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A whole debate started in Western Europe from the moment, in 1923, when
Boris de Schloezer defined Stravinsky’s Symphonies pour instruments a vents as
‘neo-classical’.! Despite the initial connection of this term with the poetics of a
Russian composer and the fact that Stravinsky represented the Russian area of
music production in the European community of musicians and commentators,
Stravinsky’s neoclassical turn had no relation to the environment he belonged to
before the exile. For sure, it did not depend on the discussion that was being led in
Russia in those very years and had, on the contrary, a clearly Western-European
matrix.

In the newly born Soviet Union Stravinsky was well known and discussed, and
his artistic innovations exerted a strong influence in this context; however, in order
to offer a tool for reading the panorama that developed in Soviet Russia in the
years in which the debate on neoclassicism was presented to international musical
audiences, it is necessary to turn to other voices: composers, musicologists, and
music critics working within the country. Their standpoints can be observed in the
numerous journals that proliferated after 1917, which offer the modern historian
snapshots of great value. While still being under-researched, these sources have
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nowadays the value of archival documents and are progressively becoming available
in digitized form. Among the headers that will be mentioned in the present writing,
Sovetskaya muzika (Soviet Music, SovMu in footnotes) is available open-access
on the website of its successor Muzikalnaya akademiya (Music academy);* other
magazines can be found on the website of the St. Petersburg Theatrical Library?
and of the St Petersburg Institute of Art History.* As for Contemporary Music and
Musical Culture (see below), they are both available on the Réperroire international
de la presse musicale (RIPM) and, on microfilm, in some public libraries such
as the New York Public Library and the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek of Munich.
Much Soviet political press — notably Pravda (The Truth) — is now available in
digitized form.

This paper looks at Soviet journalism of the 1920s with the aim of highlighting
ideas (rather than facts) related to the concept of neoclassicism, notably in its
relationships with the expectations of coeval music consumers. To follow this
specific line, digitization of primary sources is a good starting point, granting access
to materials that, until a few years ago, were difficult to reach for international
scholars, and now would be even less accessible due to the political situation.
Allowing for extensive reading of individual headers, though, is not enough for
in-depth analysis, since texts on these platforms are not always OCR-processed, so
they are not numerically researchable. Moreover, individual journals of this period
often contain only part of the dialogue that was being led by exponents of various
factions on their press organs and that extended over several headers. Archival
expertise must still combine with historical research investigating a specific
discourse in order to connect individual arguments to the context in which they
were expressed, which included discussion in public gatherings. The first section
of this paper is dedicated to a closer investigation of this context.

MODERNISM AND RUSSIAN MUSIC IN THE 1920s

In the early twentieth century, pre-revolutionary aesthetic models offered by
the “The Five’ in the previous decades were temporarily overcome. A period of
experimentation and innovation, fueled by a cultural climate of rapid social and
technological transformations of the period, came up beside the academically
established trends. The call for renovation arose in response to a growing
dissatisfaction with the Romantic language, which was perceived as excessively
sentimental and run out. Experimentations were provoked or, at least, catalyzed
by the contact between the New Russian School and the European avant-garde
that had taken place in Paris starting from Dyagilev’s saisons russes. A new musical
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avant-garde proposed, on an aesthetic level, to break with the past by exploring
dissonance, fragmentation, and harmonic instability as central elements of
expressive language. Innovation in aesthetics seemed to coincide, for a while, and
for some artists at least, with the revolution on a political level, which exploded in
1917 and led the Bolsheviks to rule the country.

In the 1920s, their need to consolidate power and the considerable damages
inflicted by the civil war on the economy and society of the new State pushed the
Soviet Government to grant relative liberalism, on an economic level (where the
NEP — New Economic Policy granted some margin for free market), but also on
the cultural one. In the role of head of Narkompros (the People’s Commissariat for
Education) Anatoly Lunacharsky encouraged experimentation in all artistic fields,
since culture was seen as a powerful tool for promoting the values of socialism and
mobilizing the masses. Avant-garde movements such as Futurism, Constructivism,
and Suprematism found ample room for development, while many intellectuals
and artists sought to contribute with their art to the construction of a socialist
society.® This resulted in the push for renewal on the aesthetic level being bound
to the political discourse in a knot that would be hard to untie. As the decade
progressed, the intervention of the State in culture became increasingly frequent
until 23 April 1932, when the Central Committee of the Communist Party
liquidated all groupings via the notorious decree ‘On the restructuring of literary
and artistic organizations, and had them replaced by the creative unions. While the
cultural conflicts involved all the artistic areas in similar ways, musicians, critics,
and musicologists flew into the Composers’ Union. Two years later, the aesthetic
canon of Socialist Realism was officially established at the 1st Congress of the
Union of Soviet Writers (1934). This was soon to combine with the involvement
of artists in the dynamics of terror of the late 1930s.”

In this perspective, this decade shows a double personality. On the one hand,
it was a period of creative prosperity and, compared to the 1930s, the intense
debate sheds a positive light on this phase as an ‘earthly paradise’ preceding the
‘fall’ of freedom previously granted by Lunacharsky. Though, it was also a violent
battlefield, where aggressive factions and often irreconcilable points of view
opposed each other on the topic of the ‘correct path’ that art should undertake
in order to legitimately represent modern times, adequately responding to the
needs of the State that had been established on the ashes of the Empire and of
the new society that emerged after the annihilation of the old hierarchies. These
confrontations suggest the need to re-consider the thematic focuses of the debates
and the balance among relevant factors in the development of individual artists’
language, style, genres, theoretical positions, etc.®
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Revisionism — it is important to note — is not to be intended as a re-evaluation
of the cultural policy of the USSR: we know that the Party’s intervention went
too far, to the point of becoming criminal, and certainly in the 1930s the aesthetic
choices of anyone who attempted any artistic discipline were not free; but it is
also true that if this ‘balance’ was reached, it is also because, during the NEP, the
ties that bonded aesthetics and State reason became increasingly tight. Clarifying
some focal points of this phase is particularly necessary considering that in today’s
Russia some themes and ways of that debate — flattened and distorted, or just
resurrected — return to the fore to nourish historiographical narratives aiming at
legitimizing political actions with dangerous and oppressive implications.

SOVIET PERIODICAL PRESS

The Soviet cultural environment saw many pre-revolutionary tools of criticism
decay, and instead witnessed the foundation of new journals and magazines.’
Readers and listeners, who until before consisted mainly of a selected elite, were
replaced by the popular classes who, having been for too long excluded, even from
literacy, now urged to appropriate culture or were encouraged by the Bolsheviks
to receive an education with great deployment of propaganda. Intellectuals were
looking for an aesthetic that could mirror the changed climate, and a multitude
of groups and associations of writers and artists started competing for recognition
as representatives of modern, legitimate, valuable art.

Entering the tradition of militant journalism that had arisen in Russia since
the eighteenth century, these groupings and individuals expressed their credo and
programs on the pages of numerous, often ephemeral, headers. Among the earliest
publications that followed the October Revolution, one finds Artist-muzikant (The
artist-musician), issued in Moscow in the two-year period 1918-19, and Muzika
— released in Moscow in 1922 in four releases. In chronological terms, they were
followed by K novim beregam muzikal’nogo iskusstva (Towards new shores of art
music, Moscow, 1923) edited by Viktor Belyayev and Vladimir Derzhanovsky,
well-known musicologists and music critics. Their purpose was the promotion of
new trends in art music, the analysis of works by modern composers, and a constant
updating on performances of modern music in Russia and abroad. The journal had
the audience familiarized with New Music, informing about recent compositions,
festivals and activities of musical societies and educational institutions. Among
its collaborators there were musicians — Leonid Sabaneyev, Anatoly Aleksandrov,
Semyon Bogatiryov, Nadezhda Bryusova, Aleksandr Goldenveyzer, Nikolay
Zhilyayev, Mikhail Ivanov-Boretsky, Georgy Konyus, Konstantin Kuznetsov —,
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and the musicologists Pavel Lamm, Boris Asaf’yev (who wrote under the name of
Igor’ Glebov), and Nikolay Findeyzen, — scholars who granted the review a high
scholarly standard. This initiative resulted in only three releases.'

In 1924, the composer Nikolay Roslavets, together with Belyayev, Asaf’yev,
Derzhanovsky, and Boleslav Yavorsky, inaugurated Muzikal naya kul’tura (Musical
culture), under the direction of Sabaneyev. This as well had only three issues, but
the same interlocutors soon shifted to another publication, Sovremennaya muzika
(Contemporary music — SovrM in footnotes), which editorial board, based at the
Moscow State Academy of Art History, was guided by Belyayev, Derzhanovsky,
and Sabaneyev. Sovremennaya muzika was the bulletin of the Association for
Contemporary Music (Assotsiatsiya sovremennoy muziki, henceforth ASM), an
official group of musicians and music writers initially gathered around Lamm.
Members of ASM included Vladimir Dranishnikov, Mikhail Druskin, Yulian
Vaynkop, Vladimir Shcherbachyov, Aleksandrov, Aleksandr Zhitomirsky, and
Vladimir Deshevov."' Among external collaborators there figured the composers
Zhilyayev and Vissarion Shebalin, conductor Konstantin Saradzhev, as well as
foreign musicians, such as Alfredo Casella and Darius Milhaud.'? As stated in the
frontmatter of the firstissue, ASM pursued ‘the dissemination of new music, Russian
and foreign’.”® It had a strongly cosmopolitan character, and programmatically
nurtured contacts with the International Society of Contemporary Music, but
also with the League of Composers and the Associations of Modern Music."

ASM was active from 1923 up to the year 1929. The bulletin was published
in a total of thirty-two issues (1924 to 1929): these included articles, biographies,
reviews, and analyses of new works, while scores by Soviet composers were offered
as supplements. Together with the other magazines published in the first fifteen
years following October (notably, De musica — see further), ASM’s bulletin showed
a high interest in the avant-garde by discussing and analyzing its trends, and acted
as a tool for continuous updating on the currents of national and foreign music.

On its pages, one can find the discussion of works by emerging Soviet
composers such as Roslavets, Sergey V. Evseyev, Vasily Shirinsky, Aleksandr
Shenshin, Myaskovsky, Aleksandrov, Sabaneyev, Aleksandr Gedike (Symphony
No. 3), Vladimir Kryukov, Lev Knipper, Aleksandr Borkhman, Evgeny Pavlov,
Aleksandr Cherepnin, Samuil Feynberg, Anatoly Drozdov, Aleksandr Mosolov,
Lev Oborin, Aleksandr Abramsky, Mikhail Kvadri, Shcherbachyov.

