of the Conservatory exam in "Marxist methodology" that

twenty-year-old Mitya almost failed with potentially serious conse-

quences for his career (pp. 90, 95). He and another student laughed

boisterously when a third was asked to explain the difference between

Chopin's music and Liszt's in sociological and economic terms. After

thus attracting unfavorable notice from the examiner, Shostakovich was

asked which of the required books he had read. Arrogantly answering

that he had read none of them, he was ejected from the room. (He

petitioned for a re-exam and easily passed it.) Fay comments that Shos-

takovich's behavior, in retrospect, "seems an ominous prescription for

early martyrdom." 13 But more striking is that Shostakovich (naively, in

Fay's judgment) was not at all chastened by the experience and recounted

it to Yavorsky with undisguised merriment in a letter sent through the

mail.

Was this political (or "apolitical") naivete? Does it give evidence of

actual or future political dissidence? Or was it just young Siegfried's high

spirits and irreverence, expressed during the relatively low-pressure years

of the New Economic Policy, when he was not just a bright student but
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an already famous composer counting on the protection of his burgeon

ing reputation, and all within whm he took to be a closed and cosseted

circle of friends and teachers? The Conservator) students 1 lived with in

Moscow during the Brc/hnevite stagnation had a similar attitude toward

their "historical materialism" courses and the teachers who Staffed them.

By then, of course, they would have behaved more circumspectly than

Shostakovich did, and would not have written letters about it; but their

attitude implied no political opinion and neither did his. It is well

summed up by a lovely quip in one of the letters to Yavorsky, where,

before writing "Marxist methodology," Shostakovich wrote "God's I ,aw
M

{Zakon Bozbii) and lined it through so that it remained legible (p. 90),

recalling the equivalent prerevolutionary course requirement, which stu-

dents had treated with comparable respect.

In any case, no political qualms prevented Shostakovich from eagerly

accepting the honor of a commission from the Musical Sector of the

Soviet government's publishing arm for the Second Symphony ("To Oc-

tober") or from working on it with great enthusiasm, as we may now
read in a whole sheaf of letters to the functionary who was responsible

for the commission, one Lev Shulgin, a respectable pianist who had

trained as a composer with some of the same teachers who taught Shos-

takovich. The work was to be a showpiece of Soviet "industrial" mod-

ernism. Shostakovich's twenty-minute single movement replays in highly

compressed form the dramaturgy of Beethoven's Ninth Symphony, be-

ginning with indistinct rumblings and ending with a choral paean to

"October! Herald of the Desired Dawn!" on words by the fittingly mon-

ikered Alexander Bezymensky (literally, "No-name"), one of the many

sub-Mayakovskys of the period. It was Shulgin, it turns out, who came

up with what is now the Symphony's best-remembered idea—a factory

whistle blast to cap a bustling polytonal fugue and usher in the choral

apotheosis.

Shostakovich, carried away with the task, sent Shulgin ebullient if

inveterately leg-pulling progress reports. In one, he described early re-

actions to the piece:

I showed it to a few musicians. They approve. But that is unimportant. What is

important is that a few days ago I played it over to a few acquaintances, among

whom were four workers from a metallurgical plant and one peasant who had

come in from the far countryside. They got less out of the instrumental part but

went into ecstasies over the chorus and, although they could not read the music,

tried to sing along. That filled me with joy. (p. 172)
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In later life Shostakovich repudiated both the Second Symphony and the

Third (1929), dedicated to the First of May. The reason was their im-

mature modernism, as he came to judge it, rather than their overt polit-

ical content (which, after all, was no different from that of the Eleventh

or Twelfth Symphonies). But Gruber's interview notes give startling ev-

idence of what the Second Symphony meant to Shostakovich at the time.

He complained that upon finishing his Conservatory studies he felt un-

able to compose. Only by "squeezing them out of myself" was he able

to write such early pieces as the famous First Symphony, the Octet for

strings, and so on. Later, he reported, he went utterly dry for a while,

his "creative imagination being unable to get past the boundaries set by

classroom rules." This situation persisted until the autumn of 1926, when

"I turned to the study of contemporary Western European composers

(Schoenberg, Bela Bartok, Hindemith, Kfenek), which apparently pro-

vided the stimulus I needed to 'emancipate' my creative imagination; the

first works of this new period were written in a great burst: the [first]

piano sonata, the Aphorisms for piano, the Symphonic Poem for the

Tenth Anniversary of the October Revolution (Second Symphony) and

the first act of The Nose" (p. 472).

These are indeed inspired works, every one. Having heard a magnif-

icent performance of the Second Symphony last year by the Royal Scot-

tish National Orchestra under Alexander Lazarev, I can attest to its stun-

ning effect. An ex-Soviet musicologist seated next to me, an embittered

refugee from the tyrannical state her homeland had become, was almost

in tears at its conclusion. It reminded her, she said, of the idealism and

the unfeigned revolutionary ardor of her parents' generation, as yet un-

clouded by the tragedies to come. It gave her (and even me, who only

knew that idealism and ardor at a scholarly remove) a poignant case of

the might-have-beens.

The tragedies that came were what made a tragedian of Shostakovich.

They were already looming on the horizon in 193 1, when, appalled by

the rise of the Russian Association of Proletarian Musicians (RAPM),

which had lobbied against him (and ended the run of The Nose), taken

over the conservatories, and threatened to reduce Soviet music to a rub-

ble of marches and mass songs, he published a "Declaration of a Com-

poser's Obligations" (reprinted in the Glinka Museum anthology,

pp. 493-96) in which he repudiated the lyogkii zhanr as inartistic, singling

out for special excoriation his own theatrical and music-hall scores, es-

pecially the most recent one, the "bad and shameful" Declared Dead (Us-

lovno ubityi [193 1]). Ironically enough, this is the very score that, recon-
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structed from sketches and orchestrated In Gerard McBurney, has been

huch performed and recorded (under the title Hypotbetically Murdered)

to \\ ide acclaim.

After R\l\\l was dissolved in 1932, in accordance with the decree

dial created the Union ot Soviet Composers, Shostakovich made a char-

acteristic comment: "All 1 hope is that, if RAIWl couldn't manage to

grind me to a powder, neither will the Union" (p. 21S). lie wrote this

to his close friend Levon Atovmyan (1901-197}), a minor composer and

a career bureaucrat who held various administrative posts within the cul-

tural establishment, eventually (after a two-year stint in the GULAG)
rising to the directorship of the Muzfond, the Union office that managed

commissions and disbursements. The two-hundred-odd short letters and

telegrams from Shostakovich to Atovmyan in the Glinka Museum col-

lection are at times a surrealistic chronicle of musical life during the most

stringent phase of Soviet history.

One of the few correspondents with whom he was on familiar second-

person terms, Atovmyan was also one of the very few whom the post-

1936 Shostakovich could trust with irony, for example, in a letter ad-

dressed to Atovmyan in his capacity as administrator in charge of

commissions, dated 15 January 1940, while Shostakovich was at work on

his orchestration of Musorgsky's Boris Godimov: "Unfortunately I fear

that I will not be able to write a Triumphal Overture just now, since I

am very busy with Boris. Besides, I do not feel it in my power to create

a portrait of Comrade Molotov in music, since such a complex task would

require enormous labor, mastery, and, above all, time" (p. 245).

Among the weirder commissions Atovmyan successfully brokered for

Shostakovich was a series of snappy numbers for the NKVD's own Song

and Dance Ensemble, composed between 1942 and 1946. The notion of

a hall full of secret police operatives—perhaps including those who in-

terrogated Shostakovich's imprisoned brother-in-law—or the imprisoned

composer Alexander Mosolov (whose ballet suite Steel [Stal\ including

the famous "Foundry" movement, shared the program with the Second

Symphony's Moscow premiere) or Atovmyan or even (if a story spread

by his friend Veniamin Basner is true) Shostakovich himself—being re-

galed by a stage full of dancers and prancers all kicking up their heels to

the strains of Shostakovich's "Victorious Spring" . . . well, that is a scene

worthy of Bulgakov. How is that for a creative response to just criticism?

