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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the life, music and reception of the forgotten Russian composer Aleksey
Stanchinsky (1888-1914). Stanchinsky has been unfairly neglected by musicology. Chapter 1
overviews the consulted sources and the limited prior research on Stanchinsky, while the
following chapters are separated into three thematic parts: life, music and reception. Chapter 2
is the first primary-source-based biography of the composer which situates him within the
social and cultural milieu of late Imperial Russia. It examines how Stanchinsky’s upbringing
and education shaped his musical career, and how his social surroundings affected his work
and productivity. Chapters 3 and 4 are the first to produce a detailed examination of
Stanchinsky’s compositional output. The composer’s developmental journey in 1904-1910 is
explored in chapter 3, while chapter 4 picks up from 1911 and examines the stylistic tendencies
of his two last sonatas (F major and G major) and his best-known miniature cycle, the Twelve
Sketches. Chapter 5 forms the third part of the thesis, which explores how Stanchinsky’s works
were received and treated during his lifetime and posthumously, as well as considering some

of the potential reasons behind the composer’s subsequent neglect.

Stanchinsky’s music provides a rich insight into the development of music at the turn of the
twentieth century. His earliest tendencies, following in the footsteps of Chopin and Scriabin,
were completely transformed within ten years. Stanchinsky’s final works masterfully combine
the old and the new. Many of his works are contrapuntal and obscure tonality through purely
diatonic means, while others experiment with higher levels of chromaticism and employ
complex rhythms and irregular metres. Stanchinsky provides an unorthodox portrait of a
Russian composer, inviting us to revise our ideas of ‘Russianness’, and his compositional
journey can be taken as an exemplar link between nineteenth-century romanticism and
twentieth-century modernism. In addition to enriching the musicological scholarship on late
Imperial Russia, the research provides performers with contextual and analytical insights,

enabling Stanchinsky’s significance as a composer to be more widely recognised.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

This thesis provides the first substantive study of Aleksey Stanchinsky, exploring the nature of
his life and music within the context of his social milieu, as well as his contemporary and
posthumous reception. Stanchinsky is a figure that has been on the peripheries of Russian
musicology for a century. Not a single work has been published, either in Russia or abroad,
which centres on his life and music. Prior to the current project, little was known about his
circumstances, stylistic tendencies or the reception of his music in late Imperial Russia. This is
not due to Stanchinsky being undeserving of our attention, but because studies of early
twentieth-century Russian music have tended to focus on the works of better-known composers
from this time, such as Scriabin, Medtner or Prokofiev. The publications which do mention
Stanchinsky always relegate him to a single section or chapter and are rarely borne out of
primary sources. Through circular referencing, quite a few canards about Stanchinsky have
gone unchecked and have started being treated as established facts, with little primary evidence

to support them.

Despite being largely overlooked by scholars, Stanchinsky’s works have begun to receive more
attention from performers in the last couple of decades. The 1990s saw the release of a single
CD of Stanchinsky’s music (Nikolay Fefilov, Etcetera Records, 1992), but from the 2000s we
see an increase in interest, with five CDs recorded between 2008 and 2023 (Alexander Malkus,
Melodiya, 2008; Ekaterina Derzhavina, Profil Edition Giinter Hdnssler, 2017; Peter Jablonski,
Ondine, 2021; and Olga Solovieva, Grand Piano, 2019 and 2023).! The most notable of these
is Olga Solovieva’s two-volume collection Complete Piano Works, which includes all of
Stanchinsky’s published piano pieces, as well as some recently discovered early pieces which
remain unpublished. Stanchinsky’s music was featured in the BBC Proms in 1998 and

performed by Peter Jablonski on BBC Radio 3 in March 2021.

With growing interest in Stanchinsky among performers, an updated and expanded scholarly
work on Stanchinsky has been needed for some time. This thesis is the first extended study to
focus solely on Stanchinsky: it addresses an existing gap in knowledge about the composer’s
life and music, and begins the work of questioning and correcting some of the previously

published assumptions. In addition to contributing to knowledge by bringing forth previously

! For a full list of available recordings, see Discography.
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unknown materials and analyses, this thesis contributes to our understanding of Russian music
more broadly. Stanchinsky is a unique example among his contemporaries, whose music does
not easily fit within an established framework. Like many of his contemporaries, he began his
career by following in the stylistics footsteps of Scriabin, a progressive composer who all
young composers admired. However, unlike many of his colleagues, Stanchinsky escaped
Scriabin’s influence relatively quickly and embarked on an individual path. In line with broader
European developments of early twentieth century, Stanchinsky worked to expand the bounds
of tonality but, rather unusually, did so primarily in a diatonic — not a chromatic — setting. His
characteristic linear and contrapuntal textures are also unusual for a composer of his generation
and appear to anticipate the neoclassical developments of the 1920s. For these reasons,
Stanchinsky contributes to our understanding of Russian music by inviting us to revise our

ideas of what a Russian composer of his generation can be.

The current project thus feeds into a broader debate in Russian musicology over the
‘Russianness’ of Russian music. In 1997, Richard Taruskin began debunking myths of Russian
music’s distinctiveness in his ground-breaking tome Defining Russia Musically. By famously
likening the treatment of Russian composers to their confinement in a ‘ghetto’, Taruskin began
to expose the long history of mystification of Russian music.? Taruskin’s hypotheses have
transformed the field of Russian music studies and opened it up for further contributions. Over
the last couple of decades, musicologists have been painstakingly discrediting persistent
assumptions of what constitutes Russianness in Russian music, freeing Russian composers

from their ‘ghetto’ and breaking down illusory national barriers.>

Stanchinsky’s music contributes to these conversations by providing more depth and nuance
to our understanding of Russian music from fin-de-siecle Russia. In exploring the figure of
Stanchinsky, this thesis also contextualises social and historical matters, contributing to our
understanding of the artistic milieu of this time. As a result, it broadens our understanding of
the period by positioning the lived experiences of Stanchinsky and his closest circles within

their historical context. For example, the examination of Stanchinsky’s life adds to our

2 Richard Taruskin, Defining Russia Musically (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 1997), p.
XVil.

3 For more on nationalism in Russian music, see: Marina Frolova-Walker, Russian Music and Nationalism:
From Glinka to Stalin (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007); Rutger Helmers, Not Russian Enough?
Nationalism and Cosmopolitanism in Nineteenth-Century Russian Opera (Rochester: University of Rochester
Press, 2014); Rebecca Mitchell, Nietzsche’s Orphans: Music, Metaphysics, and the Twilight of the Russian
Empire (New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 2015).
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understanding of the personal and professional relationships among Russia’s most prolific
composers and pedagogues, while the printed reactions to Stanchinsky’s music allow us to
situate Stanchinsky within his contemporary music scene and add to our understanding of
music criticism in early twentieth century Russia. This detailed consideration of the
development of Stanchinsky’s compositional style speaks to the broader discourse about the
compositional fashions and tendencies of the time, and positions Stanchinsky’s compositional

style as unorthodox and forward-thinking.

The thesis has three main aims:

e To survey Aleksey Stanchinsky’s life and his position within the social and artistic
milieu of late Imperial Russia

e To examine critically Aleksey Stanchinsky’s compositional style and output

e To explore Aleksey Stanchinsky’s contemporaneous reception and the reasons for the

composer’s subsequent neglect in Soviet Russia

The first of these aims focuses on investigating how Stanchinsky’s upbringing, education and
surroundings formed him as a composer, with a particular emphasis on musical and personal
influences on his artistic production. The second explores Stanchinsky’s published piano works
and songs, establishing a roadmap of the evolution of Stanchinsky’s stylistic development. The
third probes into critical reviews of Stanchinsky’s music throughout the twentieth century,
exploring how perceptions of Stanchinsky as a composer were moulded and subsequently

changed.

Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914)

Aleksey Stanchinsky was a Russian pianist-composer whose music and short life have been
largely forgotten. He began composing in early childhood, and by the age of eighteen was
producing serious, large-scale piano compositions. He actively composed until his death at the
age of 26. Despite such a short career, Stanchinsky composed more than thirty works for solo
piano, alongside a small number of chamber compositions and songs. From 1907, Stanchinsky
studied at the Moscow Conservatoire, but had to take a break from his studies in 1910-1911

when he was hospitalised because of a mental illness. After his hospitalisation, Stanchinsky



resumed composition, working at an even faster rate than before. His first opus was published
by Jurgenson in 1913, and by 1914 Stanchinsky had recovered enough to perform publicly
again. However, on the night of 22 September 1914, Stanchinsky walked out in protest after an
argument with his mother. The next day, he was found dead on the banks of the local river, and

his career was tragically cut short.

Stanchinsky’s music represents a connecting link between nineteenth-century romanticism and
twentieth-century modernism. The rapid evolution of his compositional style between 1904
and 1914 progressed from simple melody-and-accompaniment pieces to complex contrapuntal,
tonally and rhythmically adventurous works. The whole body of his compositional output
demonstrates a composer actively in search of his individual voice, and his works are an
eclectic collection. Stanchinsky’s early style was rooted in late romanticism, but he soon
escaped these influences, and his final works foreshadowed the neo-classical developments of
the 1920s. Like many of his contemporaries, Stanchinsky experimented with expanding
harmonic systems, his approach extending not only to chromatic enrichments, but also to
pandiatonicism and modes. His harmonic style, ranging from pure diatonicism to rich
chromaticism, pushed the boundaries of nineteenth-century harmonic common practice in
multiple directions. Stanchinsky worked with complex rhythms and irregular metres,
structuring his themes within irregular phrase lengths, and allowing his beaming to escape the
constraints of bar lines. By the end of his life, most of his textures were linear and contrapuntal.
He treated the strict polyphonic forms of his compositions with flexibility and composed entire
works from a single theme or idea. Stanchinsky reconciled numerous musical influences,
including folk idioms and his classical training, to create a style that is individual and

unmistakable.

Musical Context

Stanchinsky lived and worked during a time of significant change in music both in Russia and
abroad. The early part of the twentieth century saw important developments in music, as it did
in literature, theatre and the visual arts. To assert ‘superiority of the present over the past (and,
by implication, of the future over the present)’, modernists sought to break from old Romantic

models and looked for new ways of writing music, becoming more adventurous with rhythms,



experimenting with forms and exploring new harmonic systems.* In Paris, composers such as
Debussy and Ravel worked on exploring colour, experimenting with timbre, orchestration and
texture, and used modes and extended tonalities to create new sonorities. The Second Viennese
School composers looked for new ways to expand tonality, using chromatic scales in ever more
rigid structures, which later led to the development of Schoenberg's serial twelve-tone
technique. In London, Edwardian composers such as Elgar worked to liberate English music

from its insularity, despite remaining firmly grounded within the English musical tradition.

As a figure who sits in between late romanticism and modernism, Stanchinsky is difficult to
categorise in absolute terms. This is all the more complex because the scholarly debates around
defining modernism are ongoing, and new definitions are constantly emerging, being refuted
and reevaluated again. In their introduction to The Routledge Research Companion to
Modernism in Music, Heile and Wilson explain some of the difficulties in providing a definition
of musical modernism, claiming that it ‘is a daunting task, not only due to the inherent
complexities of the issue but also the myriad of competing theories that have been formulated
in the past. Furthermore, the contributors to this volume give voice to a considerable range of
views. We believe that this diversity of views is a strength not a weakness, and we have not
aimed for ideological or theoretical cohesion.’® The lack of ideological or theoretical cohesion
is also apparent in another volume edited by Heile, where he posits that ‘the concept of
modernism that is mostly developed here is subject to historical change and constant
redefinition, not a monolithic entity.”® The lack of consensus on the definition of modernism is
not surprising, and the present thesis does not aim to contribute to the academic debates that
surround this topic. In the view of the author, such purely academic deliberations can detract
from our ability to appreciate the music for what it is, and this research will aim to keep its
focus firmly on Stanchinsky. This is not an uncritical view — and one that appears to align with
that of Heile — although curiously, while stating that ‘what most scholars are interested in today
is a historical reappraisal of musical modernism and its legacy, not a continuation of

increasingly tired polemics’ in 2016, Heile dedicates an entire paragraph to explaining the

4 Richard Taruskin, Music in the Early Twentieth Century: The Oxford History of Western Music (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2010) <http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/bcu/detail.action?docID=5836788>
[accessed 22 April 2023], p. 25. For a broader discussion on modernism and issues associated with the term
‘modernist’, see Taruskin, Music in the Early Twentieth Century, pp. 25-29.

5 Bjorn Heile and Charles Wilson, ‘Introduction’ in The Routledge Research Companion to Modernism in
Music, ed. by Bjorn Heile and Charles Wilson (Oxon and New York: Routledge, 2019), pp. 1-30 (p. 4).

¢ Bjorn Heile, ‘New Music and the Modernist Legacy’ in The Modernist Legacy: Essays on New Music, ed. by
Bjorn Heile (Oxon and New York: Routledge, 2016), pp. 1-12 (p. 3).
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difference between ‘modernism in music’ and ‘modernist music’ in 2019.” However, Heile
also makes a valuable point in that most contributors to The Modernist Legacy are performers
and composers, rather than scholars, and many are from a younger generation (rather like the
present author) ‘for whom the binary oppositions that have dogged twentieth-century music
studies in the past [...] have become all but meaningless. While the depiction of musical
modernism that emerges is on the whole more sympathetic than what has been prevalent in
musicological discussions recently, this does not mean that the authors [... are] uncritical.’®
This research would like to take this position as a jumping off point for its own criticality, not
defined by binary dogmas and scholarly polemics that are of little use to the average performer

and listener.

What most contemporary scholars agree on is that early modernist composers did not
completely eschew old Romantic models but situated musical innovations within longer
traditions. This is particularly true of the Russian context, where talk of a sudden rupture, shock
or a completely new direction seems entirely out of place. Harper-Scott calls this phenomenon
‘reactive modernism’ and posits that this type of music ‘cannot be understood either as
“modernist” or “non-modernist”, “progressive” or “conservative” on the old binary models.
Two different aesthetic principles, one faithful and one reactive, are held in dialectical
equilibrium. The familiar melody, and the relic of tonality, does not step temporally backwards
over the radical split between pre-modernist and modernist music: both the non-tonal and the
tonal elements in this music must be understood as having already accepted the new musical
reality.’® What he describes so eloquently is the kind of music that Stanchinsky wrote, in which
elements of innovation merge entirely naturally with old models of the past. Harper-Scott’s
ideas build on those by Whittall who argues that ‘modernism and tonality are not incompatible’
and, while ‘interaction between stable and unstable factors [...] tend naturally to make for a
certain degree of complexity’, he invites us to accept the proposition that ‘twentieth-century
music is more fundamentally and consistently concerned with interactions between

continuation and innovation than with undiluted manifestations of the latter.”!® Although

Harper-Scott’s ideas are more recent than Whittall’s and, as such, more up to date, he makes

7 Heile, ‘New Music and the Modernist Legacy’, p. 2; and Heile and Wilson, ‘Introduction’, p. 4.

8 Heile, ‘New Music and the Modernist Legacy’, p. 3.

9 J. P. E. Harper-Scott, ‘Reactive Modernism’ in The Routledge Research Companion to Modernism in Music,
ed. by B. Heile and C. Wilson (Oxon and New York: Routledge, 2019), pp. 155-174 (p. 157).

10 Arnold Whittall, Musical Composition in the Twentieth Century (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp.
4-6.



some questionable assertions in defining his ‘reactive modernism’, such as that ‘a history with
a claim to representing the past accurately can still be written.”!! This is an outdated and limited
view, which fails to account for human subjectivity which is impossible to remove from any
historical research process. As such, the present author is tempted to treat his writings with a
degree of caution, though it is encouraging to see that he is starting to attempt to classify the
kind of music that does not easily fall under a single label (such as Stanchinsky’s). The
academic position of this thesis aligns more closely with that of Whittall, in that it sees no real
point in seeking to define and confine Stanchinsky’s style within the boundaries of a single
verbal concept.'? The present research will not aim to argue whether Stanchinsky was a late-
Romanic, a modernist or a ‘reactive modernist’, but rather look at his music, which bridges

labels, and evaluate it for what it is.

Instead of aiming to define modernism or Stanchinsky’s place within it, it is more productive
to focus on the events and musical context that surrounded this budding young composer.
Stanchinsky studied and worked during a time which did not constitute a historical rupture, but
it certainly marked an important turning point.'* Heile and Wilson provide a helpful summary
of the wide and varied musical context from this time: ‘1908 saw Schoenberg’s String Quartet
no. 2 Op. 10 with its “air from other planet”, namely atonality. Further important works, such
as the Three Piano Pieces Op. 11 (1909), the Five Pieces for Orchestra Op. 16 and the
monodrama Erwartung Op. 17 (1909), followed in quick succession. Around the same time,
Stravinsky’s Diaghilev ballets Firebird (1910), Petrushka (1911) and The Rite of Spring (1913)
inaugurated Parisian modernism. Bartok’s First String Quartet was composed in 1908—09 and
his Allegro barbaro for piano in 1911. In Russia, Scriabin’s Prometheus dates from 1908—-10
and his Piano Sonatas nos. 6 and 7 from 1911-12. On the other side of the Atlantic, finally,
Charles Ives’s Third Symphony and Central Park in the Dark fall into the same period.”'*

At the beginning of the twentieth century, composers across Europe searched for new ways to
expand musical language and experimented with new scales and chords. It has been observed
that ‘over the course of the nineteenth century, the chromatic scale gradually supplanted the

diatonic.”'® Tymoczko helpfully summarises the two broad ways in which composers

! Harper-Scott, ‘Reactive Modernism’, p. 158.

12 Whittall, Musical Composition in the Twentieth Century, p. 9.

13 Heile and Wilson, ‘Introduction’, p. 8.

4 Ibid., p. 7.

15 Dmitri Tymoczko, ‘Scale Networks and Debussy’, Journal of Music Theory, 48.2 (2004), 219-94 (p. 219).
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approached this new chromatic context. The first group (Wagner, Strauss, and the early
Schoenberg) ‘de-emphasised scales other than the chromatic’, while the second group
(Rimsky-Korsakov, Debussy, Ravel), ‘preserved a more conventional understanding of the
relation between chords and scale, but within a significantly expanded musical vocabulary.’ !¢
Within this context, Stanchinsky’s oeuvre follows more closely the tendencies of the second
category, but it is difficult to estimate the extent to which his style developed in response, or

despite of these broader developments.

We cannot be entirely sure how much new music from abroad Stanchinsky was exposed to in
his lifetime. Moscow and St Petersburg were not as well equipped with opportunities to hear
new music as cities like Paris, Vienna or London. We know that Stanchinsky never left the
territory of the Russian Empire, which makes innovations in his music all the more noteworthy.
Stravinsky’s and Prokofiev’s music, for example, only became more adventurous after visiting
Paris where they were exposed to new developments. The examined artefacts, such as
Stanchinsky’s diaries, have not provided sufficient details to go on, and evidence in this respect
remains sketchy. Even if we had more information, any influence in a composer’s oeuvre is
difficult to pin down, as oftentimes composers might be exposed to a new piece or a new idea
but use it in their own work in a completely different way. We know, for example, that
Stanchinsky’s teacher and friend Nikolay Zhilyayev was keen on new music, especially
Debussy, but this does not seem to have had a direct effect on Stanchinsky, apart from possibly
his interest in alternative scales (although Debussy’s use of alternative scales was prompted, at
least in part, by his knowledge of Russian music). Zhilyayev was a significant figure in
Stanchinsky’s life. A prominent critic, editor and teacher, Zhilyayev’s erudition was widely
admired in Moscow’s musical circles, and he has been labelled a ‘musical conscience’ in
Russia.!” He was a friend of Scriabin and edited a number of his works, while his students
included composers such as Aram Khachaturian (1903-1978), Samuil Feinberg (1890-1962)
and another friend of Stanchinsky, Anatoly Aleksandrov (1888-1982). Zhilyayev’s influence

on Stanchinsky’s music is discussed in more detail in the following chapters.

Another important figure in Stanchinsky’s life, whose influence shaped his musical

development, was his teacher Sergey Taneyev. Taneyev’s musical preferences were more

16 Tymoczko, ‘Scale Networks and Debussy’, pp. 219-220.
17 Inna A. Barsova, ‘Trudy, dni i gibel’ Nikolaya Sergeyevicha Zhilyayeva’, in Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev:
Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by Inna A. Barsova (Moscow: Muzyka, 2008), pp. 11.
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conservative than those of Zhilyayev, and he brought his students up on a steady diet of Bach.
A composer and theorist of impressive stature, Taneyev remains famous for his treatise
Convertible Counterpoint in the Strict Form (1909) and is remembered as one of the most
influential pedagogues of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Himself a student
of Tchaikovsky, Taneyev served as director of the Moscow Conservatoire between 1885 and
1889, and taught some of Russia’s foremost composers, including Scriabin, Rachmaninov and
Medtner. The polyphonic interweaves in the latter two composers’ music could be attributed

to Taneyev’s influence; the polyphonic direction of Stanchinsky’s works from 1908 can be.

Nelson described Taneyev as a ‘guardian of specifically “Russian” traditions’.!® There was a
concerted effort in Russia at this time to search for a distinctively Russian form of musical
expression, with composers aiming to part from the previous efforts of their Kuchka [the
Mighty Five] predecessors (which they saw as unsuccessful in their quest), and to set out in a
new direction. Two broad schools of thought formed among composers: Russianists (or
traditionalists) and modernists. These differences in musical thought would be further
highlighted after the 1917 revolution by the creation of two leading musical groups: the ASM
(Association for Modern Music) and RAPM (Russian Association of Proletarian Musicians).
The Russianists believed that new compositions should be rooted in a native musical idiom,
while the modernists were seeking to promote progressive ideas and experimentation in music.
Further differences in thought were also noticeable between the creative practices of the
Moscow and St Petersburg Conservatoires. While Moscow’s cultural circles showed greater
affinity for Russian native idioms, French culture tended to hold greater sway in St Petersburg,
where ‘art for art’s sake’ was often associated with leading artistic circles.!® Despite this, the
image of the Moscow Conservatoire remaining a ‘bastion of conservativism or even epigonism,
while St Petersburg was supposed to be more progressive’ does not hold entirely true when

considering compositional teaching and theoretical instruction.?°

Although the search for authenticity in Russian folk song was eventually abandoned, a new,

metaphysical narrative of transcending Russia’s social ills took hold, elevating composers such

'8 Amy Nelson, Music for the Revolution: Musicians and Power in Early Soviet Russia (Pennsylvania: The
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2004), p. 4.

19 Rebecca Mitchell, Nietzsche’s Orphans: Music, Metaphysics, and the Twilight of the Russian Empire (New
Haven & London: Yale University Press, 2015), p. 13.

20 Wendelin Bitzan, ‘The Sonata as an Ageless Principle, Nikolai Medtner’s Early Piano Sonatas:

Analytic Studies on their Genesis, Style, and Compositional Technique’ (unpublished doctoral thesis,
University of Music and Performing Arts, Vienna, 2018), p. 38.
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as Scriabin to the status of a prophet-like figure. Scriabin was seen as ‘a contemporary unifier
of the Russian [sic] people’, whose music would ‘lift humanity to a higher spiritual level.”?!
Notions of musical nationalism were thus freely extended to the composer whose oeuvre did
not contain any traditionally Russian elements. However, Scriabin’s seeming rejection of old
models in his quest to create new music for the new Russian society was also met with criticism.
Emil Medtner, for example, slammed the composer for his rejection of established musical
laws, claiming that his contemporary musical style was a sign of the decline of, rather than
progress of, society. For Medtner, the true musical genius followed ‘eternal’ musical models,

favouring the legacy of the past over the ‘chimera of historical progress.’?

Notwithstanding a strong focus on Russian national identity, many developments in Russian
music were influenced by events and advancements in Europe. Prior to the creation of the
Soviet Union, Europe and Russia were more closely related than they are today, and cultural
exchange was more fluid then than later in the century. We may thus assume that Stanchinsky
was influenced by both Russian and European musical traditions. As a pianist, Stanchinsky
practised works by Bach, Mozart, Beethoven and Chopin, recording up to eight hours of daily
practice in his diary. This demonstrates that he was intimately familiar with these composers’
works, and we may suppose that having their compositions under his fingers shaped
Stanchinsky’s own approach to writing for piano. There are obvious links in Stanchinsky’s
oeuvre with Bach through his predilection for counterpoint, but Stanchinsky was also very
interested in the Romantics, and early in his career wrote late-Romantic-inspired works in the

footsteps of Chopin and Schumann.

Early in his career, Stanchinsky was also heavily influenced by Scriabin, but he escaped these
influences comparatively quickly and embarked on a path different from many of his
contemporaries. Composers such as Sergey Protopopov (1893-1954), Aleksey Melkikh
(1885-1943) and Leonid Sabaneyev (1881-1968), for example, ‘were stylistically overawed
by Scriabin’s influence and did not develop sufficiently independent voices’ of their own.??
Others active at the time, such as Feinberg, Alexander Krein (1883-1951), Artur Lourié (1892-
1966), Boris Lyatoshynsky (1895-1968) and Nikolay Roslavets (1880-1944) all incorporated

21 Mitchell, Nietzsche’s Orphans, p. 91.

2 Ibid., p. 93.

23 Jonathan Anthony Powell, ‘After Scriabin: Six Composers and the Development of Russian Music’
(unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Cambridge, 1999), p. 19.
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and developed Scriabin’s compositional language in individual ways, but remained strongly
under the influence of the composer’s stylistic tendencies. Stravinsky and Prokofiev also had
their periods of drawing inspiration from Scriabin, but both went on to develop their own very
distinctive styles. In this respect, Stanchinsky has more in common with the latter two
composers: his significant evolution of style and early break away from Scriabin’s influence
allowed him to embark on an individual path. It is, of course, impossible to know whether
Stanchinsky would have matched their prominence had he lived longer. Nonetheless,
Stanchinsky’s unique style is all the more remarkable in light of the fact that he had a relatively

narrow exposure to new music, compared to composers like Stravinsky and Prokofiev.

There are notable similarities between Stanchinsky and his contemporaries. Like Prokofiev,
Stanchinsky wrote short stories, and like Scriabin, he wrote poetry. In his early twenties,
Stanchinsky collected folk songs, putting him in a long line of composers to do so, not only
Russians such as the Kuchka, but also European composers such as Kodaly and Bartok. At the
same time, Stanchinsky used counterpoint as a structural springboard which allowed him to
explore new rhythms and harmonic systems. Like other composers of the time, such as
Scriabin, Prokofiev and Stravinsky, Stanchinsky was progressive while always retaining a
sense of conventionality: his harmonies, while pushing some boundaries by expanding to
include all twelve tones, retained tonal centres to which they would always return. Looking for
ways to modernise music was a common trait of the composers of his generation, but
Stanchinsky did this differently to many of his Russian colleagues. Sitsky writes of Stanchinsky
that his music was ‘a kind of prophecy of the neoclassicism that was to engulf the world of
music’ and ‘a demonstration of the future possibilities of polyphony [...] which, especially in
the hands of the composers of the Second Viennese School was to become the great
predominant technique of the twentieth century.’** Although Sitsky did not engage with much
of the late twentieth century scholarly debate on modernism, his assessment of Stanchinsky as
being different to his Russian contemporaries and foreshadowing the more prominent trends of

the twentieth century is pertinent and accurate.

24 Larry Sitsky, Music of the Repressed Russian Avant-Garde, 1900-1929 (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1994),
p. 36.
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Previous Research

Little research has been conducted on the life and works of Aleksey Stanchinsky. There is no
seminal work about the composer — only a few brief and inconsistent biographies — and even
fewer attempts at in-depth musical analysis. Only one musicological work concerned with
Stanchinsky has been published outside of Russia: Larry Sitsky’s Music of the Repressed
Russian Avant-Garde, 1900-1929 (1994), which contains a short chapter titled ‘Aleksei V.
Stanchinskiy: The Diatonic Webern’.?> Three more unpublished musicological works were
produced at universities. The first of these is Jonathan Powell’s PhD thesis After Scriabin: six
composers and the development of Russian music (1999), of which one chapter is focused on
Stanchinsky.?® The second is Christopher Hepburn’s MA thesis Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-
1914): A Guide to Research (2015).?” The third is my MA dissertation Aleksey Stanchinsky
(1888-1914): Origins of Style (2018).® In Russia, the situation is similar, with only one
scholarly piece written on Stanchinsky’s music: Valentina Loginova’s PhD thesis, which

examines the musical styles of V. Rebikov, N. Tcherepnin and Aleksey Stanchinsky (2002).%

Stanchinsky’s work rarely gets more than a chapter, and he is usually grouped with other
‘forgotten’ or ‘repressed’ composers of fin-de-siecle Russia. Despite the authors’ best
intentions, the lack of space afforded to Stanchinsky renders their works as brief, general
overviews, limited in scope and content. Sitsky, for example, produces an excellent first
English-language overview of Stanchinsky as a composer, but his research is restricted by the
lack of available primary sources, and his musical analyses (which focus only on the final
works of Stanchinsky) are brief and largely descriptive. Powell’s thesis is constrained by his
methodology of examining Stanchinsky’s works only in their relation to Scriabin’s legacy.
Although an interesting approach, it fails to examine Stanchinsky’s music in its own right, and

is of more benefit to Scriabin scholars. Hepburn’s MA thesis concerns itself solely with

25 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, pp. 27-37.

26 Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, pp. 37-58.

27 Christopher Hepburn, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914), A Guide to Research’ (unpublished master’s thesis,
Texas Tech University, 2015).

28 Akvile Smotaviciate, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914): The Origins of Style’ (unpublished master’s thesis,
Royal Birmingham Conservatoire, 2018).

2 Loginova’s chapter on Stanchinsky is also self-published (as taken directly from her thesis) as an online
article. Valentina Aleksandrovna Loginova, ‘O muzykal’noy kompozitsii nachala XX veka: k probleme
avtorskogo stilya V. Rebikov, N. Tcherepnin, A. Stanchinsky’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, Rossiyskaya
akademiya muzyki imeni Gnesinykh, 2002); Valentina Loginova, ‘Avtorskiy stil’ Aleksey Vladimirovicha
Stanchinskogo’ (2012) <https://superinf.ru/view_helpstud.php?id=5471> [accessed 18 November 2019].
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Stanchinsky, but Hepburn does not make any attempts at music analysis, and his biography of
Stanchinsky is brief and sparsely referenced. Hepburn’s thesis includes a table of primary
sources held within the Stanchinsky Archive (Fond 239) at the Russian National Museum of
Music, yet his catalogue includes only a small sample of sources which do not match the
numbering of archival holdings; as such, it is of limited use. My own embryonic analysis of
Stanchinsky’s works in 2018 equally suffers from brevity and deserves an update. Loginova’s
PhD thesis covers Stanchinsky’s entire life and works in just about 50 pages. There are
insightful elements in Loginova’s work, but she does not provide music examples and her

comments about the music are largely descriptive.

Sources

Stanchinsky’s published compositional output consists of over 30 works for piano, a piano trio,
and a collection of songs (ten Scottish, two Russian). They are listed, together with composition
dates, locations (where available) and dates of publication, in Appendix 1. For ease of

reference, a simple list of titles and composition dates is also provided below.

Piano Works:

Songs Without Words, 1904
Mazurka in Db major, 1905
Humoresque, 1906

Tears, 1906

Sonata in Eb minor, 1906
Prelude in C# minor, 1907
Prelude in C minor, 1907
Nocturne, 1907

Prelude in Ab major/F minor, 1907
Etude in F minor/Ab major, 1907
Prelude in D major, 1907
Prelude in Eb minor, 1907

Etude in G minor, 1907

‘Lydian’ Prelude, (1907)
Mazurka in G# minor, 1907
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Canon, 1908

‘Mixolydian’ Prelude, 1908
Etude in B major, 1908/1909
Prelude in Bb minor, 1909
Prelude in B minor, 1909-1910 (likely, December 1909)
Prelude and Fugue, 1909-10
Variations, 1911

Allegro, 1911-1912

Sonata in F major, 1911-1912
Prelude in C (minor), 1912
Sonata in G major, 1912
Twelve Sketches, 1912

Three Sketches, 19127
Canon-Preludes, 1913-1914

Songs:
Scottish Songs, 1909
V bure deyaniy, v volnakh bytiya, n.d.

Osen’, n.d.

Chamber Works:

Piano Trio in D major, 19107

The vast majority of primary sources which can help us understand Stanchinsky’s life and
creativity are held at the Russian National Museum of Music (RNMM), Fond 239. The
museum’s guide to its collections reports that there are a total of 512 items within the fond,
including: 93 music manuscripts; 31 literary manuscripts (including diaries and his sister’s
memoirs about her brother); 270 letters; 8 documents (including his birth certificate and school
diplomas); 17 assorted printed materials (mostly published pieces and a few newspaper
clippings); 10 concert programmes and posters; and 84 photographs.*® The individual item

numbers of RNMM holdings are not digitised and need to be consulted in person at the museum

30 RNMM, ‘Putevoditel’ po fondam’, Vol. 3, pp. 271-3 <https://music-museum.ru/doc/reading-
room/putevoditel-po-fondam-gezmmk.-ch.-3.pdf> [accessed 15 June 2023].
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by searching through a paper card catalogue. During the course of the research, this project was
able to glean catalogue numbers for a large number of items, which are provided below and
serve as a correction and extension to Hepburn’s A Guide to Research. It was not possible to
copy out every catalogue card in the time available (see Pandemic Conditions below), so some
numbers are unavailable. Titles and dates appear as they are written in the catalogue, titles of
instrumental pieces are translated to English, and song titles are transliterated. Unpublished
pieces are indicated with an asterisk. I am unaware of any surviving manuscripts of unfinished

works.

Figure 1.a: List of Stanchinsky’s Manuscripts held at the Russian National Museum of Music.

Instrumental Manuscripts>!

Fond and Number | Title Date as in Catalogue
RNMM 239/1-2 Serenada™ 1905
RNMM 239/3 Excerpt [otryvok] G major* 1906
RNMM 239/4 Adagio Eb minor* 1907
RNMM 239/6 Canon 8/16 1908
RNMM 239/7 ‘Lydian’ Prelude 21/16 1907
RNMM 239/8-9 Musical Sketch [Muzykal’ nyy nabrosok]* | 1904
RNMM 239/10-12 | Nocturne 12/8 1907
RNMM 239/13 Prelude (Canon in 2 voices) n.d.
RNMM 239/14 Piece for piano, C major* 1908
RNMM 239/15-16 | Prelude C major 1912
RNMM 239/17-19 | Prelude C minor 1907
RNMM 239/20 Prelude (Canon) Eb minor 1913-14
RNMM 239/21 Prelude (Canon in 4 voices) n.d.
RNMM 239/22 Prelude F minor 6/8 1907
RNMM 239/23 Prelude (Canon in 3 voices) G major n.d.
RNMM 239/25 Prelude and fugue 1909
RNMM 239/26 Prelude Ab major 1907
RNMM 239/27 Prelude (Presto) Bb minor 1909
RNMM 239/28-29 | Prelude B minor 5/4 1908

31 Pieces are for piano, with the exception of Piano Trio.
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RNMM 239/30 Prelude D major 7/16 1907
RNMM 239/32 Tears 1906
RNMM 239/33-34 | Sonata Eb minor 1906
and RNMM 239/69

RNMM 239/35 Sonata F major n.d.
RNMM 239/36 Sonata G major n.d.
RNMM 239/37-39 | Three Songs Without Words 1904
RNMM 239/40-44 | Twelve Sketches [in various combinations] | n.d.
RNMM 239/45 Etude F minor 1907
RNMM 239/46 Etude G minor 9/8 1907
RNMM 239/48 Humoresque 1906
RNMM 239/62 Sad Motif [Grustnyy motiv], C¥ minor* n.d
RNMM 239/63-64 | Ballade D minor* n.d.
RNMM 239/65 Storm A minor* n.d.
RNMM 239/66 Gigue* n.d.
RNMM 239/67 Mermaid Song [Pes 'nya rusalok]* n.d.
RNMM 239/68 Piece in G minor* n.d.
RNMM 239/70 Etude C major* 1899
RNMM 239/71 Etude E minor* 1900
RNMM 239/404a | Piano Trio in D major (with n.d.

Aleksandrov’s comments)

Vocal Manuscripts

Fond and Number | Title Date as in Catalogue
RNMM 239/49 V kolokol, mirno dremavshiy (Tolstoy)* | n.d.
RNMM 239/50 Volki (Tolstoy)* n.d.
RNMM 239/51 Knyaz’ Mikhaylo Repnin (Tolstoy)* n.d.
RNMM 239/52 Kolodniki (Tolstoy)* n.d.
RNMM 239/53 Khodit Spes’ (Tolstoy)* n.d.
RNMM 239/54 Oy, chest’ li to molodtsu (Tolstoy)* n.d.
RNMM 239/57 V bure deyaniy, v volnakh bytiya (Goethe) | n.d.
RNMM 239/59-60 | Osen’ (Bal’mont) n.d.
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While most of Stanchinsky’s piano pieces have been published, several works remain available
only in manuscript form as indicated in the table above. The suspicion is that they are childhood
works (RNMM 239/62-71). The music manuscript collection also includes scores of several
unpublished songs. Only two of Stanchinsky’s romances have been published, together with
his Scottish Songs, but they are in need of a new modern critical edition.*?> Although
Stanchinsky is reported to have started working on an opera and a ballet at the end of his life,
no sketches for these works have been found, and the only source pointing to their existence is
a libretto held at the Stanchinsky archive, which this research project was unable to examine

(RNMM 239/107).

The literary manuscripts reveal Stanchinsky’s predilection for writing poems and stories and
include titles such as Moi pisaniya (My Writings, RNMM 239/105), Stikhi (Poetry, RNMM
239/111) and Strashnoe raskazy (Scary Stories, RNMM 239/112). The archive shows that
Stanchinsky collected jokes and games, as at least two sources are titled Sharady/lgry
(Charades/Games, RNMM 239/113 and RNMM 239/392). Stanchinsky’s correspondence
collection includes letters from his family (RNMM 239/129-130, 148-171), as well as letters
sent to him by Ivan Ermakov (a notable doctor, psychiatrist and psychoanalyst of the time)
(RNMM, 239/186-192), Taneyev (RNMM, 239/322, 1-6) and Zhilyayev (RNMM 239/211-
228).% Due to time constraints, it was not possible to examine these closely as part of the

research.

This thesis draws on Stanchinsky’s own writings, including diaries and letters, and on the
memoirs and recollections of those contemporaries and relatives who knew him. Part of the
core challenge for the author was in trying to develop a coherent picture of Stanchinsky’s short
life based on these fragmentary sources, which are partial and subjective. Russian and Soviet
memoir writing has been drawn on extensively by historians in their attempts to understand
and engage with the past. Memoirs as a historical source have been subject to significant
interrogation and contestation, not least because state censorship limited and restricted the

nature of memoir writing and alternative sources.>* Russian memoir writing of the late

32 For a full list of published compositions, see Appendix 1.

33 Ermakov’s acquaintance with Stanchinsky is discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.

34 The journal Avtobiografija (2013-current) is devoted to works that deal with the representation of the self in
Russian culture. For examples of other scholarship discussing more specifically the challenges of ego-
documents for historians in the Russian/Soviet context, see: Hiroaki Kuromiya, ‘Soviet Memoirs as a Historical
Source’, Russian History, 12.2/4 (1985), 293-326; Barbara Walker, ‘On Reading Soviet Memoirs: A History of
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nineteenth and early twentieth century is characterised by the cultural historian Beth Holmgren
as seeking to emulate the insight and moral power of Russian realist fiction.>> This thesis
recognises the inherent challenges of drawing on memoirs, which often tread an uncertain line
between the expression of individual experience and reliable reporting of events and
recollections. Wherever possible, the author has tried to corroborate accounts using other
primary sources or secondary scholarship. Where there are no other available accounts, as in,
for example, Stanchinsky’s personal recollections, or his sister’s intimate accounts of their
private family dynamics, the research has sought to be balanced and cautious in the use and
evaluation of these materials. This thesis does not seek to declare historical truths, but rather to

draw out the possibilities based on the evidence available.

One of the most informative sources about Stanchinsky is his sister Lydia Perlova’s memoir
(RNMM 239/119-120). There are two versions of this memoir: a handwritten one, and a typeset
one. It was not possible to conduct a close examination of the two to see if any discrepancies
occur. The typeset document of 39 loose pages collected in an envelope is the only known
source which depicts Stanchinsky’s childhood, and this thesis makes extensive use of it in the
biographical chapter. The memoir focuses largely on Stanchinsky’s childhood events and skips
parts of Stanchinsky’s life when his sister was not around, such as when either she or
Stanchinsky were away studying or working. There are intrinsic biases in a document written
by a loving family member, and Lydia Perlova’s account should be treated cautiously.
However, it is the only document which shines light on Stanchinsky’s childhood and,
considering that there is no contradictory evidence to her account, this thesis will consider
Perlova’s memoir to be reliable. This is also supported by the fact that she is able to discuss
Stanchinsky’s musical achievements with good authority. An accomplished pianist herself,
Perlova studied at the Moscow Conservatoire in Joseph Lhévinne’s class, who himself had
graduated from Safonov’s class with a Gold Medal and won first prize in a competition in
Berlin.?® This suggests that her musical training was strong and gives credit to her appraisal of
Stanchinsky’s music. Future scholars may disagree with my assessment of Perlova’s account

when — or if — new sources become available.

the “Contemporaries” Genre as an Institution of Russian Intelligentsia Culture from the 1790s to the 1970s’,
Russian Review, 59/3 (2000), 327-52; Beth Holmgren, The Russian Memoir.: History and Literature (Illinois:
Northwestern University Press, 2003).

35 Holmgren, The Russian Memoir, p. Xxi.

36 Lydia Perlova, “Vospominanya o Stanchinskom A. V.”, RNMM, 239/120, p. 24.
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Stanchinsky left five diaries which help illuminate some aspects of his personal and creative
life. The first is a childhood diary from 1897-8 (RNMM 239/96); this diary was not examined
during the course of the research. The second diary from 1909 (RNMM 239/97) is a small
black notebook in which Stanchinsky wrote most days; its contents include a log of daily piano
practice, as well as his personal reflections on his day-to-day life. This diary is the most
comprehensive and the most useful, and this thesis incorporates reflections from it within its
chapters. There are two diaries dated 1910 (RNMM 239/98-99); these were only looked at in
passing and were not examined to the same extent as the diary from 1909. The final diary from
1910-11 (RNMM 239/100) is titled in the archive as a ‘diary from the period of illness’. It
provides insight into Stanchinsky’s state of mind during this time and its contents are examined

more closely in the next chapter.

Other people who left valuable, albeit brief, reminiscences about Stanchinsky include his friend
Anatoly Aleksandrov and his first composition teacher in Moscow, Aleksandr Grechaninov.?’
Both notable composers and writers, they discuss their connection with Stanchinsky from a
personal perspective, and their memoirs are illuminating with regard to Stanchinsky’s character
and social circles. Despite Stanchinsky studying with Sergey Taneyev from 1907 to 1914, he
is not mentioned in Taneyev’s diaries, while Stanchinsky’s relationship with his teacher

Nikolay Zhilyayev is revealed only through Zhilyayev’s letters to Stanchinsky.>®

Stanchinsky’s piano works have been collected in a total of three separate editions. The pieces
were first edited by Zhilyayev and Aleksandrov and published as individual works between
1926 and 1928. In this edition, Zhilyayev revised and prepared most of Stanchinsky’s piano
pieces; his efforts are discussed in the final chapter of this thesis. The edition continues to hold
special significance due to Zhilyayev’s devotion to Stanchinsky and was used as an
authoritative source (in some cases, considered more authoritative than Stanchinsky’s
manuscripts) by subsequent editors. This is because, as this this research will demonstrate,
Stanchinsky’s own manuscripts sometimes lacked attention to detail and contained errors.

Zhilyayev, who was familiar with Stanchinsky’s performances of his own works, was able to

37 Anatoly Nikolayevich Aleksandrov and Vladimir M. Blok, Vospominaniya, Stat’i, Pis’'ma (Moscow:
Sovetskiy kompozitor, 1979); Aleksandr Tikhonovich Grechaninov, My Life, ed. by Nicolas Slonimsky (New
York: Coleman-Ross, 1952).

38 Nikolay Zhilyayev and Elena Dolenko, ‘Pis’ma N. S. Zhilyayeva k A. V. Stanchinskomu: publikatsiya i
kommentarii Eleny Dolenko’, in Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova (Moscow:
Muzyka, 2008), pp. 78—107.
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more accurately represent the composer’s musical intentions on paper and correct some of the
remaining errors in the original manuscripts. Unfortunately, these scores are now out of print.
While some are digitised, many are inaccessible, and are not even available at large Russian
reference libraries. These, on the whole, have proven largely fruitless in the search for materials

related to Stanchinsky.

The next edition — a single collection of Stanchinsky’s piano works — was edited by Anatoly
Aleksandrov and Konstantin Sorokin (the head of the piano division of the Russian State Music
Publisher at the time) and published in 1960.* This edition includes some works which had
not been previously published, but it does not represent Stanchinsky’s entire piano music

output.

The third — and by far the most accurate and trustworthy — edition of Stanchinsky’s piano works
is Irina Lopatina’s 1990 critical edition 4. Stanchinsky: Sochineniya, published as volume IX
of the Russkaya Fortepiannaya Muzyka series.*® This edition includes more previously
unpublished works and is the only collection of Stanchinsky’s piano works to include a critical
commentary. For these reasons, Lopatina’s edition has been used as the primary material for

musical analysis in this thesis.

Stanchinsky’s chamber music publications do not offer such an extensive choice of editions.
There is only one edition of the Piano Trio, edited by Russian musicologist Valentin Matveyev-
Venttsel” and published in 1966. The Scottish Songs appeared in print in 2013 in a problematic
publication by Nikolay Pisarenko, which is not available commercially or digitally.?!
Pisarenko’s edition is substandard: although Stanchinsky’s songs were set in the Scots
language, there appears to be no consistency in the way that Pisarenko set texts to music. Most
are in Russian translations that are inconsistent, while others include inaccurate transcriptions
of the original Scots, and in some cases monosyllabic words (such as ‘here’) are set over two
notes (e.g. ‘he-re’). The musical typesetting also lacks attention to detail. For example,

beamings of equivalent musical materials within individual songs are not consistent and, in

39 Aleksey Stanchinsky, Sochineniya dlya fortepiano, ed. by Anatoly Aleksandrov and Konstantin Sorokin
(Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe muzykal’noe izdatel’stvo, 1960).