The issues contain reviews of music by Paul Hindemith, Béla Bartdk, Ravel,
Karol Szymanowski, Arnold Schénberg, Alban Berg, Ernst Ktenek e Franz Schreker,
Arthur Honegger, Albert Roussel, Alfredo Casella, and Ottorino Respighi.

Stravinsky and Prokof’yev at this stage were known almost as ‘foreigners’."
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In line with the same cosmopolitan spirit, the bulletin also accepted texts by
foreign contributors (translated from other publications or commissioned by the
editorial board), such as those of Paul Pisk, Roland Manuel, Guido M. Gatti,
Mario Castelnuovo-Tedesco, Alfred J. Swan, Adolf Weissman, Béla Bart6k, Egon
Wellesz, Hans Eisler, Max Butting, Ernst Kfenek, Hermann Rudolf Gail, Erich
Steinhard. Local contributors were, instead, Yavorsky, Asaf’yev, Semyon Ginzburg,
Shirinsky, Ekaterina Koposova-Derzhanovskaya, Vasily Yakovlev, Deshevov, Yuliya
Veysberg and many others.

A similar publication was founded in Leningrad at the Institute of Art History:
De Musica was published between 1925 and 1928; it was among the journals
with the highest standard, tackling topics like those of the previous publications,
ranging between contemporary music and historical research.

Among the most openly politicized publications were those belonging to
the All-Russian Association of Proletarian Musicians (RAPM), a group that
advocated the development of a mass musical culture with revolutionary content
based on Marxist ideology. During its existence, RAPM advertised its ideas in
four periodicals: Muzikalnaya nov’ (Musical virgin soil), inaugurated in 1923,
Muzika i Oktyabr’ (Music and October, edited by S. A. Krilov in Moscow in
1926), Proletarsky muzikant (The proletarian musician, issued between 1929 and
1932), and Za proletarskuyu muziku (For a proletarian music, Moscow, 1930-32).

Muzika i revolyutsiya (Music and revolution), which title refers to the essay
by Lev Trotsky Literatura i revolyutsiya (Literature and revolution, 1924), was
the bulletin of the Association of Revolutionary Composers and Music Workers
(Ob”yedineniye revolyutsionnikh kompozitorov i muzikal'nikh deyateley —
ORKiMD), an official group founded in 1924 by former RAPM members guided
by Lev Shul’gin. It was published in Moscow from 1926 to 1928 on a monthly
basis, and on a bi-monthly basis starting from 1929. This bulletin was clearly not
aligned with RAPM and was, on the contrary, the subject of many attacks on the
part of that organization. This resulted in the suspension of the magazine in 1929.

In the second half of the decade, the publications belonging to RAPM show
growing hostility towards Western ‘New Music’ and the Russian avant-garde.
Notably, between the late 1920s and the early 1930s, a vexatious attitude towards
modernism was observed, which would later be inherited by Sovetskaya muzika —
the official replacement for all prior independent journals and the official organ
of the Composers’ Union. On the contrary, on the pages of Sovremennaya muzika
one can read the opposite part of the competition between these two factions,
articles of public defense of modernism (and the modernists, since attack often
had personal nature) becoming more and more frequent.
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In this article we will concentrate on this magazine from one single perspective,
i. e. seeking connections with the Western debate on neoclassicism — a concept
that still needs investigation by scholars in this precise context. As we shall see, it
is not possible to clearly separate the terms of this debate from the political issues
that were urgent in the young USSR, which were supported mostly (but not
exclusively) by RAPM.

NEOCLASSICISM AND MODERN MUSIC

Neoclassicism — even in its wider acceptation, — cannot easily be positioned within
the discussion of the Russian music community because during the 1920s — when
this discussion took place in the international milieus — every discourse concerning
the aesthetic of music had assumed a double connotation, with ideas being drawn
from the artistic and political spheres.

The cultural line set by Lunacharsky did not mean that fu// freedom of expression
was granted in the public press: it limited retrograde instances of returning to
the past and references to any classical model, even in ‘neo-’ declinations. This
probably explains why open references to neoclassicism of the type that can be
observed in Western debate cannot be traced in Soviet journalism, at least to the
extent | have analyzed it. The only occurrence of the term ‘neoklassitsizm’ clearly
refers to stylistic retrospect, being defined as ‘rickety’."”

The term ‘Russian neoclassicism’ (‘pycckuit HeokyaccummsMm’) is rather
connected with visual and literary culture. It was first used, in 1917, by Aleksandr
Benois in an eponymous article, and identifies an artistic movement of the first
third of the century, which opposed the avant-garde, modernism, and emerging
mass culture that had started to emerge at the end of the nineteenth century. It
manifested itself most fully in literature (Acmeism) and architecture, while in
painting and sculpture defining the circle of its witnesses causes problems. In
the article “The paths of classicism in art’ Leon Bakst wrote that neoclassicism
in Russian painting began with the artists of Mir iskusstva (The world of art),
their ‘art-of-the-beautiful line’ (‘uckyccrpa npekpacuoi muann’) and ‘the school
of modernism in the classical sense’ (‘IKOJIBI MOJEpHHU3MA B KJIACCHYCCKOM
cmbicne’).'® Indeed, the emergence of neoclassicism in Russia was largely associated
with the activities of this group, their homonymous journal, and the literary and
artistic publication Apollon, around which a circle of intellectuals, who adhered to
the principles of unity of traditions and innovations, formed. Representatives of
this trend focused on broadly understood classical references: the art of Ancient
Greece, the Renaissance, Russian and Western European art of the eighteenth
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and first half of the nineteenth centuries, and icon painting before the nineteenth
century. Neoclassicism is often considered as a nostalgic movement: due to this
association with a past configuration of Russia, its development was interrupted
by the Revolution, although some of its elements could be traced in art until the
early 1930s."”

In the Soviet Union, the term ‘neoclassicism’ does not belong to the traditional
narrative of music history. In his research on the klassizistische Moderne in Russian
music, aside from other ‘classics’ such as Glinka and Chaykovsky, Andreas
Wehrmeyer mentions Sergey Taneyev and Stravinsky, and, among the Russians
who were active in the USSR in the 1920s, Roslavets. Possibly the best-positioned
is Prokof’yev, whose Symphonie classiqgue Wehrmeyer calls into question, even
though the composer had left Russia and worked in the West during the second
decade of the century.”

In the years immediately following the Revolution, neoclassicism in music seems
not to be openly discussed as such in Soviet journalism. However, in the debate
that was carried out in the Soviet Union, one can trace terms that are typically
connected with this discussion in the West, which Scott Messing has identified and
listed in his study: ‘clarity, simplicity, objectivity, purity, refinement, constructive
logic, concision, sobriety’.*! Concepts close to such terms can be observed on the
pages of Sovremennaya muzika, the most active advocate of modernism in Soviet
music.

In the next section, we will take a look at these elements by tracking them in
different writings of this journal. It will not be possible to follow the complete
theoretical thought of individual critics or artistic profiles of the musicians involved
in relation to these concepts: we will, therefore, summarize the main ideas of the
debate, which appear in relation to such composers as Stravinsky, Hindemith,
Casella, Prokof’yev, Roslavets, Cherepnin, and Aleksandrov.

NEOCLASSICISM ON THE PAGES OF SOVREMENNAYA MUZIKA

Overall scrutiny of the mentioned source does not allow for a precise definition
of ‘Soviet neoclassicism’. Once its understanding as a nostalgic tendency to bring
back the past has been excluded, we can follow the idea of recovering elements
of ancient traditions as a way to renovate the musical language. In their writings,
contributors appear conscious of this attitude of innovative composers in the West:
Viktor Belyayev noted that “The modern revolution of music in Western Europe
[was] taking place mainly under the sign of a revolution in the field of technical
means of expression and under the slogan of abandoning romanticism in favor
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of classical trends, revived in a new aspect’.”? Asaf’yev underlined his effort in
establishing a link between classicism and innovation (‘More than once I have had
to point out the undoubted connection between the new musical worldview and
Mozart’s music’).?

Asaf’yev suggested that renovation should, first of all, move away from the
emotional emphasis of nineteenth-century music, and notably from late-romantic
epigonism. Belyayev saw exactly this intention in the poetics of Cherepnin, who
was able to create his own style and refuse ‘the psychologism that was so typical
of the Russian composers* thanks to his stay in Western Europe, the innovations
brought about by Stravinsky, and the positive influence of Prokof’yev. Belyayev
defines Cherepnin’s style as simple (‘prostoy’) and ingenuous (‘naivny’) — words
that appear quite frequently on the pages of the journal: according to him, the
composer

uses only the simplest forms, elaborating them with great mastery, and is original in
his larger works, such as chamber concertos, approaching the practice of the earliest
German classics, when the form was not yet crystallized as it would become later, and
was more flexible thanks to this circumstance. Cherepnin’s turn to the classics, just like
the turn to it of all modern music, marks the return of it to a new starting point for
achieving those goals of music progress that otherwise cannot be achieved.*

Belyayev explicitly refers to escaping Wagnerian tendencies, and finds a way in
the recovery of forms of the past:

In fact, where can the systematic development of the principles of the Wagnerian and
Straussian orchestra lead us, if not to the complication to nec plus ultra of the colossal
orchestral apparatus that we now have? But does music progress need to turn from
qualitative, which it has been until now, into quantitative? Will this progress, after
passing beyond a certain point, not be progress, but regression, a reduction of music
contents in favor of the physiology of sound? Primitivism, which is a new direction in
music, definitely declares its refusal to participate in the quantitative progress of music,
and declares as the slogan of today and the near future its struggle for a qualitative
progress of music. Its starting point is not a luxurious sonority, but an interesting
musical idea, valuable in itself, regardless of its musical outfit.?