I cannot keep from chuckling at the thought, but finally its inevitable

doubleness disquiets, and shames. By the 1940s there was no innocent

humor in the Soviet Union, and one can only shudder at the pressures
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Shostakovich must have faced—pressures we cannot comprehend or truly

empathize with now, no matter how many books we read. In the end,

the relentless opportunistic speculation over Shostakovich's legacy, the

dueling exegeses, the triumphant claims and counterclaims, the charges

and countercharges, amount to little more than political prurience. A
quarter-century past the end of his tormented life, we are still tormenting

his ghost, appropriating his authority, seeking his support to bolster new

Party lines.

So let us give him the last word. One of the newly published letters,

sent on 24 June 1959 to Yury Keldysh, the editor of Sovetskaia muzyka,

protests the airing there of a nasty memoir by Sol Hurok about Alexander

Glazunov, one of Shostakovich's revered early mentors. "We all know

that F. Schubert died of syphilis," he wrote. "But that doesn't mean we

need to print scholarly articles about it. Musorgsky died of drink. About

this there is also no need to write articles and studies, just as there is no

need to keep reprinting that insulting portrait of Musorgsky by Repin.

It seems to me that this principle is clear enough" (p. 422).

I may not exactly agree with this "principle." (What scholar would?)

But the miseries of peoples' lives ought not, perhaps, to be exploited ad

libitum in the furtherance of our profits or our careers, and in the vain

conviction that we understand everything. By turning Shostakovich into

a saint, a hero, or a martyr to gratify our hatred of the evil that sur-

rounded him, we grant him no posthumous victory. All we do is reduce

him to the level of our imperfect comprehension and our biases. Better

let the contradictions stand. They are what have made Shostakovich so

consequential.

Notes

1. From a review of 18 October 1942; reprinted in Virgil Thomson, The Mu-
sical Scene (New York: Knopf, 1947), p. 104.
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1936, p. 6.

3. "Moi tvorcheskii otvet" [My creative answer], Vecherniaia Moskva, 25 Jan-

uary 1938, p. 30.

4. Juri Jelagin, Taming ofthe Arts, trans. Nicholas Wreden (New York: Dutton,
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chenie iskusstv [The taming of the arts] [New York: IzdatePstvo imeni Chekhova,
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His reorchestration of Shostakovich's [958 musical comedy, Moskva Cberyo

musbki, op. 105 [Moscow, the "Bird-Cherry" Precinct], was recently given ;i new

production by Opera North as Paradise Moscow. He has composed dramatic

scores for the English National Theatre and for the theater company Complicate.

Letter to Paradise, his setting for baritone and orchestra of a text by Daniil

Kharms, was a BBC commission for the 1998 Royal Albert I [all Proms.

Paul Mitchinson is a Canadian writer and historian. He completed a doctorate

in Russian history at Harvard, where he wrote his dissertation on music and

politics in the early Bolshevik period. His work has appeared in the National Post,

Lingua Franca, Queen's Quarterly, East European Quarterly, the Canadian Journal of

Histoiy, and Left Histoiy.

Simon Morrison teaches music history at Princeton University. Author of Rus-

sian Opera and the Symbolist Movement (2002), he is now working on a collection

of essays with the provisional title Ballet Imaginaire. Last year he received an

American Council of Learned Societies grant, which supported research in Paris,

London, and St. Petersburg. Other recent and current writing projects include

a study of Rimsky-Korsakov's Sadko for Cambridge Opera Journal; an article

(coauthored by Lesley-Anne Sayers) on Prokofiev's Le Pas d'Acier [StaPnoi skok]

for the collection Soviet Music and Society mider Lenin and Stalin; an essay on

Shostakovich's ballet The Bolt [Bolt]; and an essay-review of the Prokofiev Diaries

(1907-33)-

Irina Nikolaevna Nikolskaya specializes in twentieth-century Polish music. A
student of Zofia Lissa's, her publications include Conversations with Witold Lu-

toslawski, 1987-92, in English, translated from the Russian by Valeri Yerokbin

(1994); Ot Shimanovskogo do Liutoslavskogo i Penderetskogo: Ocherki razvitiia simfon-

icheskoi muzyki v PoVshe XX veka [From Szymanowski to Penderecki: Essays on

the development of symphonic music in twentieth-century Poland] (1990); KaroV

Shimanovskii: vospominaniia, staPi, publikatsii [Karol Szymanowski: Reminiscences,

articles, publications], with Yulia Kreininaia (1984); and Sovremennoe poVskoe is-

kusstvo i literatura: ot simvolizma k avangardizmu [Contemporary Polish art and

literature: From symbolism to the avant-garde], with G. Kovalenko (1998).

Henry Orlov (Genrikh Aleksandrovich Orlov) formerly served as Senior Re-

search Fellow [Starshii nauchnyi sotrudnik] at the Leningrad State Scientific Re-

search Institute for Theater, Music, and Film \Leningradskii gosudarstvennyi

nauchno-issledovateVskii institut teatra, muzyki i kifiematografii]. After settling in the

United States he held appointments at Cornell, Harvard, and Wesleyan (Con-

necticut) universities. Three of his books are devoted to Shostakovich: Dmitrii

Dmitrievich Shostakovich: kratkii ocherk zhizni i tvorcheswa [Dmitri Dmitrievich

Shostakovich: A brief essay on his life and works] (1966); Simfonii Shostakovicha



394 I Contributors

[The symphonies of Shostakovich] (1961); and Muzyka, rozhdyonnaia zhizn'iu

[Music born of life] (1963). The composer also figures prominently in the book

Russkii sovetskii simfonizm: puti, problemy, dostizheniia [Soviet Russian symphonism:

The paths, the problems, the achievements] (1966), as well as in contributions

to various collective publications and periodicals. Orlov has also published Drevo

muzyki [The tree of music] (1992) and the biography Hadhnir Vladimirovich

Shcherhachev: ocherk zhizni i rvorchestva [Vladimir Vladimirovich Shcherbachov:

An essay on his life and works] (1959).

Irina Antonovna Shostakovich (nee Supinskaya), Shostakovich's third wife,

married the composer in 1962. "Irina finally brought stability and tranquility

back into his life, relieving him of the domestic cares that he found so burden-

some. And as his physical condition and health steadily deteriorated during the

remaining years of his life, Irina was his indispensable companion and helpmate"
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Russia as Preached and Practiced in the 1860s (2nd ed., 1993). Some 160 of his

articles on Russian composers and their works are found in the New Grove
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Idealism, 204, 380
Ideals, 81, 199, 206, 266, 278
Identity, 218, 239
Ideology, 86, 117, 199, 249; depravity of,

246; and music, 176; official, 203, 219,

330
Idioms, musical, 201, 202

Imagery, musical, 156-59, 168, 172, 200-

201, 205, 207, 212-13, 2 95
_
9^, 318, 336,

339, 368; nature of, 153; revolutionary,

200
Images, 201, 216, 296; of Shostakovich, 87,

109-10, 122, 138, 151, 223-24, 309, 312;

in Testimony, 11, 44-49, 81-83, 85-86,

225-26, 231, 234, 261, 267, 271-72, 285,

304, 306, 340; of Volkov, 86-87
Imagination, creative, 205, 380
Immortality, 214
Innovation, musical, 85, 88, 159-60, 199,