40 Aleksey Stanchinsky, 4. Stanchinsky: Sochineniya, ed. by Irina Lopatina, trans. by Valery Yerokhin,
Russkaya Fortepiannaya Muzyka (Moscow: Muzyka, 1990), 1X.

41 Aleksey Stanchinsky, Trio for Violin, Violoncello and Piano, ed. by V. Matveyev (Moscow: Muzyka, 1966);
Aleksey Stanchinsky, Sbornik romansov, ed. by Nikolay Pisarenko (Smolensk: Smolensk City Typography,
2013).
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some places, notes have been obscured due to staves overlapping. As the location of the
manuscripts of these songs is unknown (they are possibly lost), Pisarenko’s 2013 edition is the
only available source for this music. This project has attempted to locate the manuscripts of
these songs. Enquiries have led me to believe that they may be in the possession of Valentin
Matveyev-Venttsel’, who spent decades travelling around Russia collecting sources relating to
Stanchinsky. However, while I have been able to acquire his contact details, my attempts to

contact him remain unanswered.

Pandemic Conditions

This project was conducted during the Covid-19 pandemic, when international and domestic
travel, as well as access to resources, were severely limited. The project began in September
2018, and the onset of the pandemic in early 2020 disrupted the research at a crucial mid-point
which had been designated for archival research. For these reasons, the collection of archival
sources was restricted to a single two-week trip to Moscow in summer 2019. This trip was
originally intended as a short stop to see what sources were available at RNMM and major
reference libraries so that a second, longer trip could be planned with more information
available. A planned extended trip to Moscow and Stanchinsky’s hometown of Smolensk had
to be cancelled in 2020. This was detrimental to my work, as I was not able to spend sufficient
time examining crucial sources that may have provided clues to some questions which remain
unanswered. It has also obstructed my attempts to locate the manuscripts of the Scottish Songs,
as I was hoping that a visit to Smolensk City Typography, who printed the pieces, would have
provided more clues as to the manuscript’s current location. Smolensk City Museum would
also have, without doubt, provided further opportunities to trace Stanchinsky’s documents
which are not in Moscow. The pandemic and Russia’s subsequent invasion of Ukraine have
reduced the number of primary sources I was able to consult. Russian archives have also proved
to be particularly difficult to work in, especially as a foreign visitor, since no photocopying or
taking pictures of sources was allowed. These limitations resulted in a number of primary
sources related to Stanchinsky being left unseen or studied only in passing. In particular, it
would have been helpful to spend more time examining Stanchinsky’s music manuscripts,

diaries, and his correspondence with family, friends and teachers.
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Access to secondary sources was similarly constrained during several national lockdowns. The
nature of this research project required visits to libraries in order to see old print publications
in person. Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, the research relied heavily on inter-library loans.
This service was not accessible for several months during the height of the pandemic, and this
coincided with the most crucial research time in the PhD timeline. The recommended
alternative — to seek sources online — did not yield satisfactory results, as the vast majority of
sources related to this research are not digitised. These conditions influenced the scope of the
thesis, which turned its attention to music analysis at a time when reading materials were

inaccessible.

Lack of opportunities to attend conferences, seminars, and to hold conversations with other
students, researchers and teachers has meant that there were limitations to the research and
writing processes. Despite these limitations, this thesis is the most extensive study of Aleksey
Stanchinsky to date. It adds a missing thread of knowledge to the fields of music and history,

covering more breadth and depth than any previously published source.

Methodology and Thesis Structure

The sampling of primary sources for this thesis focused on the availability, accessibility and
informativeness of individual items. Due to the limited time spent in archives in Moscow, and
the constraints of the archives themselves (RNMM only allows ordering and viewing of five
sources at a time, which must be returned before other sources can be ordered), the research
process considered the amount of useful information a single source would hold. A diary, for
example, covers a broader period of Stanchinsky’s life and has the potential to shed more light
on his character than a single letter. As such, the biography chapter is constructed largely using
information found in Stanchinsky’s diary from 1909, as well as his sister’s memoirs about her
brother. Although my intention had been to examine other sources — including Stanchinsky’s
correspondence — more closely on a longer, follow-up trip, this was prevented by the pandemic.

I have no doubt that these sources will provide further insights to a future researcher.
In order to examine Stanchinsky’s reception within his lifetime and posthumously, Russian

music periodicals from the years 1913-1917 were searched. This timeframe was chosen as it

covers the period from Stanchinsky’s first publication in 1913 through to the publication of the
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second fascicle of the Sketches in 1917, and includes a small number of concerts he gave in
1914 prior to his death that same year. The periodicals examined include: Moskovskaya Gazeta,
Muzyka, Ranee Utro, Russkaya Muzykal naya Gazeta, Rul’, Golos Moskvy, Rech’, and S.
Peterburgskiya Vedomosti. It was important to search the newspapers and periodicals which
had been quoted in previous publications about Stanchinsky (Moskovskaya Gazeta, Muzyka,
Ranee Utro, Russkaya Muzykal 'naya Gazeta, and Rul’), as | was keen to see those reviews in
their entirety and to check their accuracy. This approach proved to be successful, and new
reviews were also found alongside those which I expected to see. Furthermore, I was able to
consult some additional periodicals due to their availability and accessibility at the depository
(Golos Moskvy, Rech’, and S. Peterburgskiva Vedomosti), but no material relating to

Stanchinsky was found in these papers.

To fit within the space constraints of a PhD thesis, it was necessary to narrow down the
selection of Stanchinsky’s works which could be included in the final version. It was not viable
to discuss every piece of Stanchinsky in sufficient depth within the confines of this thesis. The
sample of Stanchinsky’s works included provides a broad and varied picture of his

compositional development and output, which is traced in Chapters 3 and 4.

No previous literature has examined Stanchinsky’s early development, and most studies of
Stanchinsky attend only to his final works. It was felt that this was an oversight and that, to get
a comprehensive picture of him as a composer, it was necessary to track his early stylistic
development. To provide important context for his later works and illustrate the remarkable
rate of his stylistic development, some early pieces have been selected that serve as prime
exemplars of his compositional tendencies at successive stages of his development. These
pieces were written between 1904 and 1910, a period during which Stanchinsky’s
compositional development was most rapid. There is a total of twenty-three published piano
pieces from this period, and the thesis examines fourteen of them (counting the three Songs

Without Words and the Prelude and Fugue as single works), alongside his Scottish Songs.

The earliest of Stanchinsky’s published pieces, Songs Without Words (1904), are representative
of his early style which is still developing and derivative. Together with Sonata in Eb minor,
and Nocturne, the Songs help to establish the starting point of Stanchinsky’s compositional

journey, which makes the subsequent stylistic changes in his music seem all the more
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adventurous and imaginative. In the latter part of 1907, Stanchinsky’s style becomes more
varied, and the pieces chosen to represent this demonstrate the new ideas that he was
incorporating into his style. Stanchinsky’s earliest attempts at progressive tonalities are shown
in Etude in F minor/Ab major and Prelude in Ab major/F minor (which begin and end in
different keys), while the ‘Lydian’ and ‘Mixolydian’ Preludes demonstrate his progression to
working with modes. His work with pure diatonicism — a new development seemingly used as
a conscious restriction to create new sonorities within a diatonic framework — is evident in
Prelude in B minor, while pieces such as Prelude in D major, Etude in G minor and Etude in B
major serve as examples of his increasingly adventurous rhythms and metres. The Humoresque
(1906) is an earlier work that also demonstrates adventurous rhythms, and this helps to establish
that progress in Stanchinsky’s music was not entirely linear. From 1908, Stanchinsky’s style
embraces counterpoint and higher levels of chromaticism, which are demonstrated most clearly
in the Canon and the Prelude and Fugue. In addition to these idioms, the Prelude and Fugue
also shows the earliest example of what shall later be dubbed the ‘Stanchinsky mode’ (Prelude),
as well as Stanchinsky’s growing use of wide spacing within contrapuntal textures (Fugue).
Considerable space is dedicated to Stanchinsky’s Scottish Songs (1909), the only complete set
of songs in his output. They allow valuable insights into how he treated and adapted pre-
existing folk material, shedding a new light on his compositional process. The songs have never
been studied, so it was important to allow sufficient space within the thesis to examine them
and the circumstances of their creation in detail. They are of particular cultural and historical
interest, and have the potential to attract significant attention from performers and cultural
institutions in English-speaking countries, as they are set in Scots and are also undemanding
enough to be accessible even to amateur performers. Furthermore, the songs offer an insight
into Stanchinsky’s thoughts about his own music, as their compositional process is documented

in his surviving diaries; a unique opportunity within his oeuvre.

Of his final works, it was important to see how Stanchinsky approached large, established
forms, and for this reason the thesis examines his last two sonatas, as well as his largest cycle
of miniatures, the Twelve Sketches. They are among Stanchinsky’s largest piano works, but
prior English-language literature on these pieces is limited. The entire analytical output on both
sonatas amounts to six paragraphs: Sitsky covers both sonatas in two short paragraphs, while

Powell covers them in four.*> With such limited existing analysis of Stanchinsky’s sonatas, it

4 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, pp. 28-30; Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, p. 51-53.

24



felt important to examine these works, as they not only reveal many interesting stylistic traits,
but also how Stanchinsky applies them in context. The sonatas are more interesting than the
brevity of Powell’s and Sitsky’s analyses infer. They show how Stanchinsky consolidates old
forms with new harmonic and rhythmic languages, flipping the large-scale sonata architecture
upside down (Sonata in G major), as well as how his work from this time differs both from
contemporaries such as Medtner and early role models such as Scriabin. Stanchinsky’s Twelve
Sketches (1912) were chosen because it is his most frequently recorded work and represents
particularly well the varied colours and idioms of his rapidly developing style. As with the
sonatas, not nearly enough has been written about the cycle. Powell discusses the Sketches’
novel harmonic aspects (octatonic, modal, and symmetrical arrangements of intervallic
patterns) in four short paragraphs, which give little idea of what the individual pieces are like.*
Sitsky, regrettably, covers the entire cycle in one paragraph, with Sketches 1-8 appraised in a
single sentence.* This is in no way sufficient for this fascinating cycle which is arguably the
best example of the range of ideas and techniques in Stanchinsky’s music from the period

immediately before his untimely death in 1914.

While examined as part of the research, the confines of a PhD project precluded inclusion of
some other works, such as the Three Sketches, four Canon-Preludes or Piano trio in D major.
While it is my intention to examine these fully in a later project, their inclusion here would not

have affected the principal outcomes of this thesis.

The thesis is structured into three thematic parts: life (Chapter 2), music (Chapters 3 and 4) and
reception (Chapter 5). Structuring the thesis thematically, rather than using a continuous
narrative, allows for a clear distinction to be drawn between Stanchinsky’s life, his musical
output, and the consideration of how others perceived him in early twentieth century Russia.
This approach aids clarity and academic analysis, allowing the research to delve deeper into

isolated issues without disrupting any potential narrative.

Situating Stanchinsky within the social and cultural milieu of late Imperial Russia, Chapter 2
explores how his upbringing and education shaped his musical career, as well as how his social

surroundings, beliefs and mental illness affected his work and productivity. Stanchinsky’s

4 Powell, ‘ After Scriabin’, pp. 49-51.
4 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, pp. 34-35.
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compositional journey in 1904-1910 is explored in Chapter 3, which identifies his most
characteristic compositional traits and traces their development. Stanchinsky’s hospitalisation
during 1910-1911 provides a natural break to the discussion, as there is no surviving music of
Stanchinsky from this time. Chapter 4 picks up the analysis of Stanchinsky’s works from 1911,
allowing us to assess the tendencies which changed and those which endured. The reception of
Stanchinsky’s music in the early twentieth century is the subject of Chapter 5, which examines
the circumstances of the publication, as well as the reception and treatment of, Stanchinsky’s

works during his lifetime and posthumously.
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Chapter 2 — The Life of Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914)

\ &é{ FOC(1

Photograph 1: Aleksey Stanchinsky, portrait from his youth, 1907.1

This chapter draws on available sources to reconstruct the biography of Aleksey Stanchinsky
and is structured chronologically, allowing the reader to develop an understanding of
Stanchinsky’s family context, early childhood, youth, education, and his life as a young adult.

The first part of this chapter explores Stanchinsky’s upbringing, context and education up to

' RNMM, 239/432.
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the year 1910, while the second part of the chapter investigates his final years, in this way

reflecting the structure of the two music chapters that follow.

Memoirs, correspondence and accounts from Stanchinsky’s family, friends and acquaintances
are drawn on extensively to frame and enrich the materials available from Stanchinsky’s own
diaries and correspondence. The unpublished memoirs by Stanchinsky’s sister Lydia Perlova
are the key source for much of this chapter’s reconstruction of Stanchinsky’s early childhood,
because they are the only substantive source available to cover this period of his life. While the
nature of these sources means that the reconstruction offered here is partial and sometimes
fragmentary, this attempt at reconstruction of a life is nevertheless an important means to

contextualising, analysing and understanding Stanchinsky’s musical output.

Family, Estate and Student Years

Aleksey Vladimirovich Stanchinsky was born on 9 March 1888 in the small village of
Obolsunovo, Ivanovo Oblast. His parents were well-educated. His father, Vladimir
Nikolayevich Stanchinsky, was born in Klin in 1849. He studied in Moscow at the
Konstantinovsky Institute and became a chemical engineer.? His mother, Tatyana Alekseyevna
Mityushina, was from Sernukhov and had graduated from the Second Girls’ School of
Moscow, where she had received an all-round education, including some musical training.?
Aleksey’s birth was complicated. His twin brother Victor, described as a ‘strong boy’, was
born first, but he was entangled in the umbilical cord which strangled him and he could not be
revived. Aleksey, born second, was considered premature and weak.* His baptism record is
held at the Church of Annunciation in the village of Alferyeva (Shuysky district), but it was
not possible to inspect it during the course of the research.® Tatyana Alekseyevna was not able

to look after the boy due to an illness, and his first carers were his grandparents.®

Stanchinsky grew up in a musical family. His father ‘had a very good ear and a pleasant tenor’;

his grandmother ‘sang old romances and modern operas’; Aunt Claudia had studied at the

2 Valentin Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, Muzykal 'naya Akademiya, 2 (2007), 150-
156 (p. 150); Irina Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914)’ in Aleksey Stanchinsky, A. Stanchinsky:
Sochineniya, ed. by Irina Lopatina, Russkaya Fortepiannaya Muzyka (Moscow: Muzyka, 1990), ix, p. 7.

3 Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 150; Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky’, p. 7.

4 Lydia Perlova, ‘Vospominanya o Stanchinskom A. V.”, RNMM, 239/120, p. 1.

5 Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 150.

¢ The exact nature of her illness is unknown. RNMM, 239/120, p. 2.
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Moscow Conservatoire; Aunt Natasha played piano to a high standard; and Aleksey’s sister
Lydia (as well as his godmother’s daughter Galya) also played the piano, often playing four
hands with Aleksey.” Lydia Perlova’s memoir about her brother portrays a house full of people
and music: aunts, uncles and cousins visited often and even stayed with the Stanchinskys for
whole seasons, which allowed Aleksey to listen to music from birth. Perlova depicts one
occasion from 1890, when Aunt Claudia came to stay and the two-year-old Aleksey begged
her to play the piano with him — he would lay his hands on top of hers and pretend it was him
who was playing. The family piano, bought in 1882 from the Berlin piano-makers
Westermeyer, was played often. Stanchinsky’s father had extensive collections of sheet music
of romances and duets by Glinka, Tchaikovsky, Mussorgsky, and some lesser-known
composers who wrote songs and romances, such as Varlamov (1801-1848), Gurilyov (1803-

1858), Bulakhov (1822-1885) and others.®

Photograph 2: Stanchinsky in early childhood with family; he sits on the chair in the centre, wearing the hat with a
wide brim. From left to right: Stanchinsky’s mother Tatyana Alekseyevna Stanchinskaya (née Mityushina), brother
Vladimir Vladimirovich Stanchinsky, grandmother E. E. Stanchinskaya, father Vladimir Nikolayevich Stanchinsky,

sister Lydia Vladimirovna Stanchinskaya (in future, Perlova). Obolsunovo, 1889.°

7 RNMM, 239/120, pp. 4-12.
8 Ibid., p. 5.
9 RNMM, 239/437.

29



Vladimir Stanchinsky’s employment as an engineer in a factory largely determined Aleksey’s
early upbringing. From his birth, Aleksey was surrounded by factory life and workers. He was
born in the house for employees of the Karetnikov Kumachny factory, and Vladimir’s
colleagues from the factory became Aleksey’s godparents. His godfather, Konstantin
Grigoryevich Toporkov, was an engineer-technologist from the Teykovskaya factory, and his
godmother, Anna Konstantinovna Astafyeva, was an engineer’s wife.!® Konstantin
Grigoryevich did not show any interest in Aleksey in later life, but Anna Astafyeva became
very attached to the boy and they remained close throughout Aleksey’s life. Unable to
pronounce ‘godmother’ (krestnaya), he called her by the affectionate nickname Korta, which
Anna Astafeyva signed in her letters to Aleksey even in 1914. Vladimir Stanchinsky’s
continuously changing employment meant that the family moved to a new region of Imperial
Russia every few years. During Aleksey’s early childhood, he lived in Obolsunovo, Vladimir,

Tver, Pskov and Reval (now Tallinn).!! (Figure 2.a)

Figure 2.a: Map of locations in which the Stanchinsky family lived.'?
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10 Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 150.
' RNMM, 239/120, pp. 4-16.
12 Google Maps. (n.d.) [Locations where Stanchinsky family lived, drawn from RNMM, 239/120].
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In the autumn of 1892, the family moved to Moscow for a short while with the father’s new
job, and soon after most of the family members moved to Vladimir.'? Only two years later, in
the summer of 1894, they moved again, to a small estate of Vareyev on the train line from
Vladimir to Moscow. Stanchinsky’s sister recollects that the young Aleksey was strongly
affected by his Aunt Natasha’s piano playing from this time (of Chopin’s Fantaisie-Impromptu,
op. 66, as well as Alexander Alyab’yev’s (1787-1851) Nightingale).'*

At the end of the summer of 1894, Aleksey’s father was reassigned to Tver, and the family
moved again. At the young age of six, Stanchinsky started to exhibit mental and physical
vulnerabilities. Stanchinsky’s sister remembers that when he was about five or six, lightning
struck a pine tree at the edge of a forest across the river from their family home. The sound and
the dismembered tree frightened Aleksey so much that he was reluctant to go on family walks,
even in good weather, in case it started raining and there was a thunderstorm.'> On another
occasion, at dinner, while the family were living in Tver, Aleksey’s father was telling his
children a story about the forests on the other side of Volga and, to enhance the mystery of the
story, he said that ‘people with dog’s heads live there’.!® Aleksey was so frightened and scared
that he began weeping and the father could not calm him down for a long time. Due to his
anxious behaviour and his poor health, his parents decided not to push him into serious music
studies early. Although the family were well connected in professional musical circles and
employed distinguished teachers (such as Aleksandr Grechaninov (1864-1956), an established
composer in Moscow and a student of Taneyev, Arensky and Rimsky-Korsakov, who stayed
with the family during the summer of 1897 to teach Lydia), Aleksey did not take part in these
lessons.!” Instead, he continued to explore music with natural curiosity. One day, his sister
Lydia heard Aleksey play an unfamiliar song. She immediately ‘ran over’ and asked: ‘What
are you playing? Who taught you this?” and Aleksey replied: ‘I came up with it myself.”'® Most
of his childhood pieces from this time (Buzzing in a Cave, Flying Through the Air, Riding
Along the Volga) do not survive, although Mermaid Song, which Lydia mentions in her

memoirs, appears to be preserved at RNMM in manuscript form. !

13 RNMM, 239/120, p. 7.

4 Ibid., p. 9.

15 Ibid., p. 4

16 Ibid., p. 11.

7 1bid., p. 25.

18«51 nonbesxana, cnpammuparo: «4ro 310 ThI urpaems? Kto Te6s 3ToMy Hayuun?» A OH TOBOPUT: «JTO 1 caM
npuaymaiy Ibid., p. 10.

Y RNMM, 239/67.
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At the end of the summer of 1897, Vladimir Stanchinsky was promoted to a new position in
Pskov, and the Stanchinskys moved there in August. The family’s financial situation at this
time allowed them to hire a French woman, Mademoiselle Alice Goubat, to become Aleksey’s
full-time nanny. Aleksey became very attached to Mlle Goubat and, due to the time spent
talking and reading in French with her, Aleksey was soon fluent enough to read French books
without a dictionary.?® Unlike Aleksey’s parents, Mlle Goubat was religious, and she may have
sparked Aleksey’s interest in religion, as at this time he had arranged a small altar of icons and

candles at home and used it for his prayers.!

Photograph 3: Stanchinsky as a child with his nanny, Mlle Goubat. Pskov, February 1898.22

20 RNMM, 239/120, p. 15.
21 Ibid., p. 14.
2 RNMM, 239/461.
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When Aleksey was nine, he started to take general education lessons at home. He was taught
Russian and arithmetic by his sister, and his mother taught him music.?> We do not know if he
also attended school. There was a popular view held among Russian educators that ‘until the
age of eight a child was too young to learn how to read, to withstand the rigours of the
classroom, or to travel to and from school.’?* Aleksey’s cousin Anton Stanchinsky, for
example, who came to spend that winter with the family, was ‘too tired from intensive reading’
and was not allowed to go to school, so it is possible that the family may have sought to protect

Aleksey from the demands of formal school education.?

Growing up in a house full of music, Aleksey developed an intuitive understanding of
functional harmony before receiving any formal musical education. The family were used to
him always playing the piano and, even at the age of nine, Aleksey demonstrated a strong,
natural understanding of tonal relationships. When his mother showed him the scales in his
first music lesson, Aleksey replied: ‘I already know them’. He played a C major triad, added a
Bb and resolved it onto F major. From there, he continued to add the 7" to each chord until he

completed the circle.?

In 1899, Aleksey’s father was posted to a new location in Reval (now Tallinn), and the family
moved again. There, Aleksey began taking music lessons at the newly opened Meyer’s Music
School. Meyer’s wife had just graduated from the St Petersburg Conservatoire where she had
studied with Karel van Ark, himself a protégé of Anton Rubinstein.?” Aleksey performed in a
pupils’ concert there; he played Reinecke’s sonata and was reviewed in the local newspaper
Revelsky Listok.”® Although this review does not survive, Aleksey’s choice of repertoire
suggests that his piano skills were already relatively advanced. He also started to demonstrate
exceptional musical memory. Lydia Perlova recollects how Aleksey practised the first
movement of Haydn’s D major sonata one day, and the next day played it perfectly from

memory, leaving her in ‘complete amazement’.?

3 RNMM, 239/120, p. 14.

24 Ben Eklof, Russian Peasant Schools: Officialdom, Village Culture, and Popular Pedagogy, 1861-1914
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1986), p. 308.

23 RNMM, 239/120, p. 15.

26 Ibid., p. 14.

27 1bid., p. 16; Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky’, p. 7; Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 150.

28 Revelski Listok was a short-lived local paper. ‘Revelski Listok’, Entsiklopedicheskiy slovar’ Brokgauza i
Yefrona (St Petersburg, 1899), p. 419; Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘1z epistolyariy’, p. 150.

2 RNMM, 239/120, p. 22.
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In 1899, at the request of the children, the Stanchinsky family bought a 270-acre estate jointly
with Aunt Claudia’s husband, Dr. M. M. Smirnov. The estate, Logachevo, was in Smolensk
province, near the village of Novospasskoye — the birthplace of Mikhail Ivanovich Glinka.
This connection influenced the father’s decision to buy the estate, as did the fact that, upon
driving into the estate, a rainbow appeared across the sky, which the father seems to have taken
as an additional good omen.>’ In the late nineteenth century, Smolensk province was
impoverished and predominantly agricultural. Exiled St Petersburg chemist Aleksandr
Engelgardt described Smolensk province in his Letters from the Country: land in the province
was cheap and much of the land sold by the gentry was bought by peasants.’! Despite the
relatively low price of land in Smolensk, the financial commitment for such a large amount of
it was significant. The estate was mortgaged to buy additional land at a cost of 10,000 roubles.*
It is unknown how much Vladimir Stanchinsky earned in 1899, but for comparison, a factory
worker in the Rostov and Yurev districts in 1900 could have expected to earn between 131
and 138 roubles per year.** While Vladimir Stanchinsky was in a skilled profession, and would
have earned significantly more than an ordinary factory worker, the price of the estate suggests

that the Stanchinskys may have owned other properties or assets.

The Stanchinsky family spent their summers in Logachevo, and their winters in an apartment
in Smolensk. They were planning to use the newly bought land for farming, but this new
venture proved more difficult than expected and the co-owners of the estate, the Smirnovs,
decided to leave after only two years. To retain the estate, Vladimir Stanchinsky borrowed
money at high interest rates from his brother-in-law Morognov, and from a Smolensk doctor
Radzvintsky. Stanchinsky’s sister wrote in her memoirs that these debts destroyed the parents’
health ahead of time, as to save money they lived in damp apartments which gave them
rheumatism and heart disease.>* Despite this, they held on to the estate for Aleksey’s sake, so

that he had a place to rest and create his works in the quiet of the countryside.

30 RNMM, 239/120, p. 17.

31 Engelgardt’s letters are an insightful and informative primary source on life in rural Imperial Russia.
Aleksandr Nikolaevich Engelgardt, Aleksandr Nikolaevich Engelgardt’s Letters from the Country, 1872-1887,
ed. & trans. by Cathy A. Frierson (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), p. 10.

32 RNMM, 239/120, p. 17.

3 Tracy Dennison and Steven NafZziger, ‘Living Standards in Nineteenth-Century Russia’, The Journal of
Interdisciplinary History, 43.3 (2013), 397441 (p. 408).

3 RNMM, 239/120, pp. 17-18.
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Photograph 4: Logachevo estate, Smolensk region. It looks like the young Aleksey Stanchinsky is sitting on the

bottom step, next to a dog.3

The Logachevo estate became central for his sense of security and inner peace. After frequent
moving across the country for the first ten years of his life, the estate offered Aleksey stability.
Nineteenth-century Russian estates were highly important settings for family life. According
to Cavender, ‘the estate [...] took on symbolic importance as the true location of the family
and of the emotional self of family members. In the country, [families] could realize ideals of
sincerity and trust, and this gave the estate a powerful emotional role.”¢ Logachevo became a

sanctuary for Aleksey, where he returned as an adult in times of emotional turmoil.

Aleksey’s strong connection to the estate was formed despite the poor state of the house at the

time of purchase: it was dirty and rat-infested, with blackened walls, ceilings and floors, ragged

33 RNMM, 239/501.
36 Mary W. Cavender, Nests of the Gentry: Family, Estate, and Local Loyalties in Provincial Russia (Newark:
University of Delaware Press, 2007), p. 54.
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wallpaper, and rotten frames. The family spent the first summer at the estate cleaning and
tidying. There was a lot of work to do: the estate was bought from a gentleman who engaged
in petty trade and ran a shop from one of the rooms. That room smelled of must, tar, herring
and dogs, and remained nicknamed ‘the dog room’.?” Large countryside estates falling into
disrepair were not unusual in late nineteenth century Russia; Ivan Bunin’s depiction of lesser
noble families and their impoverished surroundings in Dry Valley resonated with lived realities

for many nobles.®

Despite the estate’s initial dilapidation, its setting in the countryside was especially important
to Stanchinsky, who later in life longed to return there in moments of emotional exhaustion.
The house was surrounded by beautiful gardens, which became a source of vitality and

creativity for Stanchinsky:

In front of the narrow balconies overlooking the garden, there are large bushes of roses and jasmine,
clusters of lilacs, an old apple orchard along the slope to the Stolpinka stream, overgrown with
branchy willows. Right from the balcony there is a path to the old bathhouse, which stands on the
bank of a pond overgrown with pond slime. On both sides of the path are old tall poplars [...] Going
around the bathhouse, the path descends to the well — spring water on the banks of the Desna, which
flows here at right angles from Novospasskoye. To the left, along the shore, there are old spruces

and small linden trees, right by the shore there are dense alder bushes.

The peaceful and quiet surroundings of the estate became a place of rest for Stanchinsky during
times of tiredness and emotional distress in his adult life. For example, on 3 February 1909, he
wrote in his diary: ‘I can’t find peace. Weakness and darkness in the soul. I’'m dissatisfied with
myself [...] I want rest and thirst for the countryside.”*® On 22 April 1909: ‘Worked little. I

can’t. I want to go to Logachevo. There, real joy awaits me, and there I will be free.’*' His

37 RNMM, 239/120, p. 19.

38 Ivan Bunin, ‘Dry Valley’, in Great Russian Short Novels, ed. by Philip Rahv, trans. by Bernard Guilbert
Guerney (New York: The Dial Press, 1951), pp. 555-632; Roberta Thompson Manning, The Crisis of the Old
Order in Russia (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1982); Seymour Becker, Nobility and Privilege in Late
Imperial Russia (Illinois: Northern Illinois University Press, 1988).

39 «Ilepen y3xkuM GaIKOHAM BBIXOJSIIUM B Cajl, KDYTOM OOJIBIIME KYCThI PO3 U )KACMUHA, KyTbl CHPEHH, CTApbIi
SIOJIOHEBBIH caJl 10 CKIIOHY K py4bto CTONITMHKA, 3apOCIIeMy BETBUCTBIME pakuTamu. [Ipsimo ot GankoHa
TPONHHKA K CTapoil OaHe, cTosimel Ha 6epery 3apociuero THHOH npyzaouka. [Io obonm cropoHaM TpONMHKH
cTapble BBICOKHE TOmoJ [ ...] Orubast 6aHIO, TPONMHKA CITyCKaeTCsl K KOJIOAILY — KPUHHIEC KIF0YeBOI BOJIOH
Ha Oepery JlecHbI, KOTOpast 3/1€Ch MO MPSIMBIM yriioM TedeT u3 HoBo-Cracckoro. HaneBo o 6epery crapsie
€I 1 MOJIOJIbIE JIMIIKH, Y caMoro Oepera rycrsle KycThl oibxu.» RNMM, 239/120, pp. 18-19.

40 «He maxoxy mokos. CnabocTs ¥ MyTh B aynie. He moBosnen co6oi [...] Xody OTapIXa U JKaxmIy B IEPEBHIO.»
Aleksey Stanchinsky, ‘Dnevnik za 1909 g.”, RNMM, 239/97, 3 February 1909.

41 «Mano pa6oran. He mory. Xoay yexars B Jloraueso. Tam MeHS IET HACTOSAMIAS OTPaga M TaM 5
ocB0O0Xych.» RNMM, 239/97, 22 April 1909.
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evocative language (‘I thirst for the countryside’) indicates that his desire to return to the
Russian countryside constituted a vital part of his wellbeing. Other Russian composers have
expressed similar feelings, particularly Tchaikovsky. For example, from Vevey in Switzerland
(13 July 1873) Tchaikovsky wrote: ‘surrounded by these majestically beautiful views, and
feeling all the impressions of a traveller, I still long for Russia with all my soul and my heart
sinks as I imagine its plains, meadows, and woods. Oh, my beloved, you are a hundred times
more striking and charming than these beautiful, colossal mountains that are really nothing

more than nature’s petrified convulsions.”*?

Photograph 5: Stanchinsky sitting on an ice float on the river Desna, with a dog. Logachevo, 1912.43

42 The diaries of Tchaikovsky, trans. & ed. by W. Lakond (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1973), p. 22.
4 RNMM, 239/433.
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The freedom and security that Stanchinsky felt in Logachevo was further enhanced by the
presence of his family, which was integral to his wellbeing. Stanchinsky remained emotionally
and financially reliant on his family for his entire life. He was especially attached to the female
members of his family; their intimate relationships offer indications about Stanchinsky’s
character, helping us to understand his emotional state and how he formed emotional bonds
with those around him. Most of all, Stanchinsky was dependent upon his mother. Their
relationship sheds light on Stanchinsky’s vulnerabilities and his deep yearning for his mother’s
approval. Even as an adult, Stanchinsky sought support from his mother while he was
composing. He was keen for her to sit near him while he was working, and he would repeatedly
ask her if she liked what he was writing. She always answered: ‘it’s good, I like it,
Alyoshechka’.** Stanchinsky was not used to being separated from his mother and struggled
when she was not close. In the spring and summer of 1914, when he visited Crimea, he wrote
to his mother every four to five days.* This is by far the highest frequency of correspondence
within Stanchinsky’s extant letters. The length of the letters (some of which are up to eight
pages long) and their content illustrate that Stanchinsky manifested acute anxiety when he was

away from his mother.

The Logachevo estate was also central to Stanchinsky’s musicianship and creativity, as it was
there that his piano was stored. Upon first arriving at the estate, Aleksey languished without an
instrument to play, and the family immediately engaged in searching for a piano. His sister
Lydia took him around the neighbouring landowners’ properties to look for an instrument to
buy, but all the pianos were broken.*¢ They also visited Pavel Ivanovich Glinka, cousin of the
composer (whose father was the brother of the composer’s mother). Pavel’s sons were selling
an instrument, but even that piano turned out to be in poor condition. This search for a piano is
evocative of the central role that music played in the family’s life. It also sets the Stanchinsky
family apart from the neighbouring landowners, who evidently did not take good care of their
pianos. Eventually, their own piano was moved to Logachevo, and they rented a piano for their

winter accommodation — the apartment in Smolensk.

4 «xopomo, Hpasurcs, Anemedka» RNMM, 239/120, p. 30.

4 Between 17 May 1914 and 8 June 1914, Stanchinsky sent his mother at least five letters and postcards.
RNMM, 239/126-130.

46 RNMM, 239/120, p. 19.
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Photograph 6: Stanchinsky with sister Lydia at the piano, 1905.47

After the family moved to Logachevo in 1899, when Stanchinsky was eleven, he began formal
general education as a student in the first year of the Smolensk gymnasium. Gymnasiums
accepted pupils from eleven years old; their education was considered prestigious, and they
were attended by the children of officials and high-status community members.* In Smolensk,

Aleksey also entered the Klin Music School, where he followed in the footsteps of his sister

4T RNMM, 239/471.
48 Etta L. Perkins, ‘Mobility in the Art Profession in Tsarist Russia’, Jahrbiicher Fiir Geschichte Osteuropas,
39.2 (1991), 225-33 (p. 230).
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and took piano classes from A. F. Borkus. Borkus had graduated from the Moscow
Conservatoire where he studied with Safonov, a prominent pianist and conductor who also
taught Scriabin and Medtner.*’ At the same time, Aleksey continued to compose at home but
received no formal composition tuition. In 1901, he wrote a one-movement sonata, an octave
etude written for his sister and two titled piano pieces — Storm and The March of the Chinese
Bride — the latter of which was dedicated to a cousin who was married to a Chinese man.>°
Stanchinsky’s familiarity with piano allowed him to compose for the instrument with ease, and

this may be the reason why the vast majority of Stanchinsky’s works are written for solo piano.

In the academic year of 1903—-1904, Aleksey’s parents decided to find music lessons for him
in Moscow, as he had developed a percussive sound on the piano and his technique needed
attention.’! This transition was assisted by the fact that Aleksey’s sister Lydia was, at that time,
entering her sixth year at the Moscow Conservatoire, where she was studying piano with the
notable pianist Josef Lhévinne. After a family discussion, a decision was reached to ask
Alexander Grechaninov to teach Aleksey composition.”? Grechaninov was an established
composer in Moscow and was already familiar to the family (as he had previously taught
Lydia), and these factors likely influenced their choice. For their first meeting, Aleksey
composed a ballad Knight Rollon [Roland] to a poem by Zhukovsky — a poet who held a
tutoring position at the Romanov court. The song, in ternary form, was described by Lydia
Perlova as ‘a knight riding, the middle part — a prayer in the chapel — and then riding again.”>
Grechaninov was immediately impressed. Stanchinsky started visiting Moscow regularly to
study theory and composition privately with Grechaninov. Grechaninov also taught
Stanchinsky piano and asked him to learn some pieces by Mendelssohn and Bach, Beethoven’s
fourth sonata and a Mazurka by Chopin.>* For theoretical studies, Grechaninov explained
binary and ternary forms to Stanchinsky, and asked him to compose something in this way. As
a result, Stanchinsky’s three Songs Without Words (1904) were born, the third one of which
was composed ‘in one breath’ on a scrap piece of paper, not manuscript, while walking through

a forest.” Grechaninov’s teaching allowed Stanchinsky to transition from provincial musical

4 0. P. Morozova, ‘Kompozitorskaya deyatel’nost” pedagogov-muzykantov Mogileva v 1920-1930-e g.°,
Vesnik MGU Imya A. A. Kulyashova, 2.40 (2012), 15-20; RNMM, 239/120, p. 21.

30 Storm appears to be preserved at RNMM, 239/65.

3! Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky’, p. 7; Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 150; RNMM, 239/120, p. 20.
52 Aleksandr Grechaninov, My Life (New York: Coleman-Ross, 1952), pp. 107-8.

53 «pBIIAph CKAveT, CPEAHSA 4acTh — MOJMTBA B YACOBHE — M OIATH cKadeT.» RNMM, 239/120, p. 25.

4 Ibid., p. 25.

53 Ibid., p. 26.
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education to a more centralised and professional setting. This training subsequently helped

Stanchinsky to secure a place to study at the Moscow Conservatoire.

Lydia’s memoirs paint a vivid picture of Stanchinsky’s lessons with Grechaninov. While
Stanchinsky was visiting Moscow for his lessons, he stayed with his sister in her room, and she
would accompany him to all his appointments with Grechaninov. She recalled one lesson in
particular that illuminated Grechaninov’s character and the style of his teaching. Stanchinsky
brought a song he composed to the poem by Semyon Nadson, I Dreamed the Evening Sky.
Nadson’s poems were also set by Rachmaninov, Cui and Arensky. Grechaninov asked
Stanchinsky to sing his song to him. Aleksey replied: ‘I cannot sing.” Grechaninov was
impatient: ‘How are you a composer and you cannot [sing]! You must be able to sing your own
works.” Aleksey attempted to sing the song and, according to Lydia Perlova, succeeded quite
well. Grechaninov stopped him and proclaimed: ‘an extremely unpleasant voice’ and began to

sing himself.>°

Stanchinsky’s lessons with Grechaninov only lasted a year. In the spring of 1905, Grechaninov
declared that his knowledge was no longer sufficient for Stanchinsky’s musical development.
He took Stanchinsky to Sergey Taneyev, to whom Stanchinsky played his compositions. At
this time, Taneyev was one of the most highly regarded pedagogues in Moscow. The first
person to win the Conservatoire’s Gold Medal upon graduation, Taneyev served as the Director
of the Moscow Conservatoire from 1885 to 1889, and continued to teach there until 1905.
Taneyev had been a pupil of Tchaikovsky, and taught most the composers who studied at the
Moscow Conservatoire between 1878 and 1905. Grechaninov wrote in his memoirs that ‘even
those who did not study with him went to him for advice, among them Rachmaninov, Medtner,

Scriabin, and myself.”>’

The meeting went well. Taneyev asked Stanchinsky to play Beethoven’s fourth sonata (which

he had learned with Grechaninov) but to transpose it to a different key. After Aleksey played

%6 «IIpuesxas B MOCKBY, Allellla OCTAHABIMBANCA y MEHS B KOMHATE, U MBI BMECTE XOAWIU K [ pedaHHHOBY.
OxuH pa3 oH puBe3 eMy poMaHC «MHe CHIJIOCH BeuepHee He00», [ peuaHHHOB mompocuit AJenry criaTh
caMoMy 3TOT poMaHc. [ToMHIo0, Anemia cka3an «sl He yMEIO METhb.

— «Kax 3To kommosuTop u BApyT HEe ymeeT! OH OIDKEH caM YMETh ITeTh CBOM BEIIM». AJIEIIa 3aIiell BCe
BEpHO. [ peyaHnHOB OCTaHOBMII €T0, CKa3aJl «Ha PEIKOCTh HEMPUATHBIN I'0OJIOCY» U cTall neTh caM.» RNMM,
239/120, p. 26.

57 Grechaninov, My life, p. 81.
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it without a single mistake, Taneyev asserted: ‘we need to engage [in] serious [work].”>®

Stanchinsky’s ability to transpose a complex piece of music on the spot proved his sharp
musical intelligence to Taneyev, whose recognition and approval was very important. While
Taneyev agreed to work with Stanchinsky in principle, he recommended that Stanchinsky first
take harmony lessons with his student, Nikolay Zhilyayev. Zhilyayev taught a number of
notable Russian composers, including Khachaturian, Aleksandrov and Feinberg, and became
an established musicologist and editor. His relationship with Stanchinsky developed steadily,

and he became one of Stanchinsky’s closest friends and allies in later life.

In the summer of 1907, Stanchinsky graduated from the Smolensk gymnasium, and he began
his studies at the Moscow Conservatoire in the autumn.>® His choice to study in Moscow rather
than St Petersburg seemed natural given that his sister was already studying there, and his
closest musical influences — Grechaninov, Taneyev and Zhilyeyev — were also there. At the
turn of the century, the Moscow Conservatoire upheld old-fashioned, Russian values. There
was an emphasis on the study of Russian music and Russian folk song, and there was manifest
bias towards Russians when selecting the faculty.®® During his directorship, Stanchinsky’s
teacher Sergey Taneyev enforced a rule that all foreigners leaving the faculty should be
replaced by Russians.®! This strong focus on Russian traditions and folksong possibly shaped
Stanchinsky’s own attitudes to the preservation of Russian music, and may have encouraged

him to engage in collecting folk songs in the Smolensk region in 1909.

After Taneyev’s resignation in 1905, the Moscow Conservatoire was led by Mikhail Ippolitov-
Ivanov (1859-1935), a graduate of the St Petersburg Conservatoire and student of Rimsky-
Korsakov. He is generally remembered as a good leader: he gave his role a lot of time and
effort; he was present at all examinations and evening events; and he defended the interests of
the institution, using his fame among the wider circles of high society.®> However, due to
Taneyev leaving, the composition faculty suffered a significant loss. It was recognised that the
technical training of the composers and theoreticians was not of the same standard as it was

under Taneyev.% While the department was staffed by Taneyev’s old students, who largely

58 «Hayo cephesHo 3aHMMaThes» RNMM, 239/120, p. 26.
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Canadian-American Slavic Studies, 34.1 (2000), 33-61 (pp. 33-34).
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2 Moskovskaya Konservatoriya, 1866-1966, ed. by Lev Ginzburg (Moscow: Muzyka, 1966), pp. 235-36.
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adhered to the principles of his teaching, they had a lesser influence on students, and the

Conservatoire’s reputation for its theoretical courses diminished.%*

When applying to the Moscow Conservatoire, Stanchinsky hoped to study piano with
Konstantin Igumnov.®® Piano teaching at the Moscow Conservatoire at this time included
intensive technical training at junior level, special attention to touch and tone production,
exclusion from the syllabus of ‘salon’ style pieces, and concentration on three types of work:

classical, virtuoso and genre (such as Mendelssohn’s Songs Without Words).®

The intensity of
pianistic training was reflected in the fact that from 1879 the piano course lasted nine years,
and it remained of this length until 1917 (when it was reduced to six years). However, despite
the fame and achievement of what might be termed ‘the Moscow piano school’, the
Conservatoire professors were as much individuals in their teaching style as in their personal

playing and, despite substantial agreement on the essentials of technique, there was never a

single, monolithic and unchanging ‘method’. ¢’

Stanchinsky wrote the Nocturne for his audition — a technically challenging piece — and
harboured hopes to become a pianist. While his audition was successful, and he was admitted
to the 6 year of Igumnov’s class, the general opinion at the Conservatoire was that he played
poorly. However, because of his contacts, it would have been ‘awkward’ to place him in a
lower year.® Stanchinsky was concerned about his lack of technical skills; he was particularly
conscious of his heavy touch, and he asked Igumnov to work with him on the technique.
However, Igumnov replied: ‘Why do you need to be a pianist, when you are a composer?’ and
refused to work with Stanchinsky.®® Stanchinsky — desperate for suitable technical instruction
— asked some other members of the Conservatoire staff to help him, but was refused due to the
potential conflict this could create with Igumnov. Eventually, Konstantin Eiges agreed to teach

him privately. He oversaw hours of work on each finger, listening to the sound and improving

% Moskovskaya Konservatoriya, ed. by Ginzburg, p. 261.

%5 Konstantin Igumnov (1873-1948) was a Russian pianist and teacher. He graduated from the Moscow
Conservatoire in 1894 with a gold medal and remained a teacher there until his death. He was renowned as an
interpreter of Tchaikovsky and Scriabin, and premiered Rachmaninov’s Sonata in D minor. For more on
Igumnov, see Yakov Mil’shteyn, Konstantin Nikolayevich Igumnov (Moscow: Muzyka, 1975).

% Christopher Barnes, ‘Introduction’, in The Russian Piano School: Russian Pianists & Moscow Conservatoire
Professors on the Art of the Piano, ed. by Christopher Barnes (London: Kahn & Averill, 2007), pp. i—xix.

7 For more on Moscow’s piano school and on Igumnov’s particular approach to the piano, see Grigory
Prokofiev’s interview with Igumnov published in The Russian Piano School, ed. by C. Barnes (London: Kahn &
Averill, 2007), pp. 78-83.
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Stanchinsky’s pianistic touch.”” By his eighth year at the Conservatoire, Stanchinsky had
switched to studying with Eiges as his main teacher.”! Eiges’s views on music are expressed in
his essays on music philosophy, in which he puts forward the idea of independence and
autonomy in musical art: that it is not necessary to impose any high ideas or thoughts on music
in order to make it worthy of respect, and that the musical themes and their development are in

t.”? Eiges’s thinking may have had an impact on Stanchinsky’s

themselves worthy of respec
compositions, which focus on their own internal musical development and do not claim
connections to other art forms or philosophical ideas, and this might explain why most of the

pieces do not have programmatic titles.

