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asymmetrical phrases; improvisarions are virmually pan-
ronal. Another type, which provided the inspiration for
Weather Reporr, is represented by Nefertiti (on Nefertizi)
and Sanctuary (on Bitches Brew, 1969, Col.). Here the
‘accompanists’ improvise while the ‘soloists’ reiterate
strange, slow-moving melodies. Much of Shorter’s writing
for Weather Report is based on simple dance ostinaros
and lyrical melodies. The rapidly changing textures of his
Surucucii {on the group’s album ] Sing the Body Electric,
1971-2, Col.}, on the other hand, probably resulted from
Weather Reporr’s collective improvisation rather than
from the composer’s design.
WORKS
{selective list}
dates refer to first recording
Lester Left Town, 1960; Armageddon, 1964 Black Nile, 1964
Deluge, 1964; Fee-fi-fo-fum, 1964; House of Jade, 1964; Infant
Eyes, 1964; Juju, 1964; Lady Day, 1964; Mahjong, 1964; Night
Dreamer, 1964; The Seothsayer, 1964; Speak No Evil, 1964
Virgo, 1964; Wild Flower, 1964; Witch Hunr, 1964; Yes or No,
1964; Chaos, 1963; E.S.P., 1965; Face of the Deep, 1965; Genesis,
1965; Iris, 1963; Lost, 1965; The All Seeing Eye, 1965
Adam’s Apple, 1966; Dolores, 136¢6; El gaucho, 1966; 502 Blues,
1966; Footprinrs, 1966; Fall, 1967; Go, 1967; Miyako, 1%67;
Neferditi, 1967; Pinocchic, 1267; Prince of Darkness, 1967;
Schizophrania, 1967; Tom Thumb, 1967; Sanctuary, 1968; Warer
Dabies, 1969; Be pois do amor, o vazio, 1970; Surucuct, 1971-2;
Ana Maria, 1974; Beaury and the Beast, 1974
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Short octave (Fr. octave courte; Ger, kurze Oktave). A term
to denote the tuning of some of the lowest notes of
keyboard instruments to pitches below their apparent
ones. The practice was emploved from the 16th cenrury
0 the early 19th to extend the keyboard compass
downwards withour increasing the overall dimensions of
the instrument, .

The short octave was ot described in theorerical
writings before the 1550s; the alleged description of it in
Ramos’s Musica practica ( 1482} results from a misinzer-
preration. However, the system originared earlier in
stringed keyboard instruments. It was basically a variable
tuning adapred to the requirements of individual pieces,
comparable to the SCORDATURA of string instruments, It
was first applied to keyboards showing F as the lowest
key; the Ff and G3 keys, if present, were tuned ro sound
lower notes, usually C, D or E. By the middle of the 16th
Cenrury an apparent E was added as the lowest key, but
it was often tuned to a Jower pitch, This soon resnited in
the standard tuning known today as the ‘C/E short ocrave’
(fig-1), bur keyboard music sometimes called for other
tunings, including some chromatic notes. The System was
applied to the organ only at the end of the 16th centuary,
since rerunings were impractical and the pedal often
Provided the required low notes. Ar the beginning of the
17th century some composers applied scordatura to the

Shostakovich, Dmitry 279

o _E B cH _eb

ClFIGiA|Biclaielrs stc, chromatic

1. &/E short octave

A B

Elec|biE

Fi1G|A]B8]|e

etc, chromatic

2. G/B short octave

chromatic keyboard beginning with C, the Cy key being
retuned 1o A”. This led 1o the standard ‘G'/B"short ocrave’
shown in fig.2.

The short octave developed because the bass part of the

- keyboard repertory was usually diatenic. Ir may have

been conceived at frst as a means of allowing to play on
the manval keyboard of swing instruments what, on the
organ, would have been plaved on the pedal-board.
Several early keyboards show traces of pedal pull-downs
under the short ocrave keys. The short octave arrangement
has also been used for diaronic pedal keyboards, perhaps
because it made the identfication of the keys easier than
in a single row of identical keys. From the 17th century
onwards, however, composers often demanded a chro-
matic compass in the bass and so manual keyboards were
enlarged, a process known as RAVAIEMENT {literally
‘enlargement towards the bass’); or else the two lowest
upper keys were split into two parts, the front muned to
the short ocrave note, and the back to its proper note, a
system known as BROKEN OCTAVE {1}
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Short score. See SCORE, §1.

Shostakovich, Dmitry {Dmitriyevich) {& St Perersburg,
12/25 Sept 1306; d Moscow, 9 Aug 1975). Russian
composer. He is generally regarded as the greatest
symphonist of the mid-20th century, and many of his
$tring quartets, concertos, instrumental and vocal works
are also firmly established in the repertory. His numerous
film scores, extensive incidental theatre music and three
ballets are of more variable quality. In 19346, political
intervention cut short his potenially ourstanding operaric
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outpur; such interference continued to blight his career,
belying the outward signs of official favour and recogni-
tion that increasingly came his way, Amid the conflicting
pressures of official requirements, the mass suffering of
his fellow countrymen, and his personal ideals of human-
itarianism and public service, he succeeded in forging a
musical langnage of colossal emodonal power. The music
of his middle period is often epic in scale and content: it
has been understood by many Russians, and in more
recent years also by Westerners, as chronicling his society
and times, conveying moods and, as some would argue,
experiences and even political messages in notes, ata rime
when to do so in words was proscribed. Since the
appearance in 1979 of his purported memoirs, which
expressed profound disaffection from the Sovier regime,
his works have been intensely scrutinized for evidence of
such explicit communication. However, his intentions in
this respect continue to provoke disagreement, not least
because of the probleraric status of the sources involved.
He published articles and made speeches under varying
degrees of duress; for much of his life his correspondence
was liable to be read by censors; he destroved almost all
letters sent o him; he kept no diary; and his reported
confidences to friends and family are of varying reliabiliry.
Meznwhile, the musical dimensions of his works remain
comparatively little examined. He played a decisive role
in the musical life of the former Soviet Union, as teacher,
writer and administrator. He was also an active pianist,
frequently performing his own works until disability
prevented him. His last concerr appearance was in. 1966,

1. Up to 1926, 2. 1926-36: (1) Life (i) Wocks. 3. 1936-33: {i) Life (1)
Works. 4. 195362 (i) Life {1i) Works. 5. 1963-75: (i) Life (i) Works,
6. Posthumous reputation.

1. Ur TO 1928, Shostakevich’s family on his father’s
side had Polish roots. These are reflecred in the orthogra-
phy of the name common unul 1904, which was
Shestakeovich. His great-grandfather on his father’s side,
Pyotr Mikhaylovich Shostakovich (1808-71), took part
in the Polish and Lithuanian uprisings of 1831, later
settling in Yekarerinburg where Shostakovich’s grandfa-
ther Boleslav Petrovich (1845-1919) was bom. Implicared
in the assassination attempt on Tsar Aleksandr Il in 1866,
Boleslav was arrested, tried and sentenced to exile in
Tomsk, some 1300 km east of the Urals. Following a
further denunciation for revolutionary acrivides he was
sene north to Narim, deeper in the Siberian lowlands,
where his second son, Dinicry Boleslavovich (18735-1922),
Shostakovich’s father, was bom.

Shostakovick’s grandfather on his mother’s side, Vasily
Kokoulin {1850-1911}, rose from a humble background
10 become manager of the gold mines at Bodaybo in
Eastern Siberia, nocth-east of the BaykalSea. His daughrer
Sof'ya Vasil'yevna {1878-1953), Shostakovich’s mother,
studied languages and piano in Itkutsk, and went on to
be a pupil of Aleksandra Rozanova at the St Petersburg
Conservatory. Here she met Dmitry Boleslavovich Shos-
takovich, who was studying histology at St Petersburg
Universicy and was a respectable amateur singer. Afrer
his graduation in 1899, Dmitry Boleslavavich joined the
Palace of Weights and Measures. He was promored to the
rank of semior imspector in 1902 and married Sof'ya
Kokoulin the following year. Dmitry Dmitrivevich was
the second of their three children; his elder sister Mariya
(1203-73) became a pianist, his younger sister Zoya

(1908-90} a veterinary scientist. In these immediate pre-
Revolutionary years, the young Dmitry Dmitriyevich
grew up in comparatively privileged surroundings. The
family had the use of two cars and a dacha, owned a
Diderichs piano, and employed a German mutor, servants
and a nanny. Shostakovich reportedly inherited from his
father a liking for clownish behaviour and for early rising
{habitually around ¢ z.m.).

A guiet boy with a liking for narure and walking, he
artended the privare Mariya Shidlovskaya Commercial
School from 1915 to 1919, along with childeen of the
intelligentsia, such as those of Trowsky, Kuscodiyev,
Kamenev and Kerensky. Close to the school was the
Finland Station, whers Shostakovich and some schoot
friends reportedly witnessed Lenin’s historic arrival and
speech on 3/16 April 1917. In 1919, he moved on to
Gymnasium n0.13, which he amended at the same time as
pursuing his musical studfes ar the Conservarory.

His parents and his elder sister all made music in the
house. Shostakovich enjoyed the gypsy songs his facher
sang and by the age of nine was well acquainted with
Tchatkovsky's Yevgeny Onegin; even before seeing it
staged. In 1915, he saw his first opera, Rimsky-Korsakov'’s
Tale of Tsar Saitan. He had resisted the idea of musical
instruction unril chat year, and his mother had had o
persuade him to take piano lessons. As soon as these
began, however, his musical gifts blossomed. He had
absolute pitch and within 2 month was piaying simple
pieces by Mozart and Haydn. At about the same time he
started to compose, and he liked to improvise lustrative
pieces with verbal running commencaries. Later in 1915
he enrolled at Ignaty Glyasser’s privare music school, and
inirially studied wich the director’s wife, Olga Federovna.
Wichin a year, Shostakovich was studying with Glyasser
himself and progressed to Bach’s preludes and fugues; by
the end of 1917 he could reportedly play che entire Das
wokitemperirte Clavier. He also composed shorr piano
pleces, most of which were later destroyed. Those thar
survive, i various gift albums, include The Soldier, a
Hymn to Freedom, and a Funeral March for Victims of
the Revolution strongly reminiscent of the first moverment
of Beethoven’s Sonara 0p.26. Evidence of the Shostako-
vich family’s political interests at this dme is scane, but it
seerns that they greeted the Revolutions of 1917 with
enthusiasm, as did the majority of the intelligentsia.

Glyasser showed lirtle or no incerest in his pupil’s
compositions, and sometime in 1917 or 1918 Shostako-
vich became dissatisfied and eager to {eave the school, His
mother took him to her former teacher Rozanova for
preparatory lessons before entrance to the Perrograd
Conservarory; in the summer of 1919 she sent him to
Glazunov to have his compositions assessed, He enrered
the Conservatory in autumn 1919, studying harmony,
orchestration, fugue, form and composition with Rimsky-
Kersakov’s son-in-law and pupil Maximilian Steinberg,
and counterpoint and fegue with Nikolay Sokoloy; he
also arrended the history classes of Aleksandr Ossovsky
and towards the end of his studies took violin and
conducting lessons. Some of his orchestration exercises
from this tme survive, notably his scoring of Beethoven
sonata movements and of Rimsky-Korsakov's song I
waited for thee int the grotto op40 no.4. His prodigious
gifts of sural perception, sight-reading and memory
quickly became famous, and he absorbed the orchestral
repertory by playing piano duets with his student friends.



His op.1, a Scherzo for orchestra, was composed in late
1919 during his first vear at the Conservarory.

In his second vear, Shostakovich moved o Leonid
Nikolavev’s piano class, where his fellow-smdenrs in-
cluded Mariva Yudina and Viadimir Sofroniesky. Yudina
spucred him on to tackle such repertory as Beethoven's
*Hammerklavier’ Sonata, which he performed in spring
1922, and encouraged him in his exploration of the latese
works of Hindemith, Barték and Krenek which were
filrering into Russiz after the period of post-Revolutionary
culrural isolation.

The tradition estabiished by Rimskv-Korszkov of rule-
bound rraining in basic theoreticai disciplines still pre-
vailed. The arrival on the staff of composer-teacher
Vladimir Sheherbachvov (in 1923} and of scholac-
composer Boris Asaf'vev in 1923) evenrually provoked
reforms, but these were instituted only near the end of
Shostakovich’s formal studies. He was ambivalent abour
Steinberg’s teaching. He expressed respectful apprecia-
rion, bur in later [ife did not hesitate 1o criticize his teacher
for academic shorr-sighredness: Steinberg in wurn was
vexed by his pupil’s interest in Western-inspired grotes-
querie. Unlike Prokofiev a decade earlier, Shostakovich
did nort rebel as a student, however, and his dererminadion
to combine a degree of experimental freedom with strong
compostrional discipline laid the foundations for a multi-
facered musical idiom, capabie of rapid moduiarions of
tone and stvle. Ar the same time as going through the
prescribed academic hoops, most obviously in the Theme
and Variadons op.3. he participated in the ‘Circle of
Young Composers’, consisting of students meeting in the
conservatory cateteria (1921-4}, and in the Anna Fogr
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Circle {1921-5}, where he made contacr with Asafyev,
Shcherbachyov and conductor Nikolay Malko, all of
them keen followers of contemporary musical trends in
the West. It was in the Fogt Circle thar Shostakovich
introduced his Twe Fables of Krilov op.4 and his Three
Fantastic Dances op.5.

During the years following the Revolution and leading
up to the end of Civil War and the introduction of Lenin’s
New Economic Policy in 1921, most artstic institutions
were severely under-funded. The Conservatory was no
exception and classes often took place in icy conditions,
Shostakovich’s once comfortably-off family also shared
in the deprivarions of the ‘War-Communism’ era. On
several occasions Glazmmov appealed to higher authorities,
including the Commissar for Enlightenment Anaroly
Lunacharsky and the writer Maksim Gorky, for ration
cards and funds for his curstanding student; he eventually
arranged for a stipend from the Borodin fund. When
Shostakovich's father died of pneamonia in February
1922, his mother had to take up typing, and his sister
gave private piano lessons. For the time being the 15-
year-old Dmitry continued his studies, composing his
Suite for two pianos, op.6, in the following month and
dedicating it to the memory of his father.