292-95, 336; and Revolution, 200-201;

and Schoenberg, 362
Inscription. See Signature, of Shostakovich

Inspector General (Meyerhold), 73
Inspiration, 156, 380; revolutionary, 200-201

Intelligentsia, 166, 176, 18572c, 195, 217, 374;
and denunciations, 132; images of, 285;

life of, 97, 198; and Shostakovich, 160,

International Socialism, 277
Interpretations, 1, 171, 194, 285, 341, 346,

355-56, 371, 380; critical, 221, 267; criti-

cism of, 224-25; ideological, 175, 245;

literalist, 258, 271, 310, 335—36; limits of,

339, 341; meanings of, 284-85, 368; of

music, 6, 162-64, 172, 174, 212, 221,

231, 244-45, 258-59, 263, 289, 310, 318,

347, 353, 369; official, 367. See also

Meaning, musical

Interviews, 266-67, 3 X 5, 3 J 7, 378; between

Shostakovich and Volkov, 4, 23, 25, 34,

42, 51-55, 92-93, 130, 134-35, J 38, 178,

225, 305, 313, 3217733

Iron Curtain, 207, 330
Irony, 201, 225, 284, 370-74
Isolation, 298
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Istoriia stikbotvortsa [Story of a Versifier]

(Pushkin), 209

/: evreiskoi rutrodnoi poesii [From Jewish folk

poetry], tor soprano, contralto, tenor, and

piano, Op. 79 (194S), [53-54, 158, 183,

206, 314. 372

Jelagin, Juri. See Elagin, Yuri Borisovich

Jews, 158

Jolivet, Andre, 88

Jung, Hans, 274

Karaev, Faradzh Karaevich, 55, 315
karaev, Kara Abul'fazogly (1918-82), 55, 80,

, 83, 315
Karlinksy, Simon, 14, 307, 347
K/iterithi Izwailova. See Ledi Makbet Mtsen-

skogo uezda

Kiizn ' Stepana Razina [Execution of Stepan

Razin], Op. 119 (1964), 210

Keldysh, Georgy (Yuri) [Georgii (Iurii)] Vse-
volodovich (1907-95), 56-57, 382

KGB (Komitet gosudarstvennoi bezopasnosti

[The Committee on State Security]), 43,

53, 55-56, 216, 2827219; and Testimony,

97, 122, 124, 313
Khachaturian, Aram Ilich [IPich] (1903-78),

222, 225, 245, 248, 326, 353
Khachaturian, Karen Surenovich (b. 1920),

80, 83, 153
Khentova, Sofia [Sofia] Mikhailovna (b.

1922), 309, 349
Khrennikov, Tikhon Nikolaevich (b. 191 3),

12-13, IT 9> I2I
>

x 3^' 168-69, I 7^-79>
186-8772111, 245

Khrushchev, Nikita Sergeevich (1894-1971),

208, 234, 262, 374
Kjellberg, Ann, 317
Klop [The Bedbug], 365, 378; Mayakovsky

version of, 84, 293; Meyerhold version

of, 73, 79
Koenek, Ernst, 200, 330, 380
Kommunist, 87
Kondrashin, Kirill Petrovich (1914-81), 44,

157, 181, 362
Koval [Koval'] (Kovalev), Marian Viktoro-

vich (1907-71), 375-76
Kozlovsky [Kozlovskii], Vladimir, 120-21

Kremlyov, Yuli Anatolievich [Kremlev, Iulii

Anatol'evich] (1908-71), 56-57, 228/714,

238, 241-49
Kiichelbecker, Wilhelm, 183, 148, 213,

2157m
Kukharsky, Vasily Feodosievich [Kukharskii,

Vasilii Feodos'evich] (1918-95), 246,

2537742

Language, 17, 223, 209, 290-94, 312, 369,

371; Aesopian, 194, 208, 231, 240, 267,

291; of the Eighth Symphony, 168-69;

musical, 143, 151, 194, 240, 270, 289,

298, 296, 303
League of Nations, 365
Lebedinsky [Lebedinskii], Lev Nikolaevich

(1904 92), .41 .4:. .40, [28, I}2, 151

; ; ;, and dissidence,
1 76; and music «>i

Shostakovich,
1 54, 1 1 i, :

v
- ;. and per

son.iliu of Shostakovich, \~: 73; ana
Testimony, 1

-
1 , 1 78, [80

Lebrecht, Norman, \ 14

Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogp uezda [Lady Macbeth »l

the Mtsensk District], ( )pera, ( )p. 29 (1930
32); rev. Katerina Izmailova, Op. 1 1

1

(1954-64), 146, 174, 202, in, 294, 195,

297, 310, 365 66\ book about, 183 84;
and Centra] Committee Resolution, [68;

criticism of, 81, 85, 127, 203, 27S 79,

328, 330, 350-53, ^64; performances of,

142, 240; reactions to, 160-61, 167, 286-

87; recording of, 131; reminiscences

about, 14, 16, 30, 73-74, 75; revisions to,

168, 184, 352, 376
Legacy, 3, no, 371, 382; creative, 151, 164,

173; historical, 361; literary, 195; musical,

203, 221, 223, 310
Lenin, Vladimir Ilich [Vladimir Il'ich Uli-

anov] (1870-1924), 143, 156, 175, 203,

213, 278, 310; commemoration of, 156

Lenin Prize, 89, 182

Leninism, 172

Lermontov, iMikhail Iurevich (18 14-41), 148

Leskov, Nikolai Semyonovich [Semenovich];

pseud., Stebnitsky [Stebnitskii] (1831-95),

73-74, 148, 226, 232

Letter writing, 238-39
Letters. See Correspondence

Levitin, Yuri [Iurii] Abramovich (1912-93),

80, 83
Literature, 219, 220, 245, 372
Literaturnaia gazeta, 84, 87, 135; letter to the

editor of, 3, 4, 12, 50, 55, 80-83, 9°» I 3^~

39, 3o6 > 3!5
Litvinova, Flora Pavlovna (b. 1920), 43, 312-

13, 318, 320-227733; reminiscences of, 54-

55» 348

Lokshin, Alexander [Aleksandr] Lazarevich

(b. 1920), 174
Lyogkii [legkii] zhanr, 380, 365
Lyubimov [Liubimov], Yuri [Iurii] Petrovich

(b. 191 7), 266, 311

MacDonald, Ian, 48, 224-26, 230-31, 233-

34, 257-59, 263, 309-10, 313, 335, 347
Maes, Francis, 370
Mahler, Gustav, 160, 173, 196, 200, 303,

378; comparison with, 158-59, 199, 204,

288

Makarova, Nina Vladimirovna (1908-76),

326
Malevich, Kazimir Severinovich (1878- 193 5),

291

Malraux, Andrei, 108

The Man with a Cain, Op. 53 (1938), 203

Mandelshtam [Mandel'shtam], Osip

Emil'evich (1891-1938), 176-77

Mandelstam [Mandel'shtam] (nee Khazina),

Nadezhda Yakovlevna [IakovlevnaJ (1899-

1980), 258
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March of the Defenders ofPeace, for tenor,

chorus, and piano (?iQ5o), 206
Marsh sovetskoi militsii [March of the Soviet

Militia], Op. 139 (1970), 209
Martynov, Ivan Ivanovich (b. 1908), 151, 167-

7i

Marx, 372
Marxism-Leninism, 139, 176, 217, 218, 353
Materialism, 218

Maximenkov, Leonid Valentinovich (b.

i960), 351
Maxim's Return, Op. 45 (1936-37), 203

Maxim's Youth (The Bolshevik), Op. 41 (1934),

203
Mayakovsky [Maiakovskii], Madimir Yladi-

mirovich (1893-1930), 144, 200-201,

291, 378; reminiscences about, 14, 30,

79, 85; works of, 84, 218, 242, 365
Mazo, Margarita, 318
McCarthy, Joseph, 375
McCarthyites, 313-14
Meaning, musical, 159, 223, 269-70, 279,

283-84, 361; ambiguities of, 246, 293;
clarity of, 275; construction of, 332, 336,

340-41, 373; context for, 207; evolution

of, 341; hidden, 194-95, 267, 293, 339,

367; layers of, 240, 297; and metaphors,

196; social, 363; universality of, 318, 352
Medvedev, Rov Aleksandrovich (b. 1925),