The term ‘primitivism’ is surprisingly used as equivalent for what elsewhere
would be defined as ‘classical’ or ‘neoclassical’: moving yet in the sphere of tonal
harmony, Cherepnin is ‘not scared by “primitive”, “Haydn-like” and “pre-Haydn-
like” forms’.?” In his music, these are associated with a new scale system based
on a nine-note scale of his invention; while recurring to technical tools different
from those of his Western colleagues (Cherepnin keeps away from atonality or
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polytonality), the composer appears more sympathetic with Stravinsky than
Schénberg: ‘where Schonberg lacks sound combinations composed of all the
twelve semitones of the octave, Stravinsky achieves new effects with simple [my
emphasis] two-voice sound combinations’.”®

Similar anti-emotional instances are pinpointed by Asaf’yev in KfenekK’s
music, appreciated for being ‘deprived of aerial perspectives, of shadows of
light, of impressionistic coloring’:* “There is no place, — Asaf’yev continues —
for sentimentalism, contemplative lyrics, or any retrospection’.”® Regarding
Prokof’yev’s music, the critic distinguishes between sincere emotion and its
degeneration: ‘I beg you not to confuse the true voice of feeling with sensitivity
and sensuality, in general with any nervousness, which are usually understood as
emotionalism’.*' In Prokof’yev’s music (Third Concerto), measure is a highlighted
value in the eyes of the musicologist: ‘everything is moderated, everything is in
its due place, nothing is exaggerated, nothing is self-sufficient: this means that
everything has naturally grown from intuitive premises and creative impulses, and
will develop and mature just as naturally’.**

Transparency was searched for in clear shapes, balanced proportions, and a
simple (read: not chromatic) harmony, which were typical of such classics as Mozart,
Haydn, or Schubert. We have already seen how Belyayev associated Cherepnin’s
‘primitive’ harmony with Haydn’s. In the article Mozart and Contemporaneizy,
Asaf’yev finds it in Mozart’s ‘harmonic clarity and the congruence of his music’
(‘rapMOHHMYECKOI ICHOCTBIO ¥ CTPOMHOCTBIO ero My3bikH),*® and in the ‘difficult
and always desired simplicity as the highest artistic goal, as a result of complete
mastery of skill’?* In reference to Schubert, he speaks about ‘an emotionally
objective diary’ (‘?MOLMOHAIBbHO OOBEKTHBHBIM IHEBHHK),” establishing a
connection between these features and modern interests toward formal issues:
‘the point is not in the details, but in the fact that all the listed features bring his
music closer to modern ideas of reviving melos. For music, interest is now put not
on themes, from which one could build [...] music skyscrapers, but on melodies,
which are simple and direct as judgments, as a self-sufficient thought'.*® Later on,
we will come back to this point (see below I the Perspective of Socialist Realism).
By now, it is important to note that for Asaf’yev objectivism was opposed to
Romantic subjectivism in the perspective of better communication; on the
contrary, solipsism was associated with Western individualism, which clearly
was negatively understood: ‘After all, our local attempts at a simple, sober and
businesslike reality are not at all similar to Americanism, with its separation from
people and nature in the name of ‘business’ an und fiir sich’>’

30



MUSIC EXPECTATIONS IN SOVIET RUSSIA

In their search for a new simplicity, neoclassical composers paid great attention
to formal issues. Asaf’yev observed this in Kfenek’s works, their construction
being defined as ‘reinforced concrete’ (‘KoncTpykums B mnpousBeneHmsx
Kieneka sxene3o-0eronnas’):*® according to the critic, ‘he finds in his language
both clarity and simplicity of feeling expression, strength and persuasiveness’ (‘on
HAaXOJHT B CBOEM SI3BIKE U SICHOCTb M IIPOCTOTY BBIPAXKEHHMS YyBCTBA, U CHUILY,
U yOeTuTenbHOCTh ). %

Of course, attention to the form required high technical skills in music writing
— something that Asaf’yev credited to Myaskovsky*’ and Prokof’yev. He celebrated
the technical perfection that makes clarity of expression, classical composition,
and simplicity of elements possible:

Acquaintance with the score of [Prokof’yev’s] Concerto definitely confirms its
significance, and the fact that what in advance seemed only possible or foreseen is
actually realized in clear, neat contours, in classical proportions of composition, with
the highest tension of creative imagination, which combines the simplest elements
into a tenacious fabric of unexpected harmonies.*!

From the perspective of the listener, technical mastery was an essential condition
for judging music production:

Only those who pay much attention to all the phenomena of modern Russian art
music, who are technically familiar with the laws of musical creativity, can trace the
threads that connect modern music creativity with modernity. For before one can
understand the relation of modern music to modernity, one must understand modern
music itself. When this is done, when everything that needs to be understood is
understood, then it will be clear what is valuable and what is not among what is being
written now.*

On the part of the composer, though, mastery and perfection should be
oriented to communication, and never be nurtured arbitrarily or unjustifiably:
Aleksandrov, for instance, celebrated the fact that the courage of Feynberg’s musical
speech was ‘devoid of any rationality and deliberateness’.** Roslavets, too, declared
his extraneity to an arbitrary desire to ‘épater le bourgeois’: ‘A powerful inner urge
—and not at all a desire to be “original”, as it still seems to some insensitive people
— forced me to break with school traditions and school technology and rush along
the path of an independent search for new forms’.* Asaf’yev highlighted the risk
of pursuing originality at the expense of communicability:

For some reason an odd prejudice has arisen: if an appeal rings out for our composers
to converge with modernity, it is thought that this necessarily means that we must write
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music that is base and trivial, music that comes from the street, with the implication
that large-scale forms are pointless. There are several misunderstandings here, and we
must settle these for good, one way or another.”

This reminds us of the critic’s above-quoted denounce of “business” an und fiir
sich’, and anticipates the last point of our reasoning (see below I the Perspective
of Socialist Realism): when the regimentation of arts began with the decrees of the
1930s, denunciation became a frequent practice among artists, as well as on the
part of other professional towards artists, and the accuse of solipsism, arrogance,
and originality at all costs was a major contention.*

The interest in form inherited from the classics of the past was intended to re-
focus on a workK’s text, rather than its interpretation, with the aim of overcoming
the solipsistic tendencies of the late-romantic trend. This position was clarified
by Stravinsky in his very first article, dedicated to the newly composed Octez for
wind instruments. In his reasoning, objectivism was clearly associated with the
formal aspect of music composition: not only because the composer defined his
work as an ‘object’ provided with a form’ and ‘influenced by the musical matter
with which it is composed’; also because this, and his works in general, were
conceived as ‘emotive in themselves’: emotions were expected to spring (without
nuances) from the ‘musical architecture’, and therefore excluded ‘elements of
“interpretation”.*” Stravinsky wanted performer and listener to pay attention to
the work itself, deprived of any extra-textual element: “This sort of music has
no other aim than to be sufficient in itself. In general, I consider that music is
only able to solve musical problems, and nothing else, neither the literary nor the
picturesque, can be in music of any real interest. The play of musical elements is
the thing’.*® In Russian music, on the contrary, he remarked excessive attention
devoted to extra-textual elements: “Today, then, just as in the past, in the times
of Stasov and Moussorgsky (a musician of genius, assuredly, but always confused
in his ideas) the reasoning “intelligentsia” seeks to assign a role to music and to
attribute to it a2 meaning from which music is in truth very far removed’.*’

Stravinsky’s point of view — expressed from a dislocated context — was shared
by some colleagues in the USSR on the pages of Contemporary Music: for instance,
Drozdov declared his own music to be based on similar theoretical grounds,
having its distinctive feature in the ‘tendency toward the inner significance of
music, to its constructive integrity and persuasiveness’;”” this combined with the
‘tendency toward a retrospective style (a number of plays on ancient plots with an
old-modal structure), with the interest in plastically expressive tasks (dances and
plastic scenes)’,’" and with the use of tonality.
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The predominance of formal over psychological issues appears in Belyayev’s
conception as an element distinguishing European from Russian musical language.
From the text, it is not clear whether he meant Stravinsky as a main reference, but
in reference to Aleksandrov he argues:

just as the European traditionalist develops in his art mainly technical and formal
problems inherent in the very essence of European traditionalism, the Russian
traditionalist develops rather psychological and emotional problems. He does not
complicate or break traditional classical forms and styles up to the possible limit of
their development and refinement, as Western traditional composers do: he fills these
classical forms, expanded and complicated by composers of the romantic period,
with new emotional content, a content that is determined by the Russian composer’s
belonging to the Slavic race, and which cannot be put into these forms by an individual
of German or Latin race.”

Consistently with the common sensibility of that time, Belyayev’s arguments
are deprived of any political (ethical) correctness, but if the references to ‘race’
rather than to cultural traditions are possibly only rhetoric, his argumentations
recall those conveyed by Asaf’yev. He in turn puts Prokof’yevs Third Piano
Concerto in connection with the Russian tradition, and more conspicuously with
Chaykovsky’s Concerto, on the ground of formal issues:

The similarities lie deeper: in the organic fusion with the greatest aspirations and
achievements of the Russian musical worldview, in the beauty of combining novelty
of invention with the power of expression, and in the typically Russian tendency to
combine simplicity of expression with emotional sincerity and spontaneity. In the
music of the Concerto there is no room for false pathos, or exaggerated originality, or
dominance of sophisticated taste over common sense, or boasting of techniques at the
expense of organic development.”

Simple forms and harmonic clarity were, in turn, based on the renunciation
of chromaticism. Many passages, in the reviews and analysis published on
Sovremennaya muzika, maintain the efficacy of diatonic harmony:

The shape and structure of the fabric, the functional significance of each element
organizing the ‘sounding action’, even the character of the piano passages — everything
is subordinated to the idea of the absolute dominance of the tonic, the fundamental
tone, as the centre of the movement in all directions, as the point of arrival and
departure, as the only one stable moment. The tonic, in this case, is not only a closing
element, stopping the movement. No. Its role is impulsive: it excites and moves,
no matter how paradoxical this may be and how much this does not contradict
the “Tristanian’ precepts and the idea that only the avoidance of the tonic gives an
endlessly lasting melodic tension: it is from the dominance of the tonic that a healthy,
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natural feeling of dynamics and mobility is born, without the shadow of any staticity
and frozenness.*

Tonality, of course, is separated from retrospect: ‘in it, there is nothing
similar to the scholastic or tonal structures’ (‘B HEM HET HHYEro IOIOOHOIO
C CXOJACTHYECKUM TOHAJbHBIM IUIaHOM),” ‘the principle of subvocality
almost completely permeates the entire composition, not allowing for the strict
implementation of majestically abstract polyphony’.>

In an autobiographical essay, Roslavets touches similar point in his attempt at
self-definition:

Forward from modern impressionist-expressionist sound anarchy, which has led
musical art to a dead end, forward to creative search and awareness of new laws
of musical thinking, new sound logic, a new clear and precise system of sound
organization. This is not rickety ‘neoclassicism’ [my emphasis], peacefully suckling two
mothers — ‘yesterday’ and ‘today’ and thus trying to find a ‘synthesis of the past with
the present.” This is also not the ‘barbarism’ of European music, which describes the
fatal circle from Debussy to the Negro. This is a strong and stable system of new
sound contemplation and sound perception, growing on the basis of a new sensation
and perception of the world, born of a new era. For anarchy nourished by idealistic
aesthetics, all these words — ‘systemy’, ‘precision’, ‘organization’ — are, of course,
‘bogeymen.’ In its blind wanderings through the dark jungle of ‘intuition’and other
‘transcendentalism’, this aesthetics completely forgot that simple and clear truth for all
sighted people, that only on the basis of some system, plan, or principle can anything
organic develop at all, and especially real, strong, healthy art. All classical musical art
could and did grow only on a clear and precise system (major-minor tonal system
of sound organization) and is unthinkable without it. [...] The art of Bach, Mozart,
and Beethoven, who received a ready-made system from their ancestors and further
developed it, is brilliant proof of the idleness of such talk. Art is not anarchy, but
the highest, effectively expressed organizational principle, characteristic only of man,
which really confirms his power over nature and his final victory over its dark elements
(which, by the way, should include the ‘element of creativity’ of the enemies of all
organizational action — our modern musical anarchists).”’