Ever a sickly child, he developed tuberculosis of the
lymph glands and in spring 1923 had to have an operacion.
He completed his final piano examinations at the
conservatory in June with his neck sull bandaged,
including in his programmes Beethoven's “Waldstein’
Sonata, Liszr’s “Venezia e Napoli’ from the Années de
pélerinage, and the Schumann Coneerto. He then contin-

“ued work on his second orchestral Scherzo op.7 and
began ro sketch ideas for what would evenruallv become
his First Symphony. He was then sent for a summer
sanatorium cure at Gaspra in the Crimea. This trip
stimulared a love for travel that lasted most of his life (he
generally preferred 1o travel south in the spring but to
spend the summer months in the north of Russia). In
Gaspra he met Tar'vana Glivesko, daughter of 2 well-
known Moscow philologist, and some would say the
greatest love of his life. He composed his Piano Trio 0p.$
with his feelings for her very much in mind; he wrote to
his mother in praise of free love, only defending the
institution of marriage as a safeguard for family life. Qver
the next years he backed away from full commitment ro
Glivenko, bur he continued to see her, even trying to
persuade her 1o be with him after her marriage in 1929;
he only ceased to court her after the birth of her first child
in 1932. His letters to her, now in private hands, are a
rare source of information concerning his polirical views.
They reveal a balanced attitnde to the issues of the day,
generally supportive of the communisr regime but scepti-
cal of some of its practical manifestaticns.

In March 1924 Shostakovich was excluded from the
post graduate piano course, officially because of ‘insuffi-
cient maturity’; he came close to transferring to the
Moscow Conservatory, where he already had 2 number
of friendly contacts, to study piano with Konstantn
Igumnov and composition with Nikolay Myvaskovsky.
Afrer he had enjoyed a second rest-cure in the Crimea he
was reinstated with Nikolayev in Leningrad. He set to
work in earnest on his symphony, now z prescribed
graduation task. In October 1924, he began to earn pin-
money playing the piano for silent flms, having previously
passed a qualifying exam. This gave him an outler for his
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nanural sense of fun and ralent for lampooning, but the
work itself was irksome and energy-sapping, not lease
when he had to take one of the cinema-owners to courr
for non-payment of wages.

In March 1925, when he was having difficulties with
the last movemenr of che symphony, Shostakovich
presented a selection of his music in Moscow. On this
occasion the young Vissarion Shebalin made the bigger
impression, bur the visit ar least helped Shostakovich to
develop and inaugurate some imporrant friendships -
with Shebalin, with the theorist Boleslav Yavorsky, and
with the music-loving marshal Mikhail Tukhachevsky.
The larter helped the Shostakovich family financially and
put his protégé in rouch with the composer and theorist
Nikotay Zhilyayev, who became another important
mentor. Tukhachevsky would be shor at Sealin’s behestin
the Red Army purge of 1937; Zhilyayev, implicated by
his friendship with the marshal, was arrested in November
that vear and executed the following January.

By April 1925, the symphony was complete in piano
score, and the orcheswration was finished by 2 July.
Shostakovich dedicated the score to his Moscow student
friend Mikhail Kvadri, who in 1929 would become the
first of his close acquaincances to perish in the Stalinist
repressions. The 12 May performance, coincidentaily the
first radio broadcast from the Grear Hall of the Leningrad
Philharmonic, was a major public and professional
success. Critical reaction, however, was measured rather
than ecsratic.

The success of Shostakovich’s First Symphony cata-
puited him to intemnational fame. The piece was taken up
in rapid succession by Walter, Toscanini, Klemperer,
Stokowski and others in the West, and it drew congram-
latory letzers from Milhaud and Berg. Its cachet lay partly
in the fact cthat it was the first symphony composed in the
Soviet Union to win a place in the general reperrory and
partly in thar it had been composed by a teenager.

However, Shostakovich had tried and tested many of
irs ingredients in preceding compositions, beginning with
his op.1, a Scherzo in F minor composed in 1919 ar the
age of 13 and dedicated to Steinberg. Tchaikovskian in
its balleric character, in construction the Scherzo already
shews some ingenuity in irs contrapuntal combination of
themes, and it has a sophisticated recransition in which
the climax of the cencral lyrical rio section and the remarn
of the scherzo are telescoped together, Like the young
Stravinsky, Shostakovich composed an excepronal num-
ber of scherzos in his apprentice years and used the form
to develop facility in musical characrerization and strue-
ture in tandem. The op.7 Scherzo shows an awareness of
Stravinsky’s rhythmic innovations and feacures the first
of Shestakovich’s irresistibly daft polkas. In addition to
these self-sufficiene scherzos, three of the symphony’s four
movements and the last of the Three Fantastic Dances for
piano op.3 are predominantly scherzo-like in character;
the second of the rwo String Octet pieces op.11, completed
immediately after the symphony, is yer another scherzo.
By contrast, the Romantc tone of the symphony's siow
movement is foreshadowed m the Piane Trio op.8,
composed at the time of his love affair with Glivenko,
while the fateful gloom which descends on this mevement
and on much of the finale was foreshadowed in the Suire
for two pianos op.8, in which the example of Rachmani-
noff is evidenr,
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The first of Shostakovich’s surviving songs are the Tiwo
Fables of Krilav op.4, the second of which ends with a
characteristic ‘false triumph’. Concluding the tale of the
ass who offends the nightingale by suggesting she should
go o the cockerel for singing lessons, the singer remarks,
‘Deliver us, O Ged, from judgments of this kind". The
accompaniment swaggers off in a philistine victory-march,
powerfully echoed 30 years later ar the end of the Tenth
Symphony.

The First Symphony itself covers an exrraordinary
range of character, from its introduction in which the
foriorn search for a stable key and tempo is reminiscent
of Petrushika, through to an almost epic sense of resistance
1o fate at the end of the Finale. It maintains a fascinating
tension berween the progressivist interesrs Shostakovick
had developed ~ in the music of Stravinsky, Hindemith
and Krenek ~ and the reserictive conservatory discipliges
to which he submitted more or less willingly. For these
reasons, the music’s progress is constantly surprising, yer
in its very volatility consistent and true to irsetf. It manages
to steer a course around the two most influendal arimdes
to large-scale form cumrent in 1920s Russia: form as
architecrure, as preached and practised by Rimsky-
Korsakov's pupils Sceinberg and Myaskovsky, and form
as process, as preached by Asaf'yev and both preached
and pracrised by Shcherbachyov and his pupils.

2.1926-36.

{i} Life. In the ten years between the triumph of his First
Symphony and his first fal from official grace Shostako-
vich pursued several different avenues. His initial instinct
was to sow some musical wild oats by compesing in the
latest avant-garde styles imported from the West. But the
need to earn money, not least to support his mother,
increasingly dictated che nature of the work be took on.

“This was especially the case from 1928 wher he undertook
a succession of commissions for incidental music, Alm
scores and ballees, alf of which had to conform to external
requirements. Otherwise his income consisted of a mixrure
of honoraria from sporadic piano performances and
publications {notably of the First Symphony and Firse
Piano Sonara), some teaching (two days a week score
reading at the Central Musical Technical Coliege from
October 1924 to ar least May 1927), similar work at the
Choreographic Technical College from January to April
1923, and sripends in respect of his postgraduate stacus
at the Conservatory which continued untl 1 January
1930, alchough his studies had effectively ended by 1926.
By the end of 1932 dissatisfaction with the procrustean
demands of thearre and film studio provoked a rerum o
insumental music, bur now in a more restrained and
thoughtfui idiom.

One of his first priorities in chis period was to test out
his proficiency as a pianist. In January 1927 he wok part
in the first Chopin Plano Competition in Warsaw, where
he was one of eight firalists bur not a prizewinner (his
Moscow friend Lev Cborin won first prize, Grigory
Ginzburg came fourth). He put this disappointment down
10 pain from appendicitis (he evencually had his appendix
removed int April) and to the national pride of an all-
Polish jury. The comperition marked the end of Shosta-
kovich’s serious aspirations as a professional comcert
soloist, although later in 1927 he played Mozart's
Concerto for Two Pianos with Gavriil Popov, and he kept
the first concertos of Prokofiev and Tchaikovsky in his

~ repertory until the end of 1930, After thar he still played
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2. Arrest of Katerina and Sergey (Act 3 scene vili} in Shostakovich's ‘Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk District’. Malty Opera Theatre, Leningrad,

22 January 1934; set by Viadimir Dimitrrver

his own works but otherwise confined himself to chamber
Music,

1927 was a particularly eventful vear. He used his
honorarium from Warsaw to finance a rerurn trip via
Berlin. Soon afterwards, he met Prokofier who was
making the first of many visits to Russia before his
definitive rerurn nine vears later. Shostakovich plaved his
own recently completed First Piano Sonata, which was
one of the few works by the vounger generarion of Soviet
composers to impress Prokofiev. In the aftermath of this
visit, and with the encouragemen: of Yavorsky, Shosta-
kavich produced his event more extreme Aforizmi (*Aph-
orisms’) op.13, a series of perversely mistreared genre
pieces thar seem like attempts to our-scandalize Prokof-
tev’s Sarcasms. The Leningrad premiére of Berg's Wozzeck
in June gave a further impetus o Shostakovich's avane-
garde inciinarions. Although he tried to plav down the
notion, the influence of this opera’s tragic-satirical tone
and expressionist style was decisive. Irs infiuence can be
found in the Symphonic Dedication to October (later
reritled Svmphony no.2, ‘To Qetober’) on which he had
just embarked as a commission from the Propaganda
Department of the State Music Publishing House for the
tenth anniversarv of the October Revolution; it pervades
the opera based on Gogol's Nos {‘The Nose’), then in the
planning stages; It also remains a powerful force behind
his second opera. Lédi Makber Misenskogo uvezda {*Lady
Macbeth of the Musensk District’), composed between
October 1930 and December 1932. In the symphony, he
also amused himself with the idea of introducing facrory

hooters into the score; their parts are oprionalls perform-
able by unison brass. The larer stages of composition
proved an uphill struggle as he wrestled with the final
chorus, to a propagandistc text by Aleksandr Bezimensky
which he found conremprible.

His work on The Nose received another stimulus from
a new friendship with Ivan Sollertinsky, beginning in May
1927, Four vears the composer’s senior, this polymarh
intellectual soon became his mentor, confidant, corre-
spondent and champion in succession to Yavorsky.
Sollertinsky’s forceful views on the symphonic tradition
were vital factors in Shostakovich's development. He was
already raken with the post-Mahlerian Germanic neo-
classicism of Hindemith and Krenek. With Sollertinsky’s
encouragement he now made a deep study of Mahler’s
music and in so doing discovered the most important
composerly affinity of his career.

In the summer of 1927 Shostakovich mer Ninz Varzar,
an 18-year-oid physics student, whom he would marry in
Mav 1932 after a courtship complicared by their mothers’
resistance and by his own continued feelings for Tat'yana
Glivenko. In Seprember 1927, he encountered the theatre
directar, Vsevolod Meverhold, who invited the composer
to work with him in Mescow and to stav at his apartment.
Shostakovich accepred in early 1928, and worked on The
Nose as well as performing in Meyerhold's theatre.
Meanwhile, in December he was elecred secrerary of the
Conservatory’s Postgraduarte Society, the first of numer-
ous professional and public service posts he would occupy.
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The second half of 1927 and the first half of 1928 were
largely taken up with work on The Nose, interrupted by
a speli of rwo months as pianist in the Meyerhold Thearre.
Having originaily intended to write the endre libretto
himself, Shostakovich soon enlisted the help of Georgy
Ionin, Aleksandr Preys and, to a lesser and conrested
extent, Yevgeny Zamyadn. The zcrual process of compo-
sition was extremely swift, as it would be routinely
throughout the remainder of his career. He rarely made
sketches beyond an aide-mémmoire of salient themes; it is,
however, likely that he destroyed a good deal of draft
marerial and it is known that several of his major works
had false starts {such as the fourth and ninth symphonies)
or were entirely recomposed (Symphoey no.12, String
Quartet no.2).

Having passed the newly required compulsory exami-
nation in Marxist ideology in December 1926, Shostako-
vich contrived to exrend his postgraduare registration at
the Conservatory unl New Year 1930. Fulfilling srudent
requirements, he submirted his Third Symphony, subtitled
‘Pervomayskaya' {*The First of May’}, composed in mid-
1929. Irs impact was overshadowed, however, by the fuss
surrounding The Nose. By the rime the opers was finally
giver its first performance, at the Maliy Theatre on 18
January 1930, the crirical climare had changed. Although
questionnaires proved that the audience was responsive,
reviews were largely hostile, even from former supporters
of the opera. Shostakovick was accused for the frst tdme
in his life of ‘formalisny’, a word that by now had lost its
former connotarions, eirher of conservarve academic
routine or of 2 radical foregrounding of formal devices,
and had become an all-purpose insult to be directed at
any artistic producrion that was deemed either incompre-
hensible vo the ‘People’ or in any way ideologically wrong-
headed,

As a soudenr, Shostzkovich had benefired from the
relative pluralism and liberalism in the Sovier arts world,
resuits of policies enshrined in a Party resolution of 1925.
This favourable situation was, however, gradually giving
way to menopolistc stare conmol. By 1922 che Russian
Association of Proletarian Musicians (RAPM) achieved
hegemony over the Western-crientated Association for
Contemporary Music {ASM), only to be swept aside in
rarmn by another Party decres in 1932. Some RAPM
members later allied themselves with Shostakovich (Daniil
Zhiromirsky, Lev Lebedinsky); others remained a thorn
in his flesh {Vladimir Zakharov, Maran Koval, Klavdiya
Uspenskaya). The ascendancy of RAPM was brief bur
intimidaring, While Shostakovich’s compositions were
lambasted in the press, his own offictal pronouncerments,
including self-assessments for the Conservatory, became
defensive in tone and voiced concerns to create music *for
the People’. When he gave his first interview for the
foreign press in 1931, he voiced orthodox Leninist views
on the associadon of music and ideclogy and on the
special place of Sovier music in the ‘struggle’; where his
actual convictions stood at this time is still 2 marer for
debate.

The Union of Sovier Composers replaced the RAPM
after the three-year hegemony of this independent organ-
ization. The Union was, supposedly, broadly-based and
centrist in outlook, relatively toleranc in its policy and
with a remir to rationalize the entire infrastrucrure of
Sovier musical educarion, composition and criticism. As
such, it was welcomed by Shostakovich and most of his
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fellow-composers, but its additional funetion as an
instrument of Party control soon became evident, The
dogma behind that control was the doctrine of Socialist
Realism, officialiy defined in 1934 as ‘the rruthful and
historically concrete representation of reality in its
revolutionary development’. In practice, it meanr almost
precisely the oppesite. Unsurprisingly, Soviet ideologues
never succeeded in spelling out the implications for music,
beyond the desirability of lyricism, a2 heroic tone and
popular appeal based on the langnage of the 19th-cn:utury
Russian classics. It could be argued :hat, to a cerrain
extent, Shostakovich was ready to move in these directons
anyway. Shostakovich had briefly been associated with
the Leningrad branch of the ASM and other groups for
the discussion and disseminadon of new masic, but he
had held aloof from overt propagandizing of modernism.
With regard to the support he professed from aboue 1930
for more traditional mausical values, it is impossible to
separate the expression of gennine belief from expediency.
He contradicred one or the other of these poines of view
in many instances. In 1930, for nstance, he sounded off
in RAPM-ist fashion against the supposed bourgeois
delinquency of jazz and ‘light genres’ and “apologized’ for
his own contributions, such as his famous arrangement
of “Tea for Two’, tossed off for a ber in 45 minutes in
October 1928. Yer he continued o indulge in such things
himself, and when the Party line allowed a relative
permissiveness, he produced his First Jazz Suite (February
1934) and took part in a jazz competition and commission
iy Leningrad.