258
Memoirs, 14, 19, 57, 80, 94, 258, 267; na-

ture of, 97, 107, 165-67, 349. See also

Testimony

Memory, 196, 261, 266, 340; immortaliza-

tion of, 94; of Shostakovich, 91, 129,

140, 156, 309, 337
Meyerhold [Meierkhol'd], Vsevolod Emili-

evich [Emil'evich] (1 874-1940), 18, 48,

52, 130, 144, 197, 200, 291, 350; family

of, 33, 50, 134; fate of, 161, 178; remi-

niscences about, 14, 42, 23, 32, 34, 72-

73, 79, 308; works of, 73
Miaskovsky, Nikolai Iakovlevich (1881-

1950), 286, 378
Michelangelo, 148, 182

Miller, Edward A., 91
Milosz, Czeslaw, 258
Milstein [Mil'shtein], Nathan [Natan] Mi-

ronovich (1904-92), 316
Minimalism, 331
Ministry of Culture, 94, 166, 168

Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD), 209. See

also KGB
Mistakes, 203-204, 206
Models, 295, 372
Modernism, 242, 270, 284-85, 290-93, 295,

362, 380
Morality, 87, 130, 158, 207, 284, 311
xMoscow Art Theater, 353
iMoscow Conservator)7

, 71, 152-53, 162, 325,

334, 337, 362
Moscow Conservatory Production Collec-

tive, 351

Moskva, Cbcryomusbki [Cheremushki; The
Cheryomushki Precinct, iMoscow], Op-
eretta, Op. 105 (1958), 208-209, 35 2

Mosolov, Alexander [Aleksandr] VasiFevich,

381
Motsart i sal eri [Mozart and Salieri] (Push-

kin), 179
Mozart, 70, 174, 199
Mravinsky, Evgeny Alexandrovich [Mravin-

skii, Evgenii x\leksandrovich] (1903-88),

85, 154, 157, 162, 169; and relations with

Shostakovich, 172, 174, 179, 180-82,

18577b

iMuddle instead of Music editorial, 81, 279,

350, 364, 366, 368, 387, 376. See also

Criticism; Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda;

Pravda, editorials in

Music, 83, 139-40, 151, 154-57, I 59
_6°»

183-84, 233; accessibility of, 196, 304,

346, 369; appeal of, 128, 142-43, 271,

330, 346; appreciation for, 98, 270, 289;

approaches to, 201, 206, 270-71, 288-90,

318, 363; appropriation of, 330; autobio-

graphical dimensions of, 258, 288, 299;
complexity of, 196, 298; currents in, 329-

31; emotional response to, 197, 246, 267,

334, 339-40; evaluation of, 122, 284, 318,

331, 354; evolution of, 164, 199, 291,

294-95; fate °f> 219-20, 353; festivals of,

51, 124, 142, 156, 158, 162; importance

of, 137, 145, 206, 257, 279, 369; influ-

ences on, 291-92, 380; and innovation,

85, 88; intentions of, 164-65, 262, 270,

376; interest in, 49, 58, 98, 122-24; na~

ture of, 6, 203, 219-20, 289, 293, 354,

360, 369; perceptions of, 158, 275; and

politics, 304, 335, 367; popular, 293, 296,

297; power of, 148; reactions to, 161, 244-

45, 274, 286-87; reception of, 5-6, 242,

304, 327, 329-32, 341, 363, 364, 367,

368; recordings of, 165, 182; recycling in,

295, 298, 310, 350; revision of, 156-57,

168, 184, 376; significance of, 175, 267,

283; study of, 69-72, 75, 239, 271, 291,

329-30, 361; universality of, 205, 335
Music, ballet, 293
Music, film, 153, 156, 203, 293, 294, 297,

3.
65

Alusic, Soviet, 82, 94, 195, 242, 245, 260,

279, 326
Music, theater, 293, 294, 296
Music, vocal, 210
Musical life: Soviet, 5, 12, 230, 238, 260,

267, 334, 351, 381; American, 329-32,

361-62, 364
Musicians, Soviet, 362

Musicologists, 107, 242
Musicology, 123, 124-25, 239, 243, 249; ap-

proaches to, 242, 361, 364, 377; Soviet,

99, 239-40
Musorgsky [Musorgskii], Modest Petrovich

(1839-81), 56, 77-78, 109, 196, 242, 378,

382; allusions to, 353; comparisons with,
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i^; reminiscences about, 14; works of,

-- -s. 109, 160. 1SS//1-, 212, 235116, 266,

381

Mythology . 279

Will rodinoi nashci solntsc siuut [The Sun
shines over our Motherland], for Inns'

choir, chorus, and orchestra, Op, 90
(195:), 156. 175, 206. 352

Naiman, Anatoly [Anatolii], 1 iS

National Socialism, 277, 3 iS

Nazism, 1 59, 2 77, ^30
Nemirovich-Danchenko, Vladimir Ivanovich

(1858-1943), 161

Neo-romanticism, 331
Nestyev [Nest'ev], Israel [Izrail'] Madimiro-

vich (191 1-93), 159-62, 246
Xeuhaus [Neigauz], Heinrich [Genrikh]

Gustavovich (1888- 1964), 154, 272
New Economic Policy, 378
New Music, 330, 336
The New Music, 329
New Objectivity, 365
The New Shostakovich, 6, 48, 230, 257-59,

263, 309, 3227749, 335
Nezabyvaemyi 19 19 [The Unforgettable year

1919]. l 53
Nezhdanova, Antonina \

r
asilievna

[Vasil'evna] (1873-1950), 167
Nightingale (Stravinsky), 71-72
Xikolskaya [Nikol'skaia] , Irina, 49
NKVD (Peoples' Commissariat of Internal

Affairs), 161. See also KGB
Nomenklatura, 240, 241, 246
Nos [The Nose], Opera, Op. 15 (1927-28),

73, 174, 201, 293, 297, 355, 365, 380
Novyi Vavilon [The New Babylon] (1928-29),

293

Obituary, 193, 279, 304, 332
Offenbach, 174, 201, 297
Oistrakh, David Fyodorovich [Fedorovich]

(1908-74), 157
Opinion, no, 129, 198, 249, 261, 275, 284,

Opportunism, 207-208, 369
Order of Lenin, 181

Organization of Revolutionary Composers
and Musical Activists, 3 5

1

Orlov, Genrikh (Henry) Alexandrovich, 3,

29, 60/228, 99-100, 177-78, 260; and

BBC interview, 120-21; and music of

Shostakovich, 121-24; an^ opinion on
Testimony, 107-10, 111-16, 117; and

relationship with Volkov, 1 17-19; and

review commission, 100-106, 119-20,

I2 5

Orwell, George, 232
Our Song, for bass, mixed chorus, and piano

(1950), 206

Pacifism, 352
Padenie Berlina [The Fall of Berlin], 153

PmJmu No. 6 [Ward No. 6] (Chekhov), 15s
Pasternak, Boris Leonidovich (1890 [96

1 -:, 1 77, 1S-/M]

Pateticbeskata orstoriis [Oratorio patetico],

comp. Svidirov; text, Mayakovsk) (1959),
242

Peiko, Nikolai [vanovich (l>. [916), 161

Perestroika, 261 1 6i

Performances, 128, [48, 161 63, 165, 1

279 8< 1,
j (8, J47; banning of,

1 5 j, 166,

220, 250-51, {^, j
58*18; by Shostako

vich, 71, 73, 1 59, [68 69; style of,
j \y\

of symphonies, 94, 169, 180-82, 298, $63
Persecution, i 50-5 1, 1 75, 184

Personality, cult of, 197, 206, 262, ^74
Personality, of Shostakovich, 85-86.