A wide allowance for misunderstanding is included in these contentions.
Although it is highly possible that Roslavets wrote with Stravinsky in mind, his
need for a combination of clear shapes in a tonal context was still distant from
what Stravinsky and his European followers were doing in those very years in the
West.

It is useful to investigate this misunderstanding because the theoretical
positions that separate Western discourse from the debate led in the Soviet Union
lie in this grey zone, likely due to the fact that they developed in two different
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political contexts. As it was said, in the USSR in the 1920s, the government had
not yet gained complete control over the arts: the debate carried on in the musical
milieu offered the Party’s bureaucrats the substance to create that cocktail of ideas
that was to become the ‘musical version” of Socialist Realism, once the canon was
installed in all branches of art in 1934. In the next section, we will follow the
projection of these ideas on the formulation of Socialist Realism.

IN THE PERSPECTIVE OF SOCIALIST REALISM: NEOCLASSICISM BECOMES
FORMALISM

The elaboration of Socialist Realism was articulated in venues other than
Sovremennaya muzika, but some of the ideas expressed in this journal, notably by
Asaf’yev, would lend some arguments to its conception.

The doctrine of Socialist Realism was composed of a mixture of heterogeneous
elements, both musical and extra-musical. On the one hand, it had nationalistic
grounds, which ended up in the background at the beginning of the twentieth
century but never really disappeared, as we have seen in the above-mentioned
quotations from Belyayev and Asaf’yev. Russianness is strongly related to tonality,
intended at least as an antidote to chromaticism. According to the evergreen myth
of the Russian soul, it is also related to simplicity, which happened to be one
of the most frequent remarks from among the commentators in the debate on
neoclassicism. This concept was brought about by RAPM members in completely
different terms — asking authors to draw from popular (though urban, Soviet,
rather than rural) songs in building the new Soviet music system.”® In order to
avoid the fall of music composition in terms of quality and professionalism,
Asaf’yev invited professional composers to come down from the ‘ivory tower’, to
follow simplicity and communication as guiding principles, and to take possession
of great forms before others (probably the nonprofessional musicians connected
to RAPM) could definitely distort them.”

On the other hand, mastery of composition was shown to be at its best in
the realm of instrumental music, which was highly developed in the trend of
neoclassicism, also because vocal music — and opera on the forefront — had always
been bonded with the tradition and with the institution of Monarchy in the
Russian context.

Instrumental music, though, was seen with suspicion by the commentators
close to the socialist ideology, because it lacked the necessary level of accessibility,
notably to nonprofessional audiences. The opposition Stravinsky-Prokof’yev is
symptomatic of this problem: presented alternatively as a Russian or Western
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composer in the music press of the 1920s, starting from the 1930s, Stravinsky was
banned due to both his negative attitude towards the Soviet Union as a political
entity, and his modernist (read: abstruse) musical language.®® On the contrary, in
Asaf’yev’s views, ‘no matter how perfect a European [my emphasis] Prokof’yev
felt himself” (‘Ckonp coBepiieHHBIH eBpONeWIeM HHM YyBCTBOBaJ Obl ceOs
ITpokodhrer’),’! he was ‘alien to the West’ (‘TIpokodbes uyska 3amamy’).®* As we
shall see, this depended on his inclination to melody.

Stravinsky’s objectivism — which in turn went back to the ancient debate on
form and content, embracing the positions expressed by Eduard Hanslick in the
treatise Vom Musikalisch-Schonen (On the beautiful in music, 1854) — did not suit
the global cultural interests of the comrade-musicians, because it created trouble
in establishing what Socialist Realism meant in music.

In the 1920s, those who wanted to keep their distance from proletarian positions
espoused neoclassicist, or rather objectivist views of Stravinskian ancestry. This
was the case, to take another example, of Sabaneyev, whose opinions are clearly
stated on the pages of Musical Culture, the predecessor of Contemporary Music, in
the defense of the modernist cause:

first of all, we must state that music is just that: music. It is an organization of sounds;
it is — more broadly — an organization of an EMOTIONAL entity by means of sounds; it
is an organization of the psyche by means of the sound. Each historical era has its own
methods of organizing the psyche with sounds. The method of organization varies
depending on WHAT PARTICULAR PSYCHOLOGICAL STATUS WE WANT TO ORGANIZE, in
what direction and moment.*

As a consequence, music happened to be not always universally communicative:

precisely because in the matter of music perception we are dealing with very variegated
groups, we can never establish with accuracy, we cannot even find such methods
common to EVERYONE that would give the same results for everyone in the matter of
organizing the psyche by sound. We are forced here to consider the fact that different
groups react differently to sound organization: sound organization of a more complex
type often turns out to be COMPLETELY INACCESSIBLE to those people who are somehow
lagging behind or belated in their sound development.®

Due to its nature, music was unable to convey any ideological message:

music is music. This tautology means precisely that music 1S NOT AN IDEOLOGY
attached to it in one way or another, it is a purely sound organization. When talking
about modern music, we must firmly remember this. Music in itself does not and
cannot contain any ideology insofar as it seems clear that music DOES NOT EXPRESS
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IDEAS, does not express ‘logical’ constructions, but has its own musical sound world of
its own musical ideas and its own musical logic. It is a closed world.®

This idea was particularly relevant in the context of the Soviet Union: it
frustrated the expectations of proletarians to create music that could act as the
equivalent of Soviet visual arts and literature, because modernity in form failed to
combine with ideological content, while it was Stalin’s will to promote artworks
that were to be realist in form and socialist in content.

This problem was discussed in the early 1930s, when the aesthetic canon
of Socialist Realism was being elaborated. In 1933, Sovier Music published the
articles ‘On the Issue of Socialist Realism in Music’ and “The Problem of Content
and Imagines in Music’ by Viktor Markovich Gorodinsky.*® In the first one,
the musicologist pinpointed the problem raised by Sabaneyev exactly, though
reversing the assumption in a typical syllogistic process:

Indeed, in essence, scientific discussions about the immanence of the development of
musical art return us to the old Hegelian aesthetics, according to the views of which
music is a manifestation of the spirit in an immaterial and illusory form, that is, in the
purest form (not counting poetry).”’

According to Gorodinsky, the problem of realism arose in music because,
differently from other forms of art, no one could establish with certainty the exact
referent of a ‘sound image’ (3ByKkoBoIt 00pa3’):

Neither Comrade Keldish nor anyone else told curious humanity what a sound image
is and how it is created. And since it is unclear what a sound image is, Comrade
Keldish’s entire structure begins to waver. The trouble is that, no matter how you turn
it, the image must depict something quite specific, outlined. In other words, a sound
image, if it is truly an image, must depict exactly ‘this’ and not ‘that’. Is it possible to
express something like this through purely musical means? Musical characteristics,
the leitmotifs of Wagner’s musical drama, do not in themselves create a specific image
without combination with the text, the actor’s performance, etc. They are not musical
images, but only musical characteristics of the scenic image.®

Eventually, Gorodinsky will find a solution in Asaf’yev’s theory of melodic
invention (melos) — an idea that would serve as a theoretical ground for the
restoration of nineteenth-century music nationalism, and which Asaf’yev would
further develop in his treaty on intonation in 1947.% Melos was exactly what
distinguished Prokof’yev from Stravinsky: the quality of music able to lead music
out from the ‘dead end of sophisticated emotionalism’ (‘Tynuk H30ImpEeHHOTO
sMormonanu3Ma’),”® but also the antidote to arid objectivism:
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Conclusions: the theory of musical image in its modern form cannot form the basis
of Socialist Realism in music. It cannot lead us to anything other than a confusion of
endless grumblings between the three pines of impressionism, naive realism, and crude
empiricism. We will not be able to correctly pose the problem of Socialist Realism
in music if we do not develop the problem of musical language and come closer
to solving it. In music, as in no other art, the question of methods of expression is
decisive in the development of the problem of Socialist Realism. First of all, it must be
agreed that Socialist Realism is not a ready-made standard form of musical creativity.
The standard in art is the end of art, the beginning of a cliché, of naked calculation.
The desire for an artistic standard is typical of the classes in decline, and, notably, of
the decadent music of the bourgeoisie. We do not need standards in art at all. On the
contrary, we are talking about the implementation of those rich musical reserves that
exist in our country and are contained in the inexhaustible riches of melodies and
rhythms of the 180 nationalities of our Union.”!

While we will not follow the path of music nationalism in Stalin’s 1930s
further, one might be curious about the destiny of Stravinsky’s objectivism in
the Soviet context. As one can easily foresee, it will soon be provided with the
label of formalism’ in the public press. As well as Socialist Realism, the concept
of formalism is far from being clearly determined. However, the theoretician
Lev Kulakovsky searched for its roots in the article ‘Notes about the origins of
formalism’.”?

He draws its origins exactly in the “creative platform” of the ideologists of the
“Association for Contemporary Music™, of which — Kulakovsky writes — Glebov
(Asaf’yev) was the ‘greatest ideologue’ among the ‘supporters of the “newest Western
music”.”? According to him, they consciously based their ideas on the theories of
Hanslick — ‘the most explicit formalist of the nineteenth century’ (‘Haubonee
otkpoBeHHOTO (hopmanucta XIX B.”)4 —, first of all his ‘reduction’” of music to the
level of a ‘picture of sounds’ (‘3BykoBas ¢pecka’).”” The most dangerous outcome
of this theory was that listener and musician became omnivorous, indifferent to
the ideological contents of a music composition,”® dangerous in that it opened
up the possibility of propagating any type of music, including modernistic:
‘sovremennichesky’; not merely ‘modern’ — ‘sovremenny’.” Considering music
as an intellectual game gave the listener the possibility to challenge his/her own
perception, but this activity is clearly seen as negative: ‘After all, it is in new,
elaborately complex works that the listener will find maximum opportunities to
apply his “activity”, his gymnastics of comparison and memorization’.”®

This opened the door to avant-garde: of Hindemith, Schonberg, Kienek,
and Shostakovich. Kulakovsky discusses the expectations of this intellectual,
difficult music, in relation to the audience, but the conclusions he draws are in
a way surprising: unlike Sabaneyev, he does not worry about the ‘unprepared
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listener’; rather he concentrates on the cultivated composers in order to blame
them: ‘Shostakovich’s work has clearly shown that even high musical culture and
enormous talent do not help one navigate music if the musician’s perception is
poisoned by such an external, formal attitude towards musical speech’.” Both
composers and theoreticians were going de facto in the wrong direction, replacing
emotion with reason:

There is also no need to prove that the emotional attitude towards music, which clearly
‘resonates’ with its content, is normal and natural. Formalists tried to discredit both
such perceptions. It is clear that one cannot agree with such an attitude in the slightest
degree. Only a deeply emotional attitude towards music can give rise to the passionate
art to which Soviet reality calls us.®

The author recognizes ‘deep emotion’ in one single work: Beethoven’s Sonata
‘Appassionata’, which, according to Gor’ky, was Lenin’s favorite piece. Following
the syllogistic line that happened to lead to the formulation of Socialist Realism
(and we have been following only part of the elements that were involved in this
‘mixture’), we end up facing a strange company: Socialist Realism rejected any
modernist experience by labeling it as ‘formalist’ with the complicity of Boris
Asaf’yev, who had been among the most active supporters of the now condemned
music.®! At the same time, some of the aspects he appreciated in Western and
non-Western ‘neoclassical’ experiences passed on to the Soviet official aesthetic
even if they had common premises with what in this phase happened to be called
‘formalism’.