In these years Shostakovich produced incidental music
for some ten fiims, eight theatre pieces and three ballers,
all of them either downright propagandist or ar least
thinly disguised allegories of capiralist vice and communist
virtue. In later life, the evidenr associarion of cheir subjecr
marter with the brual Sralinist policies of agricuirural
collectivization, the industrialization of the first Five-Year
Plan, class war and irs associated purges, was a severe
embarrassment to him. His ngease was not lessened by
the lack of evidence that he had been ideciogically
commirted to the subject matter: if anything, his lerters
express contempr for the simplisdc plots. At the time
Shostakovich defined ideology in music in terms not of
the subject matter alone bur of the composer’s atritude ro
it, which at least allows his motives in these works to be
read in more than one way.

The stage and screen works were first and foremost a
lucrative prepositon — Shostakovich's first film project,
the 90-minure score for Kozintsev and Trauberg’s silent
film Nowdy Vavilon {*The New Babylon’) of 1929 - nerted
him 2000 rubles; this payment enabled him o holiday
that summer in the Crimea (the return flighr to Moscow
cost 54 rubles). In these scores he was able aisc ro indulge
his predilection for grotesque humour, at che expense of
caricatured bourgeois-capitalist figures. However, the
thin plots and crass production values made these projects
frustrating to work on, and in the case of The New
Babylon the participation of a live orchestra, playing
from defective parts, produced a fasco. Ner did political
correcmess guarantee the approval of rhe prolesarian-
dommmated press. Regrettably, Shostakovich was obvi-
ously more fluent in producing satirical caricatures than
affirmative paeans, so thar the music represencng the
decadent bourgeoisie tended to be more enjoyable than
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3. Shostakovich (seated, lef) working on the score for Viadimir Mavakovsky's play “The Bedbug', with the asthor and the designer Aleksandr
Rodchenko (standing), and the director Vsevolod Meverbold, 1929

that portraying the heroic-revolutionary, positive role-
models.

1929 also saw Shostakovich’s first commission for a
haller score. Zolotoy vek {The Golden Age') came about
as the resuir of a competirion for 2 baller on contemporary
ideological themes, and the results were as keenly
scrutinized as The Nose had been. Aleksandr Ivanovsky’s
storvline, concerning 2 group of Soviet sportsmen foiling
capitalist opponents during an industrial exhibition in
“Fasch-landia’, went through many variants ar the com-
mittee stage, and its progress through rehearsal was
fraughrt with difficulties. reflected in the complex picture
presented by surviving scores. The evenrual premiére in
October 1930 was a public success; despire savage
reviews, productions followed in Kiev and Odessa.
Shostakovich's dissarisfaction with the piece focussed
primarily on the thearrical and visual aspects of the
production. He publicly resolved to commit himself in
future only 1o projects that excited him and over which
he could exert a measure of artistic control; Lady Macbeth
was already at the back of his mind. In the meantime.
however, he had further commissions which were hardly
iz line with this resolurion, including a second baller, Bolr
{‘The Bolt") which was composed during the period
1930-31 and concerned the topical subject of industrial
“wreckers'. In the summer of 1931, he was persuaded to
provide music for a vaudeville show at the Leningrad
Musical Hall, entitied Uslovro ubitiy (‘Declared Dead’t.
The story, loosely based around the topic of civil defence,
features a character who is ‘declared dead’ during an air

raid drill, but it alse conrrives to work in a dizzving array
of circus acts. As with several of Shostakovich's theatre
projects of this time, the fun and games seem to be the
main point of the sxercise, the ideological dimension just
a pretext. This at least is how many such projects were
received at the time, which makes the ourrage they
provoked in some quartess the more understandable.

Shostakovich was iniially excired by the prospect of
working with direcrors of the calibre aof Meverhold —on
Mavakovsky's Klop { Tne Bedbug') in 1929 -and Mikhail
Sokoiovsky at the Leningrad Theatre of Young Workers
(known ustally by its Russian acronym TRAM). Origi-
nally a forum for amateur performances ot agir-prop
plavs, TRAM had rurned professional by the time
Shostakovich became associated with 1t tfrom 1929 to
late 1932). After some initial enthusiasm on Shostako-
vich’s part, disillusion soon set in. As soon as he sensed
the official line turning against the proletarian wing, he
distanced himself from the theatre.

Near the end of 1931, he reflecred on three years of
work mainly in the service of theatre and film. He rated
only his Third Symphony and The Nose as worthy
contributions to Soviet art, and with the exceprion of the
planned production of Harlet atthe Vakhrangov Theatre
he resolved to abstain from theatrical commissions for
five vears. He tock the opporwnity to lament the
‘catastrophic’ state of Sovier music in general. This duly
brought forth a vituperative response from RAPM, bur
his views chimed in with official reasons given for the
shakeup the following vear with the crearion of the
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4, Scene from Meverhold's production of Mavakovsky's “The Bedbug’, Mey
Shostakovich

Composers’ Union. Whether Shoscakovich had fore-
knowledge of the impending reorganization is not known,
but he was certainly in the select consultation group that
met in Aprii 1932 with Lunacharsky’s successor Andrey
Bubmov to discuss the formadon of the new Union.
Shostakovich served on the governing body of the
Leningrad branch from irs inception in August.

The Nose had been a conspicuous exception to the tagis
requirement thac stage works should display positive
ideoiogical commitment, and as such, it had demanded
special pleading from the composer. Norwithstanding the
negative reactions in the press, Shostakovich had now
become the focus of hopes for the future of Sovier opera.
which in the past 13 vears had failed o produce a single
new cepecrory piece. Having rurned down various pro-
posed projects, Shostakovich plumped for his own idea
1o adapt Nikolay Leskov’s short story Lady Macaeth of
Mesensi District, With the help of Aleksandr Prevs he
fashioned a libretto and worked on the composition on
and off berween Seprember 1931 and December 1332, 50
confident was he of its qualicy thar he had negoriared
productions in both Moscow and Leningrad with only
half of the music composed.

Complerion of Lady Macbeth was delaved by work on
the incidental music Shostakovich had promised Jor the
unconventional production of Hamlet and by a film score
for Vstrechniy «Counterplan’}, set ina Leningrad turbine
factory and dealing with workers’ determination to meet
producrion quotas despite lazy management. For the fiim
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rerimid Theatre, Moscow, 1929, with imeidental music o

he took unusual pains to perfect che theme-tune, “Song of
the Counrerplan’, which became immensely popular and
won international recognition from 1942 when it was
published with a new text by Harold F. Rome as “The
United Nations’. Shostakovich continued to provide
incidental thearre and flm music even after the completion
of Lady Macbeth in December 1932. He tried his hand at
operetta {the incomplere Bol'shaya molniya |"The Greas
Lighening”} to a libretto by Nikolay Aseyev) and even
cartoon-film-opera — Skazka o pope i rabotnike yego
Balde {*The Tale of the Priest and his Worker, Blockhead”),
after a storv by Pushkin. He also made a decisive return
o inscrumental composition. He had reportedly com-
posed the first movement of a Svmphony Of Karlz Marksa
do nashikbdney "From Karl Marx to Our Days’) in
February 1932 (now missing). There followed 24 Prel-
udes. compased December 1932 to January 1933, sall
Prokofievian in spirit. bur emulating the Jatter’s Visions
fugitives and hence much miider in tone than Shostako-
vich's previous piano works. Next came the First Piano
Concecro, an uproarious piece studded with in-joke
quotations and including an obbligate rumpet part
designed for the Leningrad PO’s Aleksandr Shmidt,
followed by a Sonara for cello and piano composed at the
suggestion of his cellist friend and reciral parmer Vikror
Kubarsky. Fot several years, Shostakovich had been
advocating that Sovier composers should not neglect
chamber music, and in its cutwardly traditional four-
movemenr layout the Cello Sonaca was his first significant
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actempt to lead by example. It also presaged a new
restrained classicism in his style. A suite for bassoon and
orchestra, a vielin concerto and a quartet were among
works planned at this time that never came to fruition.

On 13 May 1932, Shostakovich married Nina Varzar
(191054}, without initially informing his mother and
sisters. Nina moved into the family’s communal apartment
unti early 1934 when he used honoraria from perform-
ances of Lady Macbeth to purchase a privare apartment.
In che summer of that year the marriage was shaken when
Shostakovich fell in love with a 20-yea:-old translaror,
Yelena Konstantinovskaya {who was ro be a2nonymousty
dencunced and arrested in 1235, shortly after the end of
her relationship with Shostakovich). Although the Shos-
takoviches had agreed thar their marriage would be open,
this affair nearly ended it. After separation and, according
to Nina, an official divorce, the marriage was patched up;
with the conceprion of their first child {Galina, born May
1936) it was definitively stabilized, even though both
partmers later pursued extra-mariral relationships.

The rwo premigres of Lady Macbeth - in Leningrad on
22 January 1934, in Moscow two days later - rurned the
spotlight on Shostakovich as never before. The opera was
a resounding popular and critical success, and prominent
musicians were lavish in their praise, Negative reaction
came from the conservative wing of the Composers’
Urion, bug at this stage Shosrakovich was able to shrug i
off with confidence. In a little over two vears the two
productions ran up 177 performances at near-capacity
attendance, and productions were mounted in the prov-
inces and abread. His position atr the curdng-edge of
Sovier operaric composition was now unchallenged and
his views were sought in all sorts of deliberations on the
state of the art. He announced plans for a Ring-style
tetralogy on Russian heroines, with Lady Macheth as its
Rheingold, and he assisted the young Ivan Dzerzhinsky
with his opera Tikhiy Don (*Quier Flows the Don’}.

He made one final effort at producing a successful
ballet score with Svetliy ruchey (‘The Limpid Stream”),
composed mostly in late 1934. This insipid rale of Soviet
arusts and farmers who reach comradely understanding
on a kofkboz in the Kuban region, was a characteristic
product of the early Socialist Realist era, Whartever
enthusiasm for the project Shostakovich may initally
have had socon evaporated during his work on it. He
pressed into service numbers from The Golden Age and
The Bolt, and even the devored Sollertinsky was less than
thrilled with the resulr,

Stalin’s unleashing of mass purges {the Grear Terror)
following the murder of Sergey Kirov in December 1934
touched musicians less than writers, but only in the sense
that no more than a handful were acrually deported or
murdered. Ar the time, they enjoyed no such reassuring
hindsight, and in any case, it was readily apparent that
their careers, if nor their lives, were threatened. Whatever
his private or publicly expressed beliefs, Shostakovich’s
role as the most prominent and internaticnally renowned
Sovier composer made him zn obvious target when the
clampdown came. On 17 January 1936, Stalin and a
group of high-ranking officials attended a performance of
Dzerzhinsky’s Quier Flows the Don at the Leningrad
Maliy Theatre, and their approval was widely reported.
Nine days later they went to the new Bolshoy production
of Lady Macbheth, and the upshot was an unsigned
condemnatory article which appeared in Pravda on 28
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January. This now notorious article was headed ‘Muddle
instead of music’. It castigated Shostakavich for ““lefrisc”
confusion instead of natural, human music’ and warned
him plainly of the consequences if he failed 1o mend his
ways. The judgment was reinforced on 6 February when
a further unsigned article damned The Limpid Stream as
‘balleric falsity’. The shock to the culrural establishment
was profound and Shostakovich was toppled almost
overnight from his position as the leading light of Soviet
music. He would eventually recover his positior but it
would be 2 long time before he again felt secure in it. This
reduction of Shostakovich’s stature and the warning to
his musician colleagues was probably the main point of
the exercise. These coileagues joined in the ‘discussions’
which followed amid the atmosphere of fear which
characterized the Grear Terror. With the honourabie
exceptions of Andria Balanchivadze, Viadimir Shcher-
bachyov, Shebalin and Sollertinsky, ail of these colleagues
spoke in favour of the censorious official resolutions; even
Sollertinsky was soon forced to change his mne. Asaf'yev
was particularly quick to condemn, thereby earning
Shostakovich’s undying scorn. It should, however, be
remembered thar the risks of not falling into line were
dire. Virtually every family in Moscow and St Petersburg
would be touched by the ongoing purges. Shostakovich’s
own brother-in-law, mother-in-law and uncle were among
those arrested, as was his former lover Koastandnov-
skaya. Artists associated with Shostakovich who were
arrested included Meyerhold, the poet Boris Kornilov
{author of “The Song of the Counterplan’) and Addan
Pyotrovsky (librettist of The Limpid Streanm).

In the wake of the Pravda denunciations $hostakovich
insructed his friend, correspondent and, for a while,
unofficial secretary, the young literary historian Isaak
Glikman, to compile a scrapbook of those statements in
the press which castigated him. According to several
witnesses, he contemplated suicide ar this time. He turned
to Tukhachevsky for advice, and the prominent marshal
wrote to Stalin personally to intercede, as did Gorky, who
attributed the tone of the article o jealous rivals of
Shostakovich and deplored its effect on the stll young
composer. But Tukhachevsky’s days were numbered; he
perished the following year in Stalin’s purge of the Red
Army generals. Gorky predeceased him in still unclarified
circumstances. Unconfirmed stories have circulzred of
Shostakovich being interrogated as an associate of
Tukhachevsky; the NKVD apparently had him down as
a Trotskyire,

What kept Shostakovich going was the imminent birth
of his first child {Galina, bomn on 30 May 1936) and a
major ongoing composing project. In May 1934, Shosta-
kovich had been planning a symphony ostensibly about
the defence of the homeland. In November he had made
some sketches, expanding these to drafts in the following
vear and producing Five Fragments for orchestra, which
seem like further preliminary studies for the Fourth
Symphony. His work was interrupted by a trip o Turkey
in April-May 1935, by rehearsals for The Limpid Stream,
by his contribucions to discussions about Meverhold’s
production of Tchaikovsky’s The Queer of Spades, and
finaily by the Pravda affair and its repercussions. He
eventually complered the piano score of the symphony in
April 1936, and the orchestraton in May. In November,
shortly before the scheduled premiére, Shostakovich
bowed to official pressure and withdrew the work. It was
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published in duet form in 1946, shortly before his second
fall from grace, but not performed until 1961 as part of
his final rehabilitation during the post-Stalin thaw.