117, 196, 197, 259, 290, 293; and ambh
alence, 122; and compassion, 82, 14s 46,

162, 331; complexities of,
1 54, 176, 2:4,

262-63, 2<^7' 3 J 9> 34°' 347» 35°; conflicts

in, 123, 177; creativity of, 202, 370; and
cynicism, 261; mannerism of, 40-41, [95,

272, 333; and memory-, 41, 70, 107, 109,

313; and moral standards, 57, 167; and

punctuality, 163, 170, 182, 338; and rela-

tions with others, 157, 172-73, 364; stub-

bornness of, 164, 175; traits of, 1 10; and

weaknesses of character, 120, 165-66,

195, 261, 265, 31

1

Perspectives, 1-2, 331; changes in, 327
Pesn' lesakh [The Song of the forests], Ora-

torio, for tenor and bass soloists, boys'

choir, chorus, and orchestra, Op. 81

(1949), 151, 156, 175, 206, 242, 352
Pesni i pliaski smerti [Songs and Dances of

Death] (Musorgsky), 169, 212, 2357*6, 266

Petrushka (Stravinsky), 71, i88wr

Philistinism, 160, 209
Philosophy, 218, 270
Photographs, 13, 18-19, 5 2

>
I 3°~3 1

'
l 7%

Piano Concerto No. 1 in C Minor with solo

trumpet, Op. 35 (1935), 153
Piano Quintet op. 57 (1940), 159, 162-63

Piano Trio No. 2, Op. 67 (1944), 45, 158,

211

Picasso, 265-66
Platonov, Andrei Andreevich [Andrei Plato-

novich Klimentov] (1 899-1 951), 219

Politics, 47-48, 157, 275, 304, 346; cultural,

12

Polyphony, 251/79, 293, 297
Polystylistics, 159
Pornophony, 376
Portrayal, of Shostakovich, 139, 225, 346-47,

373; in Testimony, 11, 85, 98, 109, 124,

135, 138, 150-51, 225, 309, 317, 332,

370
Poskrebyshev, Alexander [Aleksandr) Niko-

laevich (1891-65), 178-79
Prague Spring Festival, 169

Pravda, editorials in (1936), 161, 197, 203,

219, 278-79, 287, 294, 298, 328, 330,

350-51, 364, 371; response to, 195, 367
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Predislovie k polnomu sobraniiu moikb socbinenii

i kratkoe razmysblenie po povodu etogo pre-

disloviia [Preface to the Complete Edition

of My Works and a Brief Reflection ap-

ropos to the Preface], for bass and piano,

Op. 123 (1966), 209
Pressures, 200, 261, 348, 367, 382
Primitivism, 225
Principles, ethical, 278
Prison, Stalinist, 172

Production, artistic, 219, 221, 226

Professionalism, 245
Prokofiev [Prokof ev], Sergei Sergeevich

(1891-1953), 142, 177, 199, 222, 259,

288, 291, 378; comparisons with, 284,

286; music of, 147; popularity of, 123,

167, 196, 248, 327; prohibition of, 353;
and relations with Rostropovich, 46; and
relations with Shostakovich, 48, 147-48,

173; Testimony portrait of, 4, 45, 47, 85
Proletarian music organizations, 351
Proletarskii muzykant, 234
Proletkult, 354
Propaganda, 86, 95, 201, 216, 223, 243, 330;

agitation, 202, 278; anti-Soviet, 13, 93-94;
political, 340

Property, intellectual, 132

Protest, 158, 199, 200, 223, 369; courage to,

128, 260; lack of, 195, 161; music as, 153-

54, 160, 172, 197, 205, 310, 335; per-

sonal, 353; voice of, 213
Protopopov, Sergei Vladimirovich (1893-

J 954)> 377
Psychology, 175, 218, 270
Publication, oiTestimony, 3, 19, 25, 28, 56,

90-93, 98-99, 106, 121, 307; Russian-

language, 19, 28, 92-93, 98, 132, 138-39,

177-79, 3 l6 > 3 2 3"5°> 37o
Publications, 157, 225
Publicity, 95
Puccini, 284
Purges, 197, 203, 349
Pushkin, Alexander [Aleksandr] Sergeevich

(1799-1837), 148, 179, 194, 209, 236;zc,

294
Pyatnitsky Choir, 375

Quotations, 355, 363-64; self, 295, 374

Rachmaninoff [Rakhmaninov], Sergei

Vasilievich [VasiPevich] (1873-1943),

142, 276
Radlov, Nikolai E. (1 889-1 942), 197
Rationality, 223
Rayok [Raek] (Musorgsky), i88//r

Realism, 242

Reality, 204; Soviet, 124, 129, 152, 176, 223,

260, 332, 368
Realization, artistic, 259
Regime, Soviet, 226, 250, 364; conflicts with,

122-23, T 44> 222~2 4> 335» 354; loyalty

to, 241, 347; opposition to, 93, 233-34,

277-78; relationship with, 12, 88-89, 108-

109, 127, 139-40, 160-61, 167-68, 231,

263; Stalinist, 160, 171

Rembrandt, 320
Reminiscences, 14-17, 19, 135; about Shos-

takovich, 24, 39, 151

Repin, Ilia Efimovich (1844-1930), 56, 382
Repino, 52, 54, 305
Repression, 150, 178, 207, 341; and anti-

Semitism, 166; Stalinist, 156
Requiem (Tishchenko), 50-51
Resistance, 347, 354
Resolution on Music (1948) of the Central

Committee of the Communist Party, 152-

53, 166, 168, 204, 206, 220, 330, 353,

367, 374; and public confession, 265; and
purges, 240, 288, 354

Response, creative, 194, 367, 381

Responsibility, 89, 158, 349; civic, 86, 155,

196, 200, 240, 375. See also Service, pub-
lic

Revolution (1905), 177, 310, 352, 369
Revolution (1917), 199, 200, 203, 218, 365;

appeal of, 144; ideals of, 176, 199, 204;

musical portrayal of, 156, 176, 201-204,

234, 235/27

Rhetoric, 289, 292, 365; Cold War, 331, 332
Rhythm, 296, 297, 298
Richter [Rikhter], Sviatoslav Teofilovich

(1915-97), 154, 272
Rilke, Rainer Maria, 148, 213
Rimsky-Korsakov [Rimskii-Korsakov], Niko-

lai Andreevich (1844-1908), 77-78, 196;

music of, 372
Rolland, Romain, 85, 88, 108, 225
Romanticism, 160, 326
Rossini, 172, 355, 363
Rostropovich, Mstislav Leopoldovich [Leo-

pol'dovich] (b. 1927), 44-46, 142, 260,

310, 356/73, 363, 375; education of, 146;

letter of, 95-96; and music of Shostako-

vich, 131, 143-44, J 48-49; and relation-

ship with Shostakovich, 145-47; and Tes-

timony, 315-16
Rozhdestvensky [Rozhdestvenskii], Genady

[Genadii] Nikolaevich (b. 193 1), 177, 294
Rumors, n, 47-48, 63/258, 307, 315, 317
Russian Association of Proletarian Musicians

(RAPM), 168, i86wk, 233-34, 351, 355,
380-81

The Russian Review, 20, 22, 307, 309, 315,

347
Russian State Archive of Literature and Art,

183

Russkaia mysV muzyke [Russian thoughts

about music], 241

Russkii sovetskii simfonizm [Russian Soviet

symphonism], 99
Ryzhkin, Josif Yakovlevich [Iosif Iakovievich]

(b. 1907), 228/214

Sabinina, Marina Dmitrievna (191 7-2000),

152-58, 351
Sacrifice, 210
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Sakharov, Andrei Dmitrievich (1921-89),

172; and letter of denunciation, i:S. [32,

166. 225, 266, J04, } 1 1

Sartre, Jean-Paul, 218, 222

Satire, 109, 225, 365, 371; social. 217
Satin' [Satires], Op. 109 (i960), 209
Scandal, 45, 86, 124, 129-30, 15^, ::i

Schnittke, Alfred [Al'fred] Garrievich (1934-
98). 166. 289, 362

Schoenberg, Arnold, 12^, 200, ^o^, 529-31,
380; and separation of art from history,

361-62; and Style and Idea, 336
Scholarship, 5-7, 13, 224-26, 232, 249, 258,

267, 276, 347-50, 354, 356; contributions

to, 223; integrity of, 120, 263, 312; musi-
cological, 239-40

Schonberg, Harold C, 11, 86, 306
Schopenhauer, 270
Schubert, 56, 382
Schwarz, Boris, 124, 222, 3427/1

Scriabin [Skriabin], Alexander [Aleksandr]

Nikolaevich (1871/72-1915), 142, 167,

199, 291, 378
Second Viennese School, 329
Semiotics, 371-72
Semyonov [Semenov], Sergei Aleksandrovich

(b. 1893), 4 1

Sensationalism, 124
Serenade in A (Stravinsky), 7

1

Service, public, 89, 170-71, 195, 203, 206,

349. See also Responsibility, civic

Shafarevich, Igor [Igor'] Rostislavovich (b.