Stanchinsky’s life and studies in Moscow were conducted against a tumultuous backdrop of
social and political upheaval. At the beginning of the twentieth century, Russian society was
often described as being ‘in crisis’ — a crisis stemming from political disturbances and unrest;
anxieties about social change; urbanisation and industrialisation; and concerns among Russia’s
emerging elites and middle classes regarding the intractable nature of poverty and the hardships
suffered by underprivileged Russians.”? Educated Russians began to grow increasingly
apprehensive about the human costs of industrialisation.”* Waves of workers” strikes broke out
in St Petersburg and other cities. A demonstration by thousands of workers on 9 January 1905
in the square of the Winter Palace turned into a massacre by Imperial soldiers.”” ‘Bloody
Sunday’ horrified educated society, and faith in the Tsar was ‘fatally shaken’.”® Strikes in other
cities followed, creating widespread societal unrest. This, together with the humiliating defeat
in the war with Japan, produced ‘a violent resurgence of the theretofore dormant political

consciousness of the masses.””’ Mass protests and organised meetings were formed to oppose

70 Not much has been written about Konstantin Eiges (1875-1950), who was a Russian composer, pianist and
teacher. He was a member of Pavel Lamm’s artistic circle in the 1910s and 1920s. Jonathan Powell, ‘Eiges
[Eyges], Konstantin Romanovich’, Grove Music Online (2001)
<https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article.53155>
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the ‘tyrannical and short-sighted policy’ of the government.’® Political uncertainty, along with
a rising sense of chaos, unrest and impending apocalypse, led some individuals in educated
society to seek answers and respite in spiritualism. Artists pondered the order of the world, and
their interests in the supernatural and the occult — which were already part of a wider tendency
before the 1905 Revolution — intensified.”” Worldly struggles, and complex socioeconomic and
cultural factors, led many young people to escape the world through suicide: ‘[i]n the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Russian students developed a tradition of “heroic”
suicide in which the act of suicide became a heroic feat: a symbol of political resistance against

280 «¢

despotism. [M]ass political violence [...] reduced the value of life’ and, in turn, created

‘eternal anxiety’ within the population.®! This led to an increase in political suicides among

Russia’s youth, who ‘seemed to be living and dying for the sake of the moment.’*?

Higher Education institutions across the country were acutely affected by the unrest, strikes
and rebellion of 1905. Students were a key cohort of the revolutionary movement and many
institutions suspended their classes until the autumn of that year.® Muscovite musicians and
students at the Moscow Conservatoire actively debated political issues, and some joined the
fight for the revolutionary cause. This sentiment was widespread: in early February 1905,
twenty-nine of Moscow’s leading musicians published a resolution in Nashi Dni demanding
political reform: “We are not free artists,” they declared, “but like all other Russian citizens,
the disenfranchised victims of today’s abnormal social conditions. It is our conviction that there
is only one solution: Russia must at last embark on a road to radical reforms.”””® The letter was
signed by, among others, Grechaninov, Taneyev, Engel, Rachmaninov and Chaliapin, while
Rimsky-Korsakov sent in his support a few days later from St Petersburg. Students at the
Moscow Conservatoire also supported the call for reforms. At a meeting held on 4 March 1905,

over three hundred students gathered to vote for a strike on political and educational reforms.
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These included a need to establish student organisations, as well as amendments to the
curriculum, relationships between the students and the faculty, and the cost of the tuition.®
Moscow’s musicians believed that musical education should be accessible to wider society,
regardless of financial status. In the autumn of 1906, Sergey Taneyev was instrumental in
establishing a ‘People’s Conservatoire’. This helped to bring art music closer to the general

population, and assisted in bringing art music and folk music closer together. %

Aleksey Stanchinsky’s involvement in the political movements of 1905-1906 demonstrate that
he harboured left-leaning tendencies, although he did not become a revolutionary. However, in
1905 — two years before he went to university — Stanchinsky did join the revolutionary
movement of students (studenchestvo).®’ His involvement may have been influenced by his
family. Stanchinsky’s father had links with the industrial city Ivanovo, which had a strongly
politicised urban workforce and saw large strikes in 1905. Lydia, together with Stanchinsky’s
drawing teacher and friend Vera Glinka, had been taking part in revolutionary movement since
1900. Lydia’s involvement in the student movement had seen her sent home to her parents
under police supervision in March 1901 for taking part in a protest in Kazan Square.®® Lydia’s
activism, and the immediacy of the revolution, inspired Aleksey to join the movement. In 1905,
he became friends with other supporters such as Kostya (Konstantin) Los (who later became a
writer), Zhenya (Evgeny) Volochkov and Troitsky.®’ On 10 January 1905, Stanchinsky and his
friends learnt about the events of 9 January and the executions of workers in St Petersburg. In
their view, ‘the revolution began there’.”® On that day, the friends organised an impromptu
celebration in Aleksey’s room, singing revolutionary songs and carrying their friend Anyuta
(who was wearing a red blouse) instead of a red flag in their arms.”' This celebration
demonstrates the excitement and enthusiasm Stanchinsky and his friends felt about the protests
against the Imperial regime. Despite the significant loss of life the previous day, the prospect

of an upcoming revolution provided a reason to celebrate.
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Stanchinsky directly supported student revolutionary activities by raising funds through
organising charity concerts. In the winter of 1906, Aleksey, together with his sister Lydia,
organised a concert in Smolensk in support of revolutionary students.? They turned to O. N.
Kordasheva, who was in their view the most liberal teacher at the Moscow Conservatoire, and
between them gathered a group of supportive musicians to perform. The pair also raised money
to provide financial support for less advantaged students at the Moscow Conservatoire. In the
spring of 1906, Aleksey and Lydia organised a second concert in their parents’ apartment in
which they played piano. All proceeds from the event were donated to the poorest students.
These activities demonstrate Stanchinsky’s activism through those means which were the most

easily accessible to him: performing music to support equal access to music education.

There is no evidence that Stanchinsky offered any support to revolutionary movements after
1906, and the decline of his activism at this time runs parallel to that of many of Moscow’s
students. Students were active in organising protests and conscious political movements before
and up to the 1905 revolution but, according to Morrisey, ‘after the revolution, the sense of
(although problematic) achievement disrupted the story. Students could no longer articulate a
single coherent narrative for themselves.”® In the autumn of 1908, a nationwide student protest
temporarily closed some higher education institutions. However, this protest was purely
academic in its rhetoric, and its lack of explicit political demands became a symbol of the death
of studenchestvo. In the eyes of the public, this crisis of purpose turned students from leaders
of the liberation movement to drunkards and syphilitics: ‘the student appeared increasingly as
a decadent figure, who had lost his high ideals in alcohol, sexual debauchery, and venereal

disease.”®*

After entering the Moscow Conservatoire in 1907, Stanchinsky also started to take private
composition and counterpoint lessons from Sergey Taneyev.’> Despite Taneyev resigning from
his position at the Moscow Conservatoire in 1905 in protest at the repressive treatment of
students by the director (which, in turn, was motivated by student unrest following the 1905
Revolution), he continued to privately tutor a select group of students at his home, free of

charge.”® Taneyev’s guidance and preferences affected Stanchinsky’s compositional style.
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Kashkin writes that Taneyev’s theoretical teaching was ‘completely original’ and concerned
with internal musical development, rather than external decorations, which ‘became a
distinction of the Taneyev school’.”” In counterpoint, Taneyev saw not an end, but a means for
developing technique — the most important aspect of which he considered to be thematic work,
and he sought to develop this in his teaching. Taneyev was highly supportive of Stanchinsky;

when Stanchinsky was not in Moscow, he continued to tutor him by post. Six letters sent to

Stanchinsky between 1907 and 1914 survive and are preserved in the Russian National
98

Museum of Music.

Photograph 7: Sergey Taneyev (left) and Aleksey Stanchinsky, early 1910.9

97 N. Kashkin, ‘Sergey Ivanovich Taneyev i Moskovskaya konservatoriya: S. I. Taneyev kak professor
konservatorii’, in Vospominaniya o Moskovskoy konservatorii, ed. by N. V. Tumaninov (Moscow: Muzyka,
1966), pp. 121-30.
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Taneyev remained supportive of Stanchinsky even when Stanchinsky did not attend his lessons.
During his first few months at the Conservatoire, Stanchinsky frequently forgot their
appointments. On 21 December 1907, only a few months after Stanchinsky began his lessons,
Taneyev was forced to write a letter explaining that if Stanchinsky was going to miss a lesson
he should notify the teacher in advance.!®” The letter implies that it was prompted by
Stanchinsky missing at least three lessons in a row. Taneyev advised Stanchinsky that if he
wanted to take a break from the lessons, they could agree on a length of time for the suspension.
He also encouraged him to turn up even if he had not done his homework. Unfortunately,
Stanchinsky’s diaries from 1907 do not survive, so we do not have any explanation for his
repeated absences. He may have been irresponsible or forgetful, or it may have been

symptomatic of his worsening mental health.

Stanchinsky was one of Taneyev’s star students, even though Taneyev did not always agree
with Stanchinsky’s artistic choices. Stanchinsky’s friend Anatoly Aleksandrov recalled in his
memoirs that Taneyev would refer to Stanchinsky as his ‘beloved pupil’ and would set him as
an example for others in his diligence and success in studying contrapuntal techniques.'®!
However, upon hearing Stanchinsky’s Prelude in Eb minor, Taneyev made a remark implying

that the prelude was not of the standard that he expected. Aleksandrov remembers:

Taneyev was very fond of Alyosha, considered him very talented [... but] from what I noticed,
Taneyev did not like Stanchinsky’s creative ideas. He did not agree with their direction, but never
spoke sharply about them, at least not in my presence. Once, when I was there, Alyosha played his
Prelude in Eb minor to Taneyev. He listened standing still, holding the music in his hands. After
Stanchinsky finished, Taneyev, with a restrained smile, asked about the coda of the prelude. ‘Was it
about this that Nikolay Sergeyevich [Zhilyayev] spoke to me, that this was similar to Bach?’ He said

nothing else.'?

Taneyev’s comment might be interpreted in several ways. He may have meant that the coda
was derivative, not successful, or not contrapuntal enough to be compared to Bach. It is likely
that his ‘restrained smile’ signalled his judgment that Zhilyayev was overestimating

Stanchinsky’s success at this composition.
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After moving to Moscow, Stanchinsky also continued to see Zhilyayev for composition
lessons. A letter from Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky in 1908 indicates that Zhilyayev also stayed
with the Stanchinsky family in Logachevo during the summer of that year, in order to continue
teaching Aleksey.!®® During Stanchinsky’s student years, a friendship developed between him
and Zhilyayev, who began to hold Stanchinsky’s work in very high regard. Zhilyayev’s
admiration of Stanchinsky’s works is evoked in Aleksandrov’s memoirs. For example, upon

hearing Stanchinsky’s ‘Lydian’ Prelude, Zhilyayev could not contain his excitement:

Zhilyayev [...] always admired Alyosha’s new works. Once, I remember, I came to Zhilyayev’s in
the morning for a lesson, and found him pacing around the room, full of excitement. ‘I have not slept
all night!’, he said, ‘Yesterday Alyosha showed me such a piece!’ It was the Prelude in the Lydian

mode. %

Photograph 8: Postcard of Nikolai Zhilyayev in military uniform. Inscription on the back reads: “To A. Stanchinsky,
N. Zhilyayev, 19.12.08, Moscow.’1%

103 Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/21, 4 May — 22 June 1908. Published in Nikolay Sergeyevich
Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova (Moscow: Muzyka, 2008), pp. 81-83.
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Contemporaries recalled Zhilyayev as a demanding pedagogue, who asserted that ‘genius
needs training’ and believed that the weak should not devote themselves to art.!% At the same
time, he was not a strict methodologist and never limited compositional tasks only to exercises
on forms or techniques, striving instead to develop his pupils’ creative imagination. He used
comparative analysis with other art forms, and drew parallels with ‘life and nature [...] so that
from the very beginning his students were brought up with the consciousness that there can be
no art in itself, that great art is necessarily connected with life of people, nature and the
environment.’ %7 Zhilyayev’s approach was different to that of Taneyev’s, and these two

pedagogues provided Stanchinsky with contrasting creative stimuli.

Stanchinsky’s letters indicate that he remained in touch with both of his teachers until his death
in 1914, so we can assume that they had a significant impact on his compositions. Stanchinsky
makes few references in his diaries to his formal education at the Moscow Conservatoire, and
his tuition there appears to have had little direct influence on his development. Most of
Stanchinsky’s musical education was provided outside of a formal setting: Grechaninov tutored
Stanchinsky privately in Moscow; Zhilyayev taught him at home in Logachevo; and Taneyev
was no longer a member of the Moscow Conservatoire staff when Stanchinsky began his
lessons with him. As such, Stanchinsky’s educational journey follows a largely predictable
pattern, but in unusual circumstances, which set him apart from other composers who received
a more traditional, Conservatoire-based education. It is likely that the informal setting in which
Stanchinsky was taught allowed him more freedom to explore different musical ideas and to

experiment with his compositional style.!%®

During his student years, Stanchinsky was active in Moscow’s social and artistic life and is
known to have performed at high-status musical parties, such as those hosted by the art patrons
M. K. Morozova and S. 1. Shchukin.!% He was also a frequent guest at parties held by local

peasants near Logachevo. Stanchinsky’s sister Lydia remembered Stanchinsky’s love for these

106 E. K. Golubev, ‘Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev (1881-1938)’, in Vydayushchiesya deyateli teoretiko-
kompozitorskogo fakul’teta Moskovskoy konservatorii, ed. by N. Bespalov (Moscow: Muzyka, 1966), pp. 58—
62.
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get-togethers in her memoirs. ‘He loved the Russian people very much,” she wrote, ‘and in

order to be closer to them, he began to go to parties.”!°

Stanchinsky was well-liked and respected amongst his contemporaries. His friend Anatoly
Aleksandrov remembers Stanchinsky as ‘impulsive’ and ‘lively’ and describes his character
and ‘kind-hearted and gentle’. He writes: ‘I remember well, when once on the street, he
[Stanchinsky] persistently and very kindly offered to help me — to give him my heavy books
to carry.”!!! Stanchinsky socialised with famous musicians and artists: through Zhilyayev he
met Medtner and Scriabin, and the latter gifted Stanchinsky his signed photograph.'!? This
meeting must have been of particular importance to Stanchinsky as Scriabin’s works were a
staple part of Stanchinsky’s performing repertoire, and Scriabin was the progressive Russian
composer much admired by younger composers. Stanchinsky is known to have been very fond

of, and very good at executing, Scriabin’s Etude in D sharp minor.'!?

Photograph 9: Stanchinsky amongst musicians. From left to right: G. Krein, A. Stanchinsky, A. Krein, E. Gunet, L.
Sabaneyev, 1914.114
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Stanchinsky’s relationship with Medtner ‘grew rapidly’ and the pair became close
acquaintances. !> Aleksandrov remembers that ‘Medtner highly regarded Stanchinsky’s talent,
even though not everything in Alyosha’s music was close to his heart.”!'® In February 1914,
Stanchinsky — together with Medtner — performed at a concert in Kharkov, but no reviews of
this concert have been found. Medtner’s biographer Martyn suggests that, on that occasion,
Medtner took Stanchinsky ‘under his wing’ because Stanchinsky had already ‘attracted
considerable attention.”!!” In April of 1914, Stanchinsky took some of his works to Medtner to
review, and in May he was hoping to stay with him for a few days for further discussions. In
the summer of 1914, Stanchinsky corresponded with Medtner from Crimea. On his way home,
Stanchinsky was hoping to stop at Medtner’s, but this meeting did not occur.''® After
Stanchinsky’s death, Medtner dedicated his collection of Three Pieces op. 31 to commemorate
his friend. The second piece, the Funeral March, was prompted directly by Stanchinsky’s
death. !

In 1908, Taneyev took Stanchinsky to Yasnaya Polyana and introduced him to Tolstoy.!?’
Stanchinsky played some of his compositions there but was unsuccessful in winning Tolstoy’s
sympathies for his music. Tolstoy, who did not like Scriabin, did not enjoy Stanchinsky’s music
and called him ‘Scriabushkin’.'?! Comparisons with Scriabin were rather common during this
time and this epithet may have been used as a shorthand for modern sounding music,
irrespective of whether or not it actually sounded like Scriabin. Following this visit,
Stanchinsky, who had always held Tolstoy in very high regard, became a devoted admirer.
Several of Stanchinsky’s surviving songs are set to poems by Tolstoy, while Loginova reports

that, in particular, Tolstoy’s 4 Confession became a sort of ‘obsession’ for Stanchinsky. !

A Confession narrates Tolstoy’s own spiritual crisis, in which he debates the question of the
meaning of life. He wonders whether there would be any meaning in a life which would not be
destroyed by death. If death is inevitable, and after death all is forgotten, is there any reason to

live? Tolstoy argues that the only meaning in life can be derived from faith, which allows for
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<https://superinf.ru/view_helpstud.php?id=5471> [accessed 18 November 2019].

53



https://superinf.ru/view_helpstud.php?id=5471

the consideration of life after death. Meaning can only be sustained if life is no longer finite,
but infinite. For Tolstoy, life without God is meaningless; therefore, God is life itself. In
Stanchinsky’s diary, we find references from 1909 in which he sought out his own answers

about God and the meaning of life:

I ran to the forest. How wonderful it was! Something supernatural, frozen. Wanted to stand with
raised hands, but settled and stood silently for a long time, looked at the foliage, the sun and thought
about God. Suddenly [...] thumped to the ground [...] Hurt [myself] and laid motionless for a long
time [...] Went further. Here I began to pray aloud. For the first time all of a sudden there is God. A
new, wondrous love for God flickered and disappeared. Or maybe there is no God? Almost
unconsciously tumbled to the ground. Laid down [...] and asked for grace, thinking about

suffering.'?3

Stanchinsky’s religious beliefs are particularly evident in the correspondence he wrote in the

last year of his life, and are explored in more detail later in this chapter.

While he was a student, Stanchinsky socialised with his peers, as well as his teachers Anatoly
Aleksandrov, Sergey Taneyev and Nikolay Zhilyayev. In his memoirs, Aleksandrov wrote that

‘Alyosha and I would meet at Zhilyayev’s and Taneyev’s, we would also visit each other at

our homes. In 1909-10 he gave harmony lessons to my wife N. G. Aleksandrova.’!**

Aleksandrov and Stanchinsky’s friendship was strengthened by the similarities in the education
they received from their teachers (Taneyev and Zhilyayev). Aleksandrov expresses this in his

memoirs about Stanchinsky:

We both [Aleksandrov and Stanchinsky] grew up under the joint influence these two great musicians
[Taneyev and Zhilyayev], so different in their philosophical and artistic beliefs. Zhilyayev was a
passionate fan of new ideas in art, he considered Scriabin and Debussy to be his idols. Taneyev, as
we know, was a strong opposer to modernism; he raised us on Bach and classics, and from the
Russian composers — on Tchaikovsky. I think these varied influences benefitted us. It held us within

reasonable bounds, from which the young people typically diverge.'?

123 (IToGexan B yec. Kak Tam 66110 quBHO! UTO-TO CBEPXBECTECTBEHHOE, 3aCTHIBLIEE. XOTEN OBIIO CTOATH €

MTOTHATBHIME PYKaMH, HO OIYCTHJICSI 1 O€3MOJIBHO JIOJITO CTOSII, CMOTPEN Ha JIUCTBY, HA COJIHIIE U AyMal o bore.
Brpyr... OyxHy0 Ha 3¢MITIO... YIIUOCS U TOJTO JISKAT HEJABKUMEIH... [Tomén nameire. 31ech cTan BCIyx
MoIUThCs. BriepBrie BApyT Benb ecth bor. HoBast, auBHas 1r000Bb K bory MenbkHya U ucyesna. A MOXeT
0bITh bora HeT? [Toutn Gecco3HaTenpHO MeTaycs Mo 3emute. JIer... U mpocuil 6JarofaTy, AyMasi O CTPaJaHuu.»
RNMM, 239/97, [n.d.] September 1909.

124 Aleksandrov and Blok, Vospominaniya, Stat’i, Pis 'ma, p. 74.

125 Ibid.
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Aleksandrov fondly recollected the evenings spent at Taneyev’s ‘cosy’ apartment, lit by
candlelight. They would get together to play Bach’s Chorale Preludes from three-line organ
scores on the piano, using six hands. Usually, the partners would be Aleksandrov, Stanchinsky
and Taneyev, but when Zhilyayev joined them they would play in various combinations. Two
of them, remembers Aleksandrov, would play with four hands on the piano, and the other
would play the cantus firmus on the harmonium.'?® The group also went on trips together,

where they would discuss common interests, such as literature and philosophy.'?”’

During the time they spent together, Zhilyayev and Stanchinsky developed an especially close
relationship. In stark contrast to their first meetings in 1905 and 1906, Zhilyayev’s letters to
Stanchinsky from 1908 to 1914 demonstrate his care and concern for his former pupil. The full
extent of their relationship is difficult to ascertain as Stanchinsky’s letters to Zhilyayev do not
survive. It is possible that they were lost, together with many manuscripts of Stanchinsky’s
compositions, after Zhilyayev’s arrest by the NKVD on 3 November 1937.!% Zhilyayev’s
letters to Stanchinsky, on the other hand, illuminate their relationship, which became more
intimate in 1908, as indicated by the change of formal to informal pronouns. The letters
demonstrate Zhilyayev’s affection for Stanchinsky and are evocative of the caring relationship
between them, as 11 out of 18 of his letters are signed off with ‘I kiss you’.'?? This was not an
unusual letter sign off at the time, but in his correspondence Zhilyayev only used this phrase

when addressed to Stanchinsky. As such, it is indicative of the closeness of their friendship.

We know little about Stanchinsky’s romantic life, but his diaries indicate that he had a few
relationships in 1909. Stanchinsky’s relationship with a woman called Etka, for example, lasted
between January and April 1909, and was underpinned by Stanchinsky’s ambivalence. On 26
January 1909 he wrote: ‘I was not satisfied with her. I kissed her. But my kisses were cold [...]
They weighed me down [...] I pushed her away. I could not touch her. She noticed this. She

denounced me — forbade [me] to kiss her. I felt lightness in my heart [...] Yes, she began to

126 Aleksandrov and Blok, Vospominaniya, Stat’i, Pis'ma, p. 42.

127 Ibid., p. 74.

128 Zhilyayev was arrested because of his association with the Soviet military leader Mikhail Tukhachevsky,
who was tortured and executed for treason on 11 June 1937. Zhilyayev was executed by an NKVD firing squad
on 20 January 1938 and is allegedly buried at the former NKVD state farm ‘Kommunarka’ or in Butovo near
Moscow. Inna A. Barsova, ‘Trudy, dni i gibel’ Nikolaya Sergeyevicha Zhilyayeva’, in Nikolay Sergeyevich
Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova (Moscow: Muzyka, 2008), pp. 11-44 (pp. 35-36).

129 Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/211-228, 1907-1914.
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love me. Her spirit is with me — we are friends — no more. But secrets of love await us.’ !>

As Stanchinsky began to trust Etka, he became more open about his feelings. On 12 March
1909 he wrote in his diary: ‘told her everything. Said that I can’t think of her without sadness.
There can be no family happiness between us’; on 17 March: ‘today I first spoke with Etka
about [...] [word torn out] How good it was that I said everything! Oh! How terribly dreadful!
I’m on the verge of death. Life or death. I want to be independent in my actions from home.
Want!”!*! This entry suggests that Stanchinsky longed for independence and liberation from
home. Stanchinsky appears to have been torn between his complete reliance on his family and
his need for independence, but he may also have been conflicted about his attraction to Etka.
Emotional struggles and internal conflicts largely underpinned Stanchinsky’s diary entries in

1909.

During the summer and autumn of 1909, Stanchinsky had an intimate relationship with a
peasant woman, Elena Ivanovna Bai. Elena was a daughter of one of the household staff on the
Logachevo estate.!?? Their relationship was of unequal standing: Elena was a house servant,
while Aleksey was her master. Their romance thus has resonances with master-serf
relationships which manifested massive imbalances of power. Keeping a female domestic
servant was within reach of families even on a ‘comparatively modest budget’ in Russia, as
inexpensive female labour was ‘overabundant’.!* For educated and well-to-do families like
Stanchinsky’s, domestic labourers were often regarded as ‘rude, untutored peasants’ and
ordinary household work was considered demeaning.'** Stanchinsky’s family strongly objected
to this relationship and the Bai family moved away to a village 25 versts (27.5 km) from

Logachevo.!3?

130 51 me ymosneTBOpén 661 eii. S1 menoBan ee. Ho Mou monenyn 6sutd Xonoaus! [...] OHu TATOTHIA MEHS |...]

S orctpanun ee. S1 He Mor nmpukacathes K Hell. OHa 3ameruiia 510. OHa 00JIMYHMIIa MEHS - 3alpeTHIIa LeJIOBATh
ce0s1. JlerkocTh TOUYBCTBOBAJ B cep/Iiie cBoeM [...] Jla, oHa MeHst Hadamna mo0uTh. Jlyx ee co MHOM - MBI APY3bs
- He Oonee. Ho oxunpatoT Hac TaiiHs! m00BH.» RNMM, 239/97, 26 January 1909.

131 «Bcé pacckasan eid. S ckasan, 4to 6e3 rpyCcTH He MOTY O Hell iyMath. Mex/ly HaMu He MOJKET ObITh
cemeitHoro cuactbs.» Ibid., 12 March 1909; «Ceroaus Bnepsble 3aroBopui ¢ Otkoii o [word torn out] Kak
cTajo xopouo, uto Bcé ckazain! O! Kak crpanno yxxacuno! S Ha kparo rubenu. JKnuzub nim cMepth. Xouy OBITH
CaMOCTOSTENILHBIM B CBOMX JIEHCBUSIX OT AoMamHuX. Xouy!» Ibid., 17 March 1909.

132 Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 151.

133 Barbara Alpern Engel, Breaking the Ties That Bound: The Politics of Marital Strife in Late Imperial Russia
(Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 2011), p. 174.

34 1bid., p. 175.

135 Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 151.
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Stanchinsky learnt that Elena Bai was expecting a child in 1909, and she had a baby boy later
that year. Stanchinsky did not take an active part in the child’s life. His letters suggest that he
kept this a secret from his friends and family until 1914. He revealed the news to Zhilyayev,
who replied with a very warm and congratulatory response on 20 July 1914. In his letter,
Zhilyayev mentioned that this was ‘perfect news’, and asked Stanchinsky lots of questions

about the boy, including his name, where he lived and what he was like.'*

While we do not have sources which could help to shed light on Stanchinsky’s and Elena Bai’s
relationship from 1909, Stanchinsky reflected on the relationship in a letter to his godmother’s

daughter Galya in 1914:

Elena Ivanovna lived with us [...] She was my only salvation [...] Oh, how happy I was when I
felt my salvation... But I still seduced her. Although she gave herself to me wholeheartedly. And
this sin lies in my soul. Oh! [...] And so I seduced Lelya [Elena ...] Although it was ‘happiness’

for us then, but sorrows went on, she was expecting Andrey and was afraid of shame and spoke

of suicide [...]"7

Having a child out of wedlock was a social disaster for any woman at this time, but it had
particularly negative resonances for a poor peasant woman. Aspersions on a woman’s sexual
morality were potent in late Imperial Russia as they were elsewhere in Europe. In child custody
disputes, for example, an upheld allegation of a mother’s illicit sexual conduct provided
sufficient reason to deny the mother custody, while male sexual transgression was treated less
harshly and often deemed as insufficient basis to take children away from their fathers.!?®
Young men frequenting brothels was normalised in this period, while female sexuality was
demonised as corrupting towards men and in need of control.'* Due to these robust double
standards in place for male and female chastity and sexual conduct, Stanchinsky’s gender and

class would have insulated him from social disgrace. It is therefore curious how strongly

136 Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/227, 20 July 1914. Published in Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev:
Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova (Moscow: Muzyka, 2008), p. 107.

137 «Enena VBanoBHa xmia y Hac [...] OHa OblIa y MEHS € ITMHCTBEHHBIM craceHueM |[...] O, kak s ObL1
CYaCTIIMB TOTJa, KOT/la YyBCTBOBAJ Moe criaceHue... Ho s Bce -Taku cobnasumi ee. XOTd OHa OTJalach MHE
Bcelt mymoi. U 3ToT rpex aexut Ha moeit aymie. O! [...] U Bot s Jlemo coOmasHui [ ...] XOTs Ui Hac Toraa
OBLIO «CYACTHE», HO MOTOM IOLIUTH TOPECTH, OHa OblIa B 0XXKUAaHUH AHJpes U 00s1ach M030pa M TOBOPHIIA O
camoyb6uiictse [...]» Stanchinsky to Galya, 2 September 1914. Published in Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz
epistolyariy’, p. 155.

138 Alpern Engel, Breaking the Ties That Bound, p. 247.

139 Siobhan Hearne, Policing Prostitution: Regulating the Lower Classes in Late Imperial Russia (Oxford, New
York: Oxford University Press, 2021).
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Stanchinsky emphasises the words ‘sin’, ‘shame’ and ‘salvation’ in his letter. In addition to

signalling feelings of guilt, these words have religious undertones.

These themes, as well as the circumstances of the birth of Stanchinsky’s son, have direct
resonances with Tolstoy’s Resurrection.'** The main plot line of Tolstoy’s Resurrection rotates
around the nobleman Nekhlyudov, who casually had sex with his aunt’s ward. He walked away
without consequences, while she lost her position and her infant, and ended up working as a
prostitute. Like Resurrection’s anti-hero Nekhlyudov, who sought redemption for his sins (for
impregnating and abandoning a woman), Stanchinsky craved purity, sought forgiveness, and
dreamed about cleansing his soul. In the same letter to Galya, he wrote about a walk he took

with Elena Bai:

It was dazzling all around: forest and grass and flower meadows and fields — everything glorified
the Creator, and Lelya and I walked and talked about the highest questions, about how it would be
‘there’ after life, about ‘purity’ and I cried. Tears flowed involuntarily, and I wanted to go to ‘that
world’. We said goodbye. And now, remembering this, our words, tears are collecting in my eyes.
Oh, how madly I crave purity, Galya. And how I regret that life is passing, and you have little time

to do it. 4!

Stanchinsky’s way to save his soul was to marry Elena Bai. He was open about not having any
attraction to Elena, but instead felt a connection with her because of their son. In his
correspondence, Stanchinsky began to angrily reject all sensual desires arising within him and
would get offended by suggestions that he may have such feelings. In a letter to Korta he wrote:
‘Honestly, to Elena Ivanovna, the mother of my son, I feel something deeper and more sublime.
And the physical feeling, oddly enough, is completely alien to me. I assure you. It is, of course,
strong, but I am fighting it and I feel a certain strength within me.”'*? In this letter Stanchinsky
appeared to contradict himself. He initially claimed that physical (sexual?) feelings were alien

to him, but then immediately clarified that he was fighting such feelings. Stanchinsky’s

140 Leo Tolstoy, Resurrection, trans. by Anthony Briggs (London: Penguin Classics, 2009).

141 «BBUIO OCNIENUTENBLHO KPYTOM: H JIEC M TPaBa U IIBETOYHBIE JIyTa M MOJIs - BCE CIaBUiIo TBOpPIA, a MBI C
Jleneit UM ¥ TOBOPHIIM O CaMBIX BBICHIMX BOIPOCAX, O TOM, KaK OyIeT «Tamy» MOCIIE KU3HH, O «YHCTOTE» H S
riakajt. Cresbl JIMIUCh Y MEHsI HEBOJIBHO, K MHE XOTEIIOCh YHTH B «TOT MUpP». MBI mpocTiiuck. U Teneps,
BCIIOMHUHAs 00 3TOM, O HALIUX CJIOBAX, CJIE3bl HABEPTHIBAIOTCS HA MOHX IJ1a3aX. AX, Kak 6€3yMHO s KaKILy
qucToThI, ['ans. U Kak s COKpYIIAICh O TOM, YTO JKM3Hb POXOJIUT, U MAJIO YTO yCHEBACLIb CCTATh.»
Stanchinsky to Galya, 2 September 1914. Published in Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘1z epistolyariy’, pp. 155-6.

142 «Yectnoe cioso, x Enene BaHoBHE, MaTEPH MOETO CHIHA, Sl IyBCTBYIO HEYTO GOJIEE TITyOOKOE U
BO3BBIIICHHOE. A (PM3MUYECKOE UYBCTBO, KAK 3TO HU CTPAHHO, MHE COBCEM UyXKH0. Y Bepsro Teds. OHO, KOHEUHO,
CHJIBHO, HO 51 C HUM OOPIOCH U YYBCTBYIO B cebe HekoTopyro cuiny.» Stanchinsky to Galya, 2 September 1914.
Ibid.
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rejection of all physical relationships mirrors the experiences of Tolstoy, who in his later years

foreswore such relationships in exchange for an ascetic lifestyle.

Stanchinsky’s godmother Korta tried to persuade him to end his relationship with Elena. She
suggested that there were only ever physical feelings between Stanchinsky and Elena, and that
he should not build his future life on that.!** Stanchinsky was, once again, offended by this
suggestion. He wrote in his response: “Your words regarding sensuality or physical feelings
are unfair. I despise this feeling from the bottom of my heart and will not build the future at all

on it.”'** In a letter to Korta’s daughter Galya, written the same day, he clarified further:

How strange, everyone thinks that my feelings for Lelya are only sensual, and how wrong. This was
true earlier [...] and now I can only recall them with disgust and indignation. I repeat, I feel something
deeper and more elevated for Lelya, and now that Andrey was born, those feelings were complicated
by a mysterious closeness. The mysterious proximity is precisely because something has already
happened between us. Independent of us, the birth of a son occurred, and this is the work of God,
and I feel my wife in Lelya. You must understand this. I would be an unbeliever if I felt otherwise.
A sensual feeling is alien to me, although I cannot boast of myself — the sin is great, but I feel the

strength in myself. '4°

This letter reveals further details about Stanchinsky’s internal conflict. On the one hand, he
claimed that a sensual feeling was ‘alien’ to him while, on the other, he divulged that he fought
such sensual urges with ‘strength’. His position appears to have been religiously motivated (‘I
would be an unbeliever if I felt otherwise’) and his religious beliefs add a mystical quality to
the birth of his son. In this letter, he suggested that the birth of the boy had occurred
‘independently’ of him and Elena, and that it was the work of God; this may hint at

Stanchinsky’s trust in the Christian concept of God’s will and grace. Stanchinsky’s religious

143 Anna Asafieva (Korta) to Stanchinsky, 12 August 1914, Published in Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’,
p. 154.

144 «TBOWM CIIOBa OTHOCHUTENBHO TYBCTBEHHOCTH WM (PM3MIECKOTO YyBCTBA HECTIPABELIUBEL S 3TO 4yBCTBO OT
BCeH TIyOMHBI IyIIH TIpe3uparo U BOBCE He Ha HeM Oyry cTpouts Oynymiee.» Stanchinsky to Galya, 2
September 1914. Ibid., pp. 155-6.

145 «Kak cTpaHHO, BCE JlyMalOT, 4TO MOM 9yBCTBa K Jlese TOJbKO YyBCTBEHHBIE, M KakK OMIMOAOTCS. DTO BEPHO
ObUIO paHbLIe [...] a TETeph sl UHA4Ye KaK ¢ OTBPAICHUEM U HEr0/I0BaHUEM HE MOTY O HUX BCIIOMHHATb.
[ToBTOpsito, HeuTo OoJiee TITyOOKOE M BO3BHIILICHHOE 51 4yBCTBYIO K Jlene, a Tereps, Koraa poauiicst AHIpeH, Te
YyBCTBa OCJIOHWJINCh TAMHCTBEHHOM OJIM30CTHI0. BIIM30CThIO TANHCTBEHHOW IMEHHO MTOTOMY, YTO YTO-TO YKe
MPOM30IILIO0 MEXAY HaMH. He3zaBrcHMOe OT Hac, MPOHU30IILIIO0 POXKICHUE ChIHA, a 3TO J1eJI0 BoXbe, U 51 4yBCTBYIO
B Jlene cynpyry. TrI qomKHa 3TO TOHATE. S OBLT OBl HEBEPYIOIINM, €CIi OBl HHAaYe TyBCTBOBAJ. A YyBCTBEHHOE
YyBCTBO MHE UYXJI0, XOTS S HE MOTY XBaJIUTBCS COOOM - TPEX BEJIHK, HO 5 B ce0e YyBCTBYIO cuiry.» Stanchinsky
to Galya, 2 September 1914. Ibid., pp. 155-6.
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beliefs appear to have intensified after his mental illness and hospitalisation in 1910-1911, both

of which are discussed in the next part of this chapter.

Final Years and Mental Illness

On 20 January 1910, Vladimir Nikolayevich Stanchinsky died suddenly from angina.!4¢
Aleksey was ‘completely heartbroken and bewildered by thoughts of how to continue to live
and study.’'*” The loss of his father was not only emotionally distressing for Aleksey, but it
also meant that the family lost its main source of financial income and security, which affected
Stanchinsky’s ability to continue his musical studies. Aleksey’s mother, Tatyana Alekseyevna,
was assigned a small pension from the royal court, but it was not enough to cover the family’s
expenses in Moscow. In the spring of 1910, Tatyana Alekseyevna, together with Aleksey, his
sister Lydia’s husband (who could not work because of poor health) and her daughter returned
to Logachevo, while Lydia remained in Moscow to earn money giving music lessons. Aleksey
did not sit his conservatoire exams that year — primarily due to contracting tonsillitis in the

spring — and did not return to Moscow to live and study until 1912.14®

The death of his father impacted Stanchinsky’s ability to practise and compose. His diary from
1910 contains daily entries about his practice and composition until 15 January 1910
(Stanchinsky’s father died on 20 January 1910).'*° From then, the diary reveals a complete gap
until March, indicating that little or no musical activity took place. From March, Stanchinsky’s
diary entries become increasingly chaotic: the entry for 12 March, for example, has a page torn
out and a new one glued in, from which we can deduce that a new entry now covers an older
one. Similar cuts feature in entries from 14, 15, 16 and 17 March 1910; the 16 March entry has
four different kinds of paper glued in; and the text in many of these entries is unreadable. The
disorderliness of the diary in March 1910 indicates that Stanchinsky was frequently changing
his mind about the entries, perhaps trying to clarify his thoughts. The following month (in April
1910), Stanchinsky began practising and composing again, and his diary indicates that he was

working on the Piano Trio in D at this time.

146 RNMM, 239/120, p. 37.

47 Ibid., p. 38.

148 Ibid.

149 Aleksey Stanchinsky, ‘Dnevnik 1910 g. (zapisnaya kniga)’, 1910, RNMM, 239/99.
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Stanchinsky’s mental health clearly deteriorated after his father’s death. Lydia Perlova’s
memoir indicates that, in the spring of 1910, Stanchinsky suffered a severe nervous breakdown
and was hospitalised. ' His final diary entry for the year 1910 was written on 24 May. It depicts
an ordinary day, but also refers to his ailment: ‘I know that now something great is happening
in nature, but I don’t know anything, I’m sitting at home. I did not walk. After tea, [I] sat on the
terrace and wrote a diary. So today I did not live and did not see the world [...] [I feel] tiredness
and weakness. I need some rest in the future [...] very bad.”'*! Lydia Perlova’s memoirs clarify

the timeline. She writes:

In the spring [of 1910] I got very sick, so I had to temporarily quit my classes and go to the country
with my husband and daughter. Then Alyosha got sick with tonsillitis and did not have to sit exams
in the spring. Then everyone gathered in Logachevol[,] and then Alyosha suddenly fell ill with a
severe nervous breakdown, so his brother took him to Moscow and placed him in a hospital for
nervous diseases. In the fall he was transported to a nervous clinic, where he stayed all winter [1910-

1911]. In the spring he checked out and spent the summer with his mother and me in the country.'>

Stanchinsky was hospitalised in what his friend Anatoly Aleksandrov described as the
psychiatric hospital’s ‘violent ward’.!>* Surviving photographs indicate that Stanchinsky was
held at Ivan Ermakov’s clinic, although the images are dated 1912, which is most likely
incorrect.'>* During the time of Stanchinsky’s hospitalisation, Ermakov was the director of the

Psychiatric Clinic of Moscow University.!>> While this clinic was a leading institution in

150 RNMM, 239/120, p. 38.

151 41 3mar0, 4TO TEMEPD B IPUPOIE IPOUCXOIUT HEYTO BEMKOE, HO S HUYETO HE 3HAI0, & CHKY ZIOMA. 5 HE
ryssut. [locie yaro cer Ha Tepaccy W nmucaj AHEBHHUK. 3HAYMT, CErOHsI 51 He )KWJI ¥ He BUAAJI MHpa [...] ycTalaoch
u ciabocth. HyKHO MHE OTJIOXHYTh MOXKeET B OyayieM [...] oueHb ckBepHo.» RNMM, 239/99, 24 May 1910.
152 «BecHoli 1 ciIbHO 3a0051eNa, TaK 4TO TPULLIOCH BPEMEHHO GPOCUTEL YPOKH H IOEXATh Ha auy ¢ MYKEM U
noukoi. [Totom 3abosen aHruHOM AJemia 1 eMy He MIPUIUIOCH Jep)KaTh BECHOM NEPEeBOTHBIX 3K3aMEHOB.
IToToM Bce chexanuch B JloradeBo U TYT Aselia BHE3aHO 3a00Jie] CHIIBHBIM HEPBHBIM PacCTPOHCTBOM, TaK
4To ero Opar oTBe3 B MOCKBY M IOMECTHII B JIeUeOHHIIE HEPBHBIX OoJie3Hel. OCEHBIO ero MepeBe3ani B
HEpBHYIO KIIMHUKY, TJIe OH IIPOOBLT BCIO 3UMY. BecHOI OH BhINHMcacs 1 BMECTE CO MHOM M MaTephIO ITPOXKUIT
neto Ha gade.» RNMM 239/120, p. 38.

133 Aleksandrov and Blok, Vospominaniya, Stat’i, Pis 'ma, p. 76.

134 RNMM, 239/474 and 239/475.

155 Tvan Dmitrievich Ermakov (1875-1942) was a medical doctor, psychiatrist and psychoanalyst, known for his
active promotion of Freudianism. He became director of the Psychiatric Clinic of Moscow University in 1911
and was the president and one of the founders of the State Psychoanalytic Institute in Moscow in 1921. His
interests lay in the psychoanalytic interpretation of the creative process. He translated and edited a nine-volume
series of Freud’s work which became the only officially approved translation of Freud during the Soviet period.
Ermakov was arrested in 1941 and died in 1942 in prison in Saratov. There are letters between Stanchinsky and
Ermakov, though they appear to be entirely personal in nature. Alexandra Smith, ‘Through the Lens of Soviet
Psychoanalysis and Utopian Dreams of the 1920s: Ivan Ermakov’s Readings of Pushkin’s Poetry’, in Taboo
Pushkin: Topics, Texts, Interpretations, ed. by Alyssa Dinega Gillespie (Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin
Press, 2012), pp. 350-77 (p. 350); V. I. Ovcharenko, ‘Exhibitions of Ivan Dmitrievich Ermakov’, Arthive, n.d.
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Moscow, and conditions might have been better than in provincial hospitals, nineteenth-
century psychiatric clinics were, on the whole, more akin to prisons than medical centres. Their
function was to confine people, not to provide care. The patients were incarcerated and
deprived of their ownership — both with respect to their personal possessions and their sense of
self.!¢ It may be for this reason that no compositions from the period of incarceration survive.
It is possible that Stanchinsky was too ill or had no desire to compose, or that his music sketches

were simply not deemed significant enough to be saved by the staff.

Photograph 10: Stanchinsky (right) at Ermakov’s clinic, 1912. Identity of others is unknown. >

We cannot be sure of the diagnosis that Stanchinsky received as no medical records have been
found. While the extant literature refers to Stanchinsky’s illness and subsequent death, and
make assertions about the characteristics of his mental illness, they do not provide any evidence

for these assertions. English-language publications, such as the Grove entry on Stanchinsky, as

<https://arthive.com/artists/15907~Ivan_Dmitrievich_Ermakov/exhibitions> [accessed 30 September 2021];
René Van der Veer, ‘Tatyana on The Couch: The Vicissitudes of Psychoanalysis in Russia’, in Cultural
Psychology and Psychoanalysis: Pathways to Synthesis, ed. by Sergio Salvatore and Tania Zittoun (Charlotte,
North Carolina: Information Age Publishing, 2011), pp. 49—65 (pp. 51-52).

156 Ben Eklof and Tatiana Saburova, 4 Generation of Revolutionaries: Nikolay Charushin and Russian
Populism from the Great Reforms to Perestroika (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 2017), p.
114.

157 RNMM, 239/475.
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well as Hepburn’s thesis, refer to Stanchinsky’s condition as dementia praecox, or
schizophrenia. However, Russian sources, such as his sister’s memoir, or Lopatina’s
introduction to Stanchinsky’s piano works published in 1990, are more likely to refer to it as a
‘nervous breakdown’ or ‘nervous illness’.'*® Hepburn is the only writer (apart from the present
author) who has looked at primary sources in recent years, but his claim that Stanchinsky’s
mental illness reached its peak immediately following his father’s death (‘Stanchinsky,
physically and emotionally unable to contemplate parting with his beloved father, slept in the
chapel next to his father’s uninterred body. In the morning, he was found psychologically
unresponsive and admitted to a private clinic for observation and evaluation’) is not borne out
by the primary sources and contradicts the timeline given by Stanchinsky’s sister.'*® It appears
that many English-language publications have repeated the diagnosis of schizophrenia through
circular referencing without re-examining this claim. It is also possible that labelling
Stanchinsky’s illness as schizophrenia has created a convenient narrative for these writers,
allowing them to portray Stanchinsky as a ‘mad genius’ in order to generate interest (more on

this concept later in the chapter).

The reference to Stanchinsky’s illness as schizophrenia, which is found in English-language
publications, seems to stem from Sabaneyev’s Modern Russian Composers (1927).'%° This
publication gave English-speaking writers access to a supposedly authoritative source, and his
claims have persisted largely unexamined. Sabaneyev’s writings on Stanchinsky create a vivid
impression of Stanchinsky’s tortured psyche (possibly written in such a way as to be
intentionally scandalous), but they are unreliable. In addition to naming Stanchinsky’s illness
as schizophrenia, he makes other claims which are demonstrably untrue, such as that
Stanchinsky destroyed his early manuscripts (the posthumous publication of Stanchinsky’s
works examined in the final chapter of this thesis shows this is not the case), and he even gives
Stanchinsky’s birth and death dates incorrectly as 1889-1913. This section draws on a range of

limited evidence from Stanchinsky’s own writings, the archives, and the recollections of those

158 Jonathan Powell and Christopher Hepburn, ‘Stanchinsky, Aleksey Vladimirovich’, Grove Music Online
(2001) <https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article.26540>; Christopher Hepburn, ‘Aleksey
Stanchinsky (1888-1914): A Guide to Research’ (unpublished master’s thesis, Texas Tech University, 2015), p.
11; RNMM, 239/120, p. 38; Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky’, pp. 7-8.