(i} Works. On 16 June 1926, two months after being
admitred to the postgraduate course in composition at the
conservatory and one moath after the premiére of his
First Symphony, Shostakovich compiled his first currien-
L vitae. A drily facrual document, excepting the stated
derermination ot to go back to *hack-work” as a cinema
accompanist, it gave no indication of the crisis of creative
confidence he had been undergoing since complering the
symphony. This crisis had led him to burn a number of
manuscripts, including a juvenile piano sonara, a baller
on Hans Christian Andersen’s The Little Mermaid, and
an opera on Pushkin’s The Gypsies {the poem also set by
Rachmaninoff as Aleko). For a while his furure creative
direction seemed unclear; plans for a piano concerto and
2 second symphony were abandoned.

The crisis passed, and during the next rwo years
Shostakovich scruck out in the most modeznistic manner
he would ever adopt, composing at high speed and
withour apparent inhibition. Much influenced by the
“inear counterpoint’ of Krenek and Hindemith, which his
foends and mentors Yudina, Asaf'yev and Yavorsky had
puc his way, the arotesque-scherzo vein of his undergrad-
uate years hardened into wilful experimenration in his
next four works. The Romantic lyricism of the First Piano
Trio went undecground, to be glimpsed only in the form
of vaporous mysueism (as irt the First Mano Sonata) or
vicious parody {as in the Aphorisms). The Sonara’s
angular bruralism is indebred to Prokofiev, whose Third
Sonara and Third Concerto supply the principal models,
while its torpid Ivrical interludes recall Skryabin. The ren
Aphorisms are even more exTreime. Ronald Stevenson’s
suggested alternative designation, Graffiti, seems entirely
appropriace.

Armed with his newly forged modernist idiom, Shos-
rakovich then rerurned o orchestral writing. The ‘Sym-
phonic Dedication to October’ - later designated the
Second Symphony - is a single-movement oratorio-
symphony. The work is notorious for its miasmic opexning,
with layered polyrhythms prophetic of 1960s Ligedan
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micropolyphony, and for & passage of manic 13-part free-
association counterpoint as anarchic as anything in
Schnirtke. The influence of Berg’s Wozzeck pervades this
part of the work. Both of these passages appear 0 have a
programmatic fanction as representatioas of the oppres-
sion and chaas of life under tsarist rule, before the
redemptive appearance of Lenin and the Bolshevik
Revotution is heralded in an agitprop-style final chorus.
So vivid is Shostzkovich’s thematic invention that this
stylistic disparity may be viewed not as weak composition
bur as a kind of bold obfectivity, a thesis and anrithesis
denied culminatory synthesis, expressing a dichotomous
world-view; later symphonies explore similar creative
possibilities, albeit with more subtlery, over mulri-
movement cycles. In its broad outline of medernistic first
half and bombastc final chorus, the Third Symphony
follows the same partern as the Second. This dme,
however, the themes and textures are more madidonal in
cut, and the structural premise is one of non-repedtion.
In this work Shostakovich seems to quarry out énough
thematic and textural raw material for the rest of his
symphonic career.

With the exception of his two operas and the thearre
music for Hamier, che 20 or 5o scores for stage and screen
Shostakovich reeled off between 1928 and 1936 give the
impression of hasty, off-the-top-cf-the-head compositios,
largely indifferent to their propagandistic rexrual content.
None of them is without intrinsic inrerest, however, and
many contain pointers to the future. This is the heyday of
Shostakovich’s waltzes, marches, polkas and galops,
learned largely from Offenbach with Sollertinsky’s en-
couragement, but also from Tchaikovsky, Lehar, Johann
Strauss and other operetta composers. A significant
musical pointer to the future is Shostakovich’s first
passacaglia, albeit a rather dmid affair, for the eighth
scene of New Babylon, depicting the tragic aftermarh of
the violent overthrow of the Commune, Afer this and
Qdna {*Alone’) the style of Shostakovich’s film and theacre
scores gradually becomes more convendonal. The score
of Hamlet stands out for its memorable marerial and
exceptionally light rouch, and the suite of 13 numbers

5. Shostakovich (centref with
Prokofiev fleft} and Khachaturiar,
Moscosw, 1945
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compiled by the composer from it has won a place in the
COncert reperiory.

Just as there is noching like the sustained inspiration of
Prokofiev’s Lieutenant Kijé or Ivan the Terrible in
Shostakovich’s film scores, so his three ballers cannot
compare with Prokofiev's Romeo and Juliet. Next to the
operas they are, however, the most substantial of his stage
works. By 1930 Soviet choreographers were faced by the
problem of producing scenarios of contempaorary rele
vance while still nsing classical steps and ensemble rourines
which had changed little since Tchaikovsky. The musical
interest of Shostakovich’s baller scores is sporadic and
relies heavily on linear counterpoint blended from Hin-
demirh and Stravinsky, The Golden Age, however, has
some finely sustained composition in its finzales and in the
whole of act three. Each baller features 2 half dozen or s
memorable numbers, later collected into concert suires.
The cheeky, wrong-note Polka from The Golden Age,
eriginally intended for 2 send-up of 2 Geneva internarcional
disarmament conference, was an instant hit; it was
subsequently arranged by the composer for piano and for
string quartet, and by others for all manner of ensembles.
The Bureaucrat’s Polka from The Boit is another memo-
rabie cameo, its malevolent bassoon writing anticipating
the characrerization of Katerina’s father-in-law in Lady
Macbeth. Among the other highlights in this score are 2
spoof-Tchaikovsky opening, a naughty habafiera, music
for radio gymnastic exercises and some cov Sovierragtime.,
The Limpid Stream pales by comparison, thanks largely
to the virmal elimination of grotesquerie and saure.
Unabie or unwilling o induige in such antics since around
the middle of 1934, Shostakovich produced a farrago of
pretry polkas, chaste waltzes, oom-cha café music and
low-pressure Tchaikovskian adagics.

His film, theatre and beller scores may have been
composed at breakneck speed and with no heed for the
verdict of posterity, but Shostakovich spared no effort
with his operas. Inspired by the example of Meverhold,
Shostakovich made The Nose the most uncompromisingly
modernist of all his stage-works, its language pushed to
extremes in most conceivable respects. Its receprion was
therefore always going to be problemaric, and thanks
bad timing, it became caught up additionally in heated
debares over the desirabilicy of satire. Even the most
negative reviews were not wrong in detecting wilful
extremnism and indebredness t¢ Western models. Nor
would they have been wrong had they confined their
censure to complaints of artistic one-sidedness, since the
unremitting shock tactics of the tactics of the insrrumen-
tation {for chamber orchestra bur with a large percussion
section) and of the vocal writing (for a cast of around 80
soloists) are excessive by almost any standards. With
hindsight, Shostakovich's arguments for the fundamenzal
seriousness of his setring, irs faithfulness to Gogol's texr,
and its amempt to fashion each acr as a “Theatre
Symphony’ on the lines of Meyerhoid’s 1926 production
of The Government Inspector, seem 1o have an element
of defensive special pleading. At the time they were made,
however, the future of Sovier opera the general direction
of the country’s artistic policies were impossible to foresee,
50 experimentation of this kind was by no means
foredoomed 1o failure. More to the point is the phenom-
enal energy of the writing — be it the hilarious onomato-
poeia of Kovalyov's waking scene {outdoing the snoring
scene in Wozzeck) or the relentless accnmularion of the
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preceding percussicn-enly interlude {by no means the firsc
percussion-only compositien, bur still three years before
Varése's often-cited Jonisation).

Shostakovich began work on Lady Macheth of the
Mtsensk District hard on the heels of the controversies
which removed The Nose from the stage. Where in The
Nose Shostakovich professed maximum fidelity to Gogol,
here he deliberately inverted Leskov’s atritade to his
heroine, Katerina Izmaylova, excusing her murders and
laying the blame on the surrounding social order. There
is nothing to stop vs reading the indictment in Lady
Macheth as allegorically applicable to other societies,
including Shostakovich’s own. Since the rehabilitation of
the original version of the opera in the lare 19705, this
possibility has been much exploited by producers and
commentators in the West. Bus the thrust of the infamous
‘Muddle instead of music’ article was precisely against
the opera’s lack of polidcal commitments and the
tastelessness of its sex scenes. Such evidence as there is,
beyond Shostakovich’s official statements which may
contain an unquantifiable element of camouflage, suggests
that the Pravda writer was aot entirely misguided in those
respects, since Shostakovich was concerned with Kater-
ina’s embodiment of reckiess passion more than wirh any
contemporary relevance. The dehumanization of her
oppressors, which some now read as compliciry with
Stalin’s de-knlakizaton and others as coded ansi-Sealin-
ism, may have been mainly an outler for the composer’s
barbed sense of humour and his enthusiasm for the work
of "Berg and Krenek. Whether or not contemporary
relevance figured in Shostakovich’s initial artisric inten-
tions it certainly did so in his later calculations. In varions
essays and interviews, he stressed the point of Katerina's
oppressors being akin to 1930s ‘kulaks’. Yer nothing in
his correspondence or reported views suggests he was
doing anything more thereby than covering himself. Nor,
art the other ideclogical extreme, is there evidence tharthe
depiction of the police was an allegorical dig aimed at
Stalin’s security forces. At least equally plausible is the
supposition that the various elements of the story simply
allowed Shostakovich to make a compelling large-scale
drama, deploying his own over-riding interest in blending
tragedy and satice, on the lines of the ‘Dostoyevsky
narrated in the language of Charlie Chaplin’ Sollertinsky
idenrified in Mahler’s symphonies.

In rewospect, virtually all Shostakovich’s music for
stage and screen from these years seems like a preliminary
study for Lady Macbeth. Some of it he transferred almost
note-for-note, such as the ‘Bacchanale’ from Declared
Dead which became the music for Aksinya’s molestation
in scene ii of the opera. Some of it established a mood-
archerype that could easily be adapted, such as the "Music
for the Strolling Players’ from Hamlet, which was adapted
to express Katerina's outrage in Act 4. Even the lyrical
and fareful rone of Lady Macheth is prepared for in the
Six Romances on Words of Japanese Poets op.21. More
generally, both The Golder Age and The Boit had been
testing-grounds for the portrayal of positive and negarive
characters by means of genuine-lyrical and artificially
decadenr, Western-orientated music respectively. In Lady
Macbeth the decadent music is used to highlight the
cruelty of the father-in-law, the husband and eventually
even the lover, all of whom oppress Katerina, in addition
to the ineffectuality of the priest, police and farm-hands.
The “genuine’ lyricism is reserved for Katerina herself and
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the prisoners in Act 4, symbols of the oppressed individual
and the oppressed communiry respectively,

Shostakovich’s involvement with the theatre had forced
him to neglect instrumental composition and performing.
In 1933 and 1934 he addressed both aspects with three
works for his own concert use, all of which would become
repertory favourites. They -show him ar a seylistie
crossroads. The 24 Preludes, composed berween Decem-
ber 1932 and March 1933, follow Chopin’s ordering of
major and relarive-minor arranged in an ascending circle
of fifths, while their style emulates the compararively
restrained manmner of Prokofiev’s Visions fugitives. Pro-
kofiev is again behind the Piano Concerto, which takes
over much more of the theatrical element from Shosta-
kovich’s stage works, complete wirh galops, can-cans and
hilarious quotations. Critics singled out the lyricism of
the score for comment, which may seem strange given its
preponderance of circus-act mbling rourines. Bur they
were right to see the lyricism as a significanr development.
Whether as a result of self-evaluarion, or from a need for
self-preservarion, or simply with an ear to a general
international spirir of the rimes, Shostakovich had been
voicing his personal concern about che need for a new
lyricism and had begun to put it into pracrice in Lady
Macketh. He wok it a crucial stage further in his Cello
Sonata of 1934, This was his first large-scale piece of
chamber music. It was wichour programme, relatively
conservative in idiom and cast in the four traditional
movemenss, including, for the first tme in his life, a
repeated first movement exposirion. Yer for all the
Sonara’s restrained exterior, Shostakovich’s personal
experiences never seem far from the surface. It would not
be difficuir to find echoes of his stormy love-life in the
alternately troubled and amorous first movement, while
the intense climax to the elegiac slow movement seems to
rezch our compassionately rowards rthe suffering around
him. It is iromie thar Shostakovich was performing the
Cello Sonata on the very day the Pravda article appeared,
since it puts into practice many of the principles he was
accused of neglecring. Bur at least he had the experience
of chis work o fall back on when it came to wriring the
classically proportioned large-scale works necessary for
his rehabilitadion.

Before he could follow that pach, he was faced with the
task of completing the Fourth Symphony, whick he had
embarked on as a kind of ‘symphonic crede’. Unusually,
abortive skerches for the first movement survive, and the
Five Fragments seem like further preliminary smdies for
its themes. Whart finally emerged in its three-movement
60-minute span was a colossal synthesis of Shostakovich’s
musical development to date and a range of character and
style from grotesquerie to high tragedy, all carried along
on waves of delirious enthusiasm. The massive scructire
is drawn cogether largely by lessons leammed from his
recent Sollertinsky-inspired study of Mahler. Musical
imagery from Mahler’s Secend and Fifth Symphonies and
Das Lied von der Erde went almost directly inro
Shostakovich's symphonies from the Fourth onwards; the
emulation of Mahier’s tone of sustained ambivalence
offered him a survival strategy when ideclogical pressures
narrowed his opcions.

3. 1936-33.

(i} Life. The curriculum vitaz Shostakovich wrote for
the December 1936 edition of La revue musicale made no
mention of the traumas of the earlier parr of the vear, and
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it ended with an orthodox Sealinist starement of his
commitment to ‘the developmenrt of socialism in my
counry’. In reality, having survived the immediate
aftermath of the Pravda denunciations, he now had o
find means of surviving crearively. He needed a formula
for balancing his arristic conscience wich requirernents
handed down from above, which could be as unpredicta-
ble as they were imperative. He found the salurion largely
by continuing to moderate his style in the directon of
‘acceprabie’ lyrical and heroic intonations, while at the
same time devising an interplay of contexmal and
incertextual meanings which could modify or even
contradict the surface impression.

The cycle of Pushkin Romances he composed mainly in
December 1936 for the poet’s upcoming centenary
celebrations, opens with 2 setting of Rehirth’. It is
tempting to read this as an emblem for Shostakovich’s
personal situation: irs text refers to the permanence of art
despite the incerference of a ‘barbarian’. When the
characteristic accompaniment figure to this song, and the
opening metif of its vocal line, reappear in the finale of
the Fifth Symphony, on which he worked betwesn Aprl
and June 1937, the strong inference is thar the symphony
i3, at least at one significant level, another document of
creative survival and cebirth. Such possibly veiled stare-
ments in Shostakovich's works are commonly referred to
as ‘aesopian’, and their frequency increases rapidly from
this time. By definition the subtext is partly left to the
imagination of the fistener; it is never so blatandy spelled
out as to endanger the composer’s saferv or to make his
intention verifiable except on a balance of probabilities
which may always remain contentious.