1923), 340
Shakespeare, 148
Shaw, Bernard, 85, 88, 108

Shchedrin, Rodion Konstantinovich (b.

1932), 55, 225, 326
Shchelokov, Nikolai Anisimovich, 210
Shebalin, Vissarion Yakovlevich [Iakovlevich]

(1902-63), 235725

Sheinberg, Esti, 370-73
Shepilov, Dmitri Troiimovich (1905-95),

189WCC, 353-54
Sholokhov, Mikhail Alexandrovich [Aleksan-

drovich] (1905-84), 174, 352-53
Shostakovich: A Life, 2, 6, 312, 314, 346, 356
Shostakovich: A Life Remembered, 6, 310, 340,

350; reviews of, 265-68
Shostakovich, Dmitri Dmitrievich (1906-75),

143, 325-27, 337-39; conduct of, 226;

conversations with, 273-74; death of, 14,

193, 289; defense of, 240, 271; evaluation

of, 12, 44-45, 284-85, 329; exploitation

of, 129, 370; fate of, 117, 194; genius of,

144, 148, 163, 166, 172, 196, 286, 346;
health of, 52, 108, 131, 153, 155, 175,

211, 315; intelligence of, 148; interna-

tional recognition of, 87-88, 150-51,

196, 360; life of, 58, 150, 224; literary in-

terests of, 79, 174, 179; morality of, 225;

musical interests of, 174, 295, 297; in

photograph, 18, 52; and politics, 242,

278, 284; psychological state of, 108, no,

161, iss. J47; .iihI public statements, 95;
reinterpretation of, 257 >s

; reputation of,

288, J77; significance of, 144 j>.

1-;. [74, 1-0. [96, 221, 28 |. J28
stature of, 48 49, [22, 1 $7, i& . [67,

194, [96, 199, 2 < .6. 221, 233, 248, 261,

278, 288, J04, $63 65, $75; as storyteller,

41, 46, 54; as tragic figure, [51, [53, [57,

[73, 260, 380; voice 01, <;N, [09, n;s. J77J
youth of, 79, 200, 202, 286, 293, 164 66,

377-78. .See also Personality, of Shostako-
vich

Shostakovich, (ialina Dmitricvna (daughter;

b. 1936), 43, 52, 93, 314
Shostakovich, Irina Antonovna, nee Supin-

skaia (3rd wife; b. 1934), J~4> l8, 94*
138, 182, 332; and defense of Shostako-

vich, 128-30, 132-33; and Testimony, 12,

!7> 5 2-53. 9°> 9 2-93< "9- 130-32, 306,

317, 315; and Yolkov, 135, 155
Shostakovich, Maxim [Maksim] Dmitrievich

(son; b. 1938), 52, 259, 260, 261, 314-16,

332; as conductor, 363; and Testimony, 46-

48, 93,121, 135-36, 309, 334
Shostakovich, Nina Vasilievna [Vasil'evna],

(1st wife; see Varzar, Nina Vasileievna

[Vasil'evna])

Shostakovich, Sofia Vasilievna [Sofia

Vasil'evna], nee Kokoulina (mother; 1878-

1955), 69-70
Shostakovich Family, 3, 53, 90-94
Shostakovich Family Archive, 28-30, 182-83

Shostakovich Reconsidered, 1-2, 6, 46, 122,

276, 311-12, 347; reviews of, 5, 230-35,

277
Shostakovich Wars, 2, 6, 283
Signature, of Shostakovich: on articles, 195,

261, 310; and denunciations, 132-33,
i87/?q, 198, 261, 266, 311; musical, 199,

309, 373—74; on photograph, 13, 52,

607225, 657289, 130; on Testimony manu-
script, 3, 14, 17, 19, 23, 25, 28-30, 32,

39, 43-44> 45, 55> 69> 89> IOI
>
Io8

>
r 3^

132, 147, 276, 305-306, 308, 3207233,

32477a, 332-33, 357723 {see also Authentic-

ity, of Testimony; Testimony debate); and

willingness to sign, 43, 56-57, 120, 132,

166, 262

Simfonii Shostakovicha [The symphonies of

Shostakovich] 3, 99, 124

Sinfonia Concertante (Prokofiev), 147
Skrebkov, Sergei Sergeevich (1905-67), 246,

2537243

Skripka RotshiVda [Rothschild's violin]

(Fleishman), 18, 51

Slavery, 266
Socialism, 273
Socialist Realism, 5, 87, 176, 217, 221, 222,

287, 332, 339; and American composers,

326; and fiction, 353; ideals of, 152, 169,

350; and Shostakovich, 175, 243, 363
Society, Soviet, 85, 88, 198, 216, 224, 349,

375
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Society for Private Performances, 361
Sokolsky [Sokol'skii], Marias, 355
Solidarity, 376
Sollertinsky [Sollertinskii], Ivan Ivanovich

(1902-44), 158, 292, 338, 350
Sologub, Fyodor [Fedor Kuzmich Ternikov]

(1863-1927), 89
Solzhenitsyn, Alexander [Aleksandr] Isaevich

(b. 1918), 172, 182, iSjnq, 258, 314,

3197/23, 340, 363; and denunciation let-

ter, 261, 266; and satire, 374
Songs: prison, 194, 374; revolutionary, 204,

211, 310, 337
Soul, 218, 270, 271, 283, 318, 340
Sovetskaia muzyka, 47, 57, 93, 246, 248; edi-

torial board of, 154-55, 2 47; reminis-

cences published in, 24, 33, 39, 308; and
Shostakovich, 132; and Volkov, 23, 46,

52, 92, 130, 305, 333, 3437/15
Sovetskoe isskustvo [Soviet art], 159
Soviet power, 226, 265, 353
Soviet Union, 143-44. $ee a ŝo Regime, So-

viet; Society, Soviet; System, Soviet

Spirit, human, 222, 298
Spirituality, 225, 340
St. Petersburg: A Cultural History (Volkov), 50-

51, 52, 316
Stagnation, 220

Stalin, Joseph [Iosif] Vissarionovich [Iosif

Vissarionovich Dzhugashvili] (1879—

1953), 16, 109, 18672m, 219, 222, 226,

304, 374; and Composers Union, 178-79;
death of, 128, 206, 358728; and Lady Mac-
beth, 160-61, 366; and personality cult,

262; and portrayal in music, 175, 18972CC,

224-25, 318, 335, 356; praise of, 177;

and Tenth Symphony, 139
Stalin era, 109, 353, 372
Stalin prize, 175
Stalin regime, 48, 220, 277
Stalinism, 108, 172, 222, 234, 277, 2827220,

291, 303, 313
Stanislavsky, Konstantin Sergeevich [Kon-

stantin Sergeevich Alekseev] (1863-1938),

85
Stasi, 273
Steinberg [Shteinberg], Maximilian [Maksi-

milian] Oseevich (1883-1946), 286

Stockhausen, Karlheinz, 364
Stoicism, moral, 206
Story ofa Friendship; The Letters ofDmitri