To complete the picture, one should add that Stravinsky is never mentioned
in Kulakovsky’s article, while the author merges together composers whose
experiences had different aesthetic premises (Hindemith and Schénberg, for
instance). He mentions Drozdov (who nowadays remains a footnote in music
history), yet he is also silent about Prokof’yev and Myaskovsky, who — praised
for some ‘neoclassical’, objective, formal qualities on the pages of Contemporary
Mousic (seemingly the origin of all errors) — would become the champions of Soviet
music.

CONCLUSIONS

Clearly, elements of abuse and personal survival are at the basis of the dynamics
described here. It is probably not by chance that Glebov’s name progressively
disappeared from the pages of Contemporary Music.®* 1f Kulakovsky seems to
have gained no institutional role in the Soviet bureaucracy, Gorodinsky would
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rise through the administrative ranks to become head of the arts section of the
Communist Party Central Committee from 1935-37.% As well, Asaf’yev played
an outstanding role in the Composers’ Union in the 1940s. His ideas were well-
established at this stage, and he is still highly recognized as an example of scientific
speculation.

In the public sphere, the new artistic directives were aimed at aligning art
with the political needs of the Party, transforming culture into an instrument of
propaganda and social control. What emerges from this analysis is (part of) the
tortuous path that led to the formulation of this likewise tortuous ‘philosophy of
music’. What is clear in this process is that there was not a complete, radical change
after the NEP period, and that the political culture inaugurated in the 1930s was
not totally extraneous to specific moments of the 1920s that pre-dated i.

In this view, Socialist Realism in music can be seen as a response, coming
from political and music institutions, to problems that remained unresolved at the
end of the 1920s: intolerance towards abused techniques, disagreement among
the proponents of innovation, troubles in communication between author and
audiences, and a renovated need for order. The response, which belonged to the
proletarian faction identified with RAPM, but not exclusively, drew elements
from both proletarian and (some) modernist instances.®

I will restate here that this is not intended to positively reassess the Party’s
cultural policy, nor to justify the exasperate pressure that they exerted on artists
and the population. Rather, these observations might remind us of the potential
effects of one specific position prevailing over a plurality of others, notably
when the proponents of one idea present themselves as the only ones capable of
responding to public needs. The response committed by the Party was a monolithic
one, as dangerous as it was vague and undetermined, and therefore it could be
understood arbitrarily according to single occasions; it sought to become pervasive
and competed for the position of the unique legitimate representative of Soviet
music, modern and classic at the same time. The tragedy itself with which it was
associated (two waves of terror speak clearly enough) witnesses that the response
was inadequate. The task remains, to focus on enduring questions.
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BBIKPUCTAJUTU30BAaHHOM BHJIE, KOTOPBIH OHa MpHoOpeIta B IIOCICACTBHH, U KOTIa OHa ObLIa,
Omarozapsi 3ToMy 00CTOSTENBCTBY, Oonee THOKOM. [ToBopoT Uepennuna K Kiiaccuke, Tak
JKe KaK ¥ TIOBOPOT K HEell BCel COBPEMEHHOI My3bIKH, 3HAMEHYET BO3BpallleHHE MTOCIIEAHEH
K HEKOTOpPOM HOBOH OTIIPABHOW TOYKE IJIsl JOCTHIKEHUS! TEX LEJIEHl My3bIKaJIbHOIO
nporpecca, KOTopble HHaue He MOTYT ObITh TOCTUTHYTHI (Belyayev, ‘Sovremennaya muzika
i Aleksandr Cherepnin’, p. 7).
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‘B camom penme, Ky#aa HAac MOXKET NPHUBECTH IJIAHOMEPHOE Ppa3BUTHE MPUHIUIIOB
BarHepOBCKOr0 ¥ MITPAayCOBCKOTO OpKECTpa, Kak HE K YCIOXHEHHIO /10 nec plus ultra
TOTO KOJIOCCAIFHOTO OPKECTPOBOTO ammapara, KOTOPEIH MBI ceiidac nmeem? Ho HyxHO
JIA My3bIKaJIbHOMY IIPOTPECCY MPEBPAIIATHCS U3 KAY€CTBEHHOI0, KOTOPELIM OH 0 CHX ITOp
ObuTH, B KOJIMUECTBEHHBINH? He sIBUTCS 1M 3TOT mporpecc Iocie nepesasia 3a N3BECTHYIO
TOYKY ye3Kasi HEHl MpOorpeccoM, a perpeccoM, peIyKiuued My3bIKaIbHOTO COJCPKaHUs B
nosib3y (usuonoruu 3Bydanusi? [IpuMUTHBN3M, SBISIOMINIICS HOBBIM HAIlPABICHHEM B
MY3bIKE, OTIPEICTICHHO 3asBIISET O CBOEM OTKa3€ OT Yy4acTHs B KOJMUECTBEHHOM IIpOrpecce
MY3BIKA U OOBSBISICT JIO3YHI'OM CCTOIMHSIIHEIO JHS M OJrpKaifiiero Oyayiiero 6ops0y
3a KQUeCTBEHHBIH MpOrpecc My3bIKH, HCXOAHONW TOUYKOM KOTOPOTO CUMTAECT HE POCKOIIb
3BYYHOCTH, & HHTEPEC MY3BIKAJIBHOI MBICIH, IICHHON caMOi 1o cebe, 6e30THOCUTEIHHO
K e€ My3blkasibHOMY Hapsiay (Belyayev, ‘Sovremennaya muzika i Aleksandr Cherepnin’, pp.
7-8).

‘He 0o0sich “NPUMHUTUBHBIX” “TaliHOBCKUX” W “‘mo-raiimHoBckux ¢opm.”” (Belyayev,
‘Sovremennaya muzika i Aleksandr Cherepnin’, p. 8).

‘ram, rje LllenOepry yixe HeJJ0CTaeT 3ByKOCOUETAHUI, COCTABICHHBIX 13 BCeX 12 MOJTyTOHOB
okTaBbl, TaM CTpaBUHCKUII JOCTUTaeT HOBBIX 3(P(EKTOB NMPOCTHIMU JIBYXTOJOCHBIM
3ByKkocouetaHusIMH (Belyayev, ‘Sovremennaya muzika i Aleksandr Cherepnin’, p. 9).

‘0e3 BO3AYIIHAS MEPCICKTHBBI, 0€3 CBETO-TCHEH, 0€3 MMIPECCHOHM3M CKOBa KOJIOpUTA
(Igor’ Glebov, ‘Kshenek i Berg, kak operniye kompozitori’ [Kfenek and Berg as operatic
composers], SovrM, 17-18, 1926, pp. 182-188: 183).

‘CEeHTHMEHTAIU3MY, CO3€pIATeIbHOM JIMPUKE, BCAKOW HHTPOCIEKIMU — HET MeCcTa’
(Glebov, ‘Kshenek i Berg, kak operniye kompozitor?, p. 183).

‘IpOIITY HEe CMEIIIMBATH HCTUHHBIHN I'0JI0C 4yBCTBA C 1yBCTBUTEIIBHOCTBIO U UyBCTBEHHOCTEIO,
BOOOIIIE CO BCAKON HEPBO3HOCTBIO, YTO OOBIYHO PAa3yMEIOT MO/ OHSITHEM SMOLIHOHAIU3M
(Igor’ Glebov, Za vosem’ let’ [In eight years], SovrM, 19, 1927, pp. 223-229: 223).

‘BCE B MEpY, BCE Ha MECTE, HUUTO HE IPEYBEINICHO, HUYTO HE CAMOJIOBIICET, — 3HAYHUT BCE
€CTECTBEHHO BBIPOCIIO U3 HHTYUTHBHBIX IPEANOCHUIOK H TBOPYECKUX UMITYJIBCOB, 3HAYUT
BCE CTOJIb JKE€ ECTECTBEHHO OyzeT pasBuBathes H co3peBats (Igor’ Glebov, “Trety kontsert
Sergeya Prokof’yeva’ [The Third Concerto by Sergey Prokof’yev], SovrM, 10, 1925, pp. 57—
63: 58).

Glebov, ‘Motsart i sovremennost”, p. 55.

‘S1 TOBOPIO O TPYAHOM M BCET/1a JKEIAaHHOW MPOCTOTE KaK BBICIICH Xy10’KECTBEHHON 11EJIH,
KaK pe3yJsbTaTe IMoJHOro oBnageHus MactepctBoM (Glebov, ‘Motsart i sovremennost”, pp.
58-59.
Glebov, ‘Subert i sovremennost” [Schubert and contemporaneity], SovrM, 26, 1927, pp. 76—
78:78.