159 Hepburn, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914): A Guide to Research’, p. 11.

160 Leonid Leonidovich Sabaneyeff, Modern Russian Composers, ed. by Yehudah Yofe (New York :
International Publishers, 1927) <http://archive.org/details/modernrussiancom00saba> [accessed 7 December
2018].
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close to him, in order to offer a balanced, circumspect and cautious evaluation of the

circumstances of Stanchinsky’s illness and death.

The challenges of coming to definitive conclusions about the nature of Stanchinsky’s illness
arise from the lack of any medical evidence, as well as the primitive state of psychiatry in the
early twentieth century. At the end of nineteenth century, two new mental illnesses were
identified: dementia praecox and manic depressive insanity, with the name of dementia
praecox being changed to schizophrenia in 1911.'%! By combining the old Greek words phren
for the mind and schizein (to shatter into pieces), the term more accurately represented the
condition of a fragmented mind.'6> At the time, the diagnosis of dementia praecox or
schizophrenia was one of chronicity: the illness was incurable, patients would deteriorate over
time, and many would be hospitalised for most of their lives. '®* Stanchinsky’s sister wrote that
he was discharged after several months of hospitalisation, which does not fit with this
description. During the course of the research, the present author has consulted with a
psychiatrist and was advised that no firm conclusions can be reached about Stanchinsky’s
diagnosis from the limited diary entries that survive. Mental illnesses can be difficult to
diagnose, even today, which makes understanding Stanchinsky’s condition a particularly
complex task. As this thesis has found no primary evidence of any specific diagnosis, it will

refer to Stanchinsky’s condition simply as a mental illness.

While we do not know the exact nature of Stanchinsky’s illness, his condition was probably
triggered by, or at least associated with, the unexpected and traumatic death of his father. The
results of studies examining etiological links between early bereavement and mental illness are
inconclusive, but one study usefully explains the causal connection between bereavement and
breakdown: ‘the death of a parent is stressful to the family [...] because of its objective
consequences: economic hardship, disruption of living conditions, enforced mobility, and the
like. This stress, like any severe stress, might then contribute to [...] illness in a genetically
vulnerable child. The fact that death of the father was much more frequent than death of the

mother, as would be expected actuarially, is consistent with this explanation.’'** Although

161 Heinz Katschnig, ‘Psychiatry’s Contribution to the Public Stereotype of Schizophrenia: Historical
Considerations’, Journal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice, 24.5 (2018), 1093—1100 (p. 1094)
<https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.13011>

162 Ibid., p. 1096.

163 Ibid., p. 1095.

164 Norman F. Watt and Armand Nicholi Jr., ‘Early Death of a Parent as an Etiological Factor in Schizophrenia’,
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Stanchinsky was twenty-one when his father died, it is reasonable to speculate that both his
grief and his loss of financial security contributed to his hospitalisation. Having to pause his
studies and relocate from Moscow to Logachevo disrupted his routines and probably

contributed to his nervous breakdown in spring 1910.

During his time at the hospital, Stanchinsky recorded his thoughts in a thin, lined notebook; its
flexible and plain cardboard cover (similar to those used in Russian and Soviet schools)
suggests that it may have been given to Stanchinsky by the hospital staff. Unlike Stanchinsky’s
diaries from previous years, in which he recorded his daily activities, this notebook contains
five separate lengthy entries that offer some insights into Stanchinsky’s state of mind during
his illness. The diary’s entries are fragmented and incoherent, and his messy and exceedingly
large handwriting spills out from between the lines, suggesting that Stanchinsky noted down
his thoughts quickly and in the spur of the moment. It is not entirely clear if the diary entries

are recollections of dreams, psychotic episodes or hallucinations.

During his hospitalisation, Stanchinsky’s main fixation was with death. The entry of 15 January

1911, for example, contains the following:

He died. [...] Suddenly, the one that was not awaited burst into us suddenly, she brutally carried
away my beloved, my dear, cruelly, not at once — at first she revelled in torment. I remember how
strangely the candle barely flickered, I saw [it] at the head of the bed. The patient moaned. Moans,
only moans filled the empty room. The patient is unconscious [...] I remember walking behind the

coffin. Someone made speeches. 1 did not listen, I was silent. %

It is difficult to know if Stanchinsky was referring to a real event from his past in this entry or

if it was a product of his imagination. We may assume that the death of his father still weighed

American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 49.3 (1979), 46573 (p. 471) <https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1939-
0025.1979.tb02629.x>. Other studies on the subject include: Cathaleene Macias and others, ‘Bereavement in the
Context of Serious Mental Illness’, Psychiatric Services, 55.4 (2004), 421-26; Hong Liang and others, ‘Early
Life Bereavement and Schizophrenia: A Nationwide Cohort Study in Denmark and Sweden’, Medicine, 95.3
(2016), 1-8; Harris Finkelstein, ‘The Long-Term Effects of Early Parent Death: A Review’, Journal of Clinical
Psychology, 44.1 (1988), 3-9.

165 The diary is titled ‘Diary 1910-1911 (from the period of illness)’ but, due to the hospitalisation dates, it is
most likely that all entries were made in 1911. «OH ymep... Kak Bapyr k HaMm BOopBajach BHE3aIHO Ta, KOT. HE
XKIYT, OHA )KECTOKO YHECJIa MOIO JTIOOMMYIO, MOIO JIOPOTYI0, )KECTOKO, HE Cpa3y - yuBajiach CHadaia
My4eHbeM. S| MOMHIO Kak CTPaHHO e/[Ba e/Ba Mepliayia cBeva, BUJEJ y U3royioBbs. bonbHas cronana. CTOHBI,
€IMHCTBEHHO CTOHBI HATIOJIHSIIN MYCTYI0 KOMHATY. bonbHast B 6e3co3Hanui. .. [lomHIo, men 3a rpodom. Kro-To
roBopun peun. S He ciyman, s morgai.y Aleksey Stanchinsky, ‘Dnevnik 1910-1911 g. (v period bolezni)’,
RNMM, 239/100, 15 January 1911.
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heavily on him as, in this diary entry, Stanchinsky appears to be personifying death. The figure
of Death (‘the one that was not awaited’) took on a physical form (‘she brutally carried away
my beloved’), perhaps even a human one. Stanchinsky saw Death as cruel: it did not act
immediately, but rather ‘revelled in torment’ as a person might. We do not know if Stanchinsky
was personifying death as a woman or referring to it as a concept, as the word ‘death’ (smert’)
in Russian is a feminine noun, so the pronouns that Stanchinsky used may have simply been a

grammatical necessity.

Death continued to torment Stanchinsky over the coming weeks. On 25 January 1911, in a
dream, the moment of death was accompanied by a sound: ‘Tonight I jumped up in horror. I
heard in a dream again that tearing monstrous cry which was heard at that moment [... of] his
death.’ ' From this diary entry, it is impossible to confidently state what sound Stanchinsky is
referring to and what it represents. It seems unlikely that he would have been referring to the
death rattle — a symptom of the dying process during which the person makes crackling and
gurgling sounds from the back of their throat — as the sound Stanchinsky hears is a “‘monstrous
cry’, which would presumably have been much louder than a death rattle. It is possible that the
‘monstrous cry’ came from someone else, such as a bystander witnessing the death, or perhaps
the sound came to represent death itself in Stanchinsky’s mind. On 20 February 1911,
Stanchinsky wrote: ‘Today in a dream I heard death.’'S” Thus, we could speculate that the
sound which initially accompanied death subsequently took on the meaning of death: i.e. that
personification of death was transformed into the sonification of death. Whether we consider

death to be a process, a concept or an event, writing about it as a sound is unusual.

Although Stanchinsky’s breakdown and hospitalisation may have been precipitated by the
death of his father, the person whose loss Stanchinsky grieves in the following entry does not

match the physical appearance of Vladimir Stanchinsky and is unlikely to be him:

How alive all his features are preserved in my memory: a gentle beautiful face, dark eyebrows, deep
eyes with a hidden fire, expressive lip line; his gentleness and confidence, his gestures — plastic
and complete; his timid character, but how much strength in his life. How did he finish it? How???

Unhappy.

166 «CeromHst HOYBIO 51 C YXKACOM BCKOYHIL S CIIBIIIAN BO CHE OISATH TOT Pa3AMpPAIOIIUH Ty TOBHUIIHBIN KPHK, KOT.

pasnaBaics B Ty MUHYTY... ero cMepTh.» RNMM, 239/100, 25 January 1911.
167 «Cerommst BO cHe cMepTh cabimairy Ibid., 20 February 1911 (in the morning).
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I see before me those happy days of our youth, when both fresh, cheerful, full of light and hope, we
grew up together.

We were united by an incomparable single feeling — a feeling known with such power by a few,
although many, very many are waiting for it or not seeing it in a way we did — a feeling that
combines everything beautiful, all living [...] This feeling is love for a woman. Passionate love,
boundless... [ellipsis his]

I will not speak.... [ellipsis his]

Too difficult.

Fate chose me, not him.

A warm handshake, a smile piercing through with sadness — that’s all I remember.

When the waves carried me away with her, for a long time I could see [handwriting unreadable] He
trembled, he cried.. [sic] Then he disappeared. [...]

Many years later I received an envelope and there was a letter, I have it now. How many times [I
have] re-read it. [...] Here is what was written:

Friend!

You understand me alone.

You left with her.

I didn’t tell you to stay then.

I didn’t have a single request from you.

Now the big one is to visit me.

Very soon

very soon %8

168 «Kax »UBEIE COXPAHWINCEH B MOEH TTAMATH BCE €70 YEPTHI: HEKHOE KPACHBOE JIUIIO, TEMHEIE GPOBH,
rIIyOOKHeE TJ1a3a CO CKPBITHIM OTHEM, MOJIBHIKHOE BhIpakeHue ry0; Ero MsrkocTh U yBEpEHHOCTb, €T0 KECTHI
IUIACTUYHBI ¥ 3aKOHYEHHbIe; ET0 HEeMHOTro poOKHii XapakTep, HO Kak MHOT'O CHJIBI B ero u3HH. Kak oH ee
okonumi!! Kak??? HecuacTHsril.

S mepen coboit BIKY Te CYaCTIIMBEIC JHH HAIIEH MOJIOJIOCTH, KOTIa 00a CBEXHUE, O0IphIe, TIOTHBIC CBETA U
HAJICXKIBI MBI POCIIA BMECTE.

Hac coenuHsm0 HECpaBHEHHOE €IMHCTBEHHOE YYBCTBO - YYBCTBO M3BECTHOE B TAKOU CHJIE HEMHOTHMU, XOTS
MHOTHE, OYeHb MHOTHE €T0 IyT WIH BUACTh €T0 HE TAKUM, KaK MBI - 9yBCTBO, COSIMHSIOMIEE B ceOe Bce
KpacHBoe, BCe JXKUBOE [...] DTO 4yBCTBO - MFOOOBH K KeHITUHE. JIF0OOBE cTpacTHas1, Oe3rpaHUYHAs. ..

He Gyay roBopurs....

CAuImKoM TSDKEIO.

Cynnba nzbpana MeHsl, a He ero.

Topsiuee moxatue pyKH, yiblOKa, IPOH3AI0IIAs HACKBO3b I'PYCTHIO - BOT BCE, YTO MIOMHIO.

Korma e BOTHBI YHOCHIIM MEHS C HEH, J0JTO JI0JIT0 MHE BUIHENCH [...] OH TpeneTan, oH Miakal. [lorom
ncyes. [...]

VY3ke CcIycTst MHOTO JIET s OJIyYHJI KOHBEPT U TaM ITHUCBMO, OHO ceifuac y MeHs. CKOJIBKO pa3 MepeunThIBal.
[...] Bor uTo ObUTO HaTHCAHO:

Apyr!

Tbl MOHNMaEIIb MEHS O/INH.

Tl yexan ¢ Heil.

51 He TOBOPHII BaM TOT'/Ia OCTaTHCSI.

Y MeHs He OBUIO HH OJJHOH MPOCHOBI K BaM.

Tenepsb GombIIas - HABECTUTH MEHSI.

V3ke coBceM CKOpo

coBceM ckopo» RNMM, 239/100, 15 January 1911.
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We do not know for certain who this person might have been. In this excerpt, Stanchinsky
refers to someone he knew from a young age, so it may have been a childhood friend or a
cousin. The content of the excerpt also suggests romantic feelings towards this person, so it
may be that Stanchinsky had lost an old love, or perhaps someone from his childhood or his
teenage years with whom he had had a romance. Looking through the pictures of people
Stanchinsky knew closely, one possibility that springs to mind is that the owner of the dark
eyebrows and the expressive lip line may have been Zhilyayev (see photograph 8 in this
chapter). Of course, Zhilyayev was alive and well in 1911, but we may speculate that due to
his illness, Stanchinsky muddled up the death of his father with the physical features of his
friend. Stanchinsky’s diaries do not provide any insights into who this person might have been,
and do not mention anyone that we could attribute to this diary entry either as a romantic
partner, a friend who died, or a combination of the two. Future researchers may well uncover
more sources which would help to identify this person who was clearly very important to

Stanchinsky.

Subsequent diary entries are especially incoherent and messy, and Stanchinsky’s sentences and
paragraphs are disjointed. His experiences were visual and aural, colourful and sonorous: he
saw colours which laughed at him; he described the sounds surrounding him as big and healthy;

and he visualised chords as bright lights:

I brought a large iron sheet for the entire wall [...] [ will decorate it. I bought the paints long ago. No
brushes needed. What a pleasure it is to take a handful of red with your own hands [handwriting
unreadable] to look with [handwriting unreadable] She also lives. Ooh! and slap it on the object.
The red laughs and laughs, and floods [handwriting unreadable] either on the wall or on the ceiling.
I will baptise so [handwriting unreadable] in purple. Sumptuous. Then beat the walls with a hammer
to the [iron] sheet, to the sheet. Ha ha ha! That will be fun!

Sounds are so big, thick, healthy. They will greet me.

Down with all the black, cold kingdom — the triumph of life of bright light chords.

Happiness, happiness.'®

169 «51 mpuHec GONBIION KeNE3HBIH JIUCT BO BCIO cTery [...] 51 ero pasykpanry. JlaBHo kymun kpacku. Kucreit ne

HykHO. Kakoe y/10BONBCTBHE cCaMUMU PyKaMU B3SITh B TOPCTh KPACHYIO [...] MOcMOTpeTs ¢ [...] OHa Beapb Toxe
skuBeT. Mib! 1 xs10onHyTh Ha npeamer. OH KpacHbIN XOX0YET, XOXOUET, TaK U 3aJUBAET [...] WM HA CTeHY WU
Ha MOTOJNIOK. S Tak okpemty [...] B mutoByto. Benukonenso. [ToTom cTeHBI ONTh MOJIOTKOM B JIHICT, B JIUCT. Xa Xa
xa! Bor Beceno Oyxer!

3ByKH Takue OOJbIINE, TOICTHIE, 300poBbie. OHU OyIyT MPUBETCTBOBATH MEHS.

ounoit Bce yepHOE, X0JI0AHOE LIAPCTBO, TOPKECTBO )KU3HU AKKOPJIOB APKUX CBETA.

CuacTtee, cuacthe.» RNMM, 239/100, 28 June 1911.
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It is unclear if the experience of painting described in this entry actually took place. It may be
that it depicts an early form of occupational therapy, but the practicality of it is dubious. As
with the previous entries, it is possible that it is a remnant of a dream or hallucination, but due
to the nature of these entries, it remains impossible to arrive at an interpretation of their

meaning with any degree of certainty.

We cannot know whether Stanchinsky ever fully recovered from his illness. The writings of
Stanchinsky’s friends and acquaintances suggest that some of his symptoms persisted, and
Stanchinsky continued to suffer from psychotic experiences where he hallucinated that he was
either a god or a devil.!” Aleksandrov and Sabaneyev recall in their memoirs that after
Stanchinsky’s release from the asylum in 1911, horses started to play a special role in his mind:
Stanchinsky stopped riding them and would go everywhere on foot. Upon seeing horses on the
street, he would take his hat off and greet them, and he would sometimes have conversations

with them.'”!

We also do not know if Stanchinsky’s illness affected his work. The relationship between the
works of mentally ill artists and composers and their health is not clear, even though the mad-
genius paradox is one of the oldest debates in psychology.'” Some scholars argue that no
correlation exists, while others suggest a possible link. During the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, psychologists were more inclined to think that mental illnesses have no
effect on artists’ work. Scottish asylum doctor W. A. F. Browne, for example, wrote an article
titled ‘Mad Artists’ in 1880 in which he argued that the art of the mentally disturbed was no
different from that of healthy people. Additionally, Russian psychologist Pavel Karpov (1873-
19327), who studied the art of mentally ill people, ‘found no real difference between the art of
the insane and normal people.”!”® On the other hand, modern researchers have argued that a
link does exist between mental disturbances and creativity. Kaufman and Paul, for example,

claim that people within the schizophrenic range can be capable of greater originality of

170 Aleksandrov and Blok, Vospominaniya, Stat’i, Pis 'ma, p. 76.

17! Ibid., p. 76; Leonid Sabaneyev, Vospominaniya o Rossiya (Moscow: Klassika-XXI, 2004), p. 64.

172 Dean Keith Simonton, ‘The Mad-Genius Paradox: Can Creative People Be More Mentally Healthy But
Highly Creative People More Mentally 111?°, Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9.5 (2014), 470-80 (p.
470) <https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614543973>

173 Browne and Karpov quoted in V. Lerner, G. Podolsky, and E. Witztum, ‘Pavel Ivanovich Karpov (1873-
19327) - The Russian Prinzhorn: Art of the Insane in Russia’, History of Psychiatry, 27.1, (2016), 65—74 (pp.
66-67).
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thought due to how their brain works, but stress that originality does not equal creativity. '’
Similarly, the work of Mayo et al. suggests that creativity emerges from a need for restoration

and equate creativity with a strive against disintegration.'”

After his hospitalisation, Stanchinsky resumed his lessons with Zhilyayev and Taneyev, who
were very supportive of him following his illness. When Stanchinsky fell ill, Taneyev reached
out to Stanchinsky’s mother, and expressed concern that his pushing of Stanchinsky too hard
in his composition work may have contributed to his illness.'”® The final years of Stanchinsky’s
life were, compositionally speaking, highly fruitful. From 1911-1914 he composed two piano
sonatas, two sets of piano Sketches, a set of Canon-Preludes and some other small-scale works.
Lopatina reports that he also began studying orchestration and started work on a ballet, an opera
based upon a Russian folktale, and an orchestral suite on Spanish or Italian themes. However,
this author was not able to locate any manuscripts of these works.!”” In the last year of his life,

Stanchinsky also resumed his studies at the Moscow Conservatoire.

In 1913, the first publication of nos. 1-4 of the Twelve Sketches appeared, and by 1914
Stanchinsky had recovered enough to perform his pieces in Moscow Conservatoire’s Small
Hall (their reception is examined in the final chapter of this thesis). After this concert, the
Bolshoi Theatre singer Deyma Mariya Adrianova, who had patronised Zhilyayev when he was
a student, invited Stanchinsky to stay with her family in Crimea.!”® Stanchinsky went there for
a month in the spring, where he also met Boleslav Yavorsky (1877-1942), a prominent Russian

music theorist.

During the final years of Stanchinsky’s life, there are indications that his religious beliefs
strengthened, and that these had a calming and comforting influence on him. In 1914, he wrote:
‘I definitely used to be overwhelmed with all sorts of hardships and passions, and now, after I

have gained faith in God, I strive for purity and perfection with all the power of my soul.”!”” In

174 Scott Barry Kaufman and Elliot S. Paul, ‘Creativity and Schizophrenia Spectrum Disorders across the Arts
and Sciences’, Frontiers in Psychology, 5 (2014) <https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01145>

175 Kelley Raab Mayo and others, Creativity, Spirituality, and Mental Health: Exploring Connections (Farnham,
UK: Taylor & Francis Group, 2009) <http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/bcu-
trial/detail.action?docID=476396> [accessed 1 July 2020].

176 RNMM, 239/120, p. 39.

177 Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky’, p. 8.

178 RNMM, 239/120, p. 39.

179 «51 meHCTBUTENBHO paHblle ObLT 00ypeBaeM BCAKAMH HEB3TOJaMHU H CTPACTAMH, a TeNepb, HOCIE TOro, KaK S
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a letter to Korta, he also explained events around him through religion: when asked about the
war in 1914, he replied that the war was the inevitable punishment inflicted on people by God
for their original sin. Though not an unusual outlook at the time, his response demonstrates his
detachment from worldly suffering, and his complete faith in God’s judgment. His godmother
Korta wrote to him on 12 August 1914: ‘Do you really not read the newspapers now, do not
follow the war step by step? I think that this cannot be, because the interests of all humanity
are affected here, and Russia stood up as one person, and I think there is no one who could
calmly [relate] to the moment [that] we are experiencing.’'®® Her tone suggests that

Stanchinsky’s passive reaction was not typical of the mainstream. Stanchinsky replied:

Yes, really big events are happening now. I read the general course of the war in the newspapers,
but it’s disgusting to read everything else. So much dirt in them always. And as for the war, I’ll say
that there are more terrible things, and war is a natural event of general evil and unrighteousness,

which began at the Fall.” '8! 182

Stanchinsky met his untimely death only three weeks after writing this letter to Korta. On the
evening of 22 September 1914, he went for a walk near Logachevo. Family friend Vera Glinka
was visiting them at the time. She remembered that Stanchinsky walked out after an argument
with his mother. He was going to see the mother of his child, Elena Bai (who herself confirmed
she was expecting him that evening in an interview in 1965), and this provoked disagreement
with his family.'®* The family started searching for him when he did not return by 11pm, and
the search continued through the night and into the next day.'8* His mother, together with a
search party, found him wet and lifeless the next day, on 23 September, 15 versts (16 km) away

from home on the banks of the Balonovka River (according to other sources, the Stryana River

00pén Bepy B bora, s Bceit cuitoit cBoei AyIiy CTPEMITIOCH K YHCTOTE U COBEPIICHCTRY.» Stanchinsky to Galya,
2 September 1914. Published in Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, pp. 155-6.

180 «Hey»enu Thl ¥ Telephb Ta3eT HEe YMTAEIb, HE CIEAUIIb LIAT 3a IIaroM 3a BOiHOH? JlyMaro, 4To 3TOro ObITh
HE MOXXET, TOT[OMY YTO] CIIHIIIKOM YK 3aTPOHYTHI TyT MHTEPECHI MPSIMO BCETO YeJloBedYecBa gaxe, a Poccus
BCTaJIa KaK OJJH YeJIOBEK, M TyMaeTCsl MHE, HeT HUKOTO, KTO CIIOKOITHO [OTHOCHIICS | OBI K IEPEKUBAEMOMY
HaMu MOMeHTY.» Anna Astafieva (Korta) to Stanchinsky, 12 August 1914. Published in Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz
epistolyariy’, p. 154.

181 «Jla, mEHCTBUTENBHO MPOMCXOAT TeTEPh Gosbuine coObThs. Ho s B raseTax unTaro o0Iuil X0, BOWHbI, a
BCE JJPYroe YuTaTh NPOTUBHO. CTONBKO I'PsI3U B HUX Beeraa. 1 OTHOCHTENIFHO BOMHBI CKaXKy, YTO €CTh BEIIN
Gosiee y>kacHbIe, U BOMHA €CTh €CTECTBEHHOE COObITHE OOIIEro 371a M HENPaB/Ibl, KOTOPask Ha4ajaach OT
rpexomnanenus.» Stanchinsky to Galya, 2 September 1914. Published in Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘1z epistolyariy’,
pp. 155-6.

132 By ‘the Fall’ (grekhopadeniya), in this instance, Stanchinsky is referring to the biblical episode of Eve
disobeying God’s prohibition, resulting in her and Adam’s Fall in the Garden of Eden.

183 Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 152.

134 RNMM, 239/120, p. 39.
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in the area of the Malyshevka village).'®® (Figure 2.b) According to Stanchinsky’s mother, the
doctor at the scene determined the cause of death as ‘heart paralysis’.'*® It remains unclear
exactly how he died, and some sources have suggested that he may have died of suicide.'®’
Powell and Hepburn, for example, write that ‘there are strong indications that his death was
likely suicide’ but provide no evidence for making this claim.!®® My suspicion is that this
sentence was an addition by Hepburn, whose thesis claims that ‘many scholars have speculated
that, due to the dramatic life events, Stanchinsky was pushed towards suicide’ but even here
Hepburn does not provide references to his sources.'®® If a writer had begun spreading the
rumour of a suicide, it would have likely been Sabaneyev. However, despite writing in rather
exaggerated terms about Stanchinsky’s illness, Sabaneyev was cautious in speculating about
the circumstances of his death. “Whether he was drowned or died from a heart failure, whether
it was a case of suicide on the part of the unfortunate sick man, or he fell victim to a crime, has
remained unknown.’!*® My guess is that, in a similar fashion to the details of Stanchinsky’s
mental illness, a rumour of suicide was picked up from Sabaneyev by English-speaking
scholars and never re-examined. The motive for this may have been to generate interest in
Stanchinsky, and picking up a theory of suicide is more convenient for this purpose than
reiterating speculations about him drowning or falling victim to a crime. Stanchinsky was
buried on 29 September 1914, next to his father, in the graveyard of the Novosspaskoye
Church, which would make the theory of his suicide unlikely.

185 RNMM, 239/120, p. 39, Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Iz epistolyariy’, p. 152.

186 RNMM, 239/120, p. 39.

187 This author was not able to find a death certificate for Stanchinsky.

188 powell and Hepburn, ‘Stanchinsky, Aleksey Vladimirovich’, p. 1.

139 Hepburn, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914): A Guide to Research’, p. 14.
190 Sabaneyeff, Modern Russian Composers, p. 193.
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Figure 2.b: Potential location of Stanchinsky’s death.!®!
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Conclusions

The present assessment of Stanchinsky’s life is the broadest and most detailed biography of the
composer, and cautiously examines the evidence surrounding his illness and death. The
findings are not conclusive, but they do indicate that it is not possible to retrospectively
diagnose the nature of his illness, and that the cause of his death cannot be firmly attributed to

suicide.

Stanchinsky’s mental breakdown in 1910 is one of the better-known facts about him and is
often attributed to a diagnosis of schizophrenia. However, this does not appear to be borne out
of primary sources. It is possible that his hospitalisation in 1910 was a result of a convergence
of several factors, including learning that he was about to become a father in 1909 and the death
of his own father in 1910 which affected the family’s financial stability. Speculations about a
specific mental health diagnosis may also be prevalent because of Stanchinsky’s early and

unexpected death, raising conjectures regarding suicide. However, there seems to be no

P11t is possible that some of the local rivers have since been renamed. The only Balonovka river today is near
Mogilev in Belarus. Google Maps. (n.d.) [Possible locations of Stanchinsky’s death, drawn from RNMM,
239/120].
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evidence to support this theory, and the fact that Stanchinsky was buried in consecrated ground

suggests that his death may have been a tragic accident.

The author has found that Stanchinsky was a nervous and vulnerable individual from
childhood, but he had strong family support around him and he relied heavily on it well into
his adulthood. Stanchinsky’s family and social circles were influential in his life’s outcomes:
he was raised in a musical family and was provided with opportunities to study with influential
teachers from an early age, which subsequently assisted in him gaining a place to study at the
Moscow Conservatoire. Despite his anxiousness, during his student years Stanchinsky was
sociable and made acquaintances with several established figures such as Medtner, Scriabin
and Tolstoy. The two biggest influences on Stanchinsky’s musical career were Taneyev and
Zhilyayev, the latter of whom also became a close friend and fierce supporter of him in his
adult life. Stanchinsky’s works survive largely due to Zhilyayev’s efforts. Following
Stanchinsky’s untimely death, Zhilyayev spent the next fifteen years bringing them to

publication, a process which is examined in more detail in the final chapter.

Several aspects of Stanchinsky’s life require further research and clarification. For example, it
would be interesting to better understand his time and experience studying at the Moscow
Conservatoire, as well as to know more about the details of his lessons with Taneyev and
Zhilyayev, as these could in turn shed further light on musical analysis of his works. More
research may also help clarify the remaining questions about Stanchinsky’s mental illness and
his period of hospitalisation, as well as the circumstances of his untimely death. Unfortunately,
it has not been possible to find sources which could address some of these remaining questions
during the course of the research, such as Stanchinsky’s student and medical records, or his

death certificate.
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Chapter 3 — Stylistic Developments (1904-1910)

In October 1909, Stanchinsky recorded a notable conversation he had with Nikolay Zhilyayev
in his diary. The entry depicted a meeting in which Stanchinsky played his Scottish Songs.
Zhilyayev listened attentively and offered his assessment: ‘there is Scottish in them, but there
is more “Stanchinsky.””! This ‘Stanchinsky style’, still developing but already recognisable in
1909, can be described as a combination of numerous interweaved yet often contrasting
features. Stanchinsky was developing as a composer by continually introducing new techniques
and approaches to his works, and his compositional style evolved at a remarkable rate. This
chapter examines Stanchinsky’s works from the years 1904—-1910 which demonstrate a

composer actively exploring various musical ideas in search of his individual voice.

Stanchinsky’s compositions from this time are an eclectic collection. In this chapter, I have
attempted to present their characteristic qualities in as chronological an order as possible.
However, generally speaking, this chronology is not always well-defined: tendencies, methods
and traits overlap, as is only to be expected for any composer in their formative years.
Stanchinsky’s earliest pieces from his school days, discussed in the first part of this chapter,
follow in the footsteps of the great Romantics; these should not be taken as examples of the
‘Stanchinsky style’, but rather as the baseline from which all subsequent developments
emerged. From 1907, after his entrance to the Moscow Conservatoire, Stanchinsky began to
incorporate new approaches to his works by expanding the restrictions of conventional major-
minor tonality, experimenting with progressive tonality, introducing modes and exploring more
advanced chromaticism. His approach to rhythm and metre became more adventurous too.
From 1908, we see his emerging use of contrapuntal techniques, linear textures, and
increasingly wide tessituras. In 1909, Stanchinsky worked with folk songs, and his Scottish
Songs are used as an exemplar of how he devised unusual accompaniments for original folk
melodies. As these songs have never been discussed in the musicological literature, they
receive more contextual consideration than the other pieces discussed in this chapter. The
section contextualising his songs is also broader because of the availability of primary sources

that describe the process of their composition, which is not the case for his other pieces.

! «ecTh B HUX INOTIAH/CKOE, HO «CTAHYMHCKOrO» B HUX Gonblie.» Aleksey Stanchinsky, ‘Dnevnik za 1909 g.’,
RNMM, 239/97, 16 October 1909.
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Stanchinsky’s compositional development was exceptionally rapid. Because of this, and
because of the brevity of his compositional career, categorisation of his works into periods is
complicated. Periodisation of a composer’s oeuvre is complex even in cases of composers
whose creative career spanned decades: it took Beethoven scholars several decades to
categorise his works, for example, and debates about which works belong to a particular
category are still ongoing. One may prioritise biographical or stylistic matters, but ‘ultimately,
no single model will satisfy all needs, and there will always be varied opinions depending on
which realm or realms one chooses to privilege (personal, professional, stylistic, aesthetic,
philosophical, cultural, political, economic etc.)’? For composers who died young, matters are
further complicated: Schubert scholars have noted that ‘it is altogether problematic to divide
up into different phases and epochs the oeuvre of one who died so young; [and whose]
compositional development was fluent in the last year of his life’.> Similarly, Stanchinsky’s
style was continuously evolving during the ten years of his compositional activity, so there is
little advantage in trying to categorise his works into early or late. For these reasons, this thesis
avoids thorough categorisation, and terms such as ‘late works’ or ‘late style’ have been avoided
throughout due to their ideological and aesthetic connotations.* Where the thesis refers to his

compositions as ‘early’, this is meant from a purely chronological perspective.

In examining Stanchinsky’s stylistic developments, this chapter stops at the year 1910, and the
following chapter picks up from 1911. This is not intended to separate Stanchinsky’s creative
output into ‘early’ and ‘late’, but rather reflects the biographical and creative hiatus that
occurred in his life: it was at this time that Stanchinsky was hospitalised, and no works appear

to have survived from this period.

2 Mark Ferraguto, ‘Beethoven’s “Watershed”? Eroica’s Contexts and Periodisation’, in The Cambridge
Companion to the Eroica Symphony, ed. by Nancy November (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020),
pp- 24-42 (p.42).

3 Hans-Joachim Hinrichsen, ‘Is There a Late Style in Schubert’s Oeuvre?’, in Rethinking Schubert, ed. by
Lorraine Byrne Bodley and Julian Horton (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), pp. 17-28 (p. 20)
<https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780190200107.003.0002>

4 For discussions about ‘late works’ and ‘late style’ and the implications that these terms have see: Theodor W.
Adorno, Beethoven: The Philosophy of Music, ed. by Rolf Tiedemann, trans. by Edmund Jephcott (London:
Polity Press, 1998) and Edward W. Said On Late Style: Music and Literature Against the Grain (London:
Bloomsbury, 2017).
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Lyrical Tendencies (1904-1907)

Stanchinsky’s earliest pieces give little indication of the adventurous composer to come, as is
to be expected of an artist that is coming of age. Stanchinsky’s published output from this time
is not very voluminous, and comprises three Songs Without Words, two preludes, a mazurka, a
humoresque, Tears, a nocturne and a one-movement sonata (Eb minor). All written prior to his
admission to Moscow Conservatoire in 1907, these works mark the starting point of
Stanchinsky’s compositional journey.’ Although these works do not lay claim to originality,
they demonstrate Stanchinsky’s early influences: following in the footsteps of Chopin,
Stanchinsky wrote preludes, mazurkas and a nocturne; his Songs Without Words and
Humoresque suggest some inspiration from Mendelssohn, Schumann and Dvotak; while the
devilish mood set at the opening of the Humoresque indicates a potential creative stimulus
taken from Liszt’s Mephisto Waltzes. In line with many Russian composers of the day,
Stanchinsky’s early work was also influenced by Scriabin, and his Sonata in Eb minor —
whether intentionally or because of his familiarity with it as a pianist — imitates closely the

melodic and textural idioms of Scriabin’s Etude in D# minor.

The pieces discussed in this section are lyric-dramatic in character, revealing Stanchinsky’s
predisposition to melancholy. Climaxes are passionate and powerful, intensifying the romantic
nature of the works, while their lyricism is conjured by minor keys and expressive melodic
lines characterised by descending patterns. On the whole, these works show simplicity in their
use of binary and ternary forms, although there are some exceptions such as Humoresque
(1906). Texturally simple, the works rely on chordal accompaniments; Stanchinsky’s use of
the keyboard 1is still also relatively limited at this time, with most of the works scored
predominantly in the middle register of the piano. The metres continue to be restricted to
common time — 2/4, 3/4 and 6/8 — well into 1907. The rhythms fall neatly within bar lines, with
only simple subdivisions, and perfect cadences are found where they can be expected at the

ends of phrases.

Stanchinsky’s earliest published pieces, the three Songs Without Words (1904), are texturally
and structurally simple, but in them we can already recognise Stanchinsky’s propensity for

writing lyrical — if somewhat formulaic — melodic lines. The pieces were written as a response

5 For a full list of Stanchinsky’s published compositions, see Appendix 1.
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to an exercise set by Stanchinsky’s teacher Alexandr Grechaninov after a lesson on binary and
ternary forms. Stanchinsky appears to have understood the content well, and his Songs are all
composed in ternary form — a structure which will become a favourite of his in later years. The
pieces also demonstrate Stanchinsky’s good understanding of functional harmony and voice
leading, as well as his imitative approach to piano textures, such as accompaniments
comprising repeated chords (a la Chopin’s Prelude in E minor, op. 28, no. 4, as found in the
middle part of Song no. 1); widely arpeggiated accompaniment lines (akin to the middle section
of Chopin’s Fantaisie-Impromptu op. 66, found in Song no. 2); and arpeggiated chords in both
hands which accompany the top melodic line (similar to the textures of Chopin’s Etude in Ab

major op. 25, no. 1, found in the middle part of Song no. 3).

Stanchinsky’s early, formulaic approach to melody might well be expected of a young,
inexperienced composer. His phrases fall neatly within four-bar structures, often in the manner
of a presentation phrase in a sentence form (a basic idea followed by a variant response)
doubtless showing his familiarity with classical models.® In Stanchinsky’s case, a lower-
pitched initial idea is often followed by a higher, descending response. This formula can be

first observed in Stanchinsky’s Songs Without Words (1904). (Example 3.1)

Example 3.1: Melodic phrase plan characteristic of Stanchinsky’s early works in Songs Without

Words, no. 1 (1904), bars 1-4.

Lower opening pattern Higher descending pattern

Stanchinsky clearly found this melodic structure useful and successful, as its basic outline can
be seen in his Prelude in C minor (example 3.2), as well as his Prelude in Eb minor (example
3.3). The structure is also apparent, albeit on a larger scale, in some of Stanchinsky’s more
extensive compositions, such as the second theme of the Sonata in Eb minor (1906).

Stanchinsky’s frequent use of a similar melodic pattern indicates that in his early development

6 See William E. Caplin, Classical Form: A Theory of Formal Functions for Instrumental Music of Haydn,
Mozart and Beethoven (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), pp. 35-48.
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he was cautious not to diverge from tried and tested compositional models — a tendency which

will be completely overturned in the next ten years of his compositional journey.

Example 3.2: Melodic phrase plan characteristic of Stanchinsky’s early works in Prelude in C
minor (1907), bars 1-4.

Andante
Lower opening pattern Higher descending pattern
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Example 3.3: Melodic phrase plan characteristic of Stanchinsky’s early works in Prelude in Eb

minor (1907), bars 1-8.

Adagio

Lower opening pattern
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In Stanchinsky’s earliest pieces, there is a strong inclination towards descending patterns which
impart a lyrical, melancholic character. This feature is also typical of the work of composers
such as Scriabin and Rachmaninov, who belonged to the generation immediately preceding
Stanchinsky. In addition to being used in melodies, descending patterns also shape
Stanchinsky’s harmonic progressions, such as in the bass parts in Songs Without Words and
the harmonic structures of more complex compositions such as the Nocturne. Composed
especially for Stanchinsky’s Moscow Conservatoire entrance examination in 1907, the piece
contains a refrain of chromatically descending chords. (Example 3.4) The progression creates
regular suspensions, which echo the gloominess of some of Rachmaninov’s musical idioms,
while the main melody starting in bar 3 is reminiscent of the main theme of Liszt’s Sposalizio
(piu lento, bar 38). Both pieces are in E major, although Liszt’s has a more sophisticated

structure and use of piano texture. If we compare Stanchinsky’s Nocturne to the ‘Lydian’
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Prelude (written four months later), the Nocturne is still quite conservative in its textures. This
might suggest that Stanchinsky was careful not to write anything too unorthodox for his
entrance exam, or that the development of his style accelerated after his entrance to the Moscow

Conservatoire.

Example 3.4: Stanchinsky’s Nocturne (1907), bars 1-4.
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The Nocturne is an accomplished composition which requires the pianist to demonstrate both

musicality and dexterity. The poetic and expressive opening is contrasted by the Mosso et
agitato middle section, written almost entirely as a perpetual flutter of triplet semiquavers in
both hands. Nocturnes written in ternary form (slow-fast-slow) were also common of the
generation of composers preceding Stanchinsky: Rachmaninov’s Three Nocturnes for Piano
(1887-1888) follow similar structures, as do Scriabin’s Nocturnes op. 5 (1890). The dramatic
middle section of Stanchinsky’s Nocturne allows him to demonstrate a good command of
pianistic texture and chromatic harmony, and it is comparable in its use of triplet rhythms to

Scriabin’s Nocturne op. 5, no. 1. (Examples 3.5-3.6)
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Example 3.5: Stanchinsky’s Nocturne (1907), bars 15-20.
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Descending chromatic patterns also form the harmonic and melodic basis of Stanchinsky’s
Humoresque (1906). The Humoresque stands out among Stanchinsky’s generally melancholic
compositions from this time due its lively and capricious character, and its harmonic and
rhythmic language are considerably more advanced. Reminiscent of some of Schumann’s

quasi-rondo pieces (such as the Fantasiestiicke op. 12, no. 4) which blend rondo, ternary and

81



sonata elements, Stanchinsky’s Humoresque is an unusual form which combines aspects of

rondo and ternary forms with the addition of a four-bar coda (K). (Figure 3.a)

Figure 3.a: Structure of Stanchinsky’s Humoresque (1906).

R A B A R C A R K
Ay A2y (Brll, B2, Buill) (A, [[:A2])) ([:Caif], C2) (As)
Bars: 1-4  5-54 55-83 84-115 116-9 120-202 203-14 215-8 219-22
Keys: Emin E min E min E min E min C min E min E min E min

When contrasted with well-known examples of the genre, such as Dvotak’s bright and joyous
no. 7, op. 101 (1894) or Schumann’s romantic and epic op. 20 (1839), Stanchinsky’s
Humoresque is dark and agitated. The descending chromatic patterns in this work no longer
represent melancholy; instead, they are used to unsettle the listener and create a sense
wickedness. This perhaps reflects the influence of Liszt (e.g. the Grand galop chromatique
Dante Sonata, Mephisto Waltzes) both in terms of the diablerie and virtuosity exhibited in the
Humoresque. Performed forte, the descending patterns set the devilish mood from the very
beginning, with the introductory refrain (R) composed out of chromatically descending

doubled octaves. (Example 3.7, marked x)
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Example 3.7: Stanchinsky’s Humoresque (1906), bars 1-8.”

Allegro X inverted poco rit.
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The descending chromatic motif is so significant that it is used as both foreground and
background material. After the introduction (ex. 3.7, bars 1-4), in which it is the main melodic
stimulus, the motif descends into the background (ex. 3.7, bars 5-8) and acts as a countermelody
to the melodic line in the right hand. It is used throughout the recurring A sections of the
Humoresque (subsection Al contains this material in every bar), making it the most prevalent

musical material within the work.

The largest of Stanchinsky’s earliest works is the one-movement Sonata in Eb minor (1906),

written ‘undoubtably’ under the influence of Scriabin.®

The sonata is an example of
Stanchinsky’s developing style as he combines his predilection for descending shapes with
Scriabinesque idioms. It unapologetically embraces the melodic, harmonic and rhythmic
features of Scriabin’s Etude in D# minor, op. 8, no. 12 (1894) — a firm favourite of Stanchinsky.

At its most obvious, the sonata’s key is enharmonically related to that of Scriabin’s etude. It

7 The question mark in bar 4 is an editorial marking by Lopatina. See Aleksey Stanchinsky, A. Stanchinsky:
Sochineniya, ed. by Irina Lopatina, trans. by Valery Yerokhin, Russkaya Fortepiannaya Muzyka (Moscow:
Muzyka, 1990), 1X, p. 20.

8 Jonathan Anthony Powell, ‘After Scriabin: Six Composers and the Development of Russian Music’
(unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Cambridge, 1999), p. 39.
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also closely imitates Scriabin’s textures, in particular: the wide-patterned arpeggiations in the
left-hand; the melodic line of the right-hand scored in unison octaves; and the use of
suspensions. (Examples 3.8 and 3.9) The melodic shapes and rhythmic patterns of the two
works are also closely linked. The predominantly stepwise rising melodies are interrupted by
a leap on to the last beat of the bar; and the anacruses to the next bar are resolved downwards
by a step (albeit Scriabin introduces a suspension in the first beat of bar 3). Such expressive
gestures reiterate Stanchinsky’s preference for descending semitone patterns in his earlier

works.

Example 3.8: Stanchinsky’s Sonata in Eb minor (1906), bars 5-8.

Melody in octaves

Upward leap + downward resolution
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Example 3.9: Scriabin’s Etude in D sharp minor, op. 8, no. 12 (1894), bars 1-5.

I Melody in octaves
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Stanchinsky’s pieces from this time are those of a composer at the very outset of his
compositional journey, and we can see clear influences from Romantic composers (in
particular, Chopin), as well as from the generation immediately preceding him (e.g., Scriabin).
While these pieces reveal he is still digesting the stylistic influences of these composers (as is
to be expected of any young composer), they show that, by his eighteenth birthday, Stanchinsky
had already developed a good grasp of form and harmony, and was experimenting with a
variety of pianistic textures. His preoccupation with melancholy and descending shapes largely
dies out in the second half of 1907 and will not return in a significant way for the rest of his
compositional career. This is likely due to the new influences he encountered when he
commenced his studies at the Moscow Conservatoire in the autumn of 1907, which lead to
improved technique, the incorporation of new ideas into his works, and his growing ambition

to transition to larger musical forms.

Tonal Enrichment and Rhythmic Advancements (from 1907)

Stanchinsky’s musical development accelerated after 1907. This coincided with his admittance
to the Moscow Conservatoire and the new music, musicians and conversations that he was

exposed to there. Like many composers of the time, Stanchinsky began to look for ways of
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escaping the bounds of conventional major-minor tonality — Rimsky-Korsakov was exploring
the possibilities presented by the octatonic scale in his late operas (e.g. Kashchey the Immortal
(1902)), while Debussy was drawing upon the potentiality of different modes and the whole
tone scale in his orchestral and piano music (e.g. Images for piano (book 1, 1905)).
Stanchinsky’s work in this area was still rudimentary at this time, but his approach started to
become particularly interesting after 1911. In search of new ways to enrich tonality,
Stanchinsky experimented with a range of approaches, including the use of modes, pure
diatonicism and higher levels of chromaticism. In this way, his compositions explore tonality
in multiple directions: he either strips his harmony of all chromaticism, creating distinctive,
diatonically saturated harmonies; or he plays with such rich chromatic additions that pieces
lose any sense of a tonal centre. His rhythmic writing also becomes more adventurous at this
time, as he begins working in irregular and interchanging metres, while his rhythms begin to
be liberated from their metric constraints. His pianistic textures become more linear and his

tessituras wider, and he starts to explore the full range of piano.