The premiére of the Fifth Symphony on 21 November
1937 was the scene of extraordinary public acclamadon.
‘There was open weeping in the slow movement and a
half-hour ovation ar the end, suggesting a mixwure of
jubilation at the composer’s presumed imminent rehabil-
iracion and recognition of a channel for a mass grieving
at the heighr of the Great Terror, impossible otherwise to
express openly. Well versed by now in politically correct
jargon and able to use it with masterly ambivalence,
Shostakovich approved whar he claimed was a journalist’s
description of the wotk as ‘2 Soviet artist’s pracrical
creative reply to just criticism’; since the source of this
description has never been located, it is possible that the
composer himself coined it, or was advised to, as a
subrerfuge to assist in his rehabilicadon. A few negarive
criticisms of the new symphony were heard, including
some perceptive ones thar pointed to unresolved rensions
in the Finale. The overwheiming consensus, however, was
positive,

In spring 1937, at the instigation of a group of students,
the director of the Leningrad Conservatory Boris Zagur-
sky had invited Shostakovich to join the teaching staif, ar
the same rime as Sollertinsky and Sofronicsky were taken
on. In the aftermath of his fall from grace, with fewer
commissions and a new baby daughter to support,
Shostakovich accepted with alacrity. The post, to teach
instrumentation and composition, was also a useful sign
of his commitment, undoubtedly genuine, to che fostering
of musical education in the country. He began work in
September 1937, taking on Georgy Sviridov and Orest
Yevlakhov, whose teacher Pyotr Ryazanov was on leave.
They wete scon joined by eight other pupils, of whom the
best known were Yury Levitin, Ventamin Fleischmann
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[Fleyshman] and Galina Ustvol'skaya. Shostakovich
taught in rwo sessions of five 1o seven hours each per
week and had two assistants working under him. Apart
from overseeing his students’ composirions, he supervised
duer performances of masterworks, including some that
he himself had transcribed, such as Stravinsky’s Symphony
of Psalms. He aired questions of aestherics and the
sociological fimction of music and led group discussions
of work in progress. In class, he most often analysed
works of Beethoven, Brahms, Mahler and Tchaikovsky,
and he claimed that he often rurned to Tchaikovsky for
solving formal problems.

His pupils atrended rehearsals of his new works and
many of them naturally gravitated rowards his style. Bur
he zlso occasionally ook the cue from them, especially
from the ascenc intensity of Ustvol'skaya, whose 1949
Clariner Trio he quoted in his Fifth Quartet and
Michelangelo Suire, but also in varions ways from
Fleischmann and in later years from Boris Chaykovsky,
Karen Khachaturyan, Kara Karavev and Boris Tish-
chenko. Most imporrantdy perhaps, the analysis and
supervision he had to carry our on a regular basis
underpinned his own move in the direction of classical
restraint that had been partly enforced, pardy volunrary.

Shostakovich was made a full professoc in June 1935.
His conservarory teaching career was interrupted in mid-
1941 by the siege of Leningrad and his evacuaton, bur
was resumed officially in June 1943 in Moscow and in
February 1947 in Leningrad. His teaching broke off again
with his fall from grace in 1948, resumed again in 1961
with a postgraduate seminar in Leningrad, and finally
concluded around 1966-8.

His teaching acnvity, combined with the relief of
rehabilitation, made it temporarily difficulr for him to
contemplate major creative enterprises. In the year
following the Fifth Symphony he abandoned a large
number of projects, including plans for a Lenin Symphony,
which he mentioned repeatedly in interviews over z
number of years, but which he may never have seriously
intended to write until circumstances eventually forced
him to in 1962, resulting in the Twelfth Symphony. Those
works he completed were generally undemanding: a
succession of film scores, a second Jazz Suite for the
recently formed State Jazz Orchestra (not 1o be confused
with the suite for variety stage orchestra somerimes heard
under thar tice, which is merely 2 compilation of tunes
from various film scores), and his First String Quarter, the
most easy-going of all his instrumental works, composed
at the behest of the Glazunov Quarter. Berween 1939 and
Russia’s entry into the war in June 1941 he added to these
a Piano Quinter for himself to play with the Beethoven
Quartet, produced more flm scores, toyed with bur
abandoned mere ideas for operas and ballers, and
produced his own instrumentation of Musorgsky’s Boris
Godunoy, 2 spin-off from his involvement in that
composer’s centenary celebrations. His professional acriv-
ities were many and varied, and these years were generally
outwardly free from strife. For many artists in the Sovier
Union there was a certain superficial truth in Sealin’s
maxim ‘life is getring better, life is getting happier’.
Material rewards for approved activicy were considerable,
the price being conformity, constant fear of denunciadon
and silence about the misery in which the vast majority of
the populadon were living. Shostakovich’s most signifi-
cant work from these times was the Sixth Symphony,

composed berween April and October 1939, This work
disappointed those who were expecting something on the
lines of the Fifth, but its bizarre succession of apparently
unrelared moeds parallels the profoundly contradictory
spirit of the times.

On 22 June 1541, when Shostakovich was involved
with piano examinations ar the Conservatory, the Nazis
invaded Russia. Within a month he had begun work on
the Seventh Symphony, which was to become an icon of
resistance to the siege of his home ciry and one of the
most widely discussed documents in the history of music.
The known details of his activity in the second half of this
year suggest thar he was caught up in the general wave of
patriotic fervour which Stalin astutely orchestrated by
appealing for Joyalry not to the Commumist Seare but to
the Russian Nadon. Before embarking on the Symphony,
Shostakovich completed Kiyatva Narkomu (‘Qath o the
People’s Commissar’) in mass-song style and made 27
arrangemenrts mainly of Russian art songs, for use ar
Leningrad frontline concerts. He served on firewarch duty
at the Conservatory and on 16 Augusrt refused a first offer
of evacuaton from the besieged city. The Seventh
Symphony was initally conceived as a single-movement
tone poem, but he rapidly completed three movemenrs
before agreeing ro leave Leningrad. On 1 October he flew
to Moscow and two weeks later wenr by rain to
Kuybishev {now Samara}, 800 km to the east in the
southern Urals. There he completed the symphony on 27
December.

The work was first performed in Kuybishev on 5 March
1842, and its propaganda value was immediately realized.
A microfilm of the score was flown to the West, where
Toscanini and Srokowski were vying for the Western
premiére; they were narrowly beaten te it by Sir Henry
Wood at the London Proms. Other Russian orchestras
took up the work, and on the day Hitler had decreed
Leningrad should fal} the besiaged ciry itself mustered a
historic performance from its few remaining musicians,
reinforced by others recalled from the fron this was
broadcast to the German troops in a show of defiance.
Anti-Fascist and communist sympathizers in the West
now took up Shostakovich’s cause with renewed vigour.
Alan Bush and others organized lectures in London, and
in September 1942 Charlie Chaplin, Paul Robeson,
Toscanini and Stokowski sent him 36th birthday greetings
from a San Francisco Festival devoted to his music. In
1942 Shostakovich travelled berween Moscow, Kuy-
bishev and other provineial Russian ciries. He worked on
an opera to Gogol's Igroki {‘The Gamblers’), but gave it
up as impractical ar the end of the year, having completed
some 45-50 minures of music. Also in 1542 he composed
his Six Romances op.62, orchestrating them the fellowing
year, and assembled a snite of patriotic pieces entitled
Native Leningrad for a concert play spectacle Otchizna
{*Native Counury*). He also wrote the first of three scores
for the Ensemble of Song and Dance of the NKVD,
headed by Lavrenty Beriya; its successors were Russkaya
reka {‘Russian River’) of 1944, and Vesnz pobednava
{“Vicrorious Spring’) of 1946, the last of which included
another popular hit song, ‘Torches’.

In early 1943 Shostakovich sertled in Moscow, and
from June he resumed teaching when he was appointed
by Shebalin to work at the Moscow Conservarory. Here
his best-known pupils included Karen Khachaturyan
(nephew of Aram), Kara Karayev, German Galinin and
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Boris Chavkovsky. From 1 February 1947 he also caught
at the Leningrad Conservarory, commuting there one day
a week, but he decided not to return o live in his former
home rown. Late in 1943 he met Stalin for the first cime
when rhe latrer judged a compertition for a new natdonal
anthem. His main work in this year was on the Eighth
Symphony, at che newly established Composers” Rest
Home at Ivanovo, 240 km north-east of Moscow,
As with the Sixth Symphony, expecrations aroused
by its encrmously successful predecessor were dashed.
Shosrakovich had tried to gloss over the svmphony's
prevailing gloom in a newspaper article, describing it as
‘on the whole . . . an oprimiscic life-asserting work ', whose
‘philosophical conception . . . can be summed up in three
words: life is beautiful, All that is dack and evil will rot
away, and beauty will triumph’. The critics were not
tocled, and che more hostile ones hastened to point our

that he had produced an optimistic symphony (the
Seventh) when the counery was under dire threat and now
a pessimistic one when victory was in sighr. From this
time, compositions conceived as memorials became an
increasingly common feature of Shostakovich’s output. If
the Seventh Symphony commemorated the sufferings of
the population of Leningrad, then the Eighth seemed
more like 2 memorial to the whole nation. The Second
Piano Sonara was composed in early 1943 in memory of
his piano teacher, Nikolayev. A vear later, the Second
Pitano Trio was dedicated 1o the memory of the recently
deceased Sollertinsky, and also paid concealed homage
not only to his pupi Fleischmann, who had died ar the
Leningrad battlefront, bur also to the victims of the
Helocaust. Shostakovich began work early in 1944,
around the time he finished the orchestrarion and
compierion of Fleischmann’s opera Rothchild’s Vioimn,
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whose memorable Jewish dance themes are echoed in the
finale of Shostakovich’s Trio; this inaugurared a significant
strand of musical imagery in his work. The Trio was not
completed undl August, and he followed on almost
immediarely with the Second String Quarret.

The great memorial work expected of him was the
Ninth Symphony, which was scheduled to appear in the
victory year of 1945, Having announced and, according
to some sources, composed parts of a heroic viectory
symphony, he produced instead a deceptively lightweight
score that caused some consternarion. The wartime years
had been a paradoxical window of oppormuniry for
Russian composers. It had been possible to compose
overily tragic music on the pretext of referring to
oppression from ourside {which at one level it no doubt
did), as well as private, relatively complex music, in the
knowledge that the surthorities had other calls on their
watchfulness. After the war, close official scruciny rapidly
remurned. Celebration of victory, and especially the role
of Stalin and the Party in it, was now de riguenr, and
vigilance against Western contaminarion was all the more
stringent given the contact thar Russians had had with
the West during the war. One consequence of this renewed
zealotry was thar there was an eight-vear gap before
Shostakovich’s nexr symphony; in the meantimme the
symphonic urge was deflected into concertos and swing
quartets.

1946 was a relatively quier year, with the highly
symphoni¢ Third Quarter being the main project. Shos-
takovich was stll sufficiendy in favour for his Fourth
Symphony to be published in pianc duet form. That year
he began a family routine of spending the summer in
Keliomiki, a village ontside Leningrad, known as Koma-
rove from 1948, In February 1547, he rook on adminis-
trative posts in addiron to his teaching work, including
chairmanship of the Leningrad Composers’ Organization
and depury for Leningrad to the Supreme Council of che
RSFSR. This offered him little protection from the
oppression 1o come, however. In July 1947, inspired by
the artiscry of David Oistrakh, he began the First Violin
Concerto, another crypro-symphony, and he was working
on it when the storm finally broke. The renewed
clampdown in the arts, which had already affected writers
and film-makers, reached composers in January 1948,
courtesy of Andrey Zhdanaov, Politburo member with
responsibility for the arts. It was enshrined in 2 Party
Decres on 10 February, which, while criticizing the opera
The Great Friendship by the modestly ralented conformist
Vano Muradeli, mainly targeted Shostakovich along with
Myaskovsky, Popov, Prokofiev, Shaporin and Shebalin,
all of whom were accused of leading Soviet music astray
and of other sins under the catch-all keading of ‘formal-
ism’. Zhdanov's January speech provided material for
Shostakovich’s lampoon, Antiformalisticheskty Ravok, a
satirical chamber cantata conceived at the time bue
probably notated mainly in 1957 and further elaborated
in the 1960s. For obvious reasons, this piece was not
made public in the composer’s liferime; its first perforrm-
ance was in 1989, in the era of glasnost’.

As in 1936, former colleagues and friends queued up to
denounce him. This fime Shostakovich felt compelled to
join in, and he rirually abased himself, following the
example of the poetess Anna Akhmatova two years
earlier. His speech of conrrition was probably written by
Leo Arnshram. He still had some tried and rested coping
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strategies - including card games, alcohol, cigaretes,
chess, and warching football - but to his few loval friends
he complained of rapid aging. He was again faced with
acute material difficulty, having been dismissed from his
teaching posts and with his music effectively having been
placed on a blacldist, After completing the Violin Concerto
he wrote scores for a number of films, some of them
involving the obligatory hailing of Stalin as milicary genius
and hero (Encounter at the Elbe, The Fall of Berlin, The
Unforgettable Year 1915). These brought him much
needed income. In 1947, before the Zhdanov inguisition,
he had offered only 2 rtokenist canrara for the 30th
anniversary of the Revolution — Poéma o rodine {*‘Poem
of the Maotherland’) op.74, consisting largely of arrange-
ments of others’ music. Now he composed full-blown
vocal and choral works to unimpeachable texts by the
conformist poer Yevgeny Dolmatovsky. The oratorio
Pesn’ o lesakh (*The Song of the Forests') eulogized
Stalin’s ill-fated campaign for reafforestation (the refer-
ences of Stalin were expunged in later editions of the
score). This won him a Stalin Prize and 100,000 rubles
{the entire production costs of Muradeli’s The Great
Friendship had been reckoned unusually lavish ar 600,000
rubles). This was followed by the cantata Nad rodinoy
rashey solntse svetit {*The Sun Shines over our Morher-
land’). Similar strategies of appeasement were probably
behind the Ten Poems {on texts by Revolutionary poets)
and Two Russian Folksong Arrangements for unaccom-
panied chorus. However little effort Shostakovich may
have expended on these works, his technique was such
that they stand up as respectable compositions, and they
were well received in the Soviet Union. The first of the
op.86 Dolmarovsky songs {1930-31) was used as a
signature rune on Soviet news broadeasts and was sung
by Yury Gagarin on the first manned space-flighrin 1961.
Shostakovich continued o set Dolmarovsky's banal
pamiotic verses as late as the 1970 male-voice cycle
Verntost’ (*"Lovalty’) for the Lenin centenary celebrations.