‘€TI0 HE B TIOAPOOHOCTSIX, a B TOM, UTO BCE TIEPEUNCIICHHBIC YEPTH MPUOITHKAIOT MY3BIKY
€ro K COBPEMEHHBIM MIEAM BO3POXKIEHHUS Mesoca. [t My3bIKM BaKHBI CEHYac HE TEMBI,
13 KOTOPBIX MOKHO OBLIO OBI BBICTPAUBATH |[...] My3bIKaJIbHBIE HEOOCKPEOHI, & MPOCTHIE
M HEMOCPE/CTBEHHbIC, KaK CYXICHUs, Kak ceOenopiueroiias Mbicib, Menoaun’ (Glebov,
‘Subert i sovremennost”’, p. 77). By the way, Belyayev, too expresses his view of tradition as
something alive: ‘Having such a rich heritage [Bach, Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven, Brahms,
Reger, Schonberg], able to educate a composer [...], Hindemith does not live in his art only
at his expense, does not remain faithful to the followers of the old ones, although and high
traditions. No, he manages this heritage like a real talent, using it for the creation of new
values, and not [...] for museum storage as a gnawing relic, nor for keeping it in a bank as it
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was capital’ (‘uMest cronb Goratoe Hacjeaue, yKe caMo o cebe MOYTH JOCTaTOYHOE IS
00pa3oBaHUs KOMIO3HUTOPA |...], XHHIEMHT HE KUBET B CBOEM TBOPUYECTBE TOIBKO 3 €T0
CYeT, HE OCTACTCS BEPHBIM ITOCIICAOBATEIIEM CTAPBIX, XOTs ObI M BEICOKUX, Tpanuimii. Her,
OH PACHOpPsDKASTCs ATUM HACJICIUeM KaK HACTOSIIIUI TaJlaHT, O0pallias ero Ha CO3/IaHue
HOBBIX IICHHOCTEH, a He [...] Ha My3eifHOe XpaHCHHE KaK JIPAaroleHHYI0 PEIUKBHIO WX Ha
coxpaHeHue B O6anke kak kanutanr’) (Vikeor Belyayev, ‘Paul Khindemit, Sovr, 1, 1924, pp.
3-8: 4).

‘Benps u Hammm 3€ITHIE CTPEMIICHHSI K TIPOCTOM, TPE3BOU U JAETOBOM JACHCTBUTEIHHOCTH
YTO TO HE MOXOXXKHM HAa aMCPUKAHU3M C €ro OTPBHIBOM OT JIFOJCH W MPUPOIBI BO UM
“nensuectsa” an und fiir sich’ (Glebov, ‘Subert i sovremennost”, p. 77).

Glebov, ‘Kshenek i Berg, kak operniye kompozitor?, p. 184.
Glebov, ‘Kshenek i Berg, kak operniye kompozitor?, p. 185.

See Igor’ Glebov, ‘Myaskovsky kak simfonist’ [Myaskovsky as a symphonic composer], SovrM,
2, 1924, pp. 66-77.

‘3HAKOMCTBO C MaPTUTYPOHl KOHIEPTAa OKOHYATEIBHO YTBEP)KAACT €ro 3HAYUTEIHHOCTS,
U TO, YTO B MPEIYyBCTBHU Ka3alOCh TOJIBKO BO3MOYKHBIM HIJIM TPEIyraJblBaeMbIM — Ha
CaMOM JieJIe PCa30BaHO B YETKHX SICHBIX KOHTYpaX, B KIACCHYECCKOH CTPOHHOCTH
KOMITO3UIIUK, TIPU BBICIIEM HAIPSDKCHHH TBOPYECKOTO BOOOPaKCHHS, COUYETAIOIIETO
HPOCTEHIINe IIEMEHTHI B LETIKYI0 TKaHb HeOXKUIaHHBIX co3Byunid (Glebov, “Trety kontsert
Sergeya Prokof’yeva, pp. 57-63: 57).

‘ToBKO Te, KTO BHUMATEJILHO OTHOCHTCSI KO BCEM SIBJICHHSIM COBPEMEHHOIO PYCCKOTO
My3bIKQJFHOTO HCKYCCTBA, KTO TEXHHYECKH 3HAKOM C 3aKOHAMH MY3BIK&JIBbHOTO
TBOPYECTBA, MOT'YT IIPOCIIEANTH Te HUTH, KOTOPBIE CBA3BIBAIOT COBPEMEHHOE MY3BIKAIBHOE
TBOPYECTBO C COBPEMEHHOCTbIO. 160 mperk/e, 4eM IMOHATh OTHOLICHHE COBPEMEHHOM
My3bIKH K COBPEMEHHOCTH, HY)KHO MOHSATH caM[yl0] COBpeMeHHYI0 My3blKy. Koraa sTo
Oyzer clienaHo, Korja Bee, 4T0 Hy’KHO HOHSITh, Oy/eT MOHSTHO, Tora OyeT BUHO, YTO U3
TOrO, YTO IHILIETCs ceifyac 1eHHo u uto He neHHo (Viktor Belyayev, ‘Myaskovsky, Gedike,
Aleksandrov’, SovrM, 8, 1925, pp. 17-29: 20).

‘CMENIOCTh M HEOOBIYaHOCTh My3bIKaJbHOW peud B DeitHOepr, Oyayudl JIMIICHHBIMA
BCSIKOH pacCcy09HOCTH M HAPOYUTOCTH, OPTaHUIECKUN BOSHUKAIOT B CHITy STOTO HUMEHHO
CTpeMJIEHUS “BBIMTH 3a Mpeebl’, BBIPa3uTh YTO-TO, €IlI€ HE HalleIlINe BhIpaKEHHUE U
xaxayiee ero’ (Anfatoly] Aleksandrov, ‘Samuil Feynberg, SovrM, 5, 1924, pp. 129-132:
131-132).

‘Moryuee BHyTpeHHEE MOOYKICHHE, — a OTHIOAb HE KEJIaHHEe “OpUTHHAIbLHHYATH, KaK
9TO eIe W MO CHE BPEMs KakKeTCsA HEKOTOPHIM HE UYTKHM JIFOJSIM, — 3aCTaBUIJIO MCHSI
MOpPBaTh CO IIKOJBLHBIMU TPAIUIMAMH U IIKOJBLHON TEXHUKOW M YCTPEMUTHCS 1O ITYTH
camocrosiTenbHOro uckanus HoBbeIX (opM’ (Nik[olay] Roslavets, ‘Nik. A. Roslavets o sebe i
svoyom tvorchestve’. [Nik. A. Roslavets on himself and his art], SovrM, 5, 1924, pp. 132-138:
133).

‘TloyeMy-TO CIOKWIOCH CTPaHHOE MPEayOeKACHHE, YTO ©CIM pa3laeTcs MpPU3bIB K
CIIMSIHHIO C HAllel COBPEMEHHOCTHIO, HAIPABICHHBIN M0 aJpecy KOMIO3HTOPOB, TO OH
HEMPEMEHHO 03HAYAeT NPHITIALICHHE K ONHCAHHIO Yer0-TO HU3MEHHOTO, TPUBHUAIBHOTO
YJMYHOTO — C OJIHOM CTOPOHBI, & C APYroi MOAPa3yMeBaeT HEHYKHOCTh KPYIHBIX (HOpM.
31ech uMeeTcsi pajl HelopasyMeHHUH, ¢ KOTOPBIMHU CIIEAYeT TaK MM HHA4Ye MOKOHYHUTH
(Igor’ Glebov, ‘Kompozitori, pospeshite!” [Composers, keep upl], SovrM, 6, 1924, pp. 145—
149: 145. English translation quoted from: Frolova-Walker-Walker, Music and Soviet Power, p.
124).
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See Vlast' i khudozhestvennaya intelligentsiya; for a symptomatic case, see the anonymous article
‘Sumbur vmesto muziki’ [Chaos instead of music] published against Dmitry Shostakovich on
Pravda [The Truth], 28 January 1936.

Igor Stravinsky [sic], ‘Some ideas about my Octuor’, The Arts, 5, 1924, pp. 5-6: 5.
Stravinsky, ‘Some ideas about my Octuor’, p. 6.

Igor Stravinsky, “The Avatars of Russian Music’, in: Poetics of Music in the Form of Six Lessons,
translated by Arthur Knodel and Ingolf Dahl, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1947, pp.
91-118: 107.

‘TSITOTCHHM K BHYTPEHHEH 3HAYMMOCTH MY3bIKH, K €¢ KOHCTPYKTHBHOM LEIOCTHOCTH H
y6emurensHOCTH (Anatoly Drozdov, A. N. Drozdov o svoyom tvorchestve’ [Anatoly N.
Drozdov on his art], SovrM, 11, 1925, pp. 21-22: 21).

‘TATOTEHHE K PETPOCHEKTHBHOMY CTHIIO (DS TMbEC Ha aHTHYHBIC CIOKETE C CTapo-
JaJIOBBIM MTOCTPOCHHEM) M MHTEPEC K IUTACTHYHO BBIPA3HTEIBHBIM 3a[aHUIM (TaHIb! U
mwiactudeckue cueHsl) (Drozdov, ‘A. N. Drozdov o svoyom tvorchestve’, p. 21).

‘KaK EBPOINCHCKUI TPaJHIMOHAIKCT pa3padaThiBacT B CBOEM TBOPYECTBE, IIABHBIM
o0pa3oM, TexHHYecKHe M (QOpMasibHbIe HPOOJIEMBI, 3aJ0XKEHHBIE B CaMOM CYLIHOCTH
€BPOMEICKOro TpaJMIHOHATIN3MA, B TO XK€ CaMoe BpeMs PYCCKHil TpajHI[MOHAIHCT
pa3spabaTbIBaeT CKOPEE IICHXOIOTHYECKUE X OMOLIMOHABHBIE TPOOIeMbl. OH He yCIOKHSIET
U He pa30MBaeT TPAAMLHOHHBIX KIACCHYCCKHX (OPM M CTHIICH 10 BO3MOXKHOTO Mpejena
UX Pa3BUTHS U yTOHYCHHs], KK 9TO AENAIOT 3alaHbIe TPaULHOHHBIC KOMIIO3HTOPbI, OH
HAIIOJIHSCT TH Kiaccuyeckne GpopMbl, PACIIUPEHHbIC U YCIOKHEHHBIE KOMIIO3UTOPAMH
POMaHTHYECKOT0 EePHO/a, HOBBIM IMOLMOHAIBHBIM COJCPKAHUEM, TAKHUM COJCPIKAHHEM,
KOTOpOe 00YCJIOBIEHO MPUHAMNEKHOCTBIO PYCCKOTO KOMIIO3MTOpPA K CJIABSHCKOH pace
U KOTOPOTO HE CMOXKET BJIOXKHTb B 9TH (DOPMBI IPEJCTABUTENIb 'EPMAHCKON MM Ke
naruHckoit pacel’ (Vikeor Belyayev, ‘Anatoly Aleksandrov’, SovrM, 12, 1926, pp. 47-51: 51).

‘CXOICTBO JICKUT MIyOXe: B OPraHWYCCKON CHAaKe C BEIMYAWIIUMH CTPEMJICHHUSIMHU U
JIOCTH)KEHUSIMH PYCCKOT'O MY3bIKaJIbHOTO MUPOBO33PEHHUS, B KPACOTE COYETAHUS HOBU3HBI
N300pETEeHNsI C CUIION BBIPAKEHHUS U B THITMYHO PYCCKOM YKJIOHE K COSTHHEHHIO ITPOCTOTHI
U3JI0KEHHS C SMOLMOHAIBHOM HCKPEHHOCTBIO M HEMOCPEACTBEHHOCThIO. B My3bike
KOHILIEPTa HET MECTa HHU JIO)KHOMY adocy, HHA ITPEyBETMICHHOMY OpUTHHAIbHHYAHUIO, HA
JIOMUHUPOBAHUIO H30IIPEHHOT0 BKyCa HaJl 3{paBbIM CMBICIIOM, HE XBaCTOBCTBY NMPHEMaMHU
3a cuer opranudeckoro pazsutust’ (Glebov, “Trety kontsert Sergeya Prokof’yeva’, p. 58).