In the second half of 1907, Stanchinsky’s work in exploring tonalities was still embryonic —
and not comparable to the large-scale tonal organisation of composers like Mahler, Nielsen or
others — yet his explorations of the relative major and minor keys in small pieces show that he
was beginning to take small steps towards enriching his tonalities, a trait in line with
contemporary developments in composition at the time. In October 1907, Stanchinsky wrote
an Etude in F minor/Ab major. As an accomplished pianist, it is highly unlikely that
Stanchinsky would not have known Chopin’s Scherzo no. 2, op. 31 (1837), which begins in Bb
minor and ends in Db major, and he may have used this as a model for shaping his own piece.
A similar, large-scale modulation from relative minor to major (A minor to C major) is also
found in Rachmaninov’s The Migrant Wind, op. 34, no. 4 (1912). Although written after
Stanchinsky’s Etude, it provides a useful lens for considering how we may view Stanchinsky’s
piece. A recent, detailed analysis of The Migrant Wind by Bakulina presents an argument for
an equal hierarchical status of the two keys.’ Despite the two keys being in the same composite
tonal region, Bakulina argues that the piece is non-monotonal and suggests that this aspect of

its harmonic framework signals its departure from nineteenth-century monotonal models.

9 Ellen Bakulina, ‘Tonal Pairing in Two of Rachmaninoff’s Songs’, in Analytical Approaches to 20th-Century
Russian Music, ed. by Inessa Bazayev and Christopher Segall (New York and London: Routledge, 2021), pp.
13-31.
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Composed as a concert piece in a three-part form, the Etude begins with the right-hand melody,
starting on the fifth degree of the tonic (C) and harmonised by the left hand in F minor.
(Example 3.10) After a short development section which performs a modulatory function, the
melody returns in the left hand, this time starting on the third degree of the tonic (C) and
harmonised in Ab major. (Example 3.11) By repeating the melody without significant
structural changes — and only ‘changing the background’ — Stanchinsky achieves a natural and
organic large-scale modulation. The technique of altering the background to create movement
and growth is a typical feature of Russian music and was used extensively by Glinka in
Kamarinskaya (1848), where the naigrysh motive is repeated twenty-seven times with changes
only in the ‘background’ — i.e., instrumental colours, harmonisations and countermelodies.'°
Stanchinsky’s adoption of this method provides the Etude with coherence and allows him to

avoid any sense of tonal disorder.

Example 3.10: Stanchinsky’s Etude in F minor/Ab major (1907), bars 1-5.

Animato assai
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Example 3.11: Stanchinsky’s Etude in F minor/Ab major (1907), bars 98-102.
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10 Richard Taruskin, Defining Russia Musically (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 1997), p.
122.
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Dual tonics also feature in the Prelude in Ab major/F minor (1907), but here the use of two
keys is much more compact. Rather than using a large-scale harmonic modulation through
‘changing the background’, Stanchinsky writes a theme which begins in Ab major and, on
second hearing, modulates to F minor. The modulation is achieved through a French sixth
chord in bar 15 resolving to the relative minor. In bar 16, the relative minor becomes the new
tonic (chord vi becomes chord i), and the establishment of the new minor tonality is confirmed
at the opening of the next phrase (bar 17) in which E naturals (raised leading note of F minor)

appear in the bass. (Example 3.12)

Example 3.12: Stanchinsky’s Prelude in A flat major/F minor (1907), bars 1-17.
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F minor is confirmed as a tonic of equal importance to Ab at the end of the prelude. The main

theme returns in bar 29 in Ab major and, after sounding once, modulates to F minor where the
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prelude ends. The final cadence is resolved through a French sixth chord, scored to emphasise
two tritones: B — F in the left hand and Db — G in the right. (Example 3.13) Despite having the
sonority of an augmented-sixth chord, it is resolved chromatically (Db falls to C, G rises to Ab

and B rises to C), and as such functions as an appoggiatura to the tonic triad.

Example 3.13: Stanchinsky’s Prelude in A flat major/F minor (1907), bars 29-38.
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Stanchinsky’s use of augmented-sixth chords appears to follow a model practised by
Tchaikovsky and which he put forward in his harmony textbook, Guide to Practical Study of
Harmony, first published in 1872.!! Although augmented-sixth chords are usually built on the
lowered sixth degree of the scale and resolved through the dominant to the tonic, Tchaikovsky
constructed this chord on the lowered second degree and resolved it to the tonic in root position.
Carpenter writes that ‘an augmented-sixth chord that most theorists would consider to be in F

major or F minor, for example, Tchaikovsky considered to be in C major’.'? Stanchinsky

' Pyotr Ilyich Tchaikovsky, Rukovodstvo k prakticheskomu izucheniyu garmonii (Moscow: Jurgenson, 1872).
12 Ellon D. Carpenter, ‘Russian Music Theory: A Conspectus’, in Russian Theorical Thought in Music, ed. by
Gordon D. McQuere (Michigan: University of Rochester Press, 1983), pp. 1-82 (pp. 20-21).
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frequently used augmented-sixth chords to replace the dominant at cadences, which he resolved
through voice leading to the tonic (although in the example above it is still formed on a pre-
dominant note of Db; putting the B in the bass is unorthodox), so it may be that he took some
inspiration from Tchaikovsky in this respect. Although Tchaikovsky’s treatment of the
augmented-sixth chord did not establish itself as part of Russian harmonic theory, it seems
plausible that Stanchinsky may have read Tchaikovsky’s harmony textbook, spotted this
approach when playing his music, or learned it while studying with Taneyev, a student of

Tchaikovsky.

This is one of the ways in which Stanchinsky was de-emphasising the dominant — a common
feature of his works. Taruskin describes two broad ways that composers chose to treat the
dominant at this time.!> The first, which he labels ‘Wagnerian harmony’, emphasised
prolonged periods of dominant tension that were often prevented from resolving. Examples
include Beethoven’s retransitions, as well as Scriabin’s interlocking dominants that resolve
onto each other. The second, which he termed ‘Lisztian harmony’, appears to deny the
existence of the dominant.'* This appealed to many Russian composers, including Stanchinsky.
In Stanchinsky’s Prelude in Ab major/F minor, the two phrases at the opening of the prelude —
as well as the final phrase — omit dominant functions at phrase ends; this can also be observed
in the final cadence of his Nocturne, written earlier the same year. Instead of structuring
cadential points around perfect cadences, Stanchinsky employs augmented-sixth chords (most
commonly French), which he resolves directly onto the tonic. On the one hand, this signals
Stanchinsky’s search for alternative ways of structuring cadences, perhaps by imitating
predecessors of his who experimented with cadential formulae, such as Chopin.!> Yet the
frequency with which Stanchinsky employs this feature suggests that he was interested in
advancing this further, and this may point towards a native influence. Although Russians were
not the only composers to seek alternatives, for the Kuchka (under the influence of Stasov) ‘the
V-I cadence was singled out as the essential gesture of Western music; it should therefore be

eliminated from [their] music, and indeed from any music which would claim to be truly

13 Richard Taruskin, ‘Chernomor to Kashchei: Harmonic Sorcery; Or, Stravinsky’s “Angle”, Journal of the
American Musicological Society, 38.1 (1985), 72—142 (p. 125). For more on dominant drives in Scriabin’s
music, see Kenneth Smith, ‘A Science of Tonal Love’? Drive and Desire in Twentieth-Century Harmony: The
Erotics of Skryabin’, Music Analysis, 29.1/3 (2010), 234-63.

4 For more, see Taruskin, Defining Russia Musically (1997), specifically the chapter ‘How the Acorn Took
Root’, pp. 113-151.

15 For more, see Betty Jean Thomas, ‘Harmonic materials and treatment of dissonance in the pianoforte music of
Frederic Chopin’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Rochester, 1963).
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Russian.’'® According to Frolova-Walker, ‘Kuchka’s various modal novelties were designed
to weaken the “Western” dominant; harmonic tension was thereby reduced, and with it the
possibility of depicting emotion.’!” When writing about Russianness in Russian music, Prince
Odoyevsky (1803-1869), a notable writer on music, also noted that avoiding the dominant-
seventh chord was one of the most important markers of truly Russian music and ‘proposed
that the melodies of Russian folksongs should be taken up by Russian composers [but] when
such melodies were to be harmonised, he insisted, the dominant seventh should be purged as a
foreign and anachronistic element.”'® It appears that Stanchinsky felt the limitations of this
chord when structuring his cadences and saw it necessary to strike out in a new, harmonically

modal direction.

One of the most significant works in Stanchinksy’s compositional development — one which
set in motion his work with alternative scales and modes — is the ‘Lydian’ Prelude (1907/1908).
Despite lasting for a mere 23 bars, the prelude is distinct from anything he wrote before and,
arguably, represents the very foundations of his original style. It is written in a three-part form,
but its sections do not quite correspond to the traditional ABA model which Stanchinsky had
made much use of in his earlier pieces. The structure of the ‘Lydian’ Prelude is reminiscent of
a folk song with a repeated refrain: each of the work’s three sections begins with the refrain
(which is developed on each hearing), followed by a different melodic response each time.

(Figure 3.b)

16 Marina Frolova-Walker, Russian Music and Nationalism: From Glinka to Stalin (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2007), p. 184.

17 Ibid., p. 204.

'8 Marina Frolova-Walker, ‘The Dominant Seventh Chord’, (paper delivered at Gresham College, 24 November
2022), https://www.gresham.ac.uk/sites/default/files/transcript/2022-11-24-1800_FrolovaWalker-T.pdf
[accessed 4 October 2024]. Odoyevsky’s views on dominant seventh are also quoted in Rutger Helmers, Not
Russian Enough? Nationalism and Cosmopolitanism in Nineteenth-Century Russian Opera (Rochester:
University of Rochester Press, 2014), p. 77.
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Figure 3.b: Structure of Stanchinsky’s ‘Lydian’ Prelude (1907/1908).

Andante
1 2 3
T 1T 1T 1
Staggered entry retums
‘ Intro ‘ Refrain ‘ A ‘ Refraing ‘ B ‘ Refrain, ‘ C ‘ |
1 2-5 6-9 10-13 14-16 16-19 20-23

The ‘Lydian’ Prelude is markedly contrapuntal, and largely abandons textures consisting of
chordal accompaniments. Instead, Stanchinsky weaves three independent lines into a complex
web — established at the very beginning of the prelude — where a recurring, three-note motif in
the tenor register is set against the melodic line. (Example 3.14) Each iteration of the opening
refrain contains identical melodic material but presents a new texture. For example, the melody
from bars 2-3 is repeated in bars 10-11, where it is split between the hands and accompanied
by increasingly complex contrapuntal textures. (Example 3.15) The piece also uses a wider
tessitura than Stanchinsky’s earlier works and demonstrates his growing interest in exploring
the full range of the keyboard. Almost orchestral in quality, the accompaniment parts feature
extreme gaps, extending to over five octaves. Although widely spaced accompaniment textures
can be found in the works of composers like Chopin (e.g. Nocturnes, op. 9) and Liszt (e.g.
Consolations, no. 3), Stanchinsky does so in an entirely contrapuntal setting, a feature which

will become characteristic of his style.
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Example 3.14: Stanchinsky’s ‘Lydian’ Prelude (1907/1908), bars 1-3.

Andante
o 'f) ) X |
o e 143 =
ANEYJ Ay
) legato
P f T= .
SR s = £ | i — | e = £
T - ===
M —
P cantabile o - —
) ~ E £
} . ) ||=I-_|r I ..
:%ﬁ:ﬁ - e = | %
rp

LY

J;j T P £ T =
—r—— —c = |

[1T%

[T

\\

(7%

e

1L}
]

%
*
[T
ML
Iy
me}
N
ik,
e
|
1L
[ ]%
™
L
L )
l '}
[ ]
L
[T
g==
n
e
g3
|
|

NV
D}
H m‘p m.d. , m.d. - oo | N |
e m.s # _’\7' bd P % =
3
P P - _ 3
¢)- 521 s ! 7 it o

V]
it
=p

By intentionally blurring the beginnings and ends of sections, the prelude also serves as
Stanchinsky’s first attempt to achieve something more sophisticated than he had done in his
earlier ternary pieces This is particularly evident in the transition between the second and third
sections of the prelude (bars 15-17). (Example 3.16) The prelude’s climax in bar 15 is followed
by a staggered return of the thematic material in bars 16 and 17. In this instance, the main
theme from bar 2 returns midway through bar 16, the tonal centre is then established half a bar

later at the beginning of bar 17, and the three-note motif returns in the final beat of bar 17. The
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staggered return is controlled remarkably well by Stanchinsky: the first note of the returning
melody also serves as the last note of the previous section. The length of the succeeding chord
establishes a sense of arrival, and this contrasts with the fast and dramatic passage which comes
before it. Only after the chord has sounded does it become apparent that it is also the first note
of the prelude’s theme: the already familiar melody grows out of it, seamlessly merging the
two different sections. Although the technique of phrase overlap long predates Stanchinsky,
his use of this feature is so commonplace that it can be considered a typical Stanchinskian

hallmark.
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Example 3.16: Stanchinsky’s ‘Lydian’ Prelude (1907/1908), bars 14-17.
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The piano writing in this section is very dense, perhaps even overloaded: bar 15 is impossible

to perform at speed, and all performers slow down significantly at this point. Neither Sorokin’s

(1960) nor Lopatina’s (1990) editions indicate any tempo changes here, despite their inclusion

of the direction pochiss. rit. in bars 7 and 9 suggesting that they were not generally averse to
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adding tempo indications to Stanchinsky’s scores. The manuscript of the prelude does not
contain any tempo or dynamic markings either, but bars 15-18 are crossed out in pencil.'” This
may suggest that Stanchinsky intended to rewrite this fiendishly difficult passage, but never

returned to it.

Written in 21/16, the prelude also takes a significant step towards greater rhythmic complexity.
While most of the prelude’s bars are organised into three groups of seven semiquavers, the
climax in bar 15 sees this structure disrupted and replaced by uneven formations of 5 +5 + 5
+ 6. The markedly small note values and triplets in bar 15 further the sense of drama and
feelings of compression. Irregular metres are a distinct feature of Stanchinsky’s works from
this time: we find 7/16 in Prelude in D major (1907) and an alternating 9/16-5/8 in Etude in B
major (written sometime between 1908-1910). This indicates that, at the same time as
extending his harmonic vocabulary, Stanchinsky was also looking for ways to develop his
rhythmic writing. Uneven and unorthodox meters never fully take over Stanchinsky’s works,
but towards the end of his life the frequency with which they are used equally matches that of
simple and compound metres. By this point, he is as likely to work in 3/4 as in 7/8 or 5/2

(Canon-Preludes A-D, 1913-14), operating with mastery and ease in all instances.

Having begun to experiment with progressive tonality and modal writing in 1907, Stanchinsky
went on to look for other ways to enrich his harmonies. In subsequent years, he turned towards
diatonicism as one way to distance his music from the chromaticism of the late Romantic style.
For example, Prelude in B minor (1909-1910) is composed entirely diatonically for the vast
majority of the prelude: the first 19 bars out of a total of 29 contain no accidentals. (Example
3.17) Scoring the piece in the natural minor mode and omitting the raised leading note (the
presence of which is typical in common practice harmony) allowed Stanchinsky to continue
exploring modal alternatives to conventional major and harmonic minor scales. The use of
diatonicism was also thought to be a distinctly Russian feature. Prince Odoyevsky, for example,
thought that using diatonicism ‘as strict[ly] as possible’ was one of the most important features
of distinctly Russian music, while Herman Laroche (1845-1904), a Moscow-based composer

and music critic, singled it out as ‘one of the truest signs of the Russian element in music.’*°

19 RNMM, 239/7.

20 Herman Laroche (1845-1904) was a Russian music critic and teacher. He taught Stanchinsky’s teacher Sergey
Taneyev, and produced important essays on Glinka and Tchaikovsky, whose works he championed. Laroche
considered that ‘Russian music bore traces of the nation’s history, which the Renaissance had bypassed, and that
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Example 3.17: Stanchinsky’s Prelude in B minor (1909-1910), bars 1-14.
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Stanchinsky’s evolving meters and rhythms were briefly touched upon when discussing the
‘Lydian’ Prelude, but this topic is worth returning to and exploring in greater detail.
Stanchinsky’s rhythmic writing evolved significantly from the simple rhythms of his earliest
works, such as Songs Without Words, to his last compositions written from 1911. His process

of replacing simple rhythms and metres with more complex formations was gradual; it is

musicians could eliminate the resulting backwardness only by studying the counterpoint of Palestrina and his
precursors.’ Stuart Campbell, ‘Laroche, Herman’, Grove Music Online (2001)
<https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article.16035>. Odoyevsky and Laroche are quoted in Helmers,
Not Russian Enough?, pp. 77-78.
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possible that Scriabin may have been a big influence in this development, although irregular
metres can also be found in the works of Glinka, Borodin and Mussorgsky.?' Stanchinsky’s
key work in this respect is the Prelude in D major (1907), which is the earliest example of him
writing in an irregular metre. The prelude’s metre of 7/16 creates a dynamic and restless
musical character. This effect is further enhanced by the lack of a consistent downbeat in the
right-hand part and the groupings of the left-hand quavers, which subdivide the seven
semiquavers into patterns of 2 + 5 in the first two bars. (Example 3.18) In this work,
Stanchinsky also abandons four-bar phrases in favour of five-bar phrases, creating a much more

agile musical character.

2! For example, the wedding chorus (act 1 finale) in Glinka’s Ruslan and Lyudmila is in 5/4. The projected
scherzo for Borodin’s unfinished third symphony (itself originally a string quartet movement) is in 5/8. The
fourth and fifth versions of the ‘Promenade’ from Mussorgsky’s Pictures at an Exhibition similarly make use of
5/4 and 7/4.
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Example 3.18: Stanchinsky’s Prelude in D major (1907), bars 1-13.

Con moto

——————

i)

In other works, otherwise regular metres are obscured. While Stanchinsky never abandoned
time signatures, his works from 1907 begin to liberate metres and bar lines from their
traditional structures. The Etude in G minor (1907), written in 9/8, introduces accents and
inconsistent rhythmic placements to alter the expected quaver groupings of 3 + 3 + 3. Although
similar displacements had previously been used by composers such as Brahms (such as in his
Rhapsodie no. 2, op. 79), Stanchinsky applies them in a way which, from the very outset of the
etude, prevents any clear sense of the 9/8 metre being established.?> The etude begins with an
accented anacrusis which assumes the weight and importance of a downbeat. The second beat

of the bar is marked tenuto and is soon followed by an accent mark on the sixth quaver of the

22 For more, see Scott Murphy, Brahms and the Shaping of Time (Rochester: University of Rochester Press,
2018).
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bar. Without looking at the score, the assumed metre would present aurally from the anacrusis

as 2+2+2+3. (Example 3.19)

Example 3.19: Stanchinsky’s Etude in G minor (1907), bars 1-2.
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In the middle section’s left-hand accompaniment, Stanchinsky introduces another way to
undermine the regularity of the metre. The waltz-like accompaniment pattern without the
downbeat (i.e., um-cha-cha without the um) changes its pattern on the third beat of every other
bar (bars 27-31), while the accents and right-hand chords in bars 28 and 30 suggest downbeats.
During bars 32-33, metric regularity is further obscured by shifting the quaver pairs from off
of the beat onto the start of each beat. (Example 3.20)

100



Example 3.20: Stanchinsky’s Etude in G minor (1907), bars 27-35.

o a tempo . I
o —: 2 ] :
)] s —ﬁr_;: ' % A ¢ g:Tf—-—-..—g_— — S EEm—
= h ’ _-i "“-——-__..--':/G' h
e e o ke oy Ty Ty
=52 2% 22 L° mes 4% 22 32
§ == S v v ¥ FF 7
P

O L .
/| . 1 4' =
W‘ﬂ ——a—o 5&;
R i o
e s
— Y p— _ E
AL — —1 1 § — —
e mha e T i1 T
STmewe| 53 ss 33 1

e

I Rl
] . .
| Y
| S
%
S

j_ﬂi]

(2]
)
>
3
oy D

L dl

ERTI

NG
Lo
ull
Jnl—_‘l
H_
‘ =
-
0 ’
L

Rhythmic and metric boundaries are also pushed in the ‘Mixolydian’ Prelude (1908), whose
conception appears to be closely related to that of the ‘Lydian’ Prelude. In the ‘Mixolydian’
Prelude, the beamings of the right-hand quavers traverse bar lines cutting across the established
metre. They do so with no apparent consistency, providing a freedom which contrasts with the
five-bar ostinato pattern in the tenor voice. (Example 3.21) This conflict between beaming and
barring is very typical of Stanchinsky’s style, in which the rigidity of the bar line is often
overruled in favour of flexible beaming; this will be seen more frequently in his works written

after 1911.
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Example 3.21: Stanchinsky’s ‘Mixolydian’ Prelude (1908), bars 1-12.
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Throughout his career, Stanchinsky worked extensively with polyrhythms and polymetres
(often implied) which became more elaborate over time. In some of his earlier works, such as
the Humoresque (1906), Stanchinsky introduced rhythmic complexity by composing
prolonged, polymetric passages, such as by scoring three quavers over four. (Example 3.22)
Rhythms like these can be seen in the works of other composers, including Chopin and Brahms,
but they are rarely applied to whole sections. The effect that Stanchinsky achieves here
foreshadows similar ones created by Stravinsky in Petrushka (1911) — for example, the section
in ‘The Shrove-Tide Fair’ from fig. 3, which uses 7/8 and 3/4 simultaneously. In the
Humoresque, these polymetres are used consistently throughout the opening eleven bars of
section B (see figure 3.a), warranting the use of an editorial time signature change in the right-

hand part.

102



Example 3.22: Stanchinsky’s Humoresque (1906), bars 55-58.
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sempre staccato

Different time signatures for the right and the left hands are also seen in the Etude in B major
(ca. 1908-1910), which shows a more complex approach to this technique. Stanchinsky uses
two time signatures simultaneously for the duration of the piece. The etude is scored in 9/16
for the left hand, while the right hand alternates between 9/16 and 5/8 (although the right hand
in fact plays in 5/8 for the majority of the prelude, causing continuous rhythmic overlaps).
(Example 3.23) From the outset of the piece, the left-hand’s nine semiquavers — divided into
groups of 5 + 4 — are juxtaposed against the five quavers in the right hand. To add to the
complexity, the right-hand’s quavers are subdivided into triplet semiquavers (beamed as three
groups of five), creating rhythmic overlaps of fifteen-over-nine. Such complex polyrhythms

create a contrapuntal effect and are arguably more complex than anything written by Stravinsky

in the following

decade.
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Example 3.23: Stanchinsky’s Etude in B major (ca. 1908-1910), bars 1-4.
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In addition to its rhythmic complexities, the Etude in B major demonstrates one of the most
defining characteristics of Stanchinsky’s style: linear and widely spaced pianistic textures.
Here, they are similar to those previously seen in the ‘Lydian’ Prelude, but further expanded.
The Etude in B major is woven from three independent lines, which only coincide rhythmically
at the beginning of each bar. Unlike the ‘Lydian’ Prelude, the Etude in B major largely avoids
chords and retains its linear texture for the entirely of the piece, including at the climax. In
addition to the pianistic textures being very wide and awkward (take particular note of the left-
hand part, which is fiendishly widely spaced), the etude also explores the very limits of the
piano’s range. Numerous parts of the prelude juxtapose extremes in tessitura — with gaps

spanning up to six octaves — creating broad and open sounds. (Example 3.24)
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Example 3.24: Stanchinsky’s Etude in B major (ca. 1908-1910), bars 57-59.
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The pianistic writing in the ‘Lydian’ and ‘Mixolydian’ Preludes, and the Etude in B major, is
significantly more complex than anything seen in the works Stanchinsky wrote prior to his
admission to the Moscow Conservatoire. His technical studies influenced his work, as did being
surrounded by other composers in a big city. Like many of his contemporaries at this time,
Stanchinsky experimented with pushing the boundaries of tonality, with his compositional
technique extending to include bitonality, modality and pure diatonicism. During this time,
Stanchinsky’s textures became broader and more linear, and the tessitura of his works
significantly expanded. Through this use of linear textures, Stanchinsky began to abandon
chordal harmony, and instead created harmonies as a by-product of voice interaction. He
developed these tendencies further in his contrapuntal works, which are discussed in the next

section of this chapter.

Counterpoint and Chromaticism (from 1908)

Arguably, one of the most characteristic features of Stanchinsky’s style is the use of as a main
structural stimulus for his compositions. His experimentation with contrapuntal textures is seen
as early as 1908, when he wrote Canon — his first work to apply a strict contrapuntal technique
to an entire piece. Stanchinsky was studying with Taneyev at this time, so it is likely that the
work was an exercise set by Taneyev or that it was inspired by Taneyev’s interest in and

knowledge of contrapuntal techniques.

Stanchinsky’s Canon harks back to centuries of tradition in its use of imitation, but its tonal
and rhythmic languages are distinctly modern. It is Stanchinsky’s first composition to embrace

the use of dense chromaticism: the first melodic motif (bars 1-4) uses eleven of the twelve
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notes available (all except C); and the second motif (bars 5-8) is composed using a chromatic
scale. (Example 3.25) The chromatic nature of the melodic motifs prevents the establishment
of a clear tonal centre and, for most of the work, the home key is obscured. Nonetheless,
Stanchinsky’s use of all twelve pitches in the Canon does not create atonality, but rather a sense
of suspended tonality, and the concept of the work remains tonal. This is indicated by a key
signature still being present — suggesting that Stanchinsky conceived the work as being in a
key — while the placement of the note B on the first beat of bar 1 (and similar tonic gestures at
the beginnings of bar 2 and 3) marks it as the tonal centre. This tonal centre is finally confirmed

by the use of a B minor closing chord preceded by a V-i motion in the bass. (Example 3.26)

Example 3.25: Stanchinsky’s Canon (1908), bars 1-8.

Presto 1 1-pitch scale
f 11
/—\

o £2 o _— e VR == e
ANSY 4 10 Caefae Ii‘ ﬁl’ = e o . Tﬂ% 9‘ b = ==
Q) i | & I

e r.d Q - - - 0 éi
Yo 2 %

chromatic scale
1
py TR i ete Pe - -
nrﬂl. = = — ”\; 'ﬁl ‘ T |lh1l s _»o \; T I
o —
h.,!:ﬁ_n_ e : 2 o g = fe .

#Wﬁ* :ﬁ’ g”.—'ﬂ;‘;‘ﬁr = { -1
Y] ho— === S

106



Example 3.26: Stanchinsky’s Canon (1908), bars 31-40.
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As seen in Example 3.25, Stanchinsky’s theme shows elements of multi-part writing — note
the descending chromatic lines in the opening line (starting from G in bar one — G, F#, E#, Ef,
D#, D; and from B starting in bar 2 — B, A#, At, G#, Gh, F#). Both shapes start on the second
semiquaver of the bar. However, they are not applied with much consistency and, in typical
Stanchinskian style, the pattern breaks down as soon as it is set up. We may compare
Stanchinsky’s approach here with that of Bach’s Fugue in B minor No. 24 (BWYV 869), whose
theme uses all twelve notes of the chromatic scale in an angular way. Whereas Bach’s method

is relatively consistent, however, Stanchinsky’s is transformed. His approach thus appears to
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be neoclassical — Stanchinsky takes a familiar musical trope and alters it in unfamiliar and
unexpected ways. Despite the alterations, though, his patterns demonstrate an underlying logic:
the first 16 notes grow out of the descending, stepwise pattern, while the second half of the
theme includes a contrasting five-note figure in wide leaps. This approach is comparable to

some of Bach’s fugue themes, which have a contrasting ‘head’ and ‘tail’.

The Canon’s rhythmic patterns — written as straight semiquavers in an 8/16 metre — are
unusually beamed into groups of 5 + 3. By positioning this pattern to start with a quaver upbeat,
Stanchinsky appears to completely disregard the bar line, and this effect is further strengthened
by the placement of the phrase mark across each group of eight semiquavers. Such groupings
remain consistent throughout the prelude, although the implied accents are disturbed in bars
12-20 when Stanchinsky introduces irregular accents to further disrupt the metric flow.

(Example 3.27)

Example 3.27: Stanchinsky’s Canon (1908), bars 12-19.

This piece implies an initial concept for the work: a two-part imitative canon, in a simple duple
time, in the key of B minor. Indeed, these may have been the requirements of Taneyev’s task
for Stanchinsky. The resulting composition retains just enough of the initial concept for it to

be recognised but, on the surface, its musical language is engineered to negate it. In this way,
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Stanchinsky uses an old, structured technique as a means to enable experimentation with other
musical elements, particularly tonality. The simple duple time becomes 8/16 and the key of B
minor is obscured almost beyond recognition — with no score to hand, the home key (and

indeed any real sense of key) would only become obvious as the last chord is played.

Further experimentation with expanding tonal boundaries within a contrapuntal setting are seen
in Stanchinsky’s Prelude and Fugue (1909-1910) — another piece which likely came into
existence under the guidance of Taneyev. In this piece, Stanchinsky continues to explore the
use of all twelve pitches, but he also employs an alternative, synthetic scale (lowered 2" and a
raised 4 degrees). This scale will become characteristic of his style in future years and will be
dubbed the ‘Stanchinsky mode’.>* From the very outset, Stanchinsky disrupts the usual
expectations of a prelude by casting it as a double canon. Consequently, it is more rhythmically
adventurous than the ensuing fugue, whose counterpoint contains an unusually small amount
of movement between the two voices. In the Prelude, two themes enter simultaneously in bar
1 of the soprano and alto parts, while the imitating voices in the tenor and bass voices join in

bar 6.2 (Example 3.28)

23 The ‘Stanchinsky mode’ is explored in more detail in Chapter 4.
24 There is a discrepancy between the tenor part in bar 13 and the soprano part in bar 8. This could, potentially,
be a mistake, either on the part of the editor or Stanchinsky.
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Example 3.28: Stanchinsky’s Prelude and Fugue, Prelude (1909-1910), bars 1-15.
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The canon form is not pursued throughout the Prelude, and from bar 16 the piece is developed
freely. However, the subject material returns in the last two bars — reinforced by chords based
on the fourth and fifth — before the piece ends in a major key via a Picardy Third. (Example
3.29)

Example 3.29: Stanchinsky’s Prelude and Fugue, Prelude, bars 29-31.
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In contrast with the Prelude, the Fugue makes use of all twelve pitches from the very outset.
(Example 3.30). Although fugue subjects which utilise all twelve notes of the chromatic scale
can be found as far back as the work of Bach (e.g., Bach’s Fugue in B Minor from Book 1,
BWYV 869), and indeed earlier, Stanchinsky’s Fugue illustrates his continued exploration of
means by which tonality can be extended. As in the Canon, the use of a chromatic scale here
does not warrant the consideration of the work as atonal: a key signature is indicated, there are
various moments which articulate a sense of tonic arrival, and the work ends on a strong G
major chord via a Picardy Third (although, in characteristic Stanchinsky fashion, he avoids a
typical V-I cadence). (Example 3.31) Stanchinsky follows the harmonic conventions of a fugue
structure: he presents the subject first in the tonic (bar 1) and then in the dominant (bar 3),

grounding all twelve notes of the chromatic scale within a tonal framework.
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Example 3.30: Stanchinsky’s Prelude and Fugue, Fugue, bars 1-10.
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The inclusion of a counter-exposition starting in bar 8, although incomplete, provides the fugue

with further tonal grounding, while the subjects lose their countersubjects and the subject entry

in the tonic turns out to be a false entry. The fugue culminates in a stretto consisting of four
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incomplete subject entries in the tonic, with the second subject entry in the right hand

interrupting itself. (Example 3.31)

Example 3.31: Stanchinsky’s Prelude and Fugue, Fugue, bars 27-32.
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In the episode sections of the Fugue, Stanchinsky’s melodic writing employs increasingly wide
intervals. Sitsky observes that here Stanchinsky uses ‘Bach-like sequences, but with very wide
spacings’, in this way ‘prefiguring the neoclassical movement, and in the matter of wide

intervals, even the Second Viennese School.’? (Example 3.32)

25 Larry Sitsky, Music of the Repressed Russian Avant-Garde, 1900-1929, (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1994),
p. 31.
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Example 3.32: Stanchinsky’s Prelude and Fugue, Fugue, bars 13-14.
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It is interesting to note that, at this stage of his compositional development, Stanchinsky
refrains from developing all the musical elements within the same piece. The more complex
Stanchinsky’s scales and harmonies become, the simpler his rhythms appear, and vice versa.
The Fugue contains only occasional occurrences of polyrhythms (a quintuplet is used in the

penultimate bar), while only a few motifs cross over bar lines (as seen in example 3.32).

As with the Canon, it is not clear if there was a single conceptual motivation behind this work,
and there may have been more than one. It is possible that Stanchinsky started with the form
of prelude and fugue and introduced higher levels of chromaticism to modernise the Baroque
genre and to obscure a clear sense of key. He may also have been looking for a way to formalise
the use of all twelve notes, turning to counterpoint as a suitable organisational system, in line
with the broader European trend of composers looking for ways to structure alternative scales.°
These pieces thus demonstrate that Stanchinsky employed counterpoint as a means by which
he could disrupt conventional tonalities. In this respect, his approach is in direct opposition to
that of Stravinsky, who used contrapuntal models in Renard (1915-16) and Mavra (1922) to
reaffirm the tonal system.?’” However, Stanchinsky’s inventiveness remains grounded in
tradition: in looking for ways to structure chromatic scales, Stanchinsky relies heavily on old
forms, and in this way his most innovative ideas stay couched within the established ideas of

the past.

26 Stanchinsky’s use of a chromatic scale does not fit within a recognisable atonal framework, and his approach
is not comparable to the more formal, dodecaphonic experiments of Schoenberg.

27 Maureen A. Carr, After the Rite: Stravinsky’s Path to Neoclassicism (1914-25), (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2014), p. 32.
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Scottish Songs (1909)

In 1909, Stanchinsky turned his attention to folk songs. That year, he collected 54 folk songs
in the Smolensk region, although their melodies do not appear to have been incorporated into
his compositions.?® His interest in folk idioms was not limited to Russian folk music, and in
the same year he wrote ten Scottish Songs set to words and melodies by Robert Burns (1759-
1796).% Printed for the first time in 2013, the songs remain virtually unknown, both within
Russia and abroad. It seems the songs have never been discussed in musicological literature
and, while they received a performance in Moscow Conservatoire’s Small Hall in 2018, they

appear to have never been performed outside of Russia.>°

Stanchinsky’s decision to set Burns’s poems and melodies may, at first sight, appear to be an
unexpected choice for a Russian composer. However, Scottish culture was fashionable in the
nineteenth century, and composers from across Europe were attracted to Scottish poems, novels
and melodies. By the early twentieth century, Burns was already familiar to the Russian public,
and his themes of nationality, rural life and individual freedom resonated with the Russian
intelligentsia. His work initially appeared in Russia at the beginning of the nineteenth century,
when the first translation of ‘Address to the Shade of Thomson’ was published in Ipokreniya
in 1800.%! The first Russian book-length translation was published in 1936 (Izbrannaya lirika,
trans. T. Shchepkina-Kupernik), but many individual poems were printed before the turn of the
century (for example, ‘John Anderson, my jo’ in Sovremenik in 1856 (trans. M. Mikhailov),
and ‘For a’ that and a’ that’ in Poety vsekh vremen i narodov (trans. V. Kostomarov), both of
which were set by Stanchinsky). Russian literary critic Nikolay Storozhenko (1836-1906)
played a major part in the passionate reception Burns’s poems received in Russia by

introducing him to the Russian readership as a poet of humanity and love.>?

28 His collection is preserved in RNMM, 239/61.

29 Stanchinsky has written other standalone songs, including V bure deyaniy, v volnakh bytiya (to the words
from Goethe’s Faust) and Ocen’ (to a poem by Belmont) which were published in the set of Sbornik romansov
together with the Scottish Songs. Aleksey Stanchinsky, Shornik romansov, ed. by Nikolay Pisarenko (Smolensk:
Smolensk City Typography, 2013).

30 A set of recordings can be found on YouTube, performed by soloists Ya. Ivanilova and D. Stepanovich and
pianist E. Talisman. The organ seen at the back of the stage reveals the location of the recording to be Moscow
Conservatoire’s Small Hall. The recordings are numbered 1-10; for a full list see Discography. The first:
Aleksey Stanchinsky, Here Awa’, There Awa, online video recording, YouTube, 21 March 2018,
<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QVQwMTfhFyA> [accessed 3 August 2021].

31 Pauline Mackay, ‘Timeline of the European Reception of Robert Burns, 1795-2012°, in The Reception of
Robert Burns in Europe, ed. by Murray Pittock (London: Bloomsbury, 2014), pp. xxiii-Ixvii, (p. xxv).

32 Natalia Kaloh Vid, ‘The Reception of Robert Burns in Russia’, in Reception of Robert Burns in Europe, ed. by
M. Pittock (London: Bloomsbury, 2014), pp. 155-178 (p. 159).
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Stanchinsky’s settings of Burns’s songs were composed for a composition competition
announced in Moscow in 1909. The competition was organised by a newly established artistic
organisation Dom Pesni [House of Songs], founded in 1908 by the singer Maria Olenina-
d’Alheim and her husband Piotr d’ Alheim. Their vision was to ‘eschew capitalist relations and
embody the true values of collective creation’ by creating an environment in which the creator,
the performer and the public worked together to create a ‘true artistic work.’** To enhance the
collective experience and encourage full immersion in creativity, Russian translations of the
songs performed at their concerts were printed and circulated in advance. Rather unusually,
and somewhat counterintuitively to their goal, the society sought to discourage casual
attendance at their events. They did so by not selling tickets to House of Songs concerts but

instead opening them only to paying members of the society. Olenina-d’Alheim explained:

The House of Songs has striven to attract to its concerts not chance listeners, but those who
consciously take part in communal creative activity [...] opening our doors [by selling concert
tickets] not only contradicts the goals of the institution of our Society, but would even bring into

question the very purpose of our Society’s continued existence.3*

This financial commitment restricted access to these concerts to a small, elite group, and
attendance was also limited by the seating capacity of Moscow Conservatoire’s Small Hall,
where most of the performances were scheduled. House of Songs was oversubscribed; only a
portion of those interested in taking part could be accommodated, making it a very exclusive

society. ¥

The rules of the competition specified that piano accompaniments should be composed for ten
Scottish songs that use the words and melodies of Robert Burns, in the original language. Any
publication of Burns’s works was permitted to be used, but the recommended ‘most complete’
book was given as Songs of Scotland, ed. Boosey et Co, London, 1877.%¢ The competition was
international: it attracted composers both from within Russia and from abroad, including Yakob
Weinberg (1897-1956), Sergey Tolstoy (1863-1947), Paul Vidal (1863-1931) and Aleksandr

Grechaninov, who submitted two separate entries.>’ Stanchinsky’s teacher and friend, Nikolay

33 Rebecca Mitchell, Nietzsche’s Orphans: Music, Metaphysics, and the Twilight of the Russian Empire (New
Haven & London: Yale University Press, 2015), p. 37.

3 @ Alheim quoted in Mitchell, Nietzsche’s Orphans, p. 37.

3 Ibid., pp. 37-8.

36 “Tretiy konkurs: konkurs na fortepiannoe soprovozhdeniye’, RNMM, 256/2779.

3T RNMM, 133/487; RNMM, 208/22; RNMM, 33878/VI; RNMM, 22/664; RNMM, 22/665.
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Zhilyayev, also worked on his own submission. In a letter to Taneyev, he revealed that he was

writing a set of Scottish songs for the competition in secret:

(I inform you about this under the greatest secret) I hastily set about fulfilling the task of the House
of Songs competition (piano accompaniments to ten Scottish songs of Burns) and barely had time to
finish it on the last day of the term, that is, September 15", and only on that day did I return the notes
[sheet music] (through our doorman). But I keep this matter from everyone in the greatest secret and

report this only to you (and also to L. Sabaneyev).3*

The jury, consisting of Aleksandr Goldenweiser (1875-1961), Mikhail Ippolitov-Ivanov (1859-
1935) and Nikolay Medtner judged the anonymised entries and announced Sergey Tolstoy’s
entry as the winner.*® Stanchinsky noted in his diary that the second prize was awarded to ‘a

Frenchman’, presumably Paul Vidal.*

Most of Stanchinsky’s Scottish Songs demonstrate an effort to retain the Scottish character. His
newfound interest in Scottish culture also extended to him taking up two novels by Walter Scott
at this time, ‘to get to know the Scottish people’.*! Judging by his diary entries, he aimed to
create simple piano accompaniments which would allow the Scottish melodies to take centre

stage. His aspirations are hinted at through his criticism of Medtner in his diary:

Medtner writes better for solo piano. There is little melody in his Lieder. He clutters the piano
painfully; the voice is not primary, but secondary. No! I have to write songs better than him! Melody

from beginning to end, brightness and clarity. Will it succeed[?]!!!4?

However, while Stanchinsky’s criticism of Medtner demonstrates his ostensible preference for

simplicity, his settings are so unusual that they appear to rethink the relationship between voice

3 No score for Zhilyayev’s songs has been found. «(coo6maro Bam 06 3ToM 110/ BeIMYalIIIM CEKPETOM) 5
CIIETITHO IPUHSIICA 32 BHIIOJTHEHHUE 3a1a9n KoHKypca “Jloma [lecan” (hopTenmaHHbIi aKKOMITAHEMEHT K JIECSITH
IOTIAHICKUM TMecHsIM bépHca) 1 efBa ycmeln ee KOHUYUTh B TIOCTEIHNAN AEHb CPOKa, TO €CTh 15-r0 CeHTsOps, 1
TOJIBKO B 3TOT JI€Hb I CAAJ HOTHI (depe3 Hamiero meeniapa). Ho nepy st 3To A€o OT Bcex B BeIHUaimemM
cekpete u coob1rar 06 3Tom Tosibko Bam (1a emie JI. CabaneeBy).» Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i
gibel’, ed. by Inna A. Barsova (Moscow: Muzyka, 2008), p. 71.

3% RNMM, 239/97, 7 November 1909.

40 Ibid.

41 «Bssn uurats Banbrep-Ckotra “DauHOyprekyro Temuuiy” u “Po6-Post”, 4ToObI IO3HAKOMHUTCS C
LIOTIaHACKUM HapojoM.» Lydia Perlova, ‘Vospominaniya o Stanchinskom A. V.”, RNMM, 239/120, p. 36.
421t is possible that he may have attended the premiere of Medtner’s Twelve Songs afier Goethe, op. 15, which
were first performed on 8 January 1909, the date of this diary entry. Barrie Martyn, Nicolas Medtner: His Life
and Music (Aldershot: Scolar Press, 1995), p. 61. «MeTHep Jiydiiie COYUHSET JJIs1 OAHOTO (hopTembsiHo. B ero
Lieder menoauu mano. bonbHO 3arpomMokaaeT oH (OPTENbSIHO; TOIOC He TIIaBHBIN, a BropocTeneHHbId. Het! S
JIOJDKEH MUCcaTh TIECHHM Jydlie ero! Menoaus ¢ Hadaja 0 KOHIIA, SIPKOCTh U SICHOCTh. Y nactes nu!!!» RNMM,
239/97, 8 January 1909.
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and piano [entirely]. As such, his comment appears paradoxical, as he may well have addressed
the same criticism to his own songs. It is also reasonable to speculate that, upon getting to know
Medtner’s songs better, he saw in them something that inspired his Burns settings, or that,
knowing that Medtner was on the panel, he adopted a more complex accompaniment style in
an aim to appeal to him. Nonetheless, the inconsistency between the sentiment in his diary and
the finished songs allows an insight into Stanchinsky’s own notion of simplicity. His piano
writing here is simpler than that of his solo piano pieces from this time, yet his settings defy
many conventional expectations of piano accompaniments, demonstrating that the inherent

complexities of Stanchinsky’s style shaped the songs in an individual way.

We know from Stanchinsky’s diaries that he found the process of writing the songs very
difficult. For example, on 2 August 1909 he wrote: ‘My Scottish songs terrify me [...] Can’t I
write?”* On 19 August: ‘I began to compose F major — it is not working [...] Kept thinking
about the songs. And they weighed [on me] like a nightmare. Suddenly fell asleep. I woke up
terrified and ran to swim.”** On 22 August: ‘In the morning before lunch [I] wrote F major
[song] and finished it. But I don’t like it. Breathed a sigh of relief as [I] crossed it out. Also
discarded G minor. Ouch! How much more to write. Energy, where are you?... [ellipsis his]**+
Stanchinsky’s sister also remembered that during this time he was ‘tormented’ and ‘worried’,
and that he rewrote some of the songs many times.*® Yet, when the compositions were finished,

he thought of them highly. After a meeting with Zhilyayev in which each played their songs,

Stanchinsky noted that Zhilyayev’s songs were ‘much worse’ than his and praised his own:

There are few words to express my pride and joy with which I played my ‘songs’ [sic] [...] Zhilyayev
praised me very much. Said that there is Scottish in them, but there is more ‘Stanchinsky’. And
really[,] they have their own [idioms] and this ‘mine’ [character, which] I see and contemplate in

[my] future compositions, which will be brighter and brighter... [ellipsis his]*

4 «Mens yxacaroT MOM IOTIaHJCKHUE necHH. [...] Heyxenu ne Hammmy?» RNMM, 239/97, 2 August 1909.

4 «Cran counnars F-dur — He BeIxouT. [...] Bee nymain o necHsix. M onn gaBuiu kommapom. HeoxxnnanHo
3acHyJ1. C y’kacoM IpocHyJIcs ¥ obexan kynatbes.» Ibid., 19 August 1909.

4 «Ytpom 10 06exa mican F-dur u korumn ee. Ho He HpaBuTcs oHa MHEe. O6GIErYeHHO B3IOXHYII, KOTIa
BEIYEepKHYJI ee. Taroke 3a0pakosain u g-moll. Oit! Ckonbko enie nucatb. Jueprus|,] rae Tor?...» Ibid., 22 August
1909.

46 «OH o4eHb CTpafal, My4IUIbCs, BOIHOBAJICA, KOTa UX counHsL» RNMM, 239/120, p. 37.

47«1 on [XKunses] mokaspIBal TaKke CBOU, TOPa3I0 XyKe MOUX.»; «Mallo CJIOB BBIPa3UTh MO0 TOPAOCTh U
panocTh, ¢ KOT[OPO#] 51 UTpall MOM «TIeCHW». [...]| XK[unseB] MeHst oueHb xBanuiau. ['OBOpPHIIN, UTO €CTh B HUX
MIOTIIAHICKOE, HO «CTAHYMHCKOTO» B HUX OoJbIe. Y edCTBUTENBHO[,] B HUX €CTh CBOE M ATO «MOE» S BIKY U
cosepiiaro B Oyaylnmx COYMHEHHSIX, KOT[opble] OyIyT Bee sipue u spue...» RNMM, 239/97, 16 October 1909.
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This diary entry speaks about the distinctiveness and maturity of Stanchinsky’s style.