Meanwhile his more sericus works joined the Violin
Concerto ‘in the drawer’. These included the Fourth
String Quartet, which occupied him for much of 1949,
the Fifth Quarter and 2 second cvele of Pushkin romances
{both in 1952). More ambiguous was the case of the song-
cycle Iz yevreyskoy narodnoy poéziy (‘From Jewish Folk
Poerry’) of 1948, Although an anti-Semitic campaign was
well under way in the Sovier Union, official policy
staremments asserted the contrary, and Shostakovich may
well have been trying o have it both ways — composing a
piece which fulfilled official desiderata for folkloristc
composition, yet speaking obliquely of solidarity with
oppressed communities. When the penuitimare song
proclaims ‘T am happy on my kolkhoz', for instance, the
character of the music seems ta assert the exact opposite.
This putative subzext came sorongly to the fore when the
selective persecution of Soviet Jewry became more open
from early 1949, This was another work that could not
be publicly performed at the time, although it was heard
in privare.

A major role in Shostakovich’s post-1948 rehabilitation
was played by his duties as part of various delegations to
international congresses, in which he was 2 mouthpiece
for the supposed humanitarian progressiveness of the
post-war Soviet Union. After a personal phone call during
which Stalin promised ro ensure his music was not
blacklisred, Shostakovich was sent in March 1549 to a
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Peace Conference in New York, where he had to endure
being forced to voice agreement with the constrictions of

the Soviet syscem. His reward for this charade was a State-

dacha in Bolshevo. He went on similar missions to Vienna
in December 1952 and June 1953, His membership of a
Soviet delegation in summer 1950 to East Germany to
take part in the Bach bicenrenary celebrations bore
significant creartive fruit. Between Qcrober 1950 and
February 1951, he composed a cycle of 24 Preludes and
Fugues for piane. Even this had to run the gauntler of
hostile criticism 2t the Composers” Union. Sim#arly, the
Tenth Symphony, which develops musical implicarions
from the Preludes and Pugues and on which he worked
mainly in the summer of 1953, would be the subject of
four days of official deliberation in March—April 1954,
By this time, however, following the dearh of Stalin on 5
March 1953, the artistic climate was discernibly beginning
o relax, and voices openly supporting Shostakovich’s
crearive stance were heard again.

(i} Works. As early as the Second Symphony, with its
confrontation of avant-garde and mass song styles, a
phenomenon known to Russians as “the two Shostakov-
iches” had been apparent. The ‘real” Shostakovich would
remain an altogether elusive concept, by no means tied to
stylistic uniformicy or ideological one-sidedness. The
*official” Shostakovich had to be mindful of expectations
from above, withour wholly selling out. The dichotomy
berween these musical personas increased markedty afrer
1236.

At the official extreme stands a 1937 orchestradion of
the ‘Internationale’ which the Sovier Union adopted as a
national anchem between 1917 and 1944. Then came
wartime arrangements for performancesat the bartiefrone,
a Solemn March for Military Band, and arrangements of
Russian, English, American and Greek folksongs. Parfi-
otistn, both voluntary and enforced, dicrated 2 new
emphasis on choral works, none of which now remain in
the repertory (opp.63, 66, 72, 74}. Shostakovich’s music
for another dozen or so films in these yvears is of lirle
intrinsic interest, though on occasion it heiped him
discover useful material for later ‘serious’ use; parrs of
The Fall of Berlin are taken up in the Tenth Symphony,
for insrance.

At the other exrreme were works where his privare
thoughrs were close to the surface, such as the Four
Pushkin Romances, op.46 and the Six Romamces to
Words by Englisk Poets, op.62. The latter cycle includes
a serting of Shakespeare’s Somnet 66, whose original
contains the suggestive line ‘And art made rongue-tied by
authority’. Although this sentiment is disguised in Paster-
nak’s translation it was almost certainly known to the
composer and to the song’s dedicatee, Sollertinsky. From
the time of the two completed operas, Shostakovich had
a convenient excuse for what might otherwise be inter-
preted as anri-Soviet crirical social comment; he could
pass it off as referring either to Tsarist Russia or to an
external enemy such as capicalism or fascism. This applied
equally to the cycle From Jewish Foik Poetry. Whatever
the ideological fotce may be of the Jewish themes found
here and in the Second Piano Trio, the Fourth Quartet
and First Violin Concerto, they are fitred withour
incongruicy into a language already saturated in expressive
ambiguity and characterized by modal alterations {espe-
cially flatrened seconds, fifths, sevenths and ocraves, and
fourths beth flattened and raised).
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The First Violin Concerto is in several respects a parallel
work to the Fourth Symphony. Both summarize Shosta-
kovich’s compositional explorations over the preceding
decade without derectable aesthetic compromise; in both
cases work on the Finale was inrerrupred by 2 cultural
purge; in both the premiére was long delayed because of
thaz purge. The Concerto’s maay strucrural and idiomatic
similarittes to Britten’s Violin Concerto of 1938-9 may
be coineidental {Brirten knew Shostakovich’s music from
the mid-1930s; but there is no evidence for Shostakovich
having encountered Britren’s before their first meeting in
1969). The Nocturne first movement is repressed in tone,
allowing the devilishly driven Scherzo to unfold ar
imposing length, followed by a shock-zbsorbing Passaca-
glia and a massive Cadenza accumulating dramatic
tension towards the Finale. The range and complexity of
mocod makes this work at least as worthy the ttle of
Symphony-Concerto as Prokofiev’s 1950-32 reworking
of his Cello Concerto which carries that desigrarion.

Part of the reason for the Violin Concerto’s highty
concentrated invention may rest with Shostakovich’s
experience of chamber composition in the preceding
years. The gradual introduction of chamber music into
his oeuvre opened up a field in which he could composz
with maximum setiousness and minimum external pres-
sure. The string quarters in pacticular are arenas for
concentrated musical thought, exemplified ia the habitual
cyclic recalls in the Finales, which feed back into several
later symphonies. This development, however, is by no
means enticely a retreat into ‘pure’ music. The artless C
major which frames the ourer movemenrs of the Firse
Quartet is as suggestive of tebirth as anything in the Fifth
Symphony, and Shostakovich himself claimed thar the
work was associated with images of spring; it also
established a tone of watchful nentrality which was new
in his masic. The movements of the Second Quartet carry
the generic arles Overture, Recitative and Romance,
Waltz, Theme and Variadions. According to members of
the Borodin Quarter, the five movements of the imposing
Third Quartet once carried programmatic subdtes con-
nected with World War H. The Fourth conrains a
prominent Jewish dance theme. The Fifth has thoughr-
provoking quotations from Ustvol’skaya’s Tro for clari-
net, viclin and piano; the hard-edged intransigence and
severe economy of means of this work is also emulated.
Virmally every one of the Quartets has ar least one
promirtent muted passage, often in the scherzo, suggestive
of the appearance of an especially intimare tone of voice.

Untl 1943, the public voice was mainly embodied in
epic symphonies. The fourth to ninth symphonies ap-
peared at roughly two-year intervals from 1936-45; the
Tenth Symphony followed after a gap of eight years. All
these have won a firm place in the repertory, and together
they mighr be taken as evidence for the paradox that the
greatest music can be written under the grearest political
pressure.

As propounded by the appararchiks of the Composers’
Union from 1934 on, the doctrine of Socialist Realism
presented composers with the task of representing contem-
potary reality in a musical language comprehensible o
‘the People’. Shostakovich found a remarkable solution
to this conundrum. His intention apropos the Tenth
Symphony was ‘to convey human emotions and passions’.
This apparently anodyne phrase carries extraordinary
implications in the heyday of Stalinism. Obeying it to the
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lerter meant, in effect, providing an outlet for mass
emotional needs ~to moutn and to commemorate ~which
were too dangeraus 1 vent in words or through any other
art form.

The narure of instrumental music offered some protec-
rion: although the narure of the real-life causes of such
emotions might be hinted at in inter-textual references for
those in the know, they could never be incriminatingly
specified. At the same time those emotions were refracted
through Shostakovich’s long-established mastery of sartire
and the grotesque, which were no longer admissible tones
of voice in a theatrical context but which were certainly
compatible with his friend Sollertinsky’s theories of the
‘Shakespearean’ symphony. The result was that the
boundary berween genuine and ironic starement would
always be open to debate. In all chis, Shostakovich drew
on the formidable resources of his training, his previous
compositional experience and his teaching activiry, cre-
ating musical structures more highly integrated than any
he had previously attempted.

Where the Fourth Symphony relied heavily on thematic
sransformation and cinematographic {disjcontinuity, with
tonal and formal fearures providing a refatively passive
framework, svmphonies five to ten maintain a more
waditional balance berween these elements, especially in
the four-movement ¢veles of the Fifth, Seventh and Tenth.
Their first movements are all masterly examples of large-
scale tona! and modal construction, to which the Tenth
adds a particularly skilful handling of transitional pas-
sages and interdependent structural idiosynerasies. Their
finales share an apparent triumphalism, complicated n
the case of the Fifth by allusions to the first Pushkin
Romance, and in the Tenth by disturbing disjunctions of
mood which open the way for reference back 1o the
oppressive second movement, countered in turn by the
composer's musical signature {D-$-C-H = D-Ep-C-B).
This signature appears overtly for the first tme in
Shostakovich’s music in the third movement of the Tenth
Symphony, alongside an encrypred version of the first
name of Elmira Nazirova, pupil, confidante and object of
affection at the rime of compesition. Such covertallusions
increase in frequency in his late works. In some cases,
their function is fairly explicit in others ir is 2 moot point
whether the allusion is pointing at a significant level of
concrete meaning or whether it is serving as a means to a
musically articulared sense of mystery.

The sixth and eighth symphonies evolve their sym-
phonic dramas from deliberately unbalanced movement-
schemes. The three-movement Sixth appears to lack a first
movement altogether. It starts with an ABA slow
movement int declamarory Bachian contrapuntal style and
virtually goes into hibernation in its middle section; the
following movements are a spectral scherzo and a manic
galop. The opening movement of the five-movement
Eighth Symphony reaches a frightening climax early in ics
development section, which it sustains and surpasses 1o
awesome effect before collapsing into 2 mournful cor
anglais recitative at the recapitulation. There follow two
brutal scherzos, a mournful passacaglia slow movement
and a shell-shocked C major Finale, whose striving for
and failure to achieve scraightforward jolliry is s most
disconcerting yer moving aspect. The exhausted coda
allows the merest glimmer of hope. This mood was
adumbrated in the Piano Quintet and was soon 1o feature
powerfully again in the Third String Quartet.
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The fourth, seventh and eighth symphenies all work
with the C mino/C major frame established in Beetho-
ven’s Fifth. The Fourth, nominally in C minor, has a
doubie coda, proposing a C major apotheosis butnegating
it with C minor tragedy. The ‘Leningrad’ uses the major/
minor opposition both structurally and emblematically.
The initial C major seems to symbolize the heroism of the
Russian people, in 2 striding theme closely related to
Shostakovich’s ‘Qath to the People’s Commissar’. Some
15 minutes later this theme is recapirulated in the tonic
minor, as a kind of requiem, after the notorious prolonged
‘Tnvasion’ episode {zever so cailed by the composer) thar
substicures for che development section. The finale works
its way from C minor back to & C major of terrifying
halanced tensions, conveying inner resistance ali the more
powerfully for leaving the political colours of the
oppressive force to the imagination. The Eighth Sym-
phorty, nominally 2 C minor work, bases irs entire Finale
in C major, but employs apparently inconsequential anti-
heroic material, as though simuitanecusly questioning the
Beethovenian archetype it invokes.

In irs time Shostakovich's Ninth Symphony was per-
ceived as referring back to Haydn rather than to
Reethoven. Certainly it sidestepped the role of crowning
glory of a ‘War Trilogy’ (symphonies seven to nine} which
many expected it to fulfil. The rough playfulness of its
first and third movements shows this cleariy encugh. Yet
irs darkness, especially when the Finale frog-marches its
polka-like main theme into forced celebration, should not
be underestimated. Russian commentators were guicker

- . . .
to detect this subrext than were their counterparts in the

West, who for the most part found the symphony simply
lighrweight.

Shostakovich habitually rurned to contrapuntal com-
position when he experienced a creative block {as for
instance in mid-1934}, Part of his rehabilitation strategy
after his fall from grace in 1936 had a Bachian aspect,
evidenr in three of the five movements of the Plano
Quintet and the opening movement of the Sixth Sym-
phony. With the cycle of 24 Preludes and Fugues tor
pianc of 195051 he confirmed his second return to
creative life in the most monumental of his Bachian
homages. As with the First String Quartet, the pusity of
the C major Prelude and Fugne suggests a tabula rasa, a
new beginning from untainted sources. Like the Third
Symphony, this work quarries out all sorts of musical
gestures and motifs which would sustain him in his
following works, most notably a ubiquitous 1-5-6-5
melodic shape, which he may have subconscionsly
remembered from Glazunov's Seventh Symphony, which
he had prefigured in Song of the Forests, and which he
went on to use in the Ten Poems for unaccompanied
chorus, the Pushkin Monologues, and the Finale of the
Tenth Symphony. The last Prelude and Fugue, in [ minor,
not only makes an impressively defiant culmination to the
cycle; it also adumbrates motifs and textures crucial to
the first movement of the symphony.

4,1953-62.

(i) Life. The post-Stalin era in Russian history up to the
accession of Leonid Brezhnev in 1964 is usually charac-
terized after the title of Ilya Ehrenburg’s 1954 novel as
the ‘Thaw’. During this period, extreme social and cultural
oppression siowly gave way to more normal conditions,
albeit within the framework of continued political confor-
mism. In February 1956 Nikita Khrushchyav, who had
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emerged with effective power early the previous year,
made 2 famous ‘sectet’ spesch denouncing Stalin. The
ourward signs of Shostakovich’s life suggesc that he shared
in some of the benefits of the Thaw. Most of his previously
wirhheld or banned works were performed. The Fifth
Sering Quartet was first performed in November 1953
and the Fourth Quarrer a month later, soon to be followed
by the new Tenth Symphony. The Violin Concervo and
the song cycle From Jewish Folk Poetry had to wait undl
1955, the Fourth Symphony undl 1961 and the revised
Lady Macbeth until 1963. On 28 May 1938, the 1948
anti-formalism decree was partially rescinded. Shostako-
vich was increasingly garlanded with honours ar home
and abroad. In Augusc 19354 he was made People’s Artist
of the USSR, and in Seprember 1956 he received che Order
of Lenin. Numerous internatonal awards, mainly hon-
orary doctorates and membership of academies, came his
way in this period.