‘DopMa ¥ CTpOGHHE TKaHH, (YHKIMOHAIGHOE 3HAYCHHUE KaXKIOTO JIIEMEHTa,
OpraHM3YIOIIEero “3Bydvaliee AEHCTBO”, Jake XapakTep (OpTeNnaHHBIX Maccakel — Bce
HOAYMHEHO uzaee Oe3pa3ielIbHOr0 IOCHOACTBA TOHHKM, OCHOBHOI'O TOHA, KaK LEHTpa
JIBIDKCHUST BO BCEX HAIPABJICHUSX, KaK TOYKH NMPHUOBITHS W OTHPABICHUS, KaK CIAUHOTO
yCTOHUMBOro MoMeHTa. TOHHKA B JaHHOM CIIy4ya€ HE SBIIECTCS DJIEMEHTOM TOJIBKO
3aMBIKAIOIINM, TOJIBKO TpeKpamaronmmM asmwkeHne. Her. Ee ponb — uMIyibcuBHAS:
OHa BO30yXIaeT M ABmKeT. Kak 3T0 He mapajoKcalbHO M KaK 3TO HE NPOTHBOPEUUT
“TPHCTAHOBCKHMM’ 3aBETaM H HJIE€ O TOM, UTO TOJIBKO N30eTraHne TOHUKHY JaeT OECKOHETHO
JUIsIIeecs MEJOANYECKOe HANpSDKEHHE — MMEHHO OT TOCIOJCTBA TOHHUKH POXKIACTCS
37I0POBOE, ECTECTBEHHOE OLIYIIEHNE IMHAMUKHI U IOABHKHOCTH, O€3 TEH! KaKoi ObI TO HU
6bu10 cTaTraHOCTH U 3acThiIocTH (Glebov, “Trety kontsert Sergeya Prokof’yeva, pp. 59-60).

Glebov, “Trety kontsert Sergeya Prokof’yeva, p. 60.

‘HpI/IHI_[I/IH TOATOJIOCOYHOCTHU MOYTH CILIOIIBb MIPOHU3BIBACT BCHO KOMITO3UIIUTIO, HE TOITYyCKasd
CTPOroro MpoBeJCHH BelnuecTBeHHO abcTpakTHOIl nomuponun’ (Glebov, “Trety kontsert
Sergeya Prokof’yeva, p. 61).
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57 ‘Brepe]; 0T COBPEMEHHOI UMITPECCHOHUCTCKO-IKCIIPECCHOHUCTCKOM 3ByKOBOW aHApXUH,
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3aBEAIINH My3bIKaJbHOE HCKYCCTBO B TYIHK, BIEpE]l K TBOPYECKOMY HCKaHUIO H
OCO3HAHHIO HOBBIX 3aKOHOB MY3bIKaJIBHOTO MBIIIJICHHUS, HOBOM 3BYKOBOI JIOTHKH, HOBOH
SICHOW ¥ TOYHOW CHCTEMBI OPTaHU3AINH 3BYKa. DTO HE PAXUTHUYHBIN ‘‘HEOKIIACCHIIA3M
MHUPHO COCYIIHH ABYX MAaTOK — “Buepa’ M “‘CeroHs’ U IBITAOIIUECS TAKUM 00pa3oM HaUTH
“CHHTE3 MPOLUIOro ¢ HACTOSAIMMM”. DTO Takke He “BapBapu3M’ €BPONEHCKOIl My3bIKH,
OIUCHIBAIOLINN POKOBOI KpyT OT J{eOroccu K Herpy. DTo — Kperkasi U yCTOHUMBas cCHcTeMa
HOBOT'0 3BYKOCO3€pIIaHNs 1 3BYKOBOCIIPHUATHS, BRIPACTAIONAs] HA TOYBE HOBOT'O OIIYILEHHS
U BOCHPHUATHS MHUpPA, POKACHHAS HOBas 3MOXH. [ BCKOPMIICHHOM HICaIHCTHYECKOM
ACTETHKOW aHapXWW BCE ATH CIIOBA: “‘cUcTeMa”, “TOYHOCTH”’, “OpraHm3aius’ — KOHEYHO
“xynenu”. B cBoeM ciemom OnykKIaHWA MO TEMHBIM AEOpAM “HHTYHIUH W TPOUYETO
“TpaHCHEHACHTAIN3MA” 3Ta 3CTETHKA COBCEM 3a0bula Ty MPOCTYIO M SICHYIO JUIST BCEX
3pSIYMX UCTUHY, YTO TOJBKO Ha MOYBE KAKOW-JINOO CHCTEMBI, IUIAHA, MPUHINIA U MOKET
pa3BHUTBCSI BOOOIIE 4TO-IMO0 OpraHMYHOE, a TeM OoJiee HACTOSIIEe, KPEIKoe, 310pOBOe
HCKyccTBO. Bce kitaccuueckoe My3bIKAaIbHOE HCKYCCTBO MOIJIO BBIPOCTH U BBIPOCIIO
TOJIBKO HAa IMOYBE SICHOM M TOYHOW CHUCTEMBI (Ma’KOPHO-MHHOPHOM TOHAJIBHOI CHCTEMBI
opraHu3aIuy 3ByKa) 1 6e3 He€ — He MpIcuMa. [ ...] MckyccTBo baxa, Monapta u berxoBena,
MOJTYyYUBIIUX OT CBOMX IIPEAKOB FOTOBYIO CUCTEMY M €€ Jaliee pa3BUBIINX — OJecTsiee
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBO MPA3THOCTH MOJOOHBIX Pa3roBopoB. MckyccTBO He aHApXUs, a BBICIIUH
JIEHCTBEHHO-BbIPAKEHHBIA OpraHU3alMOHHbBIN IPUHLUII, CBOMCTBEHHBIH JIUIIb YEJIOBEKY,
pearbHO MOATBEP KIAIONIMIA BJIACTH €ro HaJl MIPUPOION M €ro KOHEUHYI0 moOeay Haj ee
TEMHBIMH CTHXMSAMH (K KOTOPBIM, MEXJIY ITPOYUM, JODKHA OBITH OTHECEHA M “‘CTHXHSA
TBOpYECTBA” BParoB BCAYECKOTO OPraHU3AI[IOHHOTIO JEHCTBUSA — HAIIUX COBPEMEHHBIX
My3bIKaJIbHBIX aHapxucToB)’ (L., ‘N. A. Roslavets’, Sovr, 1, 1924, pp. 33—-36: 33—-34).

At this regard, see, among many others: Vitor Bely, ‘Printsipial’niye voprosi razvitiya
natsional’nikh kul'tur’ [Fundamental issues of development of national cultures], Proletarsky
muzikant [The proletarian musician], 6, 1931, pp. 1-13, but also the paper read by ‘comrade
Bely’ at the first All-Union Congtress of Soviet Writers in 1934, in which only RAPM members
took part as representants of the musical community. See Pervy vsesoyuzny s’yezd sovetskikh
pisateley, 1934, Stenografichesky otchyot [The first all-union congress of the soviet writers, 1934,
Verbatim report], Moskva: Gosudarstvennoye izdatel'stvo ‘Khudozhestvennaya literatura,

1934, pp. 659—661.

These positions are expressed by Asaf’yev in two articles: see Igor’ Glebov, ‘Krizis lichnogo
tvorchestva’ [The crisis of individual art], SovrM, 4, 1924, pp. 78-85 and 1d., ‘Kompozitori,
pospesite!’.

In the early 1960s, his visit to the USSR had to be prepared by a series of shrewd negotiations.
On his reception in the USSR up to that moment, see Boris Schwarz, ‘Stravinsky in Soviet
Russian Criticisty’, 7he Musical Quarterly, XIVIIl/3, 1962, pp. 340-361; Philip Ewell,
‘Stravinsky Reception in the USSR’, in: Stravinsky in Context, edited by Graham Grifhits,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020, pp. 270-278.

Glebov, “Trety kontsert Sergeya Prokof’yeva, p. 61.
Glebov, “Trety kontsert Sergeya Prokof’yeva, p. 62.

‘MBI JOJDKHBI, IIPEXKIC BCET0, KOHCTATUPOBATDH, YTO MY3bIKa €CTh MMEHHO My3bIKa. — OHa
€CTh OpraHM3alysl 3BYKOB, OHA — OOJiee MIMPOKO, €CTh OPTaHW3ALMs MOLHMOHATEHOTO
CyIECTBa ITyTEM 3BYKOB, 3TO OpraHM3alMs IMCHXHKH 3BYKOBBIM MeTOmOM. Kaxmas
HCTOPHYECKAs 310Xa MMEET CBOM METOINbl OPTraHW3alid ICHXUKH 3BYKamMu. Merox
OpraHU3alii MEHSEeTCS OT TOr0, KaKyK HMEHHO [ICHXHMKY HaJ0 OpraHH30BaTh, B KAKOM
HanpasieHun u korna’ (Leonid Sabaneyev, ‘Sovremennaya muzika [The contemporary
music|, Muzikal naya kultura [Music culture], 1, 1924, pp. 8-20: 8-9).
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‘UMEHHO OTTOr'0o, 4YTO B JCJIC BOCHPUATUA MY3BIKU Mbl UMCCM J€JI0 C OYCHbL ICCTPO
COCTABJICHHBIMH TPYIIIAMH — MBI HE MOXXEM YCTQHOBHUTh HUKOIZA C TOYHOCTBHIO, MBI
HE MOXXEM JaXe OTHICKAaTh TAKHX METOJOB OOLIMX IS BCEX, KOTOpbIE Obl B e 3TOM
OpraHu3aliy [CHUXUKK 3BYKOBBIM IIyTeM JaBasi Obl JUIS BCEX OFMHAKOBBIC PE3YIBbTAThI.
MBI BBIHYKIEHBI TYT CHUTATHCS C TEM, UTO Pa3HbIE IPYIIbI PA3HO PEArupyIOT Ha 3BYKOBYIO
OpraHU30BAHHOCTB, YTO 3BYKOBAsl OPraHH30BaHHOCTH 00JICE CIIOMKHOTO TUITA OKA3BIBACTCSI
4acTO BOBCE HEJOCTYITHOW TEM JIIOJSIM, KOTOPBIE B CBOEM 3BYKOBOM Pa3BHUTHHU TaK HIIH
MHay4e OTCTaNu Wiy 3ano3nanyu’ (Sabaneyev, ‘Sovremennaya muzika), p. 9).