299

Zhilyayev’s comment that ‘there is Scottish in them, but there is more “Stanchinsky”” shows
how strongly Stanchinsky’s compositional idioms permeated the songs. Although the
competition entries were judged anonymously, jury member Goldenweiser told Stanchinsky
that he had immediately recognised which songs were his.*® While Goldenweiser’s remark may
not have necessarily implied a positive view of Stanchinsky’s songs, the achievement of an

idiosyncratic and recognisable style for a composer of only twenty-one years shows that

Stanchinsky’s style matured beyond his young age.

When writing about his songs in his diary, Stanchinsky wrote the word ‘songs’ in quotation
marks. We may consider two possibilities for this. On the one hand, he may have been hesitant
to call them songs simply because of an awareness that he was setting pre-existing Scottish
tunes rather than producing original compositions. On the other hand, he may have recognised
that his approach was so far removed from the traditional concept of the genre that some might

baulk at it.

Unfortunately for Stanchinsky, the individuality of his style compromised his success at the
competition. The jury were looking for simplicity. After the results were announced,
Stanchinsky recorded in his diary that the first prize was awarded to Sergey Tolstoy for
‘remarkable simplicity and full Scottish colours.”* Stanchinsky’s songs were deemed too
complex. One day at the conservatoire Stanchinsky overheard Medtner and Goldenweiser
discussing his songs. Goldenweiser spoke: ‘The man set out to show what he can write for
piano. Are these accompaniments?’>® Medtner also criticised Stanchinsky’s approach: ‘You
need to, really, come from the song itself, not from the accompaniment.’>! Stanchinsky

conceded: ‘It’s as if I invented writing a piano fantasia for a song.”>

For his settings, Stanchinsky chose ten songs whose topics range from love and affection to
brotherhood and dignity. The texts of these songs portray the everyday life of Scottish country-

dwellers and the nature of the Scottish countryside. (Figure 3.c) Many of the songs are centred

4 RNMM, 239/97, 7 November 1909 and 19 November 1909.

4 «HeoOBIKHOBEHHO TIPOCTO U BIOJIHE MOTIaHC[kuit] konopurt.» Ibid., 7 November 1909.

30 «YenoBek 3a1alics ENbIO TIOKa3aTh, YTO MOKET NUCATh s opren|uano]. Passe 5T0 akKOMIaHEMEHTHI?)
Ibid., 24 October 1909.

5! «Hyxno[,] neficTBHTENBHO[,] HCXOMUTE U3 CaMOil IECHH, a He U3 akkoMn|anemenTal.» RNMM, 239/97, 19
November 1909.

52 «Byaro s u3ommps[cs] HarmucaTh GOPTENbIH[HyI0 hanTazuio?] Ha mecHo.» Ibid.
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around human actors as main characters (‘Willie Wanderer’, ‘Robin Adair’, ‘Mary Morison’),
while others focus on the themes of nature (‘The Birks of Aberfeldy’) or love and relationships
(‘Robin Adair’, ‘John Anderson, my jo’, ‘Blue-eyed lassie’, ‘She’s fair and fause’, ‘My wife’).
Humour features in ‘Sic a wife as Willie had’, while Burns’s political stance is expressed in
‘For a’ that and a’ that’, a song which came to symbolise the universal brotherhood of the

revolutionary left in early twentieth century Russia.>?

It is unclear how well Stanchinsky understood Burns’s poems, set as they were in the original
Scots. There is evidence that he was working on his own translations of the songs, but not all
of the songs were translated, and some of the songs which were translated do not feature in the

t.>* Stanchinsky’s settings also show an inconsistent approach to word painting: some

final se
of the songs (nos. 1, 2, 3, and 6) demonstrate some word painting, while others (nos. 4, 5, 7
and 10) simply mirror the character of the song in the piano accompaniment. Songs no. 6 and
9 might be considered to reflect the poems’ meanings conceptually, yet song no. 8 shows no
attempt to consider Burns’s words. A question also remains as to how any attempt at word
painting could be achieved within the strophic nature of his settings: Stanchinsky set only one

verse of each folk song, and as such, different words are set to the same music on each repeat.

53 For a’ that and a’ that (Burns’s tune) is of such cultural significance that it was sung at the opening of the
Scottish Parliament in 1999. Robert Burns, 4 Man’s A Man For A’ That, online video recording, YouTube, 10
February 2014 <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hudNoXsUj0o> [accessed 3 December 2021]; Murray
Pittock, ‘Introduction: “The mair they talk, I’'m kend the better”: Burns and Europe’ in Reception of Robert
Burns in Europe, ed. by M. Pittock (London: Bloomsbury, 2014), pp. 1-8 (p. 3).

> Translations are preserved in RNMM, 239/114. The file contains eight poems translated to Russian (in pencil)
and nine poems written out in Scots (in pen) with a few footnotes to explain the meaning of certain Scots words.
The handwriting of the poems in Scots (in pen) is likely Zhilyayev’s.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hudNoXsUj0o

Figure 3.c: Stanchinsky’s /0 Scottish Songs.

Title in Title in First Line>> Key Tempo Bars
Pisarenko’s Scots
edition

1. | Ckuranen Willie Here awa, there awa, | F major/D | Andantino 20
Buimu Wanderer wandering Willie minor affettuoso

2. | Robin Adair®® | Robin Adair | What’s this dull Bb major N/A 18

town to me

3. | Gohn John John Anderson, my | G minor Larghetto 20
Anderson, my | Anderson, jo, when Nature first | (Dorian)
joy [sic] my jo began

4. | bepesbl The Birks of | Bonie lassie, will ye | D major Allegro 11
O6epdenbaun | Aberfeldy g0 vivace

5. | Fomy6ormnazast | Blue-eyed I gaed a waefu’ gate | B Aeolian | Andante 25
JIEBYIIIKA lassie yestreen

6. | OnakpacuBa, | She’s fair She’s fair and fause | E Aeolian | Allegretto 18
HO HE BepHa and fause that causes my smart

7. | Mos xena My wife My love’s a C Allegretto 22

winsome wee thing | Mixolydian | con moto

8. | Mepu Mary O Mary, at thy D Aeolian | Lento 18
Mopucon Morison window be

9. | Yecrnas For a’ that Where’s he, for Bb major Moderato 16
OeTHOCTD and a’ that honest poverty veloce

10. | bumm u ero Sic a wife as | Willie Wastle dwalt | F Allegro 21
KEeHa Willie’s wife | on Tweed Mixolydian | marcato

55 Burns’s poems and tunes tend to differ slightly depending on the publication in question. The first lines in this

table appear as they are published in the ‘Index of First Lines’ in The Oxford Edition of the Works of Robert
Burns: Robert Burns’s Songs for George Thomson, ed. by Kirsteen McCue (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

2021), IV, pp. 689-690.

36 Robin Adair is an exception to this set, as the song is not attributed to Robert Burns. The rhythmic outline of

the tune closely resembles Burns’s ‘Phillis the Fair’.
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Stanchinsky’s settings each share some stylistic commonalities while also being distinct in
character and compositional techniques. All the Scottish Songs are composed in four phrases
that follow the quatrain structure of the poems. Burns’s tunes largely follow an AABA pattern,
in which the second phrase is a slightly altered repeat of the first, and the third phrase introduces
contrast. However, unlike other composers who provided only simple accompaniments to folk
songs, such as Rimsky-Korsakov’s Collection of One Hundred Russian Songs, op. 24,
Stanchinsky does not submit his accompaniments to these melodic repeats. His second phrases
tend to develop in texture and tessitura, thereby creating growth instead of merely repeating
the accompaniment together with the voice. Unlike many nineteenth-century songs, and unlike
his competitors’ entries, Stanchinsky’s songs make little use of features such as interludes or
postludes. Even his introductions are strikingly short; most are two or four bars long, although
some are as short as half-a-bar (song no. 5). The settings by Stanchinsky’s competitors at the
House of Songs competition — Grechaninov, Vidal, Tolstoy — also appear more conventional
than Stanchinsky’s. Their accompaniment parts include more substantial piano interludes and
Lieder-like textures. Grechaninov, like Stanchinsky, scores one strophe and writes in repeat
marks (although his settings are simpler and more conventional), while both Tolstoy’s and
Vidal’s settings (first and second prize at the competition) are through-composed for more than

one verse.

Stanchinsky’s approach to accompaniment in his Scottish Songs falls into three main
categories: songs that use contrapuntal techniques; songs that incorporate original folk
melodies into piano accompaniments (non-contrapuntal), or create a Scottish character by other
means; and those in which Stanchinsky’s idiosyncratic piano style and linear textures assume

a more significant role.

Contrapuntal Technigues

In line with Stanchinsky’s growing interest in contrapuntal techniques in his solo piano music,
three of his settings (2, 6, 8) are set in canon, either between voice and piano or in the
accompaniment part between the right and the left hands. Stanchinsky’s diaries show that he
attempted to set more songs in canon, but some early versions were later scrapped. For

example, on 19 July 1909, Stanchinsky wrote: ‘I did some work, composing an F major song
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as a canon. Very difficult, but I hope to master [it].”>’ The following day: ‘After dinner,
composed a canon in F major. Got a little further [with it].”>® Another day later: ‘Didn’t like
the F major canon, will write in D minor (Mary Morison).”> While it is unclear which of the
two songs in F Stanchinsky is referring to (no. 1, ‘Willie Wanderer’ or no. 10 ‘Sic a wife as
Willie had’), neither are written in canon in their final form, but the D minor (Aeolian) song

‘Mary Morison’ includes a canon in the accompaniment part.

The first setting to include a canon between the voice and piano is song no. 2, ‘Robin Adair’,
which is the only one to precisely quote the original melody in the piano part. The tune is taken
as the basis for the accompaniment, with its entries alternated between piano and voice: the
piano introduction begins with the melody, before the vocal line enters with it an octave higher

in bar 3. (Example 3.33)

57«51 memHoro padoran|,] counnsn F-dur mecnro kanoHoM. O4eHb TPYJHO, HO 1 HAJEICh OCUINTE.» RNMM,
239/97, 19 July 1909.

38 «Ilocne o6ena counnsan F-dur kanon. Hemuoro nogsunynocs pansiue.» Ibid., 20 July 1909.

3 «F-dur-Hblif KaHOH He MOHpaBwWiIcs, Oyay mucats d-moll (Mary Moryson) [sic].» Ibid., 21 July 1909.
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Example 3.33: Stanchinsky’s ‘Robin Adair’, bars 1-8.
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A stricter approach is seen in song no. 6, ‘She’s fair and fause’, which makes extensive use of
inverted counterpoint. The Scottish folk tune is the main source material used in the piano part,
which is set in canon against the vocal line. (Example 3.34) This approach is similar to that
seen in song no. 2, ‘Robin Adair’, except that here the quotation is not direct, but rather
inverted. This inverted canon continues throughout the song, with only occasional moments of

deviation, where the inversion is adapted harmonically to suit the ends of phrases.
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Example 3.34: Stanchinsky’s ‘She’s fair and fause’, bars 1-5.
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As seen in example 3.34, the vocal line and its inversion in the piano part are metrically
displaced and never meet vertically. In bar 1, for example, the inversion in the bass part begins
a quaver before the vocal line enters. In bar 6, the parts swap: the vocal line enters a quaver
before its inversion enters in the bass. Such displacement creates complex textures and
rhythmic interactions between the voice and piano, demonstrating a highly unconventional
approach to writing piano accompaniments. This technique may be reflective of the poem itself,
in which the woman is described as ‘fair’ and ‘fause’. The false aspect is conveyed in the fact
that the left hand is inconsistent (thus, ‘fause’ and ‘fickle’), while the ‘fair’ aspect might be

conveyed by the holistic choice of using canon to represent symmetry and beauty.

Contrasting songs no. 2 and no. 6, song no. 8, ‘Mary Morison’, includes a canon which is not

set between voice and piano, but in the piano part between the two hands. The song’s
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accompaniment is one of the most detached from the tune in this set. While the vocal line
begins with an upbeat, the piano accompaniment does not. Set in motion during the opening
bars, which introduce the piece’s linear texture, the accompaniment part and the folk tune
create a three-part counterpoint. The canon in the piano part is three bars apart, and the voice
enters after two bars with neat, four-bar phrases, creating a metrically displaced effect.

(Example 3.35)

Example 3.35: Stanchinsky’s ‘Mary Morison’, bars 1-9.
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Although the piano part appears to be distant from the folk tune, some similarities exist.
Melodically, Stanchinsky’s piano theme can be read as a contraction of the melody’s opening
phrase. (See example 3.35) While the vocal line mostly moves by a step, some intervals occur
in the folk tune which Stanchinsky mirrors in the piano part by writing in dyads instead of
single notes, and in doing so he creates a connection between the parts. For example, the first
melodic intervals larger than a step in the folk tune — a rising perfect fourth and a falling perfect
fifth — occur in bars 5 and 6, while equivalent harmonic intervals appear simultaneously in the
right hand of the piano part. Similarly, the first sixth in the vocal line in bar 9 is accompanied

by the same interval in the piano.

Scottish Character

In song no. 7, ‘My wife’, Stanchinsky demonstrates a new approach to working with the
Scottish material. He takes Burns’s tune as the basis for the accompaniment part but fragments
and rearranges it to suit his idiosyncratic piano style. Unusually for this set, the song includes
a relatively long piano introduction which establishes the most prominent melodic motif of this
song. (Example 3.36, marked x) This motif, originating from the third phrase of the vocal line,
is used throughout the accompaniment part. It is first heard in the introduction, before coming
back in bars 8 and 10 of the piano part, as well as bar 9 of the vocal line, and in so doing creates
a dialogue between the voice and the accompaniment. The piano setting in this song
demonstrates Stanchinsky’s inventiveness and resourcefulness within a limited harmonic
setting. The song’s home key is C Mixolydian, but the folk tune is continuously alternating
between two chords: C major and Bb major. This inherent duality of the folk tune is a typical
idiom of Scottish folk music, which often alternates between tonic and flattened leading note
in place of a dominant.®® The entire song is, therefore, essentially written upon two chords
which generally change every two bars. This harmonic framework is first established in the
piano introduction, and sets out the stylistic approach of the accompaniment which includes

typically Stanchinskian wide leaps in the left-hand part.

0 A similar harmonic structure is seen in the final song of the set, ‘Sic a wife as Willie had’.
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Example 3.36: Stanchinsky’s ‘My wife’s a winsome wee thing’, bars 1-10.

Allegretto con moto
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The rest of the songs in this set do not directly quote original folk tunes, but Scottish idioms
are either largely retained and combined with Stanchinsky’s own stylistic tendencies or created
through other means. Stanchinsky preserves the original modality of the songs (most minor
keys are in their natural mode, i.e. Aeolian), and many accompaniments include quartal
elements (songs nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 10). In this respect, Stanchinsky’s treatment of Burn’s songs is
entirely different to that of Schumann’s in Fiinf Lieder nach Robert Burns, op. 55, in which he
‘makes no reference to having heard the Scottish melodies [...] nor does he set out to nod his

head, musically speaking, to the north by creating musical settings which have even a remotely
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61 Kirsteen McCue and Marjorie Rycroft, ‘The Reception of Robert Burns in Music’, in Reception of Robert
Burns in Europe, ed. by M. Pittock (London: Bloomsbury, 2014), pp. 267-290 (p. 276).
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A sense of Scottish character is created by original means in song no. 4, ‘The Birks of
Aberfeldy’, which has one of the most striking accompaniment parts in the entire set. From the
outset, the left-hand pedals in fifths evoke the drone sound produced by Scottish bagpipes,
while the acciaccaturas in the right hand are reminiscent of melodies produced by chanter (the
higher-pitched pipe which allows the bagpipe player to control the melody). The song includes
elements of scotch-snap rhythms and appears to be written as an experiment in how to score
an entire piece under a single chord. For much of the song, the folk tune is accompanied by a
D major triad, scored in various inversions and voicings. Bars 3 to 5, for example, are
constructed almost entirely (except for two notes — E in bar 4 and C# in bar 5) out of an

arpeggiated D major triad. (Example 3.37)

Example 3.37: Stanchinsky’s ‘The Birks of Aberfeldy’, bars 1-5.

Allegro vivace
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The ‘Stanchinsky Style’

Throughout Stanchinsky’s settings, we see many features representative of his solo piano style:
he writes rather unidiomatically for piano (his piano parts are full of awkward leaps and
stretches); his tessituras are wide; he contrasts diatonicism and chromaticism; and his beamings
escape the constraints of bar lines. In song no. 1, ‘Willie Wanderer’, for example, his
accompaniment contains many wide leaps from the outset: in the introduction we see sevenths

and ninths in the right-hand part, which soon grow to leaps of elevenths and thirteenths.

(Example 3.38)

Example 3.38: Stanchinsky’s ‘Willie Wanderer’, bars 1-8.

Andantino affettioso
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In this setting, the linear piano accompaniment has its own melodic themes which are inspired

by the vocal line but progress largely independently. For example, the melodic shape of the
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vocal line in bars 5-6 is echoed in the piano’s left hand a bar later, creating melodic unity
between voice and piano. (See example 3.38, marked x) However, in the second phrase,
Stanchinsky’s accompaniment gains significant freedoms from the vocal line. There are no
more echoes of the vocal melody and, despite the singer’s part being an altered repeat of the
first phrase, Stanchinsky’s accompaniment grows both in texture (single notes become dyads)
and tessitura (right hand is scored higher and left hand is scored lower). The second half of the
song (from bar 13) also takes motifs from the vocal line as the stimulus for the accompaniment
part but develops them independently. For example, an auxiliary vocal gesture in bars 13-14 is
doubled in speed and used together with its inversions in bar 13 to create the piano lines.

(Example 3.39, marked y)

Example 3.39: Stanchinsky’s ‘Willie Wanderer’, bars 13-16.
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The independence of the piano part creates complex textures with multiple themes competing
for the listener’s attention. While the entire song is written in a three-part texture, the
complexity of it becomes particularly apparent in the second half of the song, during which the
piano’s right-hand part plays a countermelody independent of the vocal line. Whilst up until
this point the left hand has largely been used to provide harmonic support (almost as a walking
bass, scored at very wide intervals), from bar 13 it incorporates melodic motifs within its
structure, creating a more intricate contrapuntal texture. (See example 3.39) The overall effect
results in a highly unusual folksong setting, and it appears that the primary purpose of the

accompaniment is not simply to support the voice, but to provide independent melodic and
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harmonic interest. The voice part becomes almost incidental, providing a different timbral

colour and a third melodic line, but it does not have the primary role as is expected from a song.

Arguably, the most unusual setting is found in song no. 9, ‘For a’ that and a’ that’, whose
accompaniment appears to completely disregard the vocal line. The piano part does not
originate from the folk tune, nor does it particularly support the voice. Strikingly, the
accompaniment is a bare, thin texture, consisting largely of a single line of notes in the treble,
occasionally punctuated by a few notes in the bass. (Example 3.40) Such an approach is unique
within this set and may be conceptually related to the song’s lyrics. The poem advocates simple,

modest life, and so the accompaniment part is stripped of any musical decorations.

Example 3.40: Stanchinsky’s ‘For a’ that and a’ that’, bars 1-6.
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The accompaniment part contains very few chords but, despite this, the song retains a sense of
tonality. The semiquaver runs are arranged to land on the notes of a Bb major triad at the
beginnings of bars, and Bbs are also emphasised at the ends of phrases. The piano part also
remains largely consonant with the notes of the melody, which is not always the case in other
songs in this set. The setting’s semiquaver beamings, written as they are across bar lines, are
characteristic of Stanchinsky’s solo piano writing and will become an established feature of his
works from 1911. Although most bars contain eight semiquavers (in a 2/4 metre), Stanchinsky
places his semiquaver groups to begin with anacruses before bar lines. Most notes are in groups
of eight, while others are joined in smaller groups of three, four, five or six, with little
consistency. Due to such placements and groupings of the semiquavers, the piano
accompaniment does little to maintain the song’s metre. Instead, the metre is largely held
together by the vocal line, assisted occasionally by two-note motifs in the piano’s left hand.

(Example 3.41)
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Example 3.41: Stanchinsky’s ‘For a’ that and a’ that’, bars 10-16.
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Here, the unusual approach to piano writing redefines the purpose of accompaniment in a song.

The accompaniment is not used to support or embellish the vocal part, nor does it provide much

in the way of harmonic or rhythmic support for the singer. Instead, it is functioning as a

background soundscape to allow the vocal part to stand independently at the forefront.

Although the piano part of this piece is highly unusual for a folk song setting, it is emblematic

of Stanchinsky’s compositional style. The textures and rhythmic arrangements of this setting

can be compared to Stanchinsky’s Etude in B major (1908-1910) and even act as a precursor

to some of the Sketches (in particular, nos. 2 and 5) from 1912.

Throughout the set, we get a sense that Stanchinsky’s settings are not typical accompaniments

to songs: they generally lack the expected chordal/arpeggiated textures, and their complexity

shows a certain neglect to the vocal line by allowing a more equal than usual standing between
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voice and piano. His piano parts break many expectations: on the whole, they do not support
the voice, but function as an equal player, appearing to rethink the purpose of accompaniment
in folk settings. The range and flexibility of techniques Stanchinsky uses distinguish him from
previous generations (i.e. Rimsky-Korsakov, Balakirev), and they distinguish him from other
composers who set Burns’s poems, such as Ravel, whose approach in Chanson
ecossaise (1910) is quite simple. By doing more than just providing simple accompaniments,
Stanchinsky is anticipating the more enriched approach to folk song settings by composers
such as Bartok (Eight Hungarian Folksongs, 1917) or Grainger (whose British Folk Music

Settings were composed and published individually throughout the twentieth century).

Conclusions

The pieces Stanchinsky wrote prior to his hospitalisation in 1910 show that he was
continuously searching for new ideas: his compositional development was exceptionally rapid
and encompassed a wide range of inspirations. While his intense and quickly changing interests
in new techniques resulted in an eclectic set of works, by 1909 the composer had already
developed a distinctive and recognisable ’Stanchinsky style’ (as dubbed by Zhilyayev). For a
21-year-old composer, being able to stand out among his contemporaries, and for his style to

be recognisable, is a significant achievement.

The most important changes in Stanchinsky’s music — those which came to define his style —
happened between 1907 and 1910, after his admission to Moscow Conservatoire. During his
student years, Stanchinsky continued to work within established genres and forms, but began
to challenge some of the structures within, e.g. by obscuring previously clear-cut section lines,
as well as by modernising his surface musical language. His early style, which relied on lyrical
melodies and descending chromatic lines, was soon enhanced by the introduction of dual
tonalities and modes. The textures started to evolve too: fewer of his compositions comprised
obvious melody and accompaniment parts and instead began to favour a more complex fabric
of interweaving lines. Certain works began challenging conventional tonalities by employing
higher levels of chromaticism, while others disengaged from chromatic saturation, and he
explored diatonicism as another alternative to distance his work from nineteenth-century
harmonic models. Stanchinsky also began to use the full extent of the piano range more

frequently, contrasting extremes in tessitura and creating spacious, open sounds. By combining
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more frequent use of irregular and complex rhythms and metres with his tendency to work
against metric constraints, Stanchinsky’s development during this period culminated in an
individual approach to composition that became cemented in his later works, such as the two

last sonatas and the Twelve Sketches which are discussed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 4 — Stylistic Developments (1911-1914)

After a break in 1910 due to illness, Stanchinsky began writing again in 1911. His initial return
to composition was slow and careful. His first work written that year, Variations, was dedicated
to the composer’s cousin, Sophia. Due to its technical and musical simplicity, Variations was
most likely envisaged as a pedagogical piece. It allowed Stanchinsky to practise his skill after
a long interruption, and to comfortably ease himself back into the craft. Having restored his
compositional dexterity, Stanchinsky embarked on writing his most interesting and complex
works. In the final few years of his life, Stanchinsky worked with ‘redoubled ardour’.! His
productivity increased, and he was producing compositions at a faster rate than before. During
this time, Stanchinsky’s interests turned toward large-scale piano compositions and cycles.
Between 1911 and 1914, he wrote two piano sonatas, A/legro (originally envisaged as the first
movement of the Sonata in F major), a prelude, and three sets of short pieces: Twelve Sketches,
Three Sketches, and four canon-preludes. This chapter surveys Stanchinsky’s continued
compositional development from 1911 by focusing on his last two sonatas — no. 1 in F major
(1911-1912) and no. 2 in G major (1912) — and his Twelve Sketches (1912). Exploring two
large-scale piano works alongside Stanchinsky’s biggest set of miniatures provides a

comprehensive and varied insight into him as a composer.

The first part of the chapter focuses on Stanchinsky’s continued efforts to enrich his tonalities.
As seen in his previous works, his attempts to escape conventional tonality extended to include
alternative scales and modes, highly chromatic idioms and pandiatonicism. Although
Stanchinsky continued to work with chromatic scales, his use of twelve-tone harmony was
comparatively limited, and his pieces remained bound within a tonal framework. Much more
frequently, he turned to a direct juxtaposition of diatonicism and chromaticism, as well as an
increased use of non-standard scalic constructions which included a particular synthetic scale

dubbed the ‘Stanchinsky mode’.

The second part of this chapter explores Stanchinsky’s rhythms, which are more adventurous

than seen in his earlier works. In these pieces, he incorporates more frequent use of uneven

! Irina Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914)’, in 4. Stanchinsky: Sochineniya, ed. by Irina Lopatina,
trans. by Valery Yerokhin (Moscow: Muzyka, 1990), 1X, pp. 7-8 (p. 7).

137



metres, irregular accents and juxtapositions of beaming and barring. Even in works with stable,
motoric rthythms, Stanchinsky teases the listener with the fragmentation of phrases and implied
polymetres between the right and the left hands. In contrast to his first piano works, which were
largely pervaded by lyricism and melancholy, pieces from this time are more likely to

incorporate mischief and humour created by varied phrase lengths and lively tempo indications.

The final part of this chapter examines Stanchinsky’s continued work with counterpoint, which
he used to create particularly complex and intricate pianistic textures the likes of which are
rarely seen in piano literature. Stanchinsky developed a unique way of writing for piano, which
sometimes included SATB-style textures and at others had an almost orchestral quality. In his
sonatas and the Twelve Sketches, we again see his penchant for wide spacings, both in his
melodic writing and his use of piano tessitura. In surveying the characteristic qualities of
Stanchinsky’s music from this period, this chapter observes both the tendencies which evolved

with time and the traits which endured.

Tonal Enrichments

Stanchinsky’s work on enriching tonalities during this time incorporates several different
methods. He uses modes, as well as highly chromatic idioms and pandiatonicism to obscure
tonal centres, and he also juxtaposes his embryonic approach to twelve-tone writing with
diatonicism to create interesting harmonic effects between the right and the left hands. In the
Twelve Sketches, we also see his increasing use of a synthetic scale which included both a
lowered 2™ and a raised 4™ degree (the ‘Stanchinsky mode’) in order to create distinctive
harmonies. The Twelve Sketches have been praised as a ‘microcosm of Stanchinsky’s world’
‘which puts Shostakovich’s op. 1 “Fantastic Dances” well into shade, and which many of the
established masters would have been happy to produce.’? It is this author’s assumption that this
set of piano miniatures may have influenced other composers to write cycles of short character
pieces, such as Prokofiev’s Visions Fugitives (1915-1917) and Myaskovsky’s Prichudi, op. 25
(1917-1922), although the latter were probably influenced as much by Prokofiev as
Stanchinsky. The distinctive Twelve Sketches remain popular among performers; most pianists

who have recorded Stanchinsky’s music have chosen to make the Twelve Sketches central to

2 Larry Sitsky, Music of the Repressed Russian Avant-Garde, 1900-1929 (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1994), p.
34.
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their CD programmes.®> We may assume that Stanchinsky himself also deemed the set highly
valuable, as the pieces were chosen by him to be published as his op. 1 — his only opus to be

published within his lifetime.*

Stanchinsky’s letters show that the original working title of these compositions was Exercices
(in French), but Zhilyayev thought that the title did not suit the compositions and in 1912
suggested renaming them Esquisses.> This title is a more fitting description of these works, as
the Sketches are not exercises for finger technique, but rather individual explorations of
distinctive musical ideas. Suites of small pieces were popular in the twentieth century and were
written by many composers including Debussy (Préludes, 1909-1910; 1912-1913),
Schoenberg (Sechs kleine Klavierstiicke, op. 19, 1911) and Bartok (Sketches, op. 9b, 1908-10).
As the title of Stanchinsky’s Esquisses was conceived in French, it also raises the question of
whether the set was inspired by Debussy’s D ‘un cahier d’esquisses or Alkan’s Esquisses op.
63. It is notable that, just like Stanchinsky’s Sketches, neither of these sets are focused on
pianistic virtuosity, but rather on more intimate, evocative piano writing. Roger Nicholls
describes Debussy’s D ‘un cahier d’esquisses as relying on a ‘free association of ideas’.® Such
explanation is also fitting to describe Stanchinsky’s Sketches. While individual sketches are
largely consistent in their musical ideas, the set as a whole demonstrates numerous contrasting
musical characters, resulting in an eclectic set. The implication of the new title Esquisses also
reflects on the characteristics of the pieces: a suggestion of something still in progress —
unfinished and yet to take final shape —which is not fully revealed until the process of sketching
is finished. The term is closely associated with artistic fashions of the time and as such the
pieces can be considered to evoke images which extend beyond the notes. However, unlike
Debussy, a composer ‘with such a fascination for visual art, who gave his pieces visual titles
and who pondered the techniques of visual art in relation to his own musical composition’,

Stanchinsky’s Esquisses do not have visual or programmatic titles.’

3 For a full list of CD releases of Stanchinsky’s works, see Discography.

4 Only the first four were published within Stanchinsky’s lifetime (in 1913), with two subsequent sets published
in 1915 (nos. 5-8) and 1917 (nos. 9-12).

5 Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/220, 17 May 1912.

6 Roger Nichols, ‘Debussy/Steven Osborne (Piano)’ (Hyperion records, CDA68161, 2017).

7 Paul Roberts, Images: The Piano Music of Claude Debussy (Portland, Oregon: Amadeus Press, 1996), p. 42.
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Figure 4.a: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches.®

No. Key Tempo Time signature
1. C minor Moderato 5/4

2. G minor Presto 2/4

3. D major Vivace 3/4

4. E Phrygian Lento cantabile 2/4

5. Ab major Allegro 11/8

6. D Dorian Andante epico 17/8 (4+4+5+4)
7. Cb major Adagio teneramente 10/8

8. G# minor Molto vivace 9/4

9. D minor Largamente 12/8

10. A major Con moto 2/16

11. F# minor Allegro con spirito 7/4

12. C major Presto assai 6/8

Although Stanchinsky continued to work on enriching tonalities during this time, highly
chromatic writing is not widely used in the Sketches and, where it is used, it remains grounded
within a tonal framework. The most prominent example of Stanchinsky’s embryonic use of
twelve-tone writing is seen in the second sketch. While Stanchinsky is still thinking tonally in
this work — there is a key signature — all twelve tones are presented within the first two bars.
(Example 4.1) Due to this chromatic saturation, this sketch has little sense of a tonal centre:
there are hardly any suggestions that G is the tonic key until the very end of the piece. The
middle section is perhaps the most tonal: it presents a few significant clues as to the work’s
home key, yet aurally its tonic is still indeterminable. Despite the G which punctuates the bass

part every few bars (bars 30, 33, 36, 40), the rising melody in fourths amid chromatic

semiquavers continues to obscure the tonal centre.

8 Likely to have been numbered by Stanchinsky himself. The key designations have been added by the present

author, although in several pieces tonality is fleeting and obscure until the very last bar.
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Example 4.1: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 2, bars 1-7.
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The melodic elements which emerge in the middle part of this sketch highlight the importance
of the fourth — an interval used notably in the Scottish Songs, and which is emphasised more
frequently within Stanchinsky’s oeuvre from this point onwards. (Example 4.2) This interval
is further accentuated in the final bar of the piece, which ends with an open fourth in the right
hand. (Example 4.3) Typically, for Stanchinsky, he does not resolve the final cadence through
a dominant-tonic progression, but instead chooses to do so chromatically — a tendency which
first emerged in his earlier pieces, such as Prelude in Ab major/F minor (1907). A diminished
sixth in the penultimate bar, which contracts to the final interval of a fourth (C#-Ab to D-G),
draws attention to the ‘Stanchinsky mode’ while, in the left hand, the Ab descends by a
semitone to G. The C# and Eb in the penultimate bar are displacements of the dominant (D),
reminiscent of the cadential technique and the French-sixth sonority found in the Prelude in Ab
major/F minor. The end of the sketch contains an Eb, a C#, and a G. The addition of an A#f
would create a French sixth, but instead Stanchinsky chromatically displaces this note with an
Ab — a technique which foreshadows similar chromatic displacements found in Prokofiev’s

music, such as his Piano Concerto no. 2 (1913/1923).°

? For more, see Richard Bass, ‘Prokofiev’s Technique of Chromatic Displacement’, Music Analysis, 7.2 (1988),
197-214 <https://doi.org/10.2307/854056>
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Example 4.2: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 2, bars 30-39.
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Example 4.3: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 2, bars 50-51.
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Pandiatonicism and Modality

Stanchinsky’s work on tonal enrichment differs from some of his contemporaries (notably, the

Second Viennese School) in that he never crossed into atonality. Far more frequent than twelve-

tone writing is his use of pandiatonicism, which he employed to obscure tonal centres. While

other pieces exploring diatonicism were written around this time — Debussy’s Les Collines

d’Anacapri (from Book 1 of the Préludes), for example, much of which is ‘purely and placidly’

diatonic — it is rare to encounter a piece from this time which does not contain a single
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accidental.'® We find that two of the Twelve Sketches are written with no chromatic alterations,
while many other pieces in his oeuvre contain extended sections composed entirely
diatonically. This way of writing has two notable considerations. Firstly, this approach may
have been influenced by Taneyev, who advocated against the ‘tonal system [...] being reborn
into a new system that seeks to destroy tonality and substitute the diatonic basis of harmony
with chromaticism.”!' On the other hand, Stanchinsky’s diatonic writing was going against
contemporary developments, such as those found in the work of Scriabin or Schoenberg. In
retrospect, we can appreciate this as a forward-thinking development, as Stanchinsky was
foreshadowing works by composers who also came to seek new tonal alternatives to complex
chromaticism, such as Prokofiev (Piano Concerto no. 3, 1917-1921) and Stravinsky (e.g.,

Pulcinella, 1920).

An example of an entirely diatonic work by Stanchinsky is the seventh of his Twelve Sketches.
In some respects, the work is similar to Debussy’s Les Collines d'Anacapri, although its effect
is different because of the slow tempo. While the striking pandiatonic opening in Debussy’s
piece gives way to a more tonally stable piece, Stanchinsky’s use of pandiatonicism is more
unusual. The idea behind this sketch appears to be one of becoming: the piece is shaped through
wandering tonalities which settle on different gravitational centres, reflecting the process of
sketching. The opening five bars are focused on the regions of Eb and Ab: the first two bars
have a Bb pedal and arrive at Eb at the end of bar 2, while bars 3-4 have an Eb pedal and arrive
at Ab at the end of bar 4. Bar 5 is a compression of what has come before, progressing from
Eb to Ab within the space of a single bar. (Example 4.4) Thus, the first half of this sketch
presents two potential tonal centres of gravity, both of which are coloured with modality. As
the sketch is entirely diatonic, the Ab minor is in its natural mode, while the centre of Eb has a

Phrygian colour.

19 Dmitri Tymoczko, ‘Scale Networks and Debussy’, Journal of Music Theory, 48.2 (2004), 219-94 (p. 247)
<https://doi.org/10.1215/00222909-48-2-219>

' Taneyev quoted in Philip Ewell, ‘On the Russian Concept of Lad, 18301945, Music Theory Online, 25.4,
3.11 (2019) <https://doi.org/10.30535/mt0.25.4.4>
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Example 4.4: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 7, bars 1-5.
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Tonal discovery continues in the second half of this sketch and, while the piece goes out of its
way to avoid common chords, we can pick out emphases on Fb and Cb from bar six. From bar
eight, the Fbs are dropped and replaced by Gbs, yet throughout these progressions the piece
shows no clear tonal centre. The beginning of bar nine is the first point at which the music

lands on a Cb chord; this is where the piece settles and eventually ends. (Example 4.5)
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Example 4.5: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 7, bars 6-10.
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The revelation of Cb as the final, tonic key of the sketch provides further evidence that this is
the piece’s tonal centre. Thus, a parallel may be drawn between this sketch and the second one
(discussed previously), as both go through a process of tonal discovery, albeit in sharply

contrasting tonal contexts. Arguably, the process in the seventh sketch is more original as its
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pandiatonic context sits in opposition to the mainstream, modernist preoccupation with

chromatic harmony at this time.

The sixth of Stanchinksy’s Twelve Sketches is also written entirely within a diatonic/modal
framework. Here, diatonicism is not used to obscure the tonal centre but rather to establish
harmonic stability. Alekseyev notes that the use of modality in this sketch evokes the style of
Borodin and demonstrates a clear connection with the Kuchkists but, nonetheless, it is not a
pastiche and the music is composed in a fresh and individual way.!? Set in D Dorian, the sketch
employs ostinato patterns which underpin its harmonic structure, with Loginova observing that
the ‘ostinato principles receive a peculiar transformation’.!® The first five phrases (bars 1-20)
employ near-identical ostinato structures in the bottom voice, with small changes applied to
the ends of the phrases. Bars 21-28 see harmonic changes in this voice, but the melodic root of
the ostinato pattern remains largely the same. The middle voice is largely consistent throughout
the whole of the sketch: first introduced at the outset, its pattern recedes into the background
from bar five and continues to accompany the melodic line until the very end. (Example 4.6)
The consistency of these ostinati create stability in the sketch’s harmony: a D pedal is present
throughout the first twenty bars and returns towards the end (bars 41-44), while the modality
of the sketch weakens harmonic tension. Even the final cadence, reached by a step through

chord 1i, is noticeably static and tension-free. (Example 4.7)

12 A. D. Alekseyev, Russkaya fortepiannaya muzyka: konets XIX — nachalo XX veka (Moscow: Nauka, 1969), p.
354.

13 Valentina Aleksandrovna Loginova, ‘O muzykal’ noy kompozitsii nachala XX veka: k probleme avtorskogo
stilya V. Rebikov, N. Tcherepnin, A. Stanchinsky’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, Rossiyskaya akademiya muzyki
imeni Gnesinykh, 2002), p. 141.
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Example 4.6: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 6, bars 1-4.
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The sketch’s stable harmony and repetitive rhythms reduce any real sense of forward
movement, and its ostinati create a meditative effect which allows the melody in the upper
voice to take primacy. The piece thus appears to be written as an exercise in harmonic stability,
which evokes a comparison with the fourth of Stanchinsky’s Scottish Songs, which is set almost
entirely under a single D chord and was examined in the previous chapter. Instead of harmonic
tension, forward movement is created through a continuous growth in texture: at the end of the
sketch, the texture and tessitura are so complex that the chords must be staggered. (See example

4.7)

While discussing this piece, is it also worth briefly mentioning its metre (a more in-depth
discussion about Stanchinsky’s rhythmic development is found later in this chapter). The piece
is arranged into eleven phrases of four bars each, grouped together within an overarching metre
of 17/8. This metre is used as a phrasing indicator: bars of four and five quavers are
interchanged in a pattern of 4 + 4 + 5 + 4, which is applied consistently within the sketch. It
thus appears that the function of the 17/8 metre is to simplify the notational system: as the
pattern of 4 + 4 + 5 + 4 is entirely consistent, the 17/8 mark serves as a reminder of the 5/8 bars
without the need for time signature changes to be written in. While most of the rhythms of this
sketch fall neatly within the bar lines, an exception occurs in bars 31-32. Here, the top voice
changes the pattern to 4 + 4 + 4 + 5, thus disregarding the bar lines and implying polymetres
between the different voices. (Example 4.8) This sketch is the only one of Stanchinsky’s works
in which metres are continuously interchanged, and his use of an overarching metre to stabilise
them signals that, despite his rhythmic advancements, he was not willing to completely depart

from older models.
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Example 4.8: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 6, bars 29-36.
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In the other sketches, chromaticism and diatonicism are directly and purposefully juxtaposed.
In the eighth sketch, for example, a chromatic pattern in the right hand is juxtaposed with a
tonal bass part in the left. (Example 4.9) This sketch pays particular importance to semitones,
tones and fifths in its melodic and harmonic structures and, within the juxtaposition of the right
hand’s relative harmonic freedom and the left hand’s tonic and dominant notes, we can
distinguish what appears to be a descending whole-tone scale outlined by the notes falling on
the beat. (Figure 4.b) However, the presence of the G sharp negates any whole-tone effect and,
instead, the A natural creates more of a Neapolitan flavour. A particularly striking contrast is
achieved in the right-hand’s melody via changes from whole-tones (basic idea, bars 1-2) to
semitones arranged in circular patterns (contrasting idea, bars 3-4). Both the accompaniment
part and the melodic line show a strong reliance on fifths, especially at the ends of bars — a
feature which is both largely consistent within this sketch and a characteristic trait of

Stanchinsky’s works more generally.
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Example 4.9: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 8, bars 1-4.
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The ‘Stanchinsky Mode’

As well as working with diatonic and chromatic scales and modes, during the years 1911-1912,
Stanchinsky worked with other non-standard scalic constructions and applied symmetrical
patterns to the structuring of synthetic scales within individual compositions. In particular, his
use of his favoured chromatic enrichments — lowered 2™ and raised 4™ degrees — increased.
Due to Stanchinsky’s special predilection for these chromatic alterations and their frequent use

in his works, it appears fitting to nickname this scale the ‘Stanchinsky mode’.

In discussing the application of the ‘Stanchinsky mode’, it is worth briefly returning to its first,
though embryonic, use in the Prelude and Fugue (discussed in more detail in the previous
chapter). (Figure 4.c) Powell notes that the alterations of lowered 2™ and raised 4™ degrees

create a kind of symmetry within the scale.'* He proposes that the symmetry axes are centred

14 Jonathan Anthony Powell, ‘After Scriabin: Six Composers and the Development of Russian Music’
(unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Cambridge, 1999), p. 40.
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on tonic and dominant pitches (G and D in the Prelude), with chromatic clusters (semitone
below and semitone above) placed around these tones. (Figure 4.d) This explanation has merit
in that it considers Stanchinsky’s fondness of symmetry, which is evident in his interest in strict
and invertible counterpoint. However, it is only partially satisfactory as it fails to account for

the now unconfined third degree (in this case, Bb).

Figure 4.c: The ‘Stanchinsky mode’ in Stanchinsky’s Prelude from Prelude and Fugue.

Figure 4.d: Symmetry axes in the ‘Stanchinsky mode’, according to Powell.
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The ‘Stanchinsky mode’s’ alterations are key qualities in folk modes: the lowered 2™ is a
feature of the Phrygian mode, while the raised 4" is characteristic of the Lydian mode. There
are also links with other, alternative scales used by Russian composers: the lowered 2" is the
first interval of the Korsakovian octatonic scale (starting with semitone-tone, as discussed in
more detail below with respect to the first of Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches), and the raised
4™ is found in the acoustic scale (raised 4™, lowered 7™) which was favoured by Scriabin.
Stanchinsky mostly applied these chromatic alterations to minor scales in his works, with the
single exception of his twelfth sketch where he applied them to a major scale. The lowered 2™
and raised 4™ degrees of a major mode also form the first tetrachord of the ‘Hungarian’ scale
(where the second tetrachord is a symmetrical mirror of the first), which is listed under ‘Scales
Symmetrically Inverted’ in Bernhard Ziehn’s Canonic Studies (first published in 1912).'°
While this research has found no evidence that Stanchinsky knew Ziehn’s work, I expect that
Taneyev may have had a copy of his book, and that Stanchinsky would have enjoyed studying
this if he had managed to obtain it through his teacher. It is also possible that Yavorsky may
have had an influence on the development of this scale, as two of his books — Structure of

Musical Speech (1908) and Exercises in Voice Leading (1913) — were published within

15 Bernard Ziehn, Canonic Studies (London: Kahn & Averill, 1976).
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Stanchinsky’s lifetime. (Stanchinsky also met Yavorsky, although this meeting did not take
place until 1914.)

Boleslav Yavorsky (1877-1942) has been credited as ‘the first Russian theorist to create a
system applying to all music’ (despite being born in Ukraine), as he sought to ‘replace the
entire corpus of traditional theory with one based on a single principle, the operation of the
tritone’. !¢ Despite falling short of his unifying aim, Yavorsky’s body of thought — put forward
in his ‘theory of modal rhythm’ which separates consonance and dissonance from stability and
instability — remained highly influential in twentieth-century Russian musicology.!’
Yavorsky’s work on lads (or modes, to oversimplify its meaning for the purposes of this

discussion) proposed a new hierarchical status for pitch systems:

In contrast to the traditional bi--ladovy [bi-modal] European major-minor system, [ Yavorsky] made
a case for a multiplicity of lads [... which allowed] Russian musicology to understand the pitch
systems of music that move beyond the limits of major and minor not in terms of unorganized [sic]
‘atonality’ but, rather, in terms of special lads. Yavorsky divided the concepts of lad and tonality (a

concrete pitch organization on the one hand, and its position on a given pitch level on the other. '8

Stanchinsky’s use of an alternative, synthetic mode might be a response to some of Yavorsky’s
ideas. Bazayev writes that even though ‘early definitions simply described modes [lads] as
diatonic scales, later definitions expanded and altered the concept, applying it to the non-tonal
music of Scriabin, Prokofiev, and Shostakovich.’!” Indeed, many Russian theorists discussed
the concept of lads, including Aleksey Ogolevets, Aleksandr Dolzhansky, Miroslav Skorik,
and Yuri Kholopov, although these theoretical discussions took place after Stanchinsky’s

death.?”

While there are many potential sources of inspiration for the ‘Stanchinsky mode’, his
persistence in using this scale suggests that the invention of new modes and harmonies to enrich

tonal systems was a priority for Stanchinsky. This was not unusual at the time, and even

16 Gordon D. McQuere, ‘The Theories of Boleslav Yavorsky’, in Russian Theoretical Thought in Music, ed. by
Gordon D. McQuere (Michigan: UMI Research Press, 1983), pp. 109-64 (p. 109).