Along with rentative de-Stalinization came renewed
contact with artists from the West. The Firsc Tehaikovsky
Internaticnal Competition, held in Moscow in 1858, of
which Shostakovich was president, was symptomatic, and
it was followed by highly publicized visits by composers
from America and elsewhere, culminating in that of
Stravinsky in 1962. Shostakovich himself rravelled widely,
making his fiest visit to England in June 1958 and his
second visic to the United Scates in November 1959.
During his second visit to England, in 1960, he began
what was to be a significant arristic friendship with
Barten.

The price for the Soviet Union’s tentarive liberalizadon,
however, was to be increased adherence ro the Party line;
Khrushehyov sought every opportuniry to boister his
never-solid political position with support from promi-
nent members of the intelligentsia. Shostakovich’s capac-
ity for resistance was by now greatly reduced and his
yeamning for a peaceful working environment ail the
greater, He accepred all manner of official posts and
duties. He was on the commirtee for the Glinka centenary
in 1957 and contributed three variadons to a collective
set with seven other composers. In the same year, he was
voted secretary of the Union of Composers of the USSR
{as the Union of Sovier Composers had just been renamed).
He took part in regional musical organizations in L'viv,
Sverdiovsk and Azerbaijan; in April 1960, he became
First Secretary of the Composers’ Union of the RSFSR.

In the mid-1950s he appears to have been striving to
compose more straightforward and cheerful music, as in
the Sixth String Quarrer, the wneful film score to Ovod
{“The Gadfly"), the Concertino for Two Pianos and the
Second Piano Concerto (both for his aspiring concert-
pianist son Maxim}, and the operetta Moskuva, Chery-
omushhi (“Moscow, Cheryomushki’). Far from cheerful,
but presenting a fagade of conformiry, were his Eleventh
and Twelfth Symphonies {1957, 1961), commemorating
the Tsarist ‘Bloody Sunday atrocity of 1905 and the
Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 respectively.

In reality, Shostakovich’s artistic freedom was still
severely limited. In 1956, he attended an unsuccessful re-
auditioning of Lady Macbeth, at which Kabalevsky and
others impressed on him the continued validicy of the
1936 Pravda criticisms. His scorn for the convinued
philistinism on display at the second Composers’ Union
Congress in March/April 1957 was expressed in the
satirical cantara Rayok, which he had begun after the
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1948 denunciations and to which he added through the
1960s.

His personal life was far from happy. On 4 December
1954 his wife died unexpectedly of cancer, leaving him
more vulnerable than before to outside pressures. His
distress increased when his mother died in November
1953, His proposal of marriage to his former pupil Galina
Ustvol'skaya was turned down, and he eventually married
Margarita Kaynova, a worker at the Komsomol {Com-
munist Youth League) in July 19356. For reasons mot
earirely ¢larified, the retadonship proved unviable and the
marriage ended in divorce in August 1959, Shostakovich
again proposed to Ustvol'skaya who again turned him
down. _

Eacly signs of physical decline were by now becoming
evident. Since the war he had had amacks of diphtheria,
angina 2nd inflammarion of the lungs. In 1958 he began
0 experience symproms of what was eventually diagnosed
as a form of polio. In August-September 1953 he
underwent his first hospital trearment for the condition.
Inidally his right hand was affected, leading to severe
difficulties in piano playing, which he first experienced
when he had w perform and record his two Piano
Concertos in Paris. He had been recording a number of
his works since the late 1940s, and it is ironic thar just as
recording technology was making huge advances his
health prevented him {rom capiralizing on them. In 1360
and 1967 he suffered leg fractures as a result of falls. The
increasing tendency of his late works to reflect on the
career of the artist may have much to do with enforced
inactivity during his ever more frequent stays in hospital.

Shostakovich was physically aling and without domes-~
tic support when he came under intense pressure to join
the Communist Party in 1960. He yielded, and his
membership was confirmed in'stages over the next two
years, but he experienced acute feelings of shame. Against
this background, he composed his Eighth Sering Quartet,
reportedly as 2 kind of obituary for himself, incorporating
quotations from and allusions to some of his most fareful
works.

He now had to make the best of a bad job as 2
confirmed escablishment figure, trying to hold to his ideals
and to be a force for good without jeopardizing his
position within the system. He was reladvely free w
compose and able to exert some beneficial influence, not
least as a teacher. He resumed his reaching duties ar the
Leningrad Conservatory in December 1961 with a class
of posigraduare students, of whom his favourite was
Boris Tishchenko. Given his personal circumstances it i$
difficult to see how he could have adopred a more
confrontational political stance. However, his refusal o
oppose officialdom openly exposed him to the contempt
of some of the younger generarion who were, in any case,
caught up in the excirement of discovering progressive
musiczl crends from the West and therefore increasingly
inclined to look on him as an anachronism.

His Party membership seems to have been part of a
complex guid pro guo with authority. He had already
been fulfilling an increasing number of official duries.
Now he finally produced the ‘Lenin’ Symphony he had
been promising since the 1930s (the Twelfth, subticed
“The Year 1917°), and he allowed his name to be used for
all sorrs of Party propaganda declaradons, sometmes
reading speeches others had wrirten for him, sometimes
having articles and letters published under his name but
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7. Dimitry Shostakovich with bis

son Maxim

written: by friends or funcrionaties. In retarn for this, he
was allowed performances of the banned Fourth Svim-
phony (30 December 1961) and of Lady Macberh, which
he revised as Katerina Izmaviova (8 January 1963), The
first performance of the Fourth Symphony took place 23
years after its aborted premiére. The score, which had
been lost in the war, had to be reconstrucred from the
orchestral parts. According to its conductor, Kirill Kon-
drashin, not a note was changed, and the performance
was an overwhelming success, as was the Western
premiére the following September at the Edinburgh
Festival under Gennady Rozhdestvensky, with the com-
poser present. Along with his Thirreenth Svymphony
{‘Babiy Yar’, 1962} the Fourth reminded Russians of the
‘real’ Shostzkovich, and it opened the way for new
developments in the Soviet symphony: Vavnberg [Wein-
berg], Shchedrin, Kancheli, Salmanov and larer Schnirtke
and others, all responded.

Excoriatng Russia’s social evils under the flimsiest of
allegorical disguises, the Thirteenth Symphony again
strained his refationship with officialdom, and the pre-
migre on 18 December 1962 was nearly saboraged by
official pressure. This was the last of Shastakovich’s major
brushes with auzthoriry, however.

In 1960 he had mer the young literary editor Irina
Anronovna Supinskaya, and after she had obtained a
divorce he married her in November 1962, the same
month in which he made his only public appearance as
conductor, in his First Cello Concerto and Festive
Cverture. At a time of steadily deteriorasing health his
third marriage provided him with invaluable support, and
Irina continued to devote herself to his music after his
death, preserving a family archive in the house in
Moscow’s Nezhdanova Street where she and Shostako-
vich lived from April 1962.
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{ii) Works. By 1961 the phenomenon of ‘The Two
Shostakoviches® had become so familiar it was the subject
of an article in Time magazine. The reference was
prompted by the recently compieted Twelfth Svmphony,
‘the most banal of his works to date’, but the supposed
split personality was dared 1o 1948. The aricie provoked
disclairners from the composer and from Sovier musicol-
ogists, butin realicy its concepr was not so much misgnided
as insufficienily subtle. Cerrainly, there were works such
as the Twelfth Svmphonvy whose political conformism
was almost devoid of discemible subtext and whose
artistic value is now generally considered to be minimal,
suggesting as near disdain for the rask on the composer’s
part as he could risk. Yet, ather ‘official’ or trivial-seeming
works mav reflect a genuine need to alternate berween
works of highlv passionate or tragic content and ones
that could be tossed off in a relatively light-hearted way.
In fact, some of the lighter works composed in the wake
of the Tenth Symphony, for instance the Festive Overture
and the ‘National Holiday’ movement from The Gadfly,
though of scanr inerinsic interest, help throw inte relief
the often overlooked complexities of the svmphony’s
finale. Immediately afrer the Tenth Symphony Shostako-
vich composed an undemanding Concertino for two
pianos for his son Maxim, followed three vears later by
the Second Piano Concerto which he considered of lircle
artistic worth but which nevertheless has a deeply felt
slow movement. In berween came more Dolmatovsky
Romances, the Spanish Songs 2nd the deceprively innocent
Sixth Quarter — deceprive because the naive G major of
the opening keeps slipping from view, to be reinstared as
if nothing had happened.

Shostakovich's interest in light music culminated in the
opera-comedy Moscow, Chervomushki, composed in
1957-8. This gentle send-up of urban mores on 2 newly
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buile overspill housing estate was the belated fulfilment of
plans to compose an operetra, plans he had cherished
since the early 1930s. Its numerous cross-references to

earlier scores might conceivably suggest a hidden com- -

mentary on the machinations of officialdom, but, on the
whole, its succession of eagy-going walzes and innocuous
polkas, most of them marked allegretto, represents a
considerable dilurion from the heyday of his stage music
in the early 1930s.

For his 50th birthday in Seprember 1956, Shostakovich
published an article in Sovetskaya musika reflecting on
his career. Its mixture of straight fact and evasive
generalizarion is sympromatic of the position of Soviet
ardsts in the Thaw years. Even the seemingly conformist
clichés invite reading between the lines. After mentioning
his ‘maive attemprs o reflect “real life’ in his earliest
piano pieces, he contnued: ‘the same desire to write pithy
music, reflecting the experiences of my contemporaries,
runs through everything [ have written’. If Lady Macbeth,
the Fourth Symphony, the Six Romances op.62, From
Jerwish Folk Poetry and works to come such as the song
cycle Satires of 1960 and the Thirteenth Symphony of
1962 are indeed intended to reflect the ‘real life’ experi-
ences of his conremporaries, they must be counted as
profoundly subversive.

The Eleventh Symphony was composed for the 40th
Anniversary of the Qcrober Revolurtion and programmat-
ically represented the 1903 Bloody Sunday Massacre; yet
appearing as it did in October 1957, its message
concerning cthe abuse of dicrarorial power invited aesopiaa
reading as a comment on the Soviet repression of the
Hungarian uprising. Although Shostakovich himself later
encouraged this interpretadon, the publicadon of his
intent to write such a svmphony had actually preceded
the Soviet invasion of Qutober 1236, and the program-
maric scenaric is extremely closely wedded ro the evefits
of 1905 — unimpeachable subject marter for a good
COMIMUnist.

Since the Tenth Symphony, the death of Nina and the
difficuicies of his second marriage, Shostakovich had been
in somerhing of a creative trough, and despice his careful
integration of a dozen revolutionary songs in the Eleventh
Symphony, this work remains a crudely constructed
tapestry compared with irs predecessor. It was noe unril
the summer of 1959 thar he produced a work to martch
the concentration and complexity of the Tenth. This was
the First Cello Coneerto, composed for Rostropovich.
Here pithy motifs, pared-down rexrures and obsrinare
forward moton are grafred on to familiar Shosrakovi-
chian gestural archerypes, establishing 2 lexicon of devices
for his lace instrumental works. Fiercely intense invention
15 equally a2 feature of the Sevemth Swing Quartet,
dedicared to the memory of Nina. Here, merrical twans-
formations, motivic economy and cyclic recalls all fearure
in greater concentradion than ever before.

The array of song quotations in the Eleventh Symnphony
prepared the way for the self-quotations in the Eighth
Quartet, including the ubiquitous D-5-C-H. This piece
became inordinately famous, inspiriag wanscriptions for
various media, especially string orchestra, sanctioned by
the composer. Every one of its quoted themes acquires
either a sadder or a more violent character than ir had in
its source-work. The moment of most heart-stopping
plangency comes in the fourth movement when Shosta-
kovich quores Katerina’s aria of looging for her lover

from the fourth act of Lady Macbeth, mirroring the
composers own personal loneliness ar 3 tme of intense
need.

Patriotic Alm scores and other commissioned work
condnued to occupy Shostakovich, but 10 an ever-
decreasing extent. The Twelfth Symphony represents an
unhappy infiltrarion of that official manner into the main
oeuvre. The naivety of its programme, structure and
thematic invention lends weight to claims that the
composition had to be quickly thrown together afrer the
abandonment of an earlier, possibly rashly sadrical
project. As in the Eleventh Symphony, there are four
continuous movements, but instead of a kind of newsrael
commentary, the music unfolds as a series of static
tableaux or reflections; the first movement is more
academically conformist than anything in Shostakovich’s
symphonic outpur, as is the thoroughgoing cyclic unity
berween movements.

As if to cleanse himself of this apparent act of
appeasement, Shostakovich ensured thacr his next two
projects — che Thirteenth Symphony and the already
largely completed revised version of Lady Macbeth —
would be as near as possible to the real ching. In the
Thirteenth Svmphony, Yevgeny Yevtushenka's poems
pointed to egregious social ills in Soviet Russia, from anti-
semitism through che suppression of humour, oppression
of women, and the climate of fear, to the dilemma of
maintaining integrity in an artistic career.

Katering Izmaylova, as he endrled the revised version
of Lady Macbheth, is a source of ongoing controversy.
Shostakovich’s revisions, involving two re-composed
interludes, confirmartion of the crimmed version of the
notorious seduction scene (it had already been cur for the
1935 publication of the score), and a large number of
rewordings and vocal transpositions, were carried out for
a mixture of motves. Some were practical considerations,
reflecting the experience of staging the opera in the 1930s.
Others, such as the toning down of sexual imagery and
the addition of an ideological element to the prisoners’
music in Acr 4, may have been a compromise with che
criticisms of the 1936 article, or may reflectthecomposer’s
own preferred shift of emphasis,

5.1%63-73.

{i) Life. The premiére of Katerina Izmaylova took place
on & January 1963, two months after the appearance of
Solzhenitsyn's One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich, a
story of Iife in a Kazakhstan prison camp in the last years
of Stalin’s rule. Approved by Khrushchyov, this publica-
tion represented a high-warer mark of de-Stalinization in
the arts. Buc a backlash against Sovier authors soon
followed and the climate of gradual liberalizarion itset
came under increasing threat when Khrushchyov was
ousted and replaced by Leonid Brezhnev in Qcrober 1964.
The invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and the increasing
profile of the dissident movernent intensified the reacrion-
ary pressure; Shostakovich put his name to political
documents such as the condemnation of the nuclear
physicist turned human-rights campaigner, Andrey Sak-
harov, on 3 Seprember 1973. If his distaste for such things
was not always perceptible to those who looked to him
for moral example, that may indicate the effectiveness of
the pretence. His music came close to contradicting his

“actions, as in the setting ‘To the FExile' from the

Michelangelo Suite, composed in 1974 immediately afcer
Solzhenirsvn’s enforced move to the West.
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Shostakovich’s declining healith made a more openly
defiant stance hardly possibie. His hand weakness wors-
ened and he gave his last performance as pianist on 28
May 1966, suffering 2 hearr amrack later that night, The
polio-related condirion responded to treatment ar an
orthopaedic dinic in Kurgan in 1970 and 1971 and
deterioradon was partially arrested. Shortly after com-
plering his Fifteenth Symphony, on 17 September 1971,
he had a second heart attack, This forced him to give up
smoking, but for the last two and a half vears of his life
he suffered from lung cancer, which spread ro the kidneys
and liver and eventually to the arrery berween heart and
lungs.