Shostakovich to Isaak Glikman, 1941-1975,

373
Strauss, Richard, 284, 378
Stravinsky, Igor Fyodorovich [Stravinskii,

Igor' Fedorovich] (1882-1971), 109,

200, 284, 291, 296, 378; memoirs of,

196, 232, 23672b; music of, 45, 71-72,

i8872r, 361; perceptions of, 123; reminis-

cences about, 14, 23, 25, 27, 29, 40, 42,

48, 308; and Shostakovich, 45, 173, 286-

88, 297
String Quartet No. 1 in C Major, Op. 49

( J 93 8 )> T 53> l6 3

String Quartet No. 3 in F Major, Op. 73
(1946), 154, 162-64, l %6ng

String Quartet No. 8 in C Minor, Op. no
(i960), 211, 318, 339; imagery in, 309;
interpretation of, 373-374; meaning of to

Shostakovich, 337-39, 341; performances
of, 337-38; reviews of, 51, 305; signature

in
> 353

String quartets, 163-65, 210-n, 240, 266,

337
Structure, musical, 204, 205, 239, 240, 246,

271, 289, 296, 298
Struggle, dramatic, 171

Stukach, 219, 222

Style, musical, 159-60, 164-65, 201-202,

224, 293, 331, 367; compositional, 240,

290, 295-98, 304, 336, 354-55, 365-66;
dramatic, 205; evolution of, 200, 371,

368, 376; individual, 199; performance,

337' 339- $ee a ŝo Analysis; Music; Struc-

ture, musical; Techniques, compositional

Subtexts, musical, 231, 288, 366
Suffering, human, 177, 196
Suicide, 212

Svetlyi ruchei [The Sparkling Stream], Ballet,

Op. 39 (1934-35), 350
Sviridov, Georgy (Yurii) Vasilievich [Georgii

(Yurii) Vasil'evich] (1915-98), 161, 222,

225, 248
Symbolism, musical, 156, 172, 205, 206,

223-24, 289, 293. See also Imagery, musi-

cal

Symphonies, 41, 117, 123, 155-56, 158, 204-

207, 240, 304; and drama, 200; early, 297;
and ideology, 246; later, 329; meaning of,

160, 171, 212, 233, 276; study of, 99
Symphonism, 336
Symphony No. 1, Op. 10 (1924-25), 167,

172, 199, 200, 227771 1, 233; analysis of,

366, 371; quotations from, 211; reception

of, 364; responses to, 286-87; symbolism
of, 205

Symphony No. 2, "Dedication to October"

(Posviashchenie Oktiabriu), Op. 14 (1927),

176, 201, 286, 303, 365, 379-80
Symphony No. 3 in E-flat Major, "The First

of May," Op. 20 (1929), 181, 201,

2287717, 2 93> 2 98 > 380
Symphony No. 4 in C Minor, Op. 43 (1934/

35-36), 12, 181, 202-204, 2 4°' 2 94' 2 97
_

98, 304; compared to Mahler, 158; his-

tory of, 351; interpretations of, 258-59,

309; performance of, 328, 351; tone of,

329
Symphony No. 5 (1937), 127, 139, 160, 272,

291, 298, 303, 309; descriptive analysis

of, 335; interpretations of, 356; parallels

to Beethoven's Ninth, 368; reception of,

168, 367; as response to criticism, 294
Symphony No. 7, "Leningrad," Op. 60

(1941), 262, 276, 298, 303, 304, 361;

composition of, 16, 75, 107; facsimile

edition of, 183; interpretations of, 85,

233, 335; performances of, 94, 318, 362;



hull 407

reception of, 1 59, 168 69, 105, B

;6: 63; review of, ;;.\ in Testim

Symphon) No. 8, Op, 65 (1943), 107, 123,

14S. 151, 167 68, 1
-

1

124;
criticisms of, 169, \~(\ quotations from,

in; review of, 1 54, 169

Symphony No, 10 (1953), 631158, 1 \g 40,

151. 171, *o6, ::4. 281119, 3 1 5i ^ lS; m ~

terpretations of, \$6\ reactions to, 241

Symphony No. 11 md Minor, "
1 he Year

1905" (1905 god), Op. 103 (1956-57),

143. 151. 156, 1-1. 176 --. 194, 204,

133, 240, 309, 318, 380; imager] of. 1-:.

}68- }6g; interpretations of, }io, 369;
quotations from. : 1 1; reception of, 24".

352. 369
Symphony No. 12, "The Year 191 7" (/y/~

god) (1959-61), 155-56, 160, 172, 175,

203, 233, 240, 380; artistic value of, 177;
critique of, 157; interpretations of, 176;

meaning of, 318
Symphony No. 13 in B-flat Minor, Babyi Yar

[Babii iar] , for bass soloist, chorus of

basses, and orchestra, Op. 113 (1962),

151, 155-58, 172, 176, 207, 210, 240,

3577/8, 372; criticism of, 208; and Mra-
vinsky, 180-82, 18577b

Symphony No. 14, for soprano, bass, string

orchestra, and percussion, Op. 135

(1969), 54, 172, 176, 181-82, 211-13,

266
Symphony No. 15 in A xMajor, Op. 141

(1971), 54, 172, 174, 181-82, 355; per-

formance of, 363-64
System, Soviet, 87-88, 94, 220, 241, 265,

307. See also Regime, Soviet

Talent, 199, 360
Taruskin, Richard, 233, 276, 278-79, 288-

89, 294-95, 3 10 ' 3 I2
> 3*8; criticism of,

348, 356-57773; and reception of Testi-

mony, 306-307; and Testimony debate,

313-14
Tchaikovsky, Pyotr Ilich [Chaikovskii, Petr

U'ich] (1840-93), 48, 199, 242, 245, 259,

353; music of, 70, 152

Techniques, compositional, 200, 202, 220,

296, 366. See also Style, musical: compo-
sitional

7>77 Poems on Texts by Revolutionary Poets of the

Late-Sineteenth and Early-Twentieth Cen-

turies, for a cappella chorus, Op. 88

(1951), 204
Terror, 144, 197, 207, 298; Stalinist, 160, 291

Tertz, Abram [Andrei Donatovich Siniavskii]

(b- x 9 2 5)> 348

Testimony: The Memoirs ofDmitri Shostakovich,

as related to and edited by Solomon Volkov

(1979), 84, 128, 150, 275, 347; compila-

tion process for, 14, 17, 18-19, 25, 42,

51, 98, 101, 107, 119, 257-58, 277, 305-

307, 317, 3207733, 333, 357773; contents

of, 14, 46-48, 50, 52-53, 657789, 134-35.

1 ;s.
1 v 1

s
. 1 ontexi of, .-s^. 1 riticism

Mi \\ K-. 47 p. 5 51,55
1::. 139,223, jo6; defense of, 45 46, p.
S4. «;-. 1 : .-. ; 1 j. no. is in. |J 1 ;. if> iS,

40, Bl \o\ t.in ..I. 1

; 1 1 . impact ot. 48 j«>. > ;. 98, 1 1
1

.'.
; \.\. impetus for, 3 s.

nature of, 93, 107, II . 1 I , 1 34, 1 38,

1 i,i), ;i~. .iinl previous!) published mate
rials. ;. 1 ; 1 -.

40, 42 4;. 46. 6p ~<7. Si. 1 .