17 Gordon D. McQuere, ‘The Theories of Boleslav Yavorsky’, p. 109.

18 Kholopov quoted in Philip Ewell, ‘On the Russian Concept of Lad, 1830-1945’, Music Theory Online, 25.4,
3.4 (2019) < https://doi.org/10.30535/mto.25.4.4>

19 Inessa Bazayev, ‘The Expansion of the Concept of Mode in Twentieth-Century Russian Music Theory’,
Music Theory Online, 20.3, 1.2 (2014) <https://www.mtosmt.org/issues/mto.14.20.3/mto.14.20.3.bazayev.html>
[accessed 4 October 2024].

20 Ibid.
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composers of the previous generation — such as Rimsky-Korsakov — were looking to expand
on established harmonic models. In 1901, after considering the possibilities in a letter, Rimsky-
Korsakov triumphantly proclaimed: ‘There still is powder in the flask [...] there are still new
harmonies under the sun.’?! The creation of new harmonic systems was, therefore, also

important to Russian composers more generally during the early twentieth century.

The first of Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, for example, employs the ‘Stanchinsky mode’
throughout, and symmetry is one of its principle harmonic and structural features. The sketch
commands attention with its austere gestures: a continuous melodic line doubled in octaves
(the theme) is contrasted by a staccato quaver figure, decorated with preceding grace notes,
which runs continuously throughout (the accompaniment). This latter motif is reminiscent of
some of the patterns found at the opening of Scriabin’s fifth sonata (1907, bars 3-11), and in
Stanchinsky’s sketch its addition provides the piece with a sense of elegance and lightness.
Although functioning as an accompaniment, this grace-note gesture is the more prominent idea
within the sketch, and it is used to symmetrically frame it. Its first entry — in the right hand in
bar 1 — is comprised of the pitches C-Db-F#-G (example 4.10), while its final appearance in
bar 18 closes the movement with G-F#-Eb- Db, leading towards C in the final bar. (Example
4.11) This neat symmetry between the opening and closing material emphasises the
‘Stanchinsky mode’ and provides sufficient closure to the movement, in a typical Stanchinsky
fashion, without a traditional cadence. The chromatic descent Db-C takes the role of the final
cadence, while the final chords, constructed from three fifths C-G, conclude the piece without

confirming the home key’s major/minor quality.

999

2l Quoted in Richard Taruskin, ‘Chernomor to Kashchei: Harmonic Sorcery; Or, Stravinsky’s “Angle
of the American Musicological Society, 38.1 (1985), 72—-142 (p. 117).
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Example 4.10: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 1, bars 1-2.
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Symmetry is also present in the scales Stanchinsky used to create the sketch’s harmonic field.
Powell has observed that the initial mode used in the right-hand part is symmetrical (C-Db-F#-
G-Ab-B).%2 However, the symmetry in the melodic writing is more extensive than this; one
example is the accompaniment line in bars 1-2 (once embellishments have been disregarded).
(Example 4.12) This mode is closely related to the ‘Stanchinsky mode’ (lowered 2™ and raised
4™ degrees), but the concurrent appearance of the lowered and natural 2™ degrees gives it an
octatonic inflection, and its rearrangement (so that it starts on G) creates symmetry. Shifting
the tonal centre within a given mode (and thus creating different harmonic fields while using

the same pitches) is one of the ways in which Stanchinsky was experimenting with tonality.

Example 4.12: Symmetrical octatonic mode in Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 1, bars 1-2,

RH.
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lowered and natural 2nd degree

Octatonic scales were also used by other Russian composers, such as Rimsky-Korsakov and
Stravinsky (Taruskin puts forward a case that it was Rimsky-Korsakov’s use of these that
influenced his disciple).?® Owing to Rimsky-Korsakov’s ‘rich array of compositional and
theoretical contributions’, including his significant Harmony Textbook (1884), his work
influenced many Russian composers of the early twentieth century, including Stravinsky.**
Bazayev produced work which demonstrates that Prokofiev used ‘the octatonic scale more
extensively than has been recognized in both Russia and the West’, ‘[at] first to demarcate short
musical sections (Visions Fugitives, no. 3 [1915-17]) and later to define larger thematic
material (Sonata no. 6 [1940]).’?° Rimsky-Korsakov’s favoured version of the octatonic scale

(alternating semitones with tones, rather than vice versa) was dubbed ‘Korsakovian’ and has

22 Symmetry axes around C and G with chromatic clusters (semitone below and semitone above) placed around
these tones. Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, p. 40.

2 Taruskin, ‘Chernomor to Kashchei’, pp. 72-142.

24 Ewell, ‘On Rimsky-Korsakov’s False (Hexatonic) Progressions’, p. 122.

25 Inessa Bazayev, ‘An Octatonic History of Prokofiev’s Compositional Oeuvre’, Music Theory Online, 20.3,
1.1 (2014) <https://mtosmt.org/issues/mto.18.24.2/mto.18.24.2 .bazayev.htmI> [accessed 4 October 2024].
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been termed ‘characteristically Russian’ due to its ability to produce ‘a uniquely symmetrical
collection of pitches’ which were frequently used by Russian composers, including Scriabin.?¢
Although Stanchinsky’s style was sufficiently removed from Scriabin’s at this time, we may
suppose that his interest in the application of this scale may have been influenced by this

lineage.

The ‘Stanchinsky mode’ is applied in another three of the Twelve Sketches (nos. 3, 9 and 12),
and these provide further points of interest to his work with tonality. In the third sketch, for
example, these chromatic alterations are highlighted at the very outset and form the most

prominent aspect of the melodic writing. (Example 4.13)

Example 4.13: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 3, bars 1-4.
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This sketch’s striking gestures and textures — which consist of both hands playing an angular,
chromatic motif in unison, spaced across three octaves — have been described as ‘grotesque’
and a ‘dark demonic fantasy’.?” This motif is retained for most of the piece, with changes in
texture in the second half. This piece also has some particularly interesting harmonic
alterations, such as the introduction of Bb from bar 9, which is so piquant, that it could initially

be mistaken for an error. (Example 4.14) This so-called wrong note has parallels with what

26 Vasilis Kallis, ‘Demystifying the Mystic’, in Demystifying Scriabin, ed. by Kenneth Smith and Vasilis Kallis
(Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2022), pp. 134-57 (pp. 135-36).

27 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, p. 35; «MpauHo-neMoHnYecKas (anTactuka» Loginova, ‘O muzykal’noy
kompozitsii’, p. 140.
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Bazayev describes as Scriabin’s ‘atonal problem [...] a non-chord tone, which disrupts the
balance of the collection [...] which the work is based on.”?® Such tones create ‘imbalance and

unrest’ and, as they remain unresolved, they leave ‘a permanent mark on the musical body.’?’

Example 4.14: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 3, bars 8-11.
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Stanchinsky’s evolving tonalities are further demonstrated by his juxtaposition of keys, such

as in the second half of the sketch where he superimposes two fifths: G-D in the left hand and
F-C in the right hand. (Example 4.15)

28 Inessa Bazayev, ‘Scriabin’s Atonal Problem’, Music Theory Online, 24.1, 1.1 (2018)
<https://mtosmt.org/issues/mto.18.24.1/mto.18.24.1.bazayev.html> [accessed 4 October 2024].

2 Ibid.
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Example 4.15: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 3, bars 21-30.
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The final structural cadence is also approached in an unusual way. Having progressed via a
plagal relationship from G to D in the bass in bars 22-23, Stanchinsky lowers the leading tone
(CH) in bar 26 in preparation for the D in bar 27. This alleviates any potential dominant tension
and creates a diminished melodic triad (C, Eb, F#) in bar 26. The lack of dominant-tonic tension
is significant as it demonstrates Stanchinsky’s continued attempts to escape the boundaries of

conventional harmonic structures.

The ‘Stanchinsky mode’ is applied in a similar way in Skefch no. 9. Here, chromatic alterations
are again highlighted in the opening, but they also go further by shaping the piece’s harmonic
structure. The right-hand part opens with a major seventh, while the left hand begins with a

melodic tritone (diminished fifth — D-G#). (Example 4.16)
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Example 4.16: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 9, bars 1-4.
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The sevenths dotted throughout this Sketch suggest that Stanchinsky may have been working

on exploring this particular sonority. The opening seventh in the right hand introduces a conflict

between Eb and D, which persists throughout the Sketch. While variations 1 and 2 begin with

an identical interval of a seventh, in variation 3 — where the tune shifts its focus — we see

significantly more emphasis put on Eb than D. Although at this point it appears as if the Eb has

triumphed, it is dropped in favour of Ef in bars 15-16, while the D returns as part of the theme

and asserts its dominance as the bass at the beginning of bar 16. The conflict between these

two tones remains unresolved, as at the end of the piece both notes are present in the final

chord. (Example 4.17)
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Example 4.17: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 9, bars 17-18.
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The emphasis on the conflict between Eb and D in this piece evokes a ‘Korsakovian’ element.
This is not surprising given that the use of the semitone/whole-tone scale had become a St.
Petersburg specialty’ by this time, and Stanchinsky would have likely been familiar with works
by Rimsky-Korsakov and Scriabin which made use of it.** While we cannot be certain which
works Stanchinsky would have known, it is likely that he would have been aware of Rimsky-
Korsakov’s late operas (Christmas Eve (1894-1895), Sadko (1898), Kashchey the Immortal
(1902), and The Legend of the Invisible City of Kitezh (1905)), as well as Scriabin’s 2 Pieces,
op. 59 (1911) and his sixth sonata (1911, premiered in 1912).

The final Sketch no. 12 is a rare example of the ‘Stanchinsky mode’ alterations applied to a
major scale. From the outset, its use in this piece provides little sense of a tonal centre: the tonic
key is only confirmed though powerful C major chords at the end of bar 5 (with some indication
at the openings of certain phrases, such as phrases 1 and 2). (Example 4.18) Each of the six
phrases in section A are shaped in a similar wedge formation, which grows outwards from

beginning to end. We can observe this in their widening intervals, beginning with semitones

30 Taruskin, ‘Chernomor to Kashchei’, pp. 132-34.
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and spreading to octaves, while the texture of the patterns grows too; beginning as single lines
in both hands, the voices grow to dyads by the end of phrase 1, and dyads grow into triads by

the end of phrase 2, supported by crescendo markings in each phrase.

Example 4.18: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 12, bars 1-10.
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The Sketch is written in three parts, with all six appearances of the theme in the first part being
slightly different from each other. The first five, for example, consist of five bars each, while
the sixth iteration is extended to six bars. Such tendencies are common in Stanchinsky’s
writing; as soon as a pattern is set up, it is broken in order to create structural disruption. Within
this structure, the reiterations of the theme serve different harmonic purposes. The first two and
the last two phrases begin and end in C, while the middle two phrases begin on a G to provide
dominant tension. However, the dominant function does not establish itself, with phrases three
and four also ending in C. Indeed, the entirety of section A serves to emphasise the importance
of C major, even though within the harmonic structures of individual phrases any sense of this

being the tonic is obscured.

The beginning of the middle part in bar 32 is the first point in the work to provide textural and

harmonic contrast. Short melodic motifs emerge first in the left hand, then in the right hand
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(from bar 38), while continuity is preserved through the quaver movement (which, like bar 1,
opens on a semitone — as with so many other pieces, the contrast still retains an element of
coherence). (Example 4.19) This new material is a play on triads, centred on or around the
notes of C major. Here, Stanchinsky is methodical in his adherence to the C major triad, such
that even the most dissonant harmonies — based on tritones and major sevenths — are only a
step away from the home key. During the middle section, Stanchinsky also takes his tendency
to change phrase lengths a step further. These no longer correspond to full bars, instead written
as four phrases of 5.5, 5.5, 3.5 and 5.5 bars respectively. This allows him to vary the rhythmic
placement of the tritone motif within bars, starting on an offbeat in bars 32-37 before changing
to being on the beat in bars 38-42. At the end of section B (bars 52-59), Stanchinsky includes
an eight-bar transitional section which brings us back to the thematic material from the opening

of the piece.

Example 4.19: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 12, bars 32-42.
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The final section (starting with a fempo, bar 60) uses the same shapes as the opening of the
Sketch but is noticeably different from the very beginning. Its textures are much richer than
before, and the phrase lengths are further divided. First structured into four bars, phrase lengths
grow to five bars (as they did in the first section) but do not settle like this. In bars 69-76,
Stanchinsky fragments the phrases to an even greater extent, writing lengths of 2 + 3 + 2.5 bars
(all of which end with the characteristic C major chords). From bar 69, the harmony also
changes, moving from the region of C to something more chromatic. Ab, Db and F# dominate,
emphasising the importance of the ‘Stanchinsky mode’ as well as providing an augmented-

sixth quality to the harmony. (Example 4.20)

Example 4.20: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 12, bars 67-74.
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The fragmentation of the thematic material leads to a coda whose tonality is different from
what has come before. It uses a pentatonic scale comprising only the black keys of the piano,
thus creating harmonic contrast and tension. As the prelude is in C major, this scale’s
relationship to the home key is as harmonically distant as possible. But at the point at which
the music is furthest away from the tonic key, it suddenly reverts back to it, facilitated by the
final note in bar 80 — a B in the left hand — which is the leading note of C major and the only
exception to the pentatonic patterns which precede it. After a C pedal is established in bar 81,
the Ab, Db and F# notes which dominated bars 69-76 take centre stage in the final cadence.
These notes are all only a semitone away from those found in a C major triad and are all

characteristically resolved to the final C major chord via stepwise motion. (Example 4.21)

163



Example 4.21: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 12, bars 76-84.
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The semitone relationships, first established in bar 1, have thus come full circle to close the
work. Indeed, the entire Sketch seems to have been built from these initial semitone
relationships and grown out of this singular idea. Although the harmonic language seems
experimental, it is ultimately built upon traditional ideas centred around tonic and dominant
relationships, as well as simple triads. The Sketch excellently frames the set by returning to C

and, due to its virtuosity, also serves an effective closing piece.

Tonal Processes in Sonata Form

Different approaches to enriching harmony are combined in Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major
(1911-12), which adopts a more modern approach than the overt romanticism of his early Eb
minor sonata. In the two decades preceding this work (ca. 1890-1910), western European
composers (Debussy, Ravel, Schoenberg, Bartok) avoided sonatas. However, in Russia, others
were reviving the form. Prior to 1912, Scriabin had completed seven, and Medtner had written
five (each went on to write ten and fourteen respectively), while Prokofiev and Myaskovsky

had written one each (and both went on to complete eight more). Stanchinsky appears to have
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been part of this renewed interested in the genre in Russia, which had been somewhat
marginalised since Beethoven and Schubert. However, Stanchinsky does not take other
Russian composers as models for his sonata either in terms of form, texture or expressive range,
nor does he follow in the stylistic footsteps of other contemporary sonatas, such as Balakirev’s

no. 2 (1905) or Rachmaninov’s no. 1 (1908), instead creating something rather unique.>!

The distinctiveness of his approach is felt throughout the sonata, whose decidedly direct and
anti-Romantic style anticipates elements of neoclassicism. It is an approach that was to become
typical of twentieth-century piano sonatas, with composers rejecting virtuosity that focused on
pure brilliance and speed, in favour of a type of ‘complexity encountered in the late Beethoven,
on multi-voice counterpoint and generally on intricacy of texture.’? Following on from his
other recent compositions, Stanchinsky largely abandons rich, late-Romantic harmonies and
textures, and continues to explore the potential of pandiatonicism to blur tonality. In this sonata,
Stanchinsky is, on the surface, continuously subverting expectations by also blurring other
features, such as by creating small, free structures through uneven phrase lengths, short motifs,
and rhythmic imbalance. He also obscures section lines within movements: section breaks are
rarely clear-cut, instead favouring staggered returns of thematic material and tonal centres;
although this has precedents in Mozart and Beethoven, he had also already explored this
technique in his own ‘Lydian’ Prelude.*® Thus, Stanchinsky creates his own distinctive take on
the genre. Powell argues that the sonata’s ‘phrase patterns and melodic formulae [...] would
have been labelled neoclassical a decade later’ and that Stanchinsky’s use of ‘delicate and
simple phrase structures, diatonicism and clarity of form has a great deal in common with the

style of Stravinsky of the subsequent decade.”*

Stanchinsky’s regard for eighteenth-century models is demonstrated in the proportions of

different movements. In this piece, Stanchinsky places the most importance on the first

31 For more on sonata composition in Russia, see Wendelin Bitzan, ‘The Sonata as an Ageless Principle, Nikolai
Medtner’s Early Piano Sonatas: Analytic Studies on their Genesis, Style, and Compositional Technique’
(unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Music and Performing Arts, Vienna, 2018), pp. 37-49.

32 Thomas Schmidt-Beste, The Sonata, Cambridge Introductions to Music (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2011), p. 219.

33 Precedents in Mozart and Beethoven refer to the subdominant recapitulations where the recapitulation begins
with the main theme in the subdominant, and the tonic returns later in the section, usually with the second
subject. Examples include: the first movement of Mozart’s Sonata no. 16 in C major (K545); the finale of
Mozart’s String Quartet in G major (K387); the first movement of Beethoven’s Kreutzer Sonata op. 47;
Beethoven’s Corionlan Overture op. 62.

3 Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, p. 51.
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movement, Allegro (115 bars), which lasts approximately seven and a half minutes. In
comparison, the second movement, Adagio (49 bars) lasts for six minutes, while the fast third,
Presto (223 bars), is over in three minutes. This is different from other three-movement sonatas
from this period, such as Rachmaninov’s Sonata no.1 (1908), whose weighty outer movements

typically last 13 or 14 minutes each.
The first movement of Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, Allegro, is a type 3 sonata form,
consisting of an exposition, a development section and a recapitulation with a small coda.*

(Figure 4.¢)

Figure 4.e: Structure of Allegro from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major.3¢

Allegro

Fmai Fmaj C maj Cmin D flat maj... Fmaj Bflatmaj Fmaj Fmaj Fmaj
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1-7 8-19 20-30  31-37 38-75 76-82 83-91 92-103 104-109 110-115

. Exposition L Development N Recapitulation ,

The sonata’s tonal plan appears orthodox at first glance, but the movement uses unusual and
innovative harmonic processes. On the surface, large sections of the movement see tonality
obscured either through diatonic or chromatic saturation. Of particular note in this respect is
the development section in which Stanchinsky avoids gradual modulations, choosing instead
to transition through keys using block harmony changes. Even more unusually, the retransition
prior to recapitulation avoids tonic-dominant tension and returns to the tonic in an unusual way,

which will be explored later.

In this sonata, instead of obscuring tonality through added chromaticism, Stanchinsky
continues to explore the potential of pandiatonicism, as previously seen in some of his Sketches.
Both primary and secondary themes are mostly diatonic, although the secondary theme begins
preparations for the chromatic closing theme from bar 27. For this reason, the sonata is the first
of Stanchinsky’s large-scale works to embrace pandiatonicism as an important melodic and

harmonic feature. In this respect, Stanchinsky predates Prokofiev, whose ‘white-note’ pieces

35 According to Hepokoski-Darcy sonata form classification system. See Hepokoski and Darcy, Elements of
Sonata Theory: Norms, Types, and Deformations in the Late-Eighteenth-Century Sonata (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 20006).

36 P — primary theme; T — transitional theme; S — secondary theme; C — closing theme; K — coda.
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become more prominent after 1915 (examples are found in Visions fugitives, such as nos. 7 and
8, as well as the never completed Quatuor Blanc whose themes were repurposed for

Prokofiev’s 3" piano concerto).3’

As is also characteristic of his Sketches, fourths and fifths are the most important intervals in
both the foreground harmony and melodic writing. For example, the primary theme begins with
a basic idea in which fourth and fifth relations are apparent in both melodic and harmonic
functions. (Example 4.22) Its sonorities are reminiscent of Stravinsky’s work from this time,
such as the Shrovetide Fair music in Petrushka (1911) (although it is highly unlikely that
Stanchinsky could have known that work at this time), while the shape of this motif and its
placement across the bar line is closely related to the left-hand shapes in the Allegretto of
Scriabin’s third piano sonata (1897-8, bars 1-16). (Example 4.23) Melodically, the opening is
built out of a falling fourth and rising fifth (F-C-G) and, harmonically, the repeated staccato
chord in bar 1 is built out of these intervals (from the bottom F-C-F + D-G). The fourths and
fifths, together with the pentatonic nature of the first four bars, give the opening a folk-like
quality.

37 Gary O’Shea, ‘Prokofiev’s Early Solo Piano Music: Context, Influences, Forms, Performance’ (unpublished
doctoral thesis, University of Sheffield, 2013), p. 33.
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Example 4.22: Primary theme from Allegro of Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, bars 1-8.
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Example 4.23: Opening of Allegretto from Scriabin’s Sonata no. 3, op. 23.
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The secondary theme relates to the primary theme — both are constructed from fourths and
fifths — but this time around these intervals are augmented or diminished. The theme opens in
bar 20 with a striking chord constructed out of two fourths: one perfect and one augmented (C-
F-B). (Example 4.24) Diminished fifths are also prominent in bar 21, where they appear as
both melodic (right-hand, descending patterns between F-B) and harmonic (left-hand intervals
B-F) structures. The theme also has a distinct rhythmic profile which is created by juxtaposing
notes of contrasting lengths (beginning with a double-dotted crotchet followed by
demisemiquavers), although the shorter notes here appear to predominantly serve as ornaments.
In this respect, the secondary theme functions as a precursor to Stanchinsky’s Sketch no. 1, in
which ornaments precede the melodic staccato quavers, and the lengths of the semiquaver runs
also span fourths and fifths. The secondary theme thus establishes essential contrast through

its harmony and rhythm, but the way its tonality is handled is unusual.
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Example 4.24: Secondary theme from Allegro of Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, bars 20-30.
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Traditionally, the function of a secondary theme is to provide tonal contrast, but this theme is
more elusive. Although the expected key of C major is indicated by the presence of B naturals,
the establishment of the secondary dominant key is ambiguous. Sitsky, for example, identifies
the second subject as being in F major but using ‘a B-natural, leading to some strange
harmonies.’® Indeed, in the first six bars of the theme, the note F is conspicuous by its presence,
suggesting the possibility of F Lydian. The Cs become more prominent only from bar 25,
causing a time disjuncture between establishing the secondary theme (bar 20) and the
secondary key (bars 25-26). This procedure of staggering the thematic and tonal entries is very
similar to that previously seen in the ‘Lydian’ Prelude (1907). Because of the delay in
confirming the new tonal centre of C, the beginning of this passage could be described as being
in F Lydian. On the other hand, if comparing the presentation of this theme in the exposition
with that of the recapitulation, it can be seen that the secondary theme as a whole is intended
to be in C major. However, confirmation of this dominant key is weak and delayed, and it is
through such unusual handling of tonality that Stanchinsky suspends our sense of harmonic
direction. Even after the dominant becomes recognisable, the centrality of it is both short-lived
and obfuscated by the use of chromatic notes and ornaments. In this way, the role of the

secondary theme is handled in a more imaginative way than might be expected.

The diatonicism of the primary and secondary themes sits in sharp contrast to the final section,
which is constructed from a sequence of richly harmonised chords in C minor. Contrary to
expectations, large parts of this closing section further obscure the sense of tonal centre rather
than establish the dominant key. Although bars 31 and 33 give some prominence to C minor,
the key is only confirmed through the final (and typically Stanchinskian) cadence; the bass
arrives on the tonic early — creating an almost classical ‘feminine cadence’ — before resolving
via a Picardy Third, thus delaying the resolution to a major triad until the very last moment.
(Example 4.25) The wider piano range and slowly creeping intervals (descending in the right
hand, rising in the left hand) in this section feel ethereal and otherworldly, and provide further

contrast with the work’s earlier themes.

38 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, p. 28.
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Example 4.25: Closing section from Allegro of Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, bars 31-37.
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Stanchinsky can be seen at his most inventive in the way he uses the secondary theme in the
retransition towards the end of the development section. (Example 4.26) A strong half-close in
F major (end of bar 65), followed by a rest, creates an expectation that the recapitulation will
arrive in bar 66. However, Stanchinsky instead uses the secondary theme to create an unusual
retransition. The secondary theme material enters in bar 66 (ppp, a tempo). Here, the left and
right hands are principally in unison, with some harmonisation in perfect, augmented or
diminished fourths and fifths. These intervals are the most important harmonic features of this
section, particularly from bar 69, and the functionality of keys here is less important than the
sound of the quartal harmony. At this point in the sonata structure, one would usually expect
to hear functional harmony preparing a perfect cadence for a return of the primary theme in the
recapitulation. As such, Stanchinsky’s choice to avoid functional harmony altogether appears

particularly imaginative.

In bar 74 (two bars before the recapitulation), the right hand plays Gb-C-F, with C hinting at a
dominant function, and F indicating the upcoming tonic. The augmented fourth Gb-C has been
well established over the preceding eight bars, with C appearing in every bar from the
beginning of the section. The fifth in the left-hand part (D-A) has emerged over the course of
the preceding section: D flats are dropped in favour of D naturals in bar 70, and A flats are

replaced with A naturals in bar 73. Such shedding of accidentals slowly clarifies the harmony
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in preparation for the final arrival at F major in the upbeat to bar 76. (See harmonic reduction

in figure 4.1)

In the two bars preceding the recapitulation in F, Stanchinsky increases the significance of the
notes F and C, which are used to transition to the tonic key. When comparing bars 74 and 75,
we see that Gb reduces in prominence as we get closer to the primary theme. In bar 75, Gb
disappears after the very first beat, and significantly more emphasis is placed on the open
fourths and fifths of F-C-F. By gradually removing accidentals in this way, Stanchinsky creates
a cadence which allows him to return to the tonic key in the recapitulation without employing
a traditional V-1. Reasserting the tonic in this manner, at the most crucial harmonic moment in
a sonata, is highly unusual and demonstrates that Stanchinsky was seeking imaginative

alternatives to common practice.
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Example 4.26: Retransition from A/legro of Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, bars 65-76.
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Figure 4.f: Harmonic reduction of the retransition, bars 65-76.
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The sonata’s tonal plan does not function as expected, demonstrating how new musical idioms
are mixed with echoes of classicism: the movement’s unusual handling of tonality within an
orthodox sonata structure shows that, while Stanchinsky was seeking to modernise his musical
language, he remained reliant on established forms. There are clear connections between
common practice and Stanchinsky’s idiosyncratic style, anticipating the neoclassical
developments of the following decades. For example, the sonata foreshadows some of the
tendencies practised by Stravinsky in the 1920s, such as in his Piano Sonata (1924). This has
many external features of form and texture identifiable from eighteenth-century models — such
as the use of sonata form in the first and final movements — whilst also alluding to stylistic
features derived from other historical periods (e.g. the quasi-Baroque two-part invention in the

finale), and yet it remains distinctively Stravinskyan throughout.

These examples demonstrate that Stanchinsky’s methods of tonal enrichment were
continuously evolving and changing. While Stanchinsky experimented with higher levels of
chromaticism for a time, and briefly explored the use of the chromatic scale, his work did not
develop in this direction and his embryonic attempts at creating twelve-tone harmonic
structures reached a cul-de-sac. Instead, he focused his attention on modality and
pandiatonicism, moving in a different direction to some of his contemporaries — such as

Scriabin or Roslavets — who embraced rich chromaticism in their works. Stanchinsky’s pieces
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demonstrate a penchant for symmetry, which was likely inspired by his interest in contrapuntal
techniques, and symmetrical scales, which culminated in the creation of a new synthetic scale

— the ‘Stanchinsky mode’.

Rhythmic Development

In addition to exploring alternatives for tonal enrichment, Stanchinsky worked on developing
his rhythmic writing. At this time, his rhythms became more adventurous through the use of
irregular groupings, asymmetric metres, changing time signatures, conflicts between beaming
and barring, and the use of accents to create metric disruption. These developments are
particularly important in his 7welve Sketches. The lively and exciting Sketch no. 10, Con moto,
for example, introduces irregular accents and varied phrase lengths to create unexpected
structures. Its continuous, scurrying semiquavers give it a scherzo-like quality and make the
Sketch an effective show piece which, taken out of the set, would make a good encore. Even
though the piece is written in two, its metre of 2/16 is rather unusual and appears to be used as
an indicator of articulation, contrasting other Sketches, such as Sketch no. 6, where metre is

used as an indicator of phrasing. (Example 4.27)

Example 4.27: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 10, bars 1-11.
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The main rhythmic interest in the piece is provided by irregular accents which persist
throughout the work. From the very outset of the Sketch, the listener is tricked into hearing the
opening figurations as beginning with an anacrusis. (See example 4.27) Further into the piece,
Stanchinsky introduces some delightful hemiola effects. In bars 18-20, for example, the left
hand’s rhythmic delays break down the perpetuum mobile — hitherto in twos — and this
collapses into a fragmentation of the rhythmic structures. (Example 4.28) Bars 21-25 are then
grouped into threes. However, the groups in the right and the left hands do not coincide, and
this further disrupts any sense of metric stability. In the second half of the Sketch, we also see
rhythmic accents shifting; in bar 40, for example, accents in both hands are placed on the

second demisemiquaver of the bar. (Example 4.29)

Example 4.28: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 10, bars 18-30.
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In this Sketch, Stanchinsky also remains true to his tendency to not reiterate themes as exact
repetitions. The lengths of the Sketch’s phrases, as well as the materials used within them, are
continuously altered — lengths of 10, 11, 12, 13 and 18 bars appear at various times — and this,
along with its fast tempo and exciting rhythmic stresses, lends the Sketch a lively and fresh
character mixed with an element of surprise. Its extroverted feel is not dissimilar to that of
Stravinsky’s Petrushka (1911), although the rhythmic and harmonic elements are very much
Stanchinsky’s own. As such, it speaks to Stanchinsky’s broader tendency towards establishing
his own, individual style, distinct from the somewhat derivative lyricism and melancholic style

of his early pieces.

Another fast and playful Sketch is piece no. 5, which appears to be a study of juxtapositions.
The Sketch opposes semiquaver beaming with barring, chromatic elements with strong tonal
emphases, and expressive melodies with continuous staccato articulation and ‘motoric’
rhythms.** Composed in 11/8, each bar contains eleven quavers but, despite each of the melodic
units being the same length as one bar, Stanchinsky places them ahead of the bar line and forms
an upbeat. (Example 4.30) This conflict between beaming and barring is consistent throughout
the Sketch and is very characteristic of Stanchinsky’s oeuvre. The steady, though displaced,
quaver movement is accentuated on the first and seventh quavers of the bar, creating uneven

groups of 2 + 6 + 3.

Example 4.30: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 5, bars 1-2.

Allegro
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This relentless movement in staccato quavers continues even when a beautiful, folk-like
melody emerges in bars 12-15. (Example 4.31) This new melody could easily be harmonised
in F minor, but instead it is set against an altered version of the opening theme in the left hand,

which further highlights the importance of the motoric rhythm’s continuity.

3 Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, p. 51.
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Example 4.31: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 5, bars 11-16.

The grouping of the quaver motifs never corresponds to the bar lines, even during the section
in which the pattern changes. (Example 4.32) From the upbeat to bar 9, the beaming changes
to 6 + 6 + 4 + 6, but the placement of accents further divides them into2 +4 +2 +4+1+3 +
3 + 3. These rhythmic inconsistencies are particularly curious, especially when considered
alongside Stanchinsky’s choice of accents. Although these accents are consistently placed,
from bar 10 they change to fenuto markings — the single type of accent used for the majority of
the second half (bars 10-20). This change in articulation is significant, as it alters the
characteristic of the accented notes from harsher attacks (emphasis at the front of the note) to
more sustained and prolonged (full-length) notes. The final two bars combine both types of
accents used in this Sketch, alternating between attacks and tenuto, which brings a sense of
unity and closure. Thus, although the Sketch employs a continuous rhythmic gesture

throughout, its rhythms and rhythmic accents are constantly changing.
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Example 4.32: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 5, bars 7-10.
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Toccata-like, motoric rhythms are also an important feature of the third movement of
Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, foreshadowing an idiom more typically ascribed to Prokofiev
in works such as his Suggestion diabolique, op. 4, no. 4 (1910-12) and the Toccata, op. 11
(1912). The final movements of both Stanchinsky’s sonatas are written in uneven metres (5/8
and 11/8) and confound the late Romantic expectation of a heavyweight finale, instead
replacing them with neoclassical alternatives. The last movement of the Sonata in F major is
the composer’s first attempt at a fugal work with a lively character, whereas the finale of the

Sonata in G pays homage to the dance style.*

The Sonata in F major’s final movement, Presto, is composed using relentless semiquaver
movement and toccata-like virtuosic elements, structured into three sections that are clearly
defined by their harmony and subject entries. The first section introduces the subject and
irregular countersubject in all three voices before finishing with a counter-exposition. Starting
in bar 84, the second section alternates episodes with subject entries, developing thematic
material and preparing the work for a return to F major in the final section. The third section

begins in bar 173 with the return of the subject in the tonic key. After a short episode, the work

40 Referring to the concept of topics which was introduced by Leonard Ratner and expanded upon in The Oxford
Handbook of Topic Theory. Leonard G. Ratner, Classic Music: Expression, Form, Style (London: Collier
Macmillan Publishers, 1980); The Oxford Handbook of Topic Theory, ed. by Danuta Mirka (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2014).

180



culminates with a stretto beginning in bar 200 (subsequent subject entries are in bars 201 and

202, while the third subject entry in bar 202 in the bass is inverted). (Figure 4.g)

Figure 4.g: Structure of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major.
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Stretto

The movement’s subject is characterised by wide melodic leaps arranged into broken-chord
patterns, which by this time is becoming a recognisably Stanchinskian feature. (Example 4.33)
Despite the subject relying on continuous quaver movement, Stanchinsky finds innovative
ways to explore rhythmic questions. From bar four, we see frequent accents on the third quaver
of the bar which create uneven rhythmic stresses. (See examples 4.33-4.35) Powell observes
that ‘shifts of emphasis within the bar break down the sensation of regular metre.”*! Indeed,
the changing accent placements — which, in bars 66-68 for example, shift from the first, to
second, and then third quavers of the bar — alongside shifting placements of melodic groupings

within the bars, achieve this sense of metric disruption while also creating a humorous effect.

Example 4.33: Subject of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, bars 1-6.
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4 Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, p. 52.
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Example 4.34: Shifting accents in Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major, bars 65-69.
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The countersubject is elusive and is only heard in full once during the piece. Further on in the
movement, it is mostly only the second part of it that appears, set against the final two bars of

the subject and adding contrast to the relentless quaver runs. (Example 4.35)

Example 4.35: Irregular countersubject from Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major,

bars 12-17.
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As well as the subject and countersubject, the piece has an additional thematic element which
dominates the episodes and provides further rhythmic disorder. Its exact intervals differ, but it
broadly consists of an upward leap of a fifth followed by a step (a second in either direction) —
a gesture which is repeated a number of times — before concluding with a four-note descending
pattern. This is perhaps most easily seen in the top voice between bars 84 and 88.%* (Example

4.36, bars 4-8)

42 1t is worth noting that each of the component parts of this motif can be repeated.
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Example 4.36: Additional thematic element in Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in F major,

bars 81-92.
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As can be seen in the example above, the motif begins at the start of bars 81-83, but from bar
84 its placement is shifted. By changing the position of the motif within the bar, Stanchinsky
manipulates the sense of metre, allowing the listener to make an adjustment and reinterpret the
fragment’s new placement with respect to its earlier metric associations. Although a similar
approach has been identified in Stravinsky’s Les Noces (1914/1923) — where motivic factors
and interruptions (for example, repeating a melodic fragment previously associated with a
stable metric identity in a different place within the bar) have been argued to change the way
the listener perceives the metre — Stanchinsky’s Sonata predates Stravinsky’s ballet and

t.** The technique, however, is similar, particularly in places

achieves a different musical effec
where the change in the right hand’s melodic motifs coincides with shifting placements of the

left hand patterns, which further obscures any sense of metric regularity.

Characteristically, the last movement of his Sonata in G major, also Presto, is written in an

uneven metre of 11/8 and displays unity in the angular gestures which shape its rhythmic

43 Gretchen Horlacher, ‘Metric Irregularity in “Les Noces”: The Problem of Periodicity’, Journal of Music
Theory, 39.2 (1995), 285-309 <https://doi.org/10.2307/843969>
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patterns. Alekseyev has noted that this metre creates the impression of stretching out the bar.
This slows down the energy of the ‘toccata’, making it less motoric, and in this way

demonstrates a similar approach to some of Rachmaninov’s rhythmic delays.**

For ease of reference when discussing the different themes of this movement, it is worth briefly
exploring the movement’s structure, especially given that not all musicologists who have
written about this work have recognised that it is in sonata form. Sitsky, for example, writes
that ‘the composer allowed [the movement] to become too long and repetitive: his idea of form
here is far too reliant on repetition.”* His assessment is intuitive: the movement could easily
be misjudged as too stretched out or tiresome. However, the key to understanding this
movement lies in recognising its structure, which is somewhat obscured on the surface (a
typical Stanchinskyan trait). A closer examination reveals a process which helps explain the
continual repetition and recycling of the theme. The structural basis for this movement is
essentially sonata form, complete with an exposition, development and recapitulation sections,
as well as a small coda. (Figure 4.h) Once this is recognised, the repetition of its themes

becomes expected and predictable. Sitsky appears to have missed this in his assessment.

Figure 4.h: Structure of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major.
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One of the biggest obstacles in identifying the structure of this work lies in its number of
themes; by the time the opening theme returns in bar 75, the listener has heard no fewer than
six (P1, P2, S1, Sz, C1 and C2). Yet, if we consider their tonal characteristics, it becomes possible
to make a clear separation between the first two themes and the two that follow. Themes P;
and P> both appear in the tonic key, thus allowing us to consider them as primary themes.
Themes S1 and Sz, while different from each other, are scored in a contrasting key to the tonic,

allowing us to consider them as secondary themes. The theme beginning in bar 63 establishes

4 Alekseyev, Russkaya fortepiannaya muzyka, p. 352.
4 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, p. 30.
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the region of B as the new home key and finishes with a perfect cadence, hence its designation

as the closing theme. The material in bars 69-74 functions as a second coda idea, separating

the exposition from the development by obscuring the tonic centre, before the development

section starts in bar 75.

Unlike the finale of the Sonata in F major, this movement is not written in continuous

semiquavers movement; rather, it comprises angular two- and three-note groupings which

bring unity to its different themes. Both primary themes (P and P») are related in their rhythmic

constructions in which the two- and three-quaver units are arranged into different structures.

While the first theme breaks them apart, the second theme sees them organised in a more

continuous fashion, with fewer rests in between and accompanied by richer textures. (Examples

4.37 and 4.38)

Example 4.37: First primary theme of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars 1-5.
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Example 4.38: Second primary theme of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars

26-31.
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In the first secondary theme (S1), these quaver groupings are joined by dotted crotchets and

often extended into groups of five, thus creating a more expressive character. (Example 4.39)

Here, the rhythmic units are also arranged differently for the right and the left hands, giving

this passage the feel of a broken waltz. Powell has argued that the rhythmic writing in this

passage allowed Stanchinsky to achieve ‘Bachian’ independence in his part writing.*

Curiously, the most significant metric disruptions are created not by part independence, but by

46 powell, ‘ After Scriabin’, pp. 54-55.
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instances in which the rhythms of the two hands coincide (rubato, bar 42), where the relative

repetitiveness of the broken waltz is interrupted.

Example 4.39: First secondary theme of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars 40-
43.
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The second secondary theme (S:) is closely related to the second primary theme (P2): both

themes employ identical rhythmic groupings, but their textures and melodic outlines are
different. (Example 4.40)

Example 4.40: Second secondary theme of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars
54-55.

In the development section, Stanchinsky focuses on developing the two primary themes which

alternate in bars 75-106, while bars 107-108 explore these two themes at the same time. The
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juxtaposition of themes creates a rhythmic conflict between the left and the right hands,

providing the section with further rhythmic interest. (Example 4.41)

Example 4.41: Development exploring primary themes simultaneously in Presto from

Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars 107-108.
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The end of coda brings more rhythmic and structural surprises. The identical placement of a
fermata in the coda (bar 194) as in the development (bar 84) — between themes P; and P> —
creates a false expectation of another development (see figure 4.h). However, Stanchinsky is
only teasing the listener here, as he also does in his further arrangement of the themes. Having
played with expectations in relation to the fermata placement, Stanchinsky uses the new
material from the development section to transition to the second secondary theme (S2) where

the movement unexpectedly ends. (Example 4.42)

Example 4.42: Ending of Presto from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars 208-214.
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The continuous evolution of this movement creates constant surprise, and it appears to be
intended as entertainment: its jokey placements of themes and fermatas trick the listener into
expecting something other than that which follows. The movement’s scoring within a metre of
11/8 — subdivided variously into cells of two, three or five quavers — provides the music with
a certain angular sharpness, and some themes take on the characteristics of disrupted dances.
The movement’s length and its number of themes, interspaced by transitional sections, obscure
the sonata form beyond aural recognition, but nonetheless there is unity in its themes created

by rhythmic means.

Stanchinsky’s rthythmic writing underwent significant developments over his lifetime. Through
the use of irregular accents, varied phrase lengths and implied polymetres, Stanchinsky created
rhythmic patterns which were considerably more advanced and imaginative than those in his
earliest pieces, and, arguably, more complex than anything Stravinsky was writing at this time.
From 1911, Stanchinsky built on his tendency to compose in uneven metres and use motoric
rhythms, while also often favouring flexible beaming across bar lines. In this way, he achieved

even greater variety in his rhythmic constructions.

Texture and Counterpoint

Wide leaps and tessituras, and complex, unidiomatic textures, are some of the most
characteristic features of Stanchinsky’s writing from 1912 onwards. They are particularly
evident in Sketch no. 4 — the first slow piece in the set — the ‘epic grandeur’ of the which is
reflected in its serenity, static rhythms and wide tessitura.*’ (Example 4.43) Sitsky singles out
the piece’s ‘unusual textures’ as its most defining characteristic.*® The Sketch’s writing is
almost orchestral in its intention, consisting of a melodic line in the middle voice, an
accompaniment in a higher register, and intervallic/chordal accompaniment in the bass. The
textures are so full and the tessitura so wide that they require notation across three staves for
clarity. Although this was not entirely unusual at this time — composers such as Liszt, Debussy,
Ravel, Schoenberg, Prokofiev and Scriabin have all used three staves for the sake of clarity —

part writing such as that found in this Sketch is rare in piano literature. The piece explores the

47 «onmueckas BennuaBocTh» Loginova, ‘O muzykal’noy kompozitsii’, p. 140.
48 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, p. 35.
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full range of the keyboard and the climax, for example, ranges across six octaves. (Example

4.44)

Example 4.43: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 4, bars 1-11.
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While the Sketch’s structure can be loosely defined as binary form (A and A1 are thematically
related), its overall musical effect is that of continuous growth; it is as if it has been conceived
on the spot, in one breath. (Figure 4.1) Its musical language is continuously developing. The
lyrical melodic line never repeats — it only evolves, growing in texture and tessitura — and the
end of the prelude is profoundly different to the start. The accompaniment part also grows
steadily with each phrase: starting at first as single notes, it transforms into dyads, then triads,

and eventually four-note chords. (Example 4.45)

Figure 4.1: Structure of Stanchinsky’s Sketch no. 4.
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The slow and atmospheric fourth Sketch hints at Stanchinsky’s earlier style with its lyrical tune
— a rare example from this time of his skills as a melodist. However, when compared with his
early works, the musical elements surrounding the melody are more sophisticated. The steady
pulsating quaver accompaniment is reminiscent of swinging cathedral bells, growing in volume
and texture towards the powerful climax. The dynamics die down before the closure, but the

textures at the end of the prelude remain rich. The return of the opening melody in the final
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four notes in the middle stave create a sense of symmetry among transformed textures,

demonstrating one of Stanchinsky’s more interesting approaches to structure.

Intricate textures are also on display in Sketch no. 11, which is very different from the other
pieces in this set. Despite the piece employing strict contrapuntal techniques, it retains a sense
of mischief through the deployment of unexpected melodies, polyrhythms and structural
reductions. This shows that Stanchinsky can create variety even within the confines of the

strictest methods.

Written in ternary form, the piece uses different compositional techniques at different stages.
(Figure 4.j) The first and the last sections (A and A1) use the same thematic material and are
written as double mirror inversions. The middle section, B, is further split into two subsections.
The first of these uses the same thematic idea as the opening, but it is constructed as a canon
between the two hands. The second retains the thematic material in the left hand, where it takes
up an accompaniment function, while the right hand introduces a new melody over the top.
Despite most of the phrases throughout the Sketch falling neatly into two-bar structures — as
well as both sections A and B lasting eight bars each — Stanchinsky disrupts expectations by

shortening the final section to seven bars, creating an abrupt and unexpected ending.

Figure 4.j: Structure of Stanchinsky’s Sketch no. 11.

Allegro con spirito
Diouble mirror Double mirror New melodic Double mirror
inversion inversion in canon | line introduced inversion
1-8 9-12 13-16 17-23
A B Al

The piece’s texture, written almost wholly in four-parts, is comparable to a vocal (SATB) or
string quartet score, which is highly unusual for piano writing. The two outer voices (S and B)
are denser and busier than the inner two lines (A and T), while the voices of each pair mirror
one another. The piece is a double mirror inversion: S and B are mirror inversions of each
other, as are the A and T lines. Moreover, the two inner lines, which perform the function of
harmonic pedals decorated with semitones, take their melodic shape from the outer lines. For

example, the soprano line F#-E#-(C#)-F# in bar one is lengthened in terms of note durations
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and inverted in the alto line to form F#-GH-F# across bars 1-2. An equivalent relationship can
also be seen between tenor and bass parts: the bass line B#-C#-(E#)-B# is augmented and
inverted in the tenor line to form B#-B&-B#.% There is also a direct correlation between the
pitch content of the quaver movement in each outer voice at the end of bar 1 and the melodic
movement in the inner voices in bar 2, as in both staves the pitches are identical between the

parts. (Example 4.46)

Example 4.46: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 11, bars 1-2.
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From bar 9, the Sketch enters a new section, in which there is significant textural and thematic
development. The theme is taken from the opening section, and in addition to being structured
as a double mirror inversion, it is set as a canon between the two hands. The right-hand part is
inverted in the left hand, which enters two crotchets later. (Example 4.47) However, the canon
is disrupted after only four bars, with the right hand introducing a new, dramatic melody in bar
13. This section is particularly unruly and exciting: the canon is broken, as are the strict mirror

structures, and the right hand escapes the rhythmic patterns of the left hand. (Example 4.48)

Example 4.47: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 11, bars 9-10.
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4 The second B¥ in the bass part is most probably a mistranscription in the edition, as the equivalent note
appears as a C# in corresponding places (i.e. bar 2).