Outwardly, his career was again marked by steadily
increasing recognition and success. He continued to rravel
extensively within the Soviet Union and abroad, especially
for the numerous premiéres of Katering Izmaylova,
meeting composers and collecting honours. Coinciding
with his 60th birthday in September 1966, he was made
Here of Socialist Labour and received a second Qrder of
Lenin as well as the Gold Medal of the Hammer and
Sickle. Earlier that year a collecred edition of his music
was mooted {a rare honour for any composer in his
lifecime), and he composed a sardomic Preface to the
Complete Edition of my Works and a Brief Reflection
aprapos of this Preface, the title mimicking verbose
Russian officialese. His own text for this song remarks
ironically but accurately on his title of ‘People’s Artist of
the USSR’ {conferred in 1954), his ‘many other honorary
titles’, his position as First Secretary of the Composers’
Union of the RSFSR (since 1960) and ordinary Secretary
of the Composers’ Union of the USSR (since 1957} and
‘very many other highly responsible duries’.

With Rostropovich, Oistrakh, Richter, and conductors
Mravinsky and Kondrashin in the forefrons, his works
were now performed and recorded with increasing
regularity. In February 1964, the town of Gorkiy
mounted a fesdval with 43 concerts of his music.
Seemingly encouraged, Shostakovich came our of a
comparatively fallow creative period since the Thirreenth
Symphony and produced the Ninth and Tenth Quarters
in quick succession (a previons Ninth Quarter composed
in 1961 was destroyed), followed by the Yevrushenko
cantata Kazn' Stepana Razing (“The Execurion of Stepan
Razin'.

Inwardly his thoughts and creative projects turned
increasingly to the topic of death; ar the same time he
became interested in 12-note composirion, still the subject
of official disapproval. In this he was inspired by the
example of Brirten, whose The Turn of the Screw he had
seen in Edinburgh in 1962, and by his own pupils. In May
1365 he gor to know Karayev's Third Symphony and in
the following year Tishchenko's Third Symphony. In
1968 he himself builr his Twelfth Quarter around 12-note
themes, and such themes also appear in the Violin Sonara,
Thirreenth Quartet and Fourteenth and Fifreenth Sym-
phonies. He never applied the rechnique in the manner of
the Second Viennese School; rather, themes of chis kind
ook on symbolic associations with death or stasis.

From the Second Celie Concerto of 1966, each of
Shostakovich's last ten years with the exception of 1972
saw at least one major composition. The Second Violin
Concerro was composed in 1967 for Qistrakh, and in the
following vear the Viclin Sonata {also for Oistrakh) and
12th Quarter. In 1969 came the 14th Symphony, a vocal
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symphony consisting of 11 sewings on the subject of
death, in 1970 the 13th Siring Quartet, which catches
much the same mood, and in 1971 the enigmaric 15th
Symphony. His second heart atrack just afrer completion
of this symphony put a temporary halt to his outpuz, and
he spent the remainder of that year in hospital and
sanatorium. 1972 was a year of wavel, to East and West
Germany in May and June, to London 2nd Dublin in July,
rerurning via Copenhager, and a further visit to England
in November before another extended stzy in hospital.
1973 saw return trips to Berlin and Copenhagen and the
USA (chiefly Chicago), around which Shostakovich firred
the Fourreenth Quarrer and the Tsvetayeva settings
0p.143. In 1974 he produced the 15th Quarter and
Michelangele Suite, whose orchestrated version, com-
pleted later in the year, is tantamount to a Sixteenth
Symphony. Alse this vear The Nose was finally restaged
in Russia, the last of his effectively banned works to be
rehabilirated. The Moscow producrion was masterminded
and conducred by Gennady Rozhdestvensky, marking the
advent of a new generarion of musicians commizted to his
music. By now, Maxim Shostakovich was conductng
extensively, and Rozhdestvensky himself was unearthing
and recording numerous obscure and almost forgotren
works. In 1975 Shostakovich orchestrated Musorgsky’s
‘Song of the Flea” and composed his Viola Sonata, for
which he was reading proofs only days before his death
on the evening of 9 August 1975 in hospiral ar Kuntsevo.
He was buried five days later in the Novodevichy
Cemetery.

“(#) Works. The musical trends established over the
previous decade continued, the only significant new
features being exploration of 12-note themes. That there
was ro fundamental evoludion in Shosrakovich’s style is
suggested by the fact that his last major work, the Viola
Sonata, could quore extensively from the overture to his
unfinished opera The Gambler of 1941-2, without any
stylistic discrepancy being apparent. By the same token
the Violin Sonarta of 1968 owes much to the example of
Prokofiev’s First Violin Sonata of 1938-46, both in its
gestural character and its layour of movements.

I these years, very few ‘official’ works were demanded
of hir, and in those that were it is increasingly tempting
to read subtexs and in-jokes. Oktvabr’ (‘October’}, his
symphonic poem for the 50th anniversary of the Revolu-
tion, feels like no more than a grudging discharge of dury,
for instance, and the March of the Sovier Militia is
reputedly dedicared to the memory of Zoshchenko,
himseif a cne-time Red Army officer but best known as a
wenchant satirist. Shostakovich did agree to underrake
wwo film scores of more or less official stamp for friends
{Leo Arnshtam’s Sofva Perovskava on the life of an
activist associated with the assassinadion of Tsar Alek-
sandr I, and A Year is Like a Lifetime to Galina
Serebryakova’s scenario on the life of Marx). But he took
considerably more setiously his work on Grigory Kozin-
wev’s Hamlet and King Lear, producing music of a
starkness of texture to match the ascetic qualities of the
cinematography.

The symphonic impulse continued ro shift away from
symphonies to quarters {especially Nos.9, 10 and 12),
concertos, sonatas and song cycles. The Second Cello
Concerto, Second Violin Concerto and Violin and Viola
Sonatas have much in common, in particular a sense of
familiar territory being traversed but in & wan, alienated
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manner, as though experienced by a lost soul. Moments
of ronal clarification register increasingly as out-of-body
experiences, and they are surrounded by paroxysms of
pain, inscrutzble soliloquies and ghostly revisitings of the
past. Themes conraining eleven or all rwelve notes of the
sczle are contrasted with blank oscillating perfect fourths
which often conclude movements in anxious stasis. To all
this the finale of the Viola Sonata adds an excremely dark-
hued tribute to Beethoven, brooding on the affinity
between the repeared-note motif of the first movement of
the ‘Moonlight' Sonata and Shostakovich’s own favourite
dotted-thythm funeral march gesmures. This world of
purgatorial numbness was passed on to the following
generartion of Schnittke and others,

Quartets 11 ro 14 were dedicated to each member of
the Beethoven Quarter in turn, in recognirion of a
partnership of more chan 30 years’ standing; the Fifreenth
Quarter bears no dedication bur could easily be read as a
requiern for the composer himself. Quartets 13 and 15in
particular abound in stark musical imagery, while the
Fifteenth echoes the black humour of the early piano
Aphorisms, with conzorted re-interpretations of innocent-
seerting movement titles such as Serepade and Nocrurne.

The vocal works focus ever more intently on the subject
macter of love, death, and rhe role of the artist (especially
in the Blok cycle, the Fourteenth Symphony and the
Tsverayeva sertings respectively). The last cycle, Fowr
Verses of Captain Lebyadkin, from Dostovevsky's novel
The Dewils, ends Shostakovich’s vocal output on a note
of sour vituperation. The imporrance he attached to the
Tsvetayeva and Michelangelo cycles is reflected in the
orchestral versions he made of them, and the same is
indicated by his re-orchestraring the Six Romances, op.62.
In general the importance he atrached to texts in his later
years is reflected in his renunciation of rhe title romansi
{‘romances’): the Blok, Lebyadkin and Tsvetayeva cycles
are dubbed stikbotvoreniya {*poems” or ‘verses’) while the
proper full dtle for the Michelangelo settings is Syuita na
slova Mikelangelo (*Suite on Words of Michelangeto’).
The inscrumentation of the Blok verses, for violin, cetlo
and piano, prepares the ground for the Fourteenth
Symphony (soprano and bass soloists, strings and percus-
sion), and, in general, the borderline berween symphonic
and vocal works is blurred ar this time. The Fourteenth
Symphony itself consists of eleven sertings of poems,
subtly arranged to suggest outrage at the imposition of
death by human hand.

The Fifteenth Symphony is haunted by a legion of
ghosts - subtle aliusions to Shostakovich’s own past
works and to musical styles that had influenced him.
Paradoxically, these allusions make the averall tone of
the work all the more difficult to define. The last pages
gaze back over the past with unfathomable sadness, and
the coda is probably the most desolate music ever to have
been written in A major, The end of the Viola Sonata is
no less poignant; it is yer another extraordinary reinter-
pretation of C major, with the rocking fourths so often
associared with death in Shostakovich’s late work now
suggesting a measure of calm and reconciliation.

6. POSTHUMOUS REPUTATION. 25 years on, Shostako-
vich’s obituary notices make bizarre reading. Pravda, in
an article with 85 signarories from the country’s political
and musical élire, described him as ‘a true sen of the

Communist Party, outstanding public and state activisr, .

an artist - citizen Shostakovich devoted his entire life to
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the development of Soviet music, to asserting the ideals of
Sovier humanism and incernationalism, the struggle for
peace and friendship of nations’, The Times cailed him ‘a
commirted believer in Communism and Soviet power’;
the New York Times referred to him as ‘a2 committed
Communist who accepted sometimes harsh ideological
criticism’. Suggestions to the conerary in books by émigrés
such as Yury Jelagin and Yury Olkhovsky as early as the
1950s had been lirtle heeded and were even dismissed as
embodying biassed Cold War tactics.

For many years, sericus scholars in the West had
scarcely bothered with Shostakovich, being scemingly
unable to hear past the surface conservatism of language,
which Stravinsky, Adomo, Boulez and others equated
with reactiopary conformism and attributed to a combi-
nation of weak-mindedness and foree majewre. The
evaporation of avant-garde prejudices kad already cleared
the way for 2 more realistic assessment when Solomon
Volkov’s Testimony: the Memoirs of Dmitry Shostako-
vich a5 Related to and Edited by Solomon Volkoy made
its sensational appearance in 1979. This presented a
picture of Shostakovich’s profound disaffection with the
communist system, stretching back ar least to the mid-
1930s. This book continues to be a source of CONTIOVErSY,
mainly because it was shown to conmin subsrantal
passages — appearing on seven of the eighr pages signed
by Shostakovich — drawn almost verbatim from Shosta-
kovich's articles and speeches. The ediror declined to
explain how the sitwation might have come abour or how
it mighr be reconciled with the ttle of the book. Further
doubt has been expressed as to whether Shostakovich, in
so far as the book may contzin his acrual words and
thoughts, might not have been reinventing his own past.
Friends, family and musical associates of the composer
expressed conflicting opinions on the book’s auchenticity
and the veracity of the opinions it conrains, although 2
substantial and increasing majority have spoken in its
favour. Accusarions and counter-accusations have made
the question of Shostakovich's relationship wich the
Communist regime one of the most biterly fought
musicological controversies in the late 20th century. This
issue has overshadowed efforts to understand the non-
ideological dimensions of his music, to disentangle those
aspects of the Soviet system he 2pproved of from those he
abominated and to identify when and how his artrudes
changed, Scholarly interest in the music has gained new
mmperus, but at the expense of concentration on a
vulgarized, mono-dimensional view of irs meaning.

Unlike that of many composers, Shostakovich’s repu-
tation with the musical public has grown steadily since
his death, fuelled by post-glasnost’ revelations about the
sociery in which he lived. By most conceivable measurs-
ments, he has become the most popular composer of
serious art music in the middle vears of the 20th century.

His influence on composers spread through the work
of his mosr gifted pupils and protégés (Vaynberg, Boris
Chavkovsky, Tishchenko} and kindred spirits abroad
fsuch as Briceen, who however, died only a year after
him). Others in the Soviet Union emancipated themseives
from his style but took up some of the deeper implications
of his work, especially his fondness for mixing styles and
tones of voice, his use of musical ciphers, his exploration
of the no-man’s-land berween dynamism and stasis and
his compulsion to question the same things as he affirms.
In these respects, Alfred Schnittke has the strongest claim



8. Dmitry Shostakovich

to being the ‘true successor’, though the musical qualiry
of his invention rarely reaches comparable heights. The
doctrinaire rump of the Western avant garde never
became reconciled 1o Shostakovich’s importance, al-
though some who started in that camp have at least come
to recognize the multi-faceted complexity of his music.
On the other hand, namral conservatives in Russia,
Scandinavia, Britain and the Unired States acknowledged
the influence bur generally failed to grasp the underlying
complexiries of rone. Those complexities could only have
taken the shape they did under the unique coercions of
Sralin’s Russia. As the most talented Soviet composer of
his cursed generation Shostakovich was uniquely
equipped to rranscend those pressures, and as such his
achievement is unrivailed.
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Ocr 1931
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Bol'shoy Hall, 10 May 1957
Cello Concerto no.1, Ep, 1959, M, Restwopovich,
Leningrad PO, cond. Mravinsky, Leningrad,
Philhartnonic Bol'shoy Hail, 4 Ocr 1955
Novorassiyskive kurantifOgon vechnoy slavi
[Novorossiisk Chimes/The Flame of Erernal Glory], 1960
Pyatr'dnev-pyat’ nochey [Five Days ~ Five Nights), suite,
arr. Atovm'van, 1961 [after ilm score]
Suite from Kazerina lzmaylova, §, arch, 1552
Overture on Russian and Kyrgyz Foik Themes, 1963
Garmnier [Hamlex], suite, arr. Arovin'yan, 1964 [from film
score]
God kak zhizn’ [A Year is Like a Liferima], suice, arr.
Atovm'yan, *196% [from film score]
Cello Concerto no.2, G, 1966, Rostropovich, USSR Scare
S0, cond. Ye. Svetanov, Moscow, Conservatery Boi'shoy
Hall, 25 Sepr 1964
Viclin Concerto no.2, cf, 1967, Cistrakh, Moscow PO,
cond. Kondrashin, Moscow, Conservarory Bol'skoy Hall,
26 Sept 1967
Traurno-wiumfal'naya prelyudiyz pamyati gerovey
stalingradskoy bitvi [Funeral-Triumphal Prelude in
Memory of the Heroes of the Bartle of Sralingrad}, 1967
Oktyabr’ [October], sym. poem, 1967
March of the Soviet Militia, milicary band, 1970