276
1

1; ret eption

<>t. 14. 44 4-. B6, <;- <;S.
1 s 1. [80, 2 J2,

306, 370; relevance of. 173; reviews of, 2,

11,12,22 13, 307; WT.KltV of, ; )

See also Authenticity, of Testimony; Publi-

cation, ot Testimony; Signature, ot Shosta
kovich; Testimony debate; Volkov, Solo

mon Moiseyevicn
Testimony debate, 2 , 124, :::, 2 7 1 , 2 -«,. 283,

305, 311, 313, 318, 34S.
J56. See also \u

thenticity, ot Testimony: Textual compari-

son

Testimony manuscript, 90, 107, [31, 179, 306,

308; access to, 309; expert evaluation of,

99-1 10, 1 1 1- 1 6, 118, 119, 12 1; layout ot,

28-29, 3°' 3
2_ 34' 39

-4°' 42_43; Moscow
version of, 30-40, 607722, 69, 74; original,

17, 23, 26, 28-29, 34» 39* 4 2 ~44> 59" 14.

See also Authenticity, of Testimony: Signa-

ture, of Shostakovich; Textual compari-

son

Textual comparison: of Testimony, 3, 14-16,

23, 29-30, 32-33, 39-40, 69-79, !79,

308, 332; of Shostakovich correspon-

dence, 42
Thaw, 206, 207, 262, 349
Theater, 204-205, 297; Construetivist, 354;

influence of, 294-96
Themes, musical, 159-160, 171, 172, 1--.

214, 233, 337-38; revolutionary, 200

Theodorakis, Alikis, 128, 133
Theorists, 240, 291

Theory: literary, 291; musicological, 239,

372
Thompson, Virgil, 328-29, 330, 362

Tikhii Don [Quiet Don] (Sholokhov), 174.

Tishchenko, Boris Ivanovich (b. 1930),

637263, 80, 83, 151, 175, 3207733, 332;

correspondence with, 348; and influence

of Shostakovich, 173-74; and I.itcmtur-

naia gazeta letter, 55, 138, 139; and rela-

tions with Volkov, 51-54, 130, 134-36,

178; and Testimony, 4, 18, 50-51, 52, 315

Tonality, 304
Tone, 195, 329
Topics, musical, 336, 368, 371

Toscanini, 47, 48, 109, 259
Totalitarianism, 144, 176, 196, 199, 223,

232, 2827720

Tragedy, 144, 160, 214, 225, 284; in music,

164-65, 169

Trance, 290, 292, 297
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Tree ofMusic, 99, 124
Truth, 48-49, 207, 239, 258-59, 274, 279,

315, 347; essential, 223, 231, 260, 263;

scholarly, 249; universal, 204
Tsvetaeva, Manna Ivanovna (1 892-1 941),

148, 183, 193-94
Tukhachevsky [Tukhachevskii], Mikhail Ni-

kolaevich (1893-193 7), 197
Twentieth Party Congress, 208, 262

Twenty-Four Preludes and Fugues, for pi-

ano, Op. 87 (1951), 161, 206, 243, 352

Ulrich, Homer, 331
Union of Composers. See Composers Union
United Nations, 202

Uslovno ubityi [Declared Dead] (193 1), 380-
81

Ussachevsky [Usachevskii], "Vladimir (Alexis)

(191 1-90), 1 19
Ustvolskaya [Ustvol'skaia], Galina Ivanovna

(b. 1919), 174

Vainberg, Aloisei. See Weinberg, Moisei Sa-

muilovich

Yainkop, Yulian Yakovlevich [Iulian Iak-

ovlevich] (b. 1901), 244
Varzar, Nina Vasileievna [Vasil'evna] (Shos-

takovich's 1 st wife; 1909-54), 54
Verdi, 297
Vemost'

1

[Loyalty-], eight ballads for unaccom-
panied male chorus, Op. 136 (1970), 175,

t
. 35 2

Victims, 156, 160, 176, 204, 219, 233, 310,

366-67; of terror, 197-98
Vintik, 219, 222

Violence, 177, 212, 298
Violin Concerto No. 1 in A Minor, Op. 77

(1947-48), 152, 157, 206, 245
Vishnevskaya [Vishnevskaia], Galina Pav-

lovna (b. 1926), 44-45, 96, 310, 315;
memoirs of, 139, 140; performance in

Katerina Izmailova, 1 68

Voina i mir [War and peace] (Prokofiev), 146-

47
Volkov, Solomon Moiseyevich [Moiseevich]

(b. 1944?), 3, 131, 140, 232, 272, 278,

305, 316-17; as author, 47-48, 81-82,

109-10, 138, 259-60; claims of, 1, 23, 25,

34, 271, 341, 3437215; credibility of, 45,
86-87, 89, 120, 177, 276-77, 307-308;
and defense of Testimony, 22, 311; and
emigration, 17, 56, 2827719, 306; integrity

of, 14, 19, 42-44, 46-48, 53, 120, 134,

258, 260; intentions of, 57-58, 138,

235773; in photograph, 18, 52; portrayal

of Shostakovich by, 93, 151, 155; and
prepublication review of Testimony, 100,

103, 1 17-19; and publication of Testi-

mony, 28, 132, 177-79; and relationship

with Shostakovich, 51, 84-85; and re-

sponse to criticism, 13-14, 22, 50-51, 53,

309, 347; scholarship of, 12-13, 22 3
_2 4-

See also Interviews

Vonnegut, Kurt, 232

Vstrecba na ETbe [Meeting at the Elba], 153
Vstrecbnyi [The counterplan] (1932), 202

Vulgarity, 139-40, 160

The Vyborg District, Op. 50 (1938), 203

Wagner, 199, 284, 355, 364
Walter, Bruno, 364
War, 181, 200, 289, 337; First Wr

orld, 143;
Second World (Great Patriotic War), 16,

18, 75-76, 87, 107, 183, 205, 329, 361;

and Seventh Symphony, 262, 276, 308,

318, 363; theme of, 243, 352. See also

ColdWar
Waxman, Frank, 325-26
Weber, 201

Webern, 123, 284, 289-90
Weill, Kurt, 286
Weinberg [Vainberg], Moisei [also called

Mechislav] Samuilovich (1919-96), 80,

83, 168, 174; and Literatitmaia gazeta let-

ter, 55, 137-38, 139
U Miain Tell (Rossini), 172, 355
Wilson, Elizabeth, 265, 266, 277, 310-11,

340, 350
Work, creative, 82, 97, 151, 220, 241-42,

270, 284, 304; and politics, 310; recep-

tion of, 366; and regime, 177; and Testi-

mony, 231; tragic element in, 153
World of Art, 173
Worldview, 197, 371
Wozzek (Berg), 179

Yakubov [Iakubov], Manashir Abramovich
(b. 1936), 175-84, 315

Yastrebstev (Iastrebtsev; also spelled Iastret-

sov), Vasily Vasilievich [Vasilii

VasiPevich] (1866-1934), 196, 260
Yavorsky [Iavorskii] Boleslav Leopoldovich

[Leopol'dovich] (1877-1942), 377-79
Yevtushenko, Evgeny [Evtushenko, Evgenii]

(b. 1933), 148, 156-57, 183, 210, 221,

358778; poetry of, 156-57, 181, 207-208.

See also Symphony No. 1

3

Yudina [Iudina], Maria [Mariia] Veniami-
novna (1899-1970), 108, 161

Yurodivy [iurodivyi], 224, 225, 263

Zamyatin, Evgeny [Zamiatin, Evgenii] Iva-

novich (1884-1937), 197, 3007723

Zhdanov, Andrei Aleksandrovich (1896-

1948), 18977CC, 273, 288, 353, 367, 375
Zhdanovshchina, 353, 367, 370, 374-76
Zhitomirsky [Zhitormirskii], Daniel [Daniel']

Vladimirovich (1906-92), 41, 49, 176,

348
Zhlob, 219, 222

Zhurbin, Alexander, 137-38, 140
Zionism, 18

Zolotoi telyonok [The golden calf] (Ilf and Pe-

trov), 234
Zolotoi vek [The Golden Age], 167, 201, 303,

3 6 5> 37i

Zoshchenko, iMikhail Mikhailovich (1894-

1958), 18, 48, 52, 108, 130, 178, 3007723
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