‘My3bIKa €CTh My3bIKa. DTa TaBTOJIOTHSI O3HA4aeT MMEHHO TO, YTO MYy3blKa HE €CTh
UICOJIOTHS, K HeW MpHUBS3aHHAS TaK WM WHAYE, a €CTh YHCTO 3BYKOBAas OpTaHM3AILlUU.
MBI 10J1KHBI, TOBOPSI O COBPEMEHHOM MY3bIKE, 3TO TBEpJO MOMHUTH. My3blKka B caMOi
ceOe HUKaKOW M/ICOJNIOTHUH HE 3aKIII0YaeT M 3aK/II04aTh HE MOXKET MOCTOJIBKY, OCKOJIBKY
MIPE/ICTABISIETCS SICHBIM (aKT, UTO My3bIKa HIEH HE BEIpaykaeT, He BEIpaXKaeT “JTIOrM4ecKux’
MIOCTPOEHUH, @ UMEET CBOM MY3bIKaJIbHBIH 3BYKOBOW MHP CBOHUX MY3bIKaJIbHBIX HAEH
U CBOCH COOCTBEHHON MY3bIKQIBHOM JIOTMKH. JTO — 3aMKHYTBII Mmup’ (Sabaneyev,
‘Sovremennaya muzika’, pp. 8-9).

Viktor Markovich Gorodinsky, ‘K voprosu o sotsialisticheskom realizme v muzike’ [On the
issue of Socialist Realism in music], SovMu, 1, 1933, pp. 6-13; I1d., ‘Problema soderzhaniya i
obraznosti v muzike’ [The problem of content and imagines in music], SovMu, 5, 1933, pp.
2-22.

‘Benb B CYNIHOCTH YYEHBIC PacCyXICHUS 00 MMMAHCHTHOCTH Pa3BUTHs MY3bIKAIbHOIO
HCKYCCTBAa BO3BPAIAIOT HAC K CTapOrereleBCKOM ICTETHKE, COINIACHO BO33PECHHSM
KOTOPOH My3bIKa €CTh [POSIBIICHHE AyXa B HEMaTepHAIbHON U Npu3pavHoii hopme, T. €. B
Hanbonee (He cunTas 1nod3un) auctoit popme’ (Gorodinsky, ‘K voprosu o sotsialisticheskom
realizme v muzike’, p. 7).

‘Hu 7. Kenuplil ¥ HAKTO OPYToil Tak ¥ HE COOOLIMII JIIOOOIBITHOMY YEIIOBEYECTBY, YTO
TaKoe 3ByKOBOIl 00pa3 M KaKUM ITyTeM OH CO3/aeTcs. A MOCKOJIBKY HESCHO, YTO TaKoe
3BYKOBO# 00pa3, MOCTOIbKY HAUWHACT KOJIeOaThCsl U BCs KOHCTpyKuus T. Kemapra. Bes
Oeza B TOM, YTO, KAK HU MOBEPHH, 00pa3 J0JHKEH H300pakaTh HEUTO BIIOJIHE KOHKPETHOE,
ouepuyeHHOe. I1Haue roBopsi, 3BYKOBOHM 00pa3, €KeNd OH JEHCTBUTEIBHO 00pa3, JOIKEH
n300pakaTh MMEHHO BOT “3T0”, a He “T0”. JIOCTYNHO JIM HEYTO MOJ00HOE BBHIPA3UThH
YHCTO MY3BIKATBHBIMEH CpeACTBAMU? My3bIKaTbHbIC XapaKTCPUCTHKH, JEHTMOTHBBI
BarHepoOBCKOW My3bIKaJbHOM paMbl, CaMH 0 ceOe He CO3/IAF0T KOHKPETHOro obpasa 6e3
COYCTAHHMS C TEKCTOM, UTPOH akTepa U T. A. OHHU SBISAIOTCSA HE My3bIKaIbHBIMU 00pa3aMu,
HO JIMIIb MY3bIKQJIbHBIMH XapaKTePUCTHKAaMH cLeHudeckoro obpasza’ (Gorodinsky, ‘K
voprosu o sotsialisticheskom realizme v muzike’, p. 12).

See Boris Asaf’yev, Muzikalnaya forma kak protsess, Kniga 2-ya, Intonatsiya [Musical form as a
process, Second book, Intonation], Moskva-Leningrad: Muzgiz, 1947.

Glebov, “Trety kontsert Sergeya Prokof’yeva, p. 61.

‘BeIBozibI: TeopHsi MY3BIKAILHOTO 00pa3a B €e COBPEMEHHOM BHJIE HE MOXET Jieub B
OCHOBY COIMAJTMCTHYECKOTO MY3bIKaJIbHOTO peaii3ma. OHa He MOKET ITPUBECTH HAC HU K
4yeMy, KpoMe Iy TaHHUIIbl OECKOHEUHBIX OPIO3KAaHUN MEXIY TPEX COCCH UMIIPECCHOHM3MA,
HAMBHOTO peann3Ma 1 rpy0oii sMmnupun. Mbl He CyMeeM NPaBUIIbHO IIOCTABUTh TPOOIEMY
COLIMAIIICTHYECKOT0 peajn3Ma B My3bIKe, €CIIH He pa3paboTaeM MpobiaeMy My3bIKalbHOTO
S3bIKa, HE IPUOIM3UMCSI K ee pelIeHuro. B My3bike, Kak HU B KAKOM B JIPYyT'OM HCKYCCTBE,
BONPOC O Croco0ax BBIPAKECHUS SBISETCS pEIIAIOIIAM B Pa3BUTUH  MPOOIEMBI
COLMATTMCTHYECKOTO peanu3ma. IIpexxae Bcero, HaJjo yCIOBUTHCS, YTO COIMATMCTHYECKHIH
peannu3M He eCcTh IOTOBas CTaHJapTHas (opMa My3bIKalbHOrO TBOpYecTBa. CTaHaapT
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B HCKYCCTBE — KOHCIl MCKYCCTBY, HaJajo IITaMIa, roixoro pacdera. CTpemiieHHE K
XyJ0’KECTBCHHOMY CTaHIapTy THITHYHO JUISI HUCXO/SIINX KJIACCOB, M B YaCTHOCTH ceifyac
OHO THITMYHO JUISl JCKAJCHTCKOH My3bIKH Oyprkyasuu. MBI HHCKOJBKO HE HYKIaeMcs
B CTaHJapTax B MCKyccTBe. HampoTuB, peub HIET a peanu3alldyd TeX OOorareomux
MY3BIKaJIbHBIX 3aI11acoB, YTO UMCIOTCA B HaIeu CTpaHE U COACPKATCA B HEUCUECPIIACMbIX
OorarcTBax Meinoca 1 purMuky 180 HanmonansHocTel Coro3a’ (Gorodinsky, ‘K voprosu o
sotsialisticheskom realizme v muzike’, p. 14).

Lev Kulakovsky, ‘Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’ [Notes on the roots of formalism], SovMu,

5, 1936, pp. 3-15.

Kulakovsky, ‘Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’, p. 3.
Kulakovsky, ‘Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’, p. 5.
Kulakovsky, ‘Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’, p. 7.

‘IPUHIMIINAIBHAS BCEIJHOCTh “00pa30BaHHOrO yelioBeKa”, Oe3pazinune K HaeHHOMY
cozepkanuio My3bikanbHOro TBopyecTBa (Kulakovsky, ‘Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’,
p. 7).

Kulakovsky, ‘Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’, p. 7.

‘Belb MMEHHO B HOBBIX, BBIUYPHO CJIOKHBIX MNPOU3BEACHUSIX CIyIIATe b HaWeT
MaKCHMYM BO3MOKHOCTEH MPUIIOKHUTE CBOIO “AKTUBHOCTB”, CBOIO THMHACTHUKY CPAaBHEHHS
u 3arfomuHaHus (Kulakovsky, ‘Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’, p. 9).

‘TBopuectBo IllocTakoBHYa HArNIAAHO [OKa3ajga, YTO JAKe BBICOKAs MYy3bIKaJbHas
KyJIBTYPHOCTh, OrPOMHAsl TAJIAHTIMBOCTH HE MOMOTAalOT OPUEHTHUPOBATHCS B MY3BIKE,
€CITH BOCTIPHSATHE MY3bIKAHTA OTPABJIEHO TAKMM BHEITHUM, (POPMAIbHBIM OTHOIIIEHHEM K
mys3bikansHON peun’ (Kulakovsky, “Zametki ob istokakh formalizma’, p. 11).

‘He mnpuxomgurcs Taroke IOKa3blBaTh, YTO 3MOLMOHAIBHOE OTHOIIEHHE K My3bIKE,
ApKO “‘pe3oHHpyroniee” Ha € coAepXkKaHHE, SBISETCS HOPMAIbHBIM, €CTCCTBEHHBIM.
DopManUCTbl IBITAIUCH, CKOMIIPOMETUPYH Kak Takoe Bocupusarue. IIoHsATHO, uro ¢
MOJ00HON YCTaHOBKOM HEJb3sl COTJIIACUTHCS HU B Maseineil crerneHn. ToabKo TiyOoKo
SMOIMOHAIBHOE OTHOIICHNE K MY3bIKE CIIOCOOHO MOPOJHUTH TO CTPACTHOE MCKYCCTBO, K
KOTOpPOMY 30BeT Hac coBerckas neiictButensHocTh (Kulakovsky, “Zametki ob istokakh
formalizma’, p. 11).

In 1929 he still openly praised its champion Stravinsky in a monographic essay, which in the
1930s was to disappear from his bibliography. See Igor’ Glebov, Kniga o Stravinskom [A book
about Stravinsky], Leningrad: Triton, 1929; Schwarz, ‘Stravinsky in Soviet Russian Criticism’.

Leafing through the issues of the journal, we observe that starting from 1928 the musicologist’s
participation became less intense, or at least masked: in nos. 27 ¢ 28 fragments of a sarcastic
nature appear accompanied by the gloss ‘Soobshil Igor” Glebov’ [Igor’ Glebov reported] (See
Pisma glukhikh lyudey [Letters from deaf people], SovrM, 27, 1928, pp. 101-103), or simply
by his initials ‘I. G.” (Pisina glukhikh lyudey [Letters from deaf people], SovrM, 28, 1928, pp.
114-116); after that, the collaboration seems to stop: in the remaining issues up to 1929 there
is no trace of his other writings.

Frolova-Walker-Walker, Music and Soviet Power, p. 355.

Even on the pages of Sovremennaya muzika contributors identified themselves as ‘Marxists’.
‘This was the case, for instance, of Roslavets: see Roslavets, ‘Nik. A. Roslavets o sebe i svoyom
tvorchestve’.
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