193



Example 4.48: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 11, bars 13-16.
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From bar 17, the final section returns to the strict, static mirror inversions of the piece’s
opening; this brings back some order and sense of calm, although it is not fully restored.
Retaining a sense of mischief, Stanchinsky shortens the final section to seven bars, thereby
contrasting it with the two previous sections (which consisted of eight bars each). This
shortening results in an unexpected ending at the end of bar 23, in which a lowered 2™ degree
is resolved downwards by step. This kind of Neapolitan inflection has appeared in some of
Stanchinsky’s other pieces — such as his Sketch no. 8 — and particularly in those works written
within the Phrygian mode. This also shows an element of the ‘Stanchinsky mode’, providing

another example to the previously discussed topic of tonal enrichment. (Example 4.49)
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Example 4.49: Stanchinsky’s Twelve Sketches, no. 11, bars 17-23.
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Stanchinsky’s interest in counterpoint is also seen in his large-scale pieces. For example, the
first movement, Fuga, from his Sonata in G major, takes counterpoint as the main structural
stimulus for the composition. Certainly, there are precedents for fugal movements being used
in pianos sonatas (such as in those of Haydn and Beethoven), but to place this movement first
is unusual. It may be possible that Stanchinsky knew Myaskovsky’s first piano sonata in D
minor (1907-9, published 1914) — whose first movement is a fugue — but Stanchinsky does not
appear to have taken direct stylistic inspiration from this work. While Myaskovsky’s sonata is
more Bachian in its part writing, with its subjects tightly bound, Stanchinsky’s subjects contain
wide leaps from the very outset, and his development of the materials reaches significant levels

of complexity for piano writing.

The Fuga comprises an exposition (with incorporated counter-exposition), an extensive

development in two parts, and a final entries section. (Figure 4.k) While somewhat unexpected,
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the nonconformity of this movement results in some of Stanchinsky’s most interesting and
successful writing. Considering it from a purely structural perspective, and excluding harmonic
functions, the fugal form can be quite successfully mapped onto sonata form. Both consist of
a section where subjects are stated, a development section, and a final entries/recapitulation
section. For this reason, swapping the conventional sonata form for a fugue in the first

movement is very effective.

The movement is a double fugue, as its two subjects are stated simultaneously from the outset.
(Example 4.50) Despite the exposition not allowing the second subject independent exposure,
both subjects are given equal importance within the development section; this is split into two

halves, with each subject receiving its own stretto section.

Figure 4.k: Structure of Fuga from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major.
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Example 4.50: Opening of Stanchinsky’s Fuga from Sonata in G major, bars 1-12.
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Despite the typically Stanchinskian disjunct movement seen in the subject entry, the

movement’s notation appears to have been influenced by Baroque models. Slow and tranquil,

the Fuga begins with the tempo indication of Lento espressivo (accompanied by a marking of

) = 84) and is notated in remarkably small note values within a metre of 6/16.°° Notating slow

%0 In manuscript, tempo markings appear to be added in pencil by Zhilyayev. RNMM, 239/36.
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pieces of music using short note values was common in the Baroque period, when time
signatures denominated in smaller note values had a slower tactus. This suggests that
Stanchinsky may have been studying old fugues when writing this sonata but, far from being a

pastiche, this piece has a definite sense of foreshadowing neoclassicism.

When exploring Stanchinsky’s approach to counterpoint in the Fuga, it is important to consider
his application of tonality within the movement’s structure, as the two topics are inextricably
linked. While fugues usually generate momentum from the tonic and dominant relationships
between the subject and countersubject, the exposition of this movement contains little tension.
This is not due to it lacking traditional subject and countersubject statements, but rather because
the exposition has a modal quality. The first eleven bars of this movement contain no
accidentals, and the first C# hinting at a dominant occurs only in bar 12. Subject statements
that are ostensibly in the dominant, such as Ti(D) entering in bar 4, are still scored within the
tonic scale. Sitsky observed that ‘as the voices stack up, Stanchinskiy [sic] creates a

diatonically saturated field, most original in sound.’>!

The two subjects of the fugue have distinct characters and melodic outlines. The first is unusual
as a fugue subject, but very characteristic of Stanchinsky’s writing. It serves as another example
of his predilection for wide intervals and boasts a particularly wide melodic structure; the first
bar alone spans two octaves within six notes. The subject’s melodic structure relies heavily on
fourths in bar 1, while bar 2 places importance on sevenths (two fourths stacked), which is a
feature seen in his other works from this time. The opening gesture’s beaming across the bar
line is also characteristic of Stanchinsky’s writing, while the expressive rit. and a tempo found
within the first subject statement (bars 2-3) break it up into a very clearly defined ‘head’ and
‘tail’. The melodic rise at the end of the first half of the subject suggests a close relationship
with antecedent-consequent phrasing so, despite unusual appearances, it still has an underlying

neoclassical structure.

The second subject, on the other hand, is more orthodox in its composition. Although
characteristically different, Powell observes that the two subjects are nonetheless connected by

their diatonic nature and wide tessitura.>? Alekseyev has noted that in this work, Stanchinsky,

3! Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, p. 29.
32 Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, p. 53.
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like Taneyev, introduced the second theme not to provide contrast, but to complement the
musical thought expressed by the first theme.>® This theme is more traditional and closely
resembles a formal subject. The theme begins and ends on the tonic, highlighting the tonic-
dominant relationship in its opening and closing gestures. (See example 4.50) These gestures
also highlight the importance of fifths, as they are the only melodic intervals in this subject
greater than a step. The theme is decorated with Baroque mordents, which are characteristic of

Stanchinsky’s writing and found in other pieces such as his Sketch no. 7.

The two subjects are not the only thematically important melodic structures in this movement.
In bars four and five, a countersubject emerges which is used extensively in the episode and
development sections. Its full structure remains flexible, but its main part is characterised by a
three-note descending pattern decorated with an acciaccatura. (See example 4.50, bars 4-6,
highlighted in boxes) More new material is introduced in the first episode section (bars 13-17),
where the cascading triplet gestures in demisemiquavers (first appearing in bars 15-16 in the
right hand) are set against the acciaccatura countermelody in the left hand, creating particularly
challenging pianistic textures. (Example 4.51) After the long, diatonic opening, the episode

section also creates harmonic contrast by introducing much higher levels of chromaticism.

33 Alekseyev, Russkaya fortepiannaya muzyka, p. 351.
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Example 4.51: Episode and counter-exposition from Stanchinsky’s Fuga from Sonata in G

major, bars 15-25.
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The counter-exposition which follows is used to bring about a harmonic change after the
tranquil opening: only the entry of the first subject in bar 17 is scored in the tonic, with all
subsequent entries of both subjects scored in the dominant. (See example 4.51) Tonally, the
section modulates towards the region of D, as indicated by the presence of C# in bars 23-24.
In addition to creating harmonic change, this passage also disrupts the metre. A false entry in
bar 21 displaces rhythmic groupings in the subsequent two bars: a common occurrence in

Stanchinsky’s writing.

The transition to the development section is tonally and thematically staggered which, in
common with Stanchinsky’s other works from this period, removes any sense of a strict section
break. The first subject entry is in bar 26, with a tonal centre of F#, but this is not confirmed
until halfway through bar 28; even then, it is obscured by the heavily chromatic
accompaniment. (Example 4.52) Large parts of the development section subsequently delay
confirmation of their tonal regions. For example, the subject entry at the end of bar 29 suggests
the region of C#, but this remains unconfirmed until the beginning of bar 32. This technique
continues to be used into the second half of the section, which is indicated by the arrival of the
second subject and a tempo change from Lento espressivo (§ = 84) to Largo (§ = 66). The
slower speed coincides with the use of lower registers and chromatic additions to the
accompaniment, which create a particularly dark mood. The second subject enters in bar 39

and indicates a tonality of C minor, but this is not confirmed until bar 42. (Example 4.53)
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Example 4.52: Opening of the second half of development of Fuga from Stanchinsky’s Sonata
in G major, bars 26-33.
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Example 4.53: Opening of the second half of development of Fuga from Stanchinsky’s Sonata

in G major, bars 39-46.
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The tonality in the second half of the development section is fleeting. Subject entries in bars
42 and 45 imply tonal regions of Db and F respectively, but even this fails to fully assert any
sense of key, and the isolated instances of common chords (bars 42, 45) lose all sense of
sounding as such. (See example 4.53) This tonal unruliness reaches its peak in bar 48, which
marks the second stretto of the development section. Here, the key signature disappears, and
three subject entries with different, implied tonal centres (A, F and C) enter within the space
of a single bar. (Example 4.54) The removal of the key signature results in the subject’s opening
gesture (a perfect fifth in the tonic and a perfect fourth in the dominant) becoming an
augmented fourth (F-B) in the top voice. This tritone gives the passage a Lydian feel, which is
further indicated by the presence of D# (the raised 4™ degree in a scale of A) in the alto voice.
While the subject in the bass part does not include raised 4™ degrees within the stretto section,
the chord which begins the episode in bar 51 includes an F# over a root of C. Constructed from
tritones, this chord espouses symmetrical principles while, at the same time, its notes all act as

suspensions over a C bass.

Example 4.54: Second stretto of Fuga from Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars 47-50.
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The short episode section in bars 51-53 contains a large number of accidentals which entirely
obscure the tonal centre. Powell compares this section with Scriabin’s Preludes op. 74, which
sound — but are not — atonal.>* (Example 4.55) In the lead up to the final entries, Stanchinsky
uses scale patterns structurally: that is, he transforms a chromatic group into a diatonic one at
the final entry, which allows him to create harmonic change at the beginning of the new section
without immediately returning to the tonic. As can be expected from Stanchinsky, the tonic is
confirmed later than the return of the theme (halfway through bar 55). The pitch components
of this transition (bar 54) are ‘derived from the tonal centres of the opening section and first
group of middle entries of the movement, namely G, D, F#, C# and Ab.’> The passage thus
has a dominant function without directly employing a dominant. Powell writes: ‘just as
Scriabin’s double dominants resolve onto each other despite containing the same pitch material,
this particular scale resolves onto G major although its own components are chromatically

grouped around the pitches G and D.”>°

As can be seen in example 4.55, the final entries section begins entirely diatonically, but this
lasts for only four bars (bars 55-58). From bar 59, the accompaniment disguises the tonal centre
once again, creating a sense of continuous tonal discovery. Until the final chord, there is little
sense of what key the piece will end in; when it finally arrives, the music lands unexpectedly
on an E major chord with a Picardy Third. (Example 4.56) The moment the piece reaches this
new tonal centre is a very special one, which brings a sense of lightness, wonder and

playfulness.

3 Powell, ‘After Scriabin’, p. 53.
3 Ibid., pp. 53-54.
% Ibid., p. 54.
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Example 4.55: Second episode, climax and the beginning of final entries of Fuga from

Stanchinsky’s Sonata in G major, bars 51-55.
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Example 4.56: Ending of Stanchinsky’s Fuga from Sonata in G major, bars 61-63.
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The overlapping textures in this movement make for some tortuously challenging piano
writing. Sitsky notes that ‘sections of the fugue are almost beyond the possibilities of the piano
[...] there is nothing quite like this in piano literature.”>” The lines are often difficult to render
coherently, although the writing does demonstrate Stanchinsky’s good understanding of the
instrument and virtuosity as a pianist. Despite its complexities, the piano part still sits relatively
comfortably under the hands and, unlike the fiendishly difficult climax of his Sonata in Eb
minor (1906), it is not overwritten. Every note has a reason for being there, bringing great
beauty within this complexity and resulting in one of Stanchinsky’s most interesting and
successful pieces. His favoured musical idioms flourish within a slow fugal form: the extreme
tessitura, fleeting tonalities and diatonically saturated fields demonstrate a distinctive approach

to writing for the piano.

Stanchinsky’s linear piano textures are probably his most recognisable trait. Compared with
his earliest pieces, which were written largely as melodies with chordal accompaniments, his
final works are considerably more sophisticated and demonstrate his rapid evolution of style.
Stanchinsky’s approach to texture is inextricably linked with other aspects of his compositional
style, such as enriched tonalities and the use of counterpoint as a structural stimulus, which are
applied imaginatively in the first movement of his Sonata in G major. Stanchinsky’s use of
unusually wide tessituras allowed him to achieve almost orchestral levels of textural
complexity, while the intricacy of his contrapuntal lines led him to explore other unorthodox

approaches to piano writing, such as SATB-style textures. This combination of techniques was

57 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, p. 29.
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unusual for a Russian composer of his generation and is evidence of the imaginative lengths

Stanchinsky went to in order to hone his unique musical voice.

Conclusions

Stanchinsky’s compositional style evolved at a remarkable rate from 1907 to 1914 and, by
following Stanchinsky’s stylistic journey over time, this project identified aspects of his writing
which changed significantly. By 1911, Stanchinsky had largely shed late Romantic and
Scriabinesque influences, the latter being highly unusual for a composer of his generation.
Stanchinsky showed some interest in folk music in 1909, but this was short-lived and there are
no such quotations in his final works. However, some elements of the style — such as the
emphasis on fourths and fifths — did endure. Many composers of Stanchinsky’s generation,
such as Stravinsky, went through a similar process of digesting and subsequently rejecting late
Romantic and folk influences, although for Stanchinsky this seems to have occurred at an

accelerated pace.

On the other hand, many stylistics aspects that Stanchinsky developed during his student years
persisted, and he went on to develop these further. Tonal enrichment was very important to
him throughout his career, as seen through his increasing use of modes and pandiatonicism, as
well as his juxtaposition of diatonicism and chromaticism. In developing his tonal style,
Stanchinsky leaned towards a scalar approach — creating new harmonies by employing non-
standard scalic constructions — rather than aiming to dispose of tonality through the use of all
twelve tones. His approach also included finding chromatically displaced alternatives to the
dominant at cadence points, searching for symmetry, and creating a signature synthetic scale —
the ‘Stanchinsky mode’ — which he used frequently in his final works. Many composers at this
time were wrestling with the broader issue of the renewal or rejection of tonality. Noting the
interest that Stanchinsky developed in strict musical procedures, such as canon, one can only
speculate as to how he would have responded to the twelve-tone techniques of Schoenberg or

Roslavets as they developed.

Stanchinsky regularly obscured or disguised surface musical features, including concealing
tonal centres and blurring section breaks, which can be observed as part of a broader tendency
for irregularity; as soon as a pattern is established in Stanchinsky’s music, it is broken and

replaced by something new. His rhythmic work is among the more developed features of his
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later pieces and includes use of uneven metres or implied polymetres, shifting accents, and
juxtaposing beaming and barring. It is, arguably, just as groundbreaking as anything Stravinsky
was writing at this time, albeit different in its character and presentation. Stanchinsky continued
to work with counterpoint throughout his life, and in his final years he applied contrapuntal
structures to both small and large-scale pieces. His signature combination of complex, linear

piano textures, wide leaps and spacious tessituras is particularly imaginative.

Stanchinsky was a forward-thinking composer who sought to innovate while remaining
grounded in old musical ideas and forms. His approach in this respect is progressive, and the
seemingly neoclassical elements of his work foreshadow the styles that would become
commonplace in the 1920s.® By the time of his death at the age of twenty-six, he had achieved
more stylistically than many others had by that age, especially for a composer who had never
left Russia. In this respect, he surpassed many of his contemporaries and composers of the
generations which immediately preceded and followed him, such as Scriabin, Stravinsky,
Debussy and Schoenberg. It is an unfortunate cliché that one may only wonder what he would
have achieved if he had lived into the second half of the twentieth century; he certainly would

have become one of the more interesting figures in Russian musical life.

38 Sitsky, Music of the Repressed, p. 36.

209



Chapter 5 — Reception and Publication”

The Russian composer and critic Leonid Sabaneyev began his final reminiscences about

Stanchinsky with the remark:

Nobody now knows almost anything about the composer A. Stanchinsky. And meanwhile there
were years when great hopes were pinned on him, even the word ‘genius’ was repeatedly used [...]

in relation to him.!

Sabaneyev’s appraisal of Stanchinsky was published as part of a collected edition of articles in
2004. This entry on Stanchinsky was reproduced from an undated and previously unpublished
typeset document called From Russia’s Musical Past. Its framing of Stanchinsky in the past
tense indicates that the essay was written sometime after Stanchinsky’s death.? While the name
Stanchinsky remains obscure today, even among expert audiences, Sabaneyev portrays him as
having been a highly celebrated composer. According to another article by Sabaneyev,
published in 1927, Stanchinsky’s musical career was ‘extraordinarily brilliant, and early
success and even the beginning of fame were during his lifetime.’® Sabaneyev’s accounts paint
a vivid picture of Stanchinsky’s dazzling achievements while at the same time accentuating his
mental illness, and subsequent musicological literature has largely repeated and reinforced
Sabaneyev’s claims. As a result, most writings on Stanchinsky strongly emphasise this
particular characterisation. For example, Montagu-Nathan wrote in 1953 that ‘beneath
[Stanchinsky’s] psychological disequilibrium there lay a quite outstanding creative talent.”*
The current Grove Music Online article about Stanchinsky makes an unconfirmed assertion
that he was an ‘incurable sufferer of [...] schizophrenia [... who] became the rising star of
Moscow musical circles and manuscript copies of his works were circulated by admirers.”>
These claims may be rooted in truth, but they are also exaggerated and oversimplified. No

academic study so far has investigated the reception of Stanchinsky’s music within his lifetime,

* Parts of this chapter have been published as Akvilé Stuart, ‘A Sick Genius? The Critical Reception of Aleksey
Stanchinsky’, Musicology, 30 (2021), 19-33 <https://doi.org/10.2298/MUZ2130019S>

! «<HUKTO Temnephb MOUTH HUYETO HE 3HAET O KoMmmo3utope A, CTaHUMHCKOM. A MEXTy TeM ObLIM TOJIbI, KOT/IA
Ha HEero BO3JIarajiuch OrPOMHBIE HaJIeXKAbl, ObIBaI0 HEOJHOKPATHO MPON3HOCHUMO JJaXKe CIIOBO «T'€HHAIEHOCTD
[...] mo ero appecy.» Leonid Sabaneyev, Vospominaniya o Rossii (Moscow: Klassika-XXI, 2004), p. 62.

2 Sabaneyev, Vospominaniya o Rossii, p. 236.

3 Leonid Sabaneyeff, Modern Russian Composers, ed. by Yehudah Yofe (New York: International Publishers,
1927), p. 191.

4 M. Montagu-Nathan, ‘Was He a Genius?’, Tempo, 28 (1953), 23-25 (p. 23)
<https://doi.org/10.1017/S0040298200051147>

5 Jonathan Powell and Christopher Hepburn, ‘Stanchinsky, Aleksey Vladimirovich’, Grove Music Online (2001)
<https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article.26540>
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and all claims about his reportedly successful career stem from the same, single source:

Sabaneyev’s memoirs about the composer.

This chapter investigates the circumstances surrounding the publication and reception of
Stanchinsky’s works, both contemporanecously and posthumously. The primary sources
examined here tell a more nuanced story and, by re-examining prior claims, this chapter
provides new insights into Stanchinsky’s career and explores potential explanations for the
decline of his public profile. The first part focuses on the critical reception of Stanchinsky’s
works within his lifetime. Between 1913 and 1914, Stanchinsky attracted reviews of his music
on two occasions: the publication of his op. 1 in 1913; and a concert in which he performed his
works in 1914. It explores the conditions in which Stanchinsky first introduced his music to
the public and examines how his music was received by critics in Moscow and St Petersburg.
The second part of the chapter examines the posthumous publication of Stanchinsky’s works
in the late 1910s and 1920s. The final part traces the treatment of Stanchinsky’s legacy from

the 1930s, and considers why his name and music have become so obscure.

The views and opinions of Stanchinsky’s teachers and colleagues, as well as music critics, are
at the forefront of this study. As such, the chapter is positioned to follow the perspectives of
the receiver, rather than examining the views of the creator — an approach consistent with the
emerging field of music criticism studies.® In examining these views, this thesis aims to retain
a degree of scepticism. The reviews examined in this chapter are highly subjective and their
quality varies considerably, as each is dependent on the skill and understanding of the writer.
They are representative only of the views of the critics who wrote them; they did not necessarily
reflect the views of other listeners, nor did they encapsulate the views of an imagined ‘Russian
public’. Establishing an accurate picture of the historical reception of a composer amongst
audiences is, in most cases, unattainable. While some reviews do comment on the behaviour
of audiences during concerts, such sources are very limited. This is particularly the case with

Stanchinsky, where there are comparatively few performances to draw on.

Nonetheless, the reviews examined in this chapter supply a historical record of

contemporaneous events and give an insight into the musical views and opinions of

¢ For a more in-depth discussion on the history of music criticism, see Christopher Dingle, ‘Introduction’, in The
Cambridge History of Music Criticism, ed. by Christopher Dingle (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2019), pp. 1-6.
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Stanchinsky’s contemporaries, as well as other musicals figures of the twentieth century.
Dingle writes in the introduction to The Cambridge History of Music Criticism that ‘far from
a fatal flaw, its generally unguarded lack of consideration is often the prime value of music
criticism.’” Personal relationships, prejudices and favouritism are prominent in the reviews of
Stanchinsky’s music. According to Frey, music criticism in Imperial Russia is notorious for its
‘passionate polemics, its philosophical debates and its well-matched rivalries.”® It is these
intricacies and biases that make the reviews of Stanchinsky’s music particularly noteworthy.
Additionally, critical reviews are a fruitful source of information for stylistic analysis.
According to LaRue, ‘some of the best clues to original accomplishments in any period can be
found by studying the works or procedures to which critics and theorists object.”® As such, with

enough temporal perspective, all reviews of musical works become valuable historical sources.

Collecting historical reviews can be problematic due to the volume of potential sources (i.e.
newspapers and magazines) available. A researcher can never be sure that they have found all
relevant reviews of a concert or publication, and it is possible that the sample of reviews
examined in this chapter is not exhaustive. This is a particular issue for composers like
Stanchinsky, where the number of available reviews is very limited; the discovery of even one
or two additional reviews could change the way in which we understand Stanchinsky’s
contemporary reception. The reviews examined here are the entirety of those found in eight
music periodicals published in Moscow and St Petersburg from 1913-1917.'° However, it is
possible that there are further reviews in other publications, or that Stanchinsky received
reviews in the press outside of these dates.!! Indeed, this chapter uses a comparatively small
sample of reviews, and this presents some limitations alongside the possibility of a skewed or
biased picture of Stanchinsky’s contemporary reception. A limited set of reviews also means
that we are missing the perspective of some crucial voices in early twentieth century Russian
music criticism. To counter these drawbacks, this chapter turns to the memoirs and articles of
Russian musical figures to supplement newspaper and magazine reviews, while also examining
the circumstances surrounding the publication of Stanchinsky’s works after his death. These

elements bring a new dimension to our understanding of how eyewitness accounts are shaped

7 Dingle, ‘Introduction’, p. 3.

8 Emily Frey, ‘Music Criticism in Imperial Russia’, in The Cambridge History of Music Criticism, ed. by C.
Dingle (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), pp. 208-28 (p. 228).

9 Jan La Rue, Guidelines for Style Analysis, 1st ed. (New York, NY: W. W. Norton & Company, 1970), p. 200.
10 For a full list of periodicals examined, please see Introduction.

' A review by Abram Yusfin from 1970 is quoted later in this chapter, though this was found through a
secondary source.
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and fashioned into stories, and allow a deeper insight into how the image of Stanchinsky was
moulded during the twentieth century. Most of the reviews examined in this chapter are studied
here in their entirety for the first time and, as such, they contribute significantly to our

understanding of Stanchinsky’s reception.

Reception in late-Imperial Russia

Stanchinsky first introduced his works to the public in 1913 with the publication of nos. 1-4 of
the Twelve Sketches. It is unclear why the set was split for the publication and if the following
two fascicles (nos. 5-8 in 1915 and nos. 9-12 in 1917) were accepted for publication at the
same time. The publication and, hence, the start of his reception by the broader public, was
largely made possible by Stanchinsky’s unusual personal circumstances. As discussed in the
biographical chapter, the death of his father in 1910 and his hospitalisation in 1910-1911 led
to a desperate financial situation which jeopardised his compositional training. Due to a lack
of funds, Stanchinsky had to withdraw from his studies at the Moscow Conservatoire and return
to his family’s estate in the countryside. This, in turn, made it possible for Stanchinsky to
publish his compositions, as the rules of the Conservatoire forbade students from doing this.'?
Stanchinsky’s coeval Anatoly Aleksandrov, who remained a student at the Conservatoire, for
example, did not have his compositions published until 1916. Due to Stanchinsky’s financial
hardship, the decision to publish at this time may also have been financially motivated. While
it is unlikely that Stanchinsky profited directly from the sales of his music (in 1913, his Sketches
were being sold for 25 kopecks a copy), he may have sold the rights outright to the publishing
house.!? It is not known how much the publishers (Jurgenson) paid Stanchinsky in 1913, but
upon signing a contract with Sergey Prokofiev in 1911, they offered him 100 roubles for his

first sonata and twelve of the early pieces. '

Stanchinsky’s decision to publish the Twelve Sketches as his first opus was immediately
mocked in the press by Prokofiev, who felt that the genre lacked substance. There was some

contemporary precedent for composers to publish a large-scale work as their first opus —

12 Aleksandr Tikhonovich Grechaninov, My Life, ed. by Nicolas Slonimsky (New York: Coleman-Ross, 1952),
p-31.

13 Sergey Prokofiev, ‘A. Stanchinsky. Esquisses Pour Piano, Op. 1. Izd. P. Jurgensona, tsena 25 kopeck.’,
Muzyka, 21 September 1913, pp. 602-3 (p. 602).

14 This is the same amount that Zhilyayev requested for teaching Stanchinsky during the summers of 1905 and
1906. David Nice, Prokofiev: From Russia to the West 1891-1935 (London: Yale University Press, 2003), p. 75.
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Rachmaninov’s, for example, was a piano concerto (first version, 1891) — but others were also
starting their careers by publishing smaller pieces. Scriabin’s first opus was a four-page waltz
(composed in 1886), while Medtner debuted with Eight Mood Pictures (1903). By the time
Stanchinsky’s Sketches were published, he already had three piano sonatas in his portfolio. We
can assume, therefore, that the Sketches were chosen for publication specifically because they
were among his more distinctive and mature compositions. In a letter of 17 May 1912,
Zhilyayev wrote to Stanchinsky that the Sketches ‘seem excellent to me [...] they are quite

unique, serious and significant, complete, in a word, excellent in all respects (form, style,

melody, harmony, rhythm) [...] your “exercises” seem to me to be true works of art — the
most unique of all that you have written.”!*> As such, it is likely that Stanchinsky’s decision to

debut with the Sketches was influenced by Zhilyayev’s high opinion of the works.

Stanchinsky’s Sketches were published by Jurgenson, who were by far the largest and most
successful publisher of Russian music during the early twentieth century. While other music
publishers existed in Russia at the time, Jurgenson expanded rapidly and bought out many
smaller printing companies between 1870 and 1900.!° They published works by some of the
most significant Russian composers of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, including
Tchaikovsky, Prokofiev, Scriabin and Medtner. We do not know under what circumstances
Stanchinsky was accepted by Jurgenson, but Prokofiev had to enlist two senior figures —
Taneyev and St Petersburg musicologist Alexandr Ossovsky — to send recommendation letters

on his behalf before the publisher would sign him.!’

Sketches nos. 1-4 are Stanchinsky’s only compositions that he edited himself for publication.'®

Indeed, this is the only instance where Zhilyayev appears not to have been directly involved

15 Underlined by the author. «MHe kaxeTcs IPEBOCXOIHBIMH | . ..] OHH BIIOJIHE HHIUBUAYAIbHBI, CEPhE3HBI U
3HAYUTEIbHBI, 3aKOHUCHHBI, CJIOBOM, ITPEBOCXO/IHBI BO BCEX OTHOIICHUSX (()OPMBI, CTHIIS, MENIONH, TAPMOHNUH,
pHUTMa) [...] TBOM «3K3EPCHUCHD) KAXKYTCSl MHE HACTOSIIIMMH XY/I0)KECTBEHHBIMHU IIPOU3BEICHUSIMI— 3TO
HanOoJlee HHANBUIYyaIbHOE U3 BCETO, HAMCAaHHOTO ToOoi.» Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/220, 17
May 1912. Published in Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by Inna A. Barsova (Moscow:
Muzyka, 2008), pp. 96-7.

16 In early twentieth century there were at least nine independent music publishing houses in Russia, including
large companies such as the Edition Russe de Musique (founded in 1909 in St Peterburg by Sergey and Natalie
Koussevitsky), and small printers established and run by publishers such as A. Gabler, A. Johansen, M. P. Belyaev
(in Leipzig), V. V. Bessel, P. Lenhold and others. At least nineteen companies’ stocks were acquired by Jurgenson
by 1900. Cecil Hopkinson, Notes on Russian Music Publishers ([Bath]: Printed for private distribution to the
members of the International Association of Music Libraries at the Fifth International Congress, Cambridge, June
29th-July 4, 1959), pp. 1-9.

17 Nice, Prokofiev: From Russia to the West, p. 74.

18 It is possible that Stanchinsky himself would have been involved in copy editing of the nos. 5-8. In the
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in proofreading or dealing with the publishing house. This is evident from his letters to
Stanchinsky. On 30 June 1913, Zhilyayev wrote: ‘about the errors in the second proofreading
— alas, I think that once you open the printed copies for the first time, the first thing that will
catch your eye will be a number of errors not seen before. It always seems to happen to
everyone!’!? Zhilyayev’s lack of input is also apparent from his letter dated 26 August 1913,
in which he further enquired about the publications: ‘Did you get the notes [sheet music] from
Jurgenson, have they come out yet?’?’ Based on this evidence, the first four Sketches can be
said to be the best representation of Stanchinsky’s intentions. This is an important consideration
when examining reviews of these pieces, as the earliest reviews were written in response to the
print publication, rather than a performance. These reviews, therefore, are the only examples

of critics responding directly to the notes that Stanchinsky had finalised and edited himself.

Although Zhilyayev did not edit the works for publication, he was instrumental both in advising
Stanchinsky during the composition process and shaping the final version of the set, including
the title and ordering of the individual Sketches. The manuscripts of the pieces bear the French
title Exercices, a dedication to Lydia Perlova (the composer’s sister), and the date 23 II1 1912
(which indicates the completion of the first draft, not the finished composition).?! Letters from
Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky reveal that many changes were made to the first draft manuscript
before it appeared in its published form. To begin with, the title of the work was changed from
Exercices (in manuscript) to Esquisses (in the 1913 publication).?? Zhilyayev was clear about
his dislike of the title Exercices in his letter written on 17 May 1912. He wrote ‘by the way, 1

don’t think that the name is particularly successful’ and then again, ‘the name of these

archival collections, the manuscripts of the nos. 9-12 appear in a separate paper case, with the following
superscription in Russian: ‘M[oscow], Jurgenson, 1917°. This indicates that the last four Skefches were treated
differently from the rest. Aleksey Stanchinsky, ‘Eskizy, no. 9-12°, RNMM, 239/43.

19 «A macyeT omeyaToK BO BTOPOI KOPPEKTYPE — VBB, s yMaro, YTO, KaK TOJILKO ThI PACKPOEIIb B TIEPBBII pa3
NeyaTHbIE SK3EMILISIPBI, — TEPBOe, YTO TeOe OPOCUTHCS B Ii1a3a, — ATO LEJIbIH PsiJl HE 3aMEUYCHHBIX paHbIIIe
OTIEYaTOK. 3TO, KaXKETCs, BCera U co Bcemu Tak OpiBaet!» Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/214, 10
August 1913. Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, p. 102.

20 «ITosyqmn i TeI 0T KOpreHcOHa HOTEHI, TO €CTh BHIILIA OHHU YKE B CBET WM eIé HeT.» Zhilyayev to
Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/224, 26 August 1913. Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova,
pp. 104-5.

2 Irina Lopatina, ‘Commentary’, in 4. Stanchinsky: Sochineniya, ed. by Irina Lopatina (Moscow: Muzyka,
1990), p. 240.

22 Sketch is a commonly used title for short pieces in the English language: Frank Bridge wrote Three Sketches
in 1906, and York Bowen published his Three Sketches in 1916. However, there are potential contextual
differences between what is implied by the French word Esquisse versus its English translation Sketch (less of a
problem in Russian — eskiz). Scholars and performers have approached this issue in various ways: Sitsky, for
example, uses the original Esquisses while Powell uses the English and the French terms interchangeably.
Lopatina’s edition, as well as all English-language CD releases, list the works in English as Sketches.
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“exercises” involuntarily asks for quotation marks.’?* Zhilyayev’s letter also contains several
compositional suggestions: not only do these indicate that musical changes were made within
individual Sketches, but also that the order of the pieces was rearranged prior to publication
(the numbers of the Sketches which Zhilyayev refers to in his letter are different to those found
within the published set). Consequently, Zhilyayev’s musical touch is an integral part of these

works.

Sergey Prokofiev, Nikolay Malkov and Leonid Sabaneyev subsequently wrote reviews of the
Sketches for a variety of Russian periodicals and music magazines.?* Prokofiev’s was the
harshest: he did not appreciate the Skefches and mocked them in Muzyka on 21 September
1913:

A good name, ‘Sketch’! It will always be able to cover up any shortcomings of the work. For
example: the listener finds that the piece is broken, unfinished, — ‘but this is a Sketch,” — the author
replies. There is no substance in the work, no completeness, — yes, but it’s a Skefch — the author
objects again. That is why it’s a pity when the author makes his debut with Sketches. Looking at
them, you don’t know if he wrote these Sketches as a practice for a more solid opus, or if he always

writes this way.?’

We know from Prokofiev’s diaries that his reviews were often motivated by personal and
professional rivalry. Prokofiev was nearly the same age as Stanchinsky, and this made him a
potential competitor. In his diary, Prokofiev complained: ‘Myaskovsky informed me that
Leonid Sabaneyev had written an article in the Moscow Gazette about modern composers in
which he threw in a good few brickbats, among them some in my direction, while praising

Stanchinsky (!). Dear Stanchinsky, I imagine he will be greatly gladdened and comforted by

23 «(MeX Ty IPOYMM, HA3BAHHME MHE HE KaXKETCS OCOOEHHO yIauHBIMY; «ITUMH «3K3€PCHCAMU», HA3BAHHE
KOTOPBIX y MEHS HEBOJIFHO IPOCHUTHCS B KaBBIUKW». Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/220, 17 May 1912.
Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dnii gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 96-97.

24 Nikolay Petrovich Malkov (1882-1942), a noted critic of the period and a regular contributor to Russkaya
Muzykal’naya Gazeta. Natalia Ostroumova, ‘Russkaya Muzykal’naya Gazeta (1894-1918)’, in Russkaya
Muzykal’naya Gazeta (1894-1918), RIPM (2012), pp. XxXiX—XXXix
<https://www.ripm.org/pdf/Introductions/RMGintroor.pdf> [accessed 16 October 2024].

25 «Xopouiee HazBanue «Dcku3»! OHO Beeryia CyMeeT IPUKPBITH HEJOCTATKH Theckl. Hanpumep: ciymarens
HaXO/IUT, YTO ITbeca 0OphIBUATA, HEOT/AECNIAHHA, - «HO BEJb 3TO )K€ ICKH3»,- OTBEUYaeT aBTop. B mbece Her
COJIepIKaHUs1, HET BBIMYKJION MY3bIKH, - «JIa, HO BeJlb 3TO 3CKU3» - BO3PA3UTh CHOBA aBTOP. A M03TOMY ObIBAaeT
»KaJb, KOTJIa aBTOp AeOIOTUPYET ¢ 3cKu3amMu. PaccMarpuBasi UX, HE 3HACIIb, TUCAJ JIM OH 9TH ICKHU3bI MEXKIY
MIPOYNM, YIPAXKHSACH 1711 O0JIee CONMMIHON BEIH, MM XKe OH BCerJa Tak counHsAeT.» Prokofiev, ‘A.
Stanchinsky. Esquisses Pour Piano’, pp. 6023 (p. 602).
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this.’?® However, Prokofiev was not alone in criticising the works. Nikolay Malkov, for

example, wrote in Russkaya Muzykal’naya Gazeta:

As the name itself shows, Stanchinsky’s pieces are a series of Sketches (4) that do not pretend to be
integral and organic in form. Indeed, we have before us a semblance of pieces of paper from a
notebook with hastily written down musical thoughts. Whether it is reasonable to start a musical

career with the publication of draft notebooks is another question [...]*’

Both Prokofiev and Malkov, publishing in Moscow (Muzyka) and St Petersburg (Russkaya
Muzykal’'naya Gazeta) respectively, thought that Stanchinsky’s Sketches lacked substance and
were not fully formed or developed. Nonetheless, they recognised that these pieces were
Stanchinsky’s first opus. Malkov, for example, finished his review on a more positive note,

writing: ‘But let’s not be too critical of the budding composer and await his further successes.’?®

The critics broadly agreed that Sketches nos. 1 and 4 were more successful than Skefches nos.

2 and 3. Malkov wrote:

Fairness requires it to be noted that two Skefches from this series (nos. 1 and 4) are of artistic value,
especially the second of them [...] This last Sketch [is] the most complete in mood, which, by the
way, sounds excellent on the piano [...] the other two pieces (nos. 2 and 3) are of no interest, the

first of them leaves an unpleasant impression of something deliberately fictitious.?’

From our present-day perspective, it is hard to understand why no. 2 might be regarded as
‘unpleasant’. Presumably its bare texture — consisting largely of a single line of semiquavers —
and its use of all 12 tones was disconcerting to Malkov. Similarly, Sabaneyev thought that the

pieces were:

26 Sergey Prokofiev, Sergey Prokofiev: Diaries 1907-1914, ed. by Anthony Phillips (London: Faber and Faber
Ltd., 2006), p. 525.

27 «Kak MoKa3BIBaeT caMoe Ha3BaHMe, Mbechl CTAHIMHCKOTO TIPEACTABISIOT Psil HAOPOCKOB (4), He
MPETeHAYIONMX Ha HEJLHOCTh U OPraHuYHOCTh (popMbl. [IeCTBUTEIBHO, MBI IMEEM Iepel coboit mogodue
JIUCTKOB U3 OJIOKHOTa C HACKOPO 3alTMCAaHHBIMU MY3bIKAIbHBIMH MBICISIMU. Pa3yMHO JIM HAYMHATD
MY3BIKaJIbHYIO Kapbepy ¢ OIMyOJIMKOBaHUS YEPHOBBIX TETPaJel, 3To - Borpoc aApyroii [...]» Nikolay Malkov, ‘A.
Stanchinsky. Op. 1. Esquisses Pour Piano. Izd. P. Jurgensona.’, Russkaya Muzykal naya Gazeta, 9 February
1914, p. 46.

28 «Ho He Gy/IEM CIIMIIKOM CTPOTH K HAYHHAKOLIEMY KOMIIO3UTOPY, W MOJIOK/IEM TAIBHERIINX ETO YCIIEXOB.)
Malkov, ‘A. Stanchinsky’, p. 46.

2 «cnpaBeIMBOCTH TPEOYET OTMETUTB, YTO JiBa HAOpOCKa u3 3Toi cepu (11 4) peacTaBusior
XYJI0’)KECTBEHHYIO IIEHHOCTh, B 0COOEHHOCTH BTOPOU M3 HUX [...] DTOT MOCIEAHMI dCKNU3, HAanboJee eIbHbIN
10 HACTPOEHHIO, OTIIMYHO, KCTATH CKa3aTh, 3BydaIinii Ha popTenbsiHoy»; «OcTaiabpHbIe 1Be heckl (2 u 3)
HHTEpeca He UMEIOT, [epBast XKe U3 HUX OCTABJISIET MPSIMO-TaKH HEMPUSATHOE BIICYATIICHUE Yer0-TO HAPOUYHTO
m3MbIieHHoro.» Malkov, ‘A. Stanchinsky’, p. 46.
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Subtle in moods, interesting in piano style, [but] not all of equal merit [...] Elegiac-dramatic Sketch
no. 4 — better than others and brighter in mood. Completely incomprehensible is the strangely

jumpy Sketch no. 3, in which, also, there is poor-sounding pianistic writing.3°

Given the context of the time, it is perhaps unsurprising that no. 3 was the least understood by
Sabaneyev; with its simple texture (consisting of both hands playing in unison), as well as its
reliance on distinctive harmonic alternations (particularly the lowered 2™ and raised 4), its

sound would have been unusual. Prokofiev seconded these thoughts:

Regarding each Sketch individually, the first (Moderato) is not bad at all, and pleasant with its
indeterminacy. The second (Presto) might interest the pianist with its finger technique, a
mathematics lover with its rhythmic fantasies, but it has nothing to interest a music lover. In the third
the Sketch (Vivace), amusing is the author’s desire for both hands to play the same thing on both
ends of the keyboard; it’s a pity that it sounds wretched. The fourth Sketch (Lento cantabile) is based
on a simple Rubinstein-style theme, but the three-part harmony and the dramatic character save the

piece from vulgarity. 3!

Prokofiev singled out Sketch no. 4 as one of the more successful pieces in the set. However, he
associated its lyrical theme with ‘vulgarity’, suggesting that he found its outline lacking in
sophistication and taste. His mention of Rubinstein further suggests that he regarded the
melody as simple, old-fashioned, and leaning towards the banalities of salon music. Sabaneyev
and Malkov also both appraised the fourth piece as successful but, unlike Prokofiev, asserted
that it was in fact its conservatism that made it superior to the less conventional nos. 2 and 3
(which, today, we might regard as being aesthetically closer to impressionist and neoclassical
tendencies). These insights not only provide us with an understanding of how Stanchinsky’s
Sketches were received, but they also shed light on the individual preferences and biases of the

reviewers.

30 «TOHKHM 1O HACTPOEHMAM, HHTEPECHBI 10 (POPTENHAHHOMY CTHIIIO, HE BCE — PABHOTO JIOCTOMHCTBA. DJIETHKO-
npamaTtrdeckuil acku3 Ho. 4 — mydme apyrux u sipue mo HacTpoeHH0. BoBce HEMOHATEH CTpaHHO-
npeIraronmi 3cku3 Ho. 3, B KOTOpOM K TOMY Ke IDI0Xast 3BYYHOCTh (POPTEIMTUAHHOTO M3JI0KEHHs.» Leonid
Sabaneyev, ‘V stane molodykh’, Moskovskaya Gazeta, 30 September 1913, p. 6.

31 «Yro KacaeTcs 10 KaI0To 3CKU3a B OTAEILHOCTH, TO 1-biii (MoepaTo) oueHb He AypeH, B MPUATEH CBOEIO
HeoIpe e IeHHOCTRIO. 2-0# (IIpecTo) MoXkeT 3aMHTepeCcOBaTh MMAHKICTA MATBIIEBOI0 TEXHUKOM, TFOOUTEIIS
MAaTEMATUKH - PUTMHYCCKUMHE (DaHTa3MsIMH, HO TIOOUTENS My3BbIKH €My 3aHHTEPECOBaTh HeueM. B TpeTbeM
ackuse (Vivace) KaxeTcs 3a0aBHBIM XKeJlaHHE aBTOPa Pa3bIrPhIBATh 00CUMH PYKaMHU OJHO H TO K€ B Pa3HBIX
KOHI[aX KJIABHATYPHI: JKajlb. 4TO 3a0aBa 3Ta 3By4uT yooro. 4-b1it acku3 (Lento cantabile) Hanrican Ha POCTYIO B
PyOHMHIIITEHHOBCKOM JIyXe TeMY, He JIMIIICHHYIO MabJIOHHBIX 000POTOB, HO TPEXITAXKHBIE TADMOHUN U
HEKOTOPBIN JpaMaTh3M CIIacaloT Ibecy OT mommiocTu.» Prokofiev, ‘A. Stanchinsky. Esquisses Pour Piano’, pp.
602-3 (p. 603).
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A greater number of reviewers responded to Stanchinsky’s performance at the Concert of
Moscow Composers in the Moscow Conservatoire’s Small Hall on 2 March 1914. Five young
composers were invited to promote their works at the event. However, on the day, only
Stanchinsky, Sabaneyev and Yevgeny Gunst performed.>? This concert marked Stanchinsky’s
debut as a pianist-composer to Moscow’s audiences and critics.>* He performed his published
Sketches and some unpublished works, including Canon-Preludes A and B (in C major and G

major respectively), and Allegro in F major.>*

Stanchinsky’s performance sparked a fresh wave of reviews in which he received widespread
acclaim and was praised as highly promising.**> Sabaneyev, who rather unusually performed
his own works at the concert and then reviewed it in his own weekly newspaper column, wrote:
‘I feel the undoubted talent of this music.’*® Grigory Prokofiev commented: ‘of course, out of
the three composers, he [Stanchinsky] is the most gifted. He does not need to stack large piles
of sounds, for he has something to say. His Skefches are sweet and pleasant; they promise us a
lot, and in the Canons of the same author, and in F major 4llegro, there is a lot that is nice, and
there is a need to work and create [more].”” It is unclear whether this praise of Stanchinsky’s
relative economy of style is implicitly critical of the other two composers featured, or if G.
Prokofiev is taking aim at other figures (such as Rachmaninov). Regardless, his comments
align with his musical preferences. A pianist, teacher and frequent writer for Russkaya
Muzykal 'naya Gazeta, he was a supporter of Scriabin’s compositional style.*® His attitude

towards new music caused him to fall out of favour with the regime in the 1920s, when he was

32 Singers Aleksandr and Grigory Krein dropped out at a short notice due to illness. Grigory Prokofiev,
‘Kontserty v Moskve’, Russkaya Muzykal naya Gazeta, 16 March 1914, pp. 300-304 (p. 302).

3 In his review of the concert, Nikolay Zhilyayev specifies that the Concert of Moscow Composers was the first
time when Stanchinsky presented his works on stage; however, Stanchinsky wrote after the concert that ‘the first
piece, I have, in fact, once played in public.” Nikolay Zhilyayev, ‘Kontsert moskovskikh kompozitorov’, Rul’, 3
March 1914, p. 8.

34 Barrie Martyn, Nicolas Medter: His Life and Music (Aldershot: Scolar Press, 1995), p. 107.

35 When talking about Stanchinsky’s talent, the critics used one of two Russian terms: talant or darovanie.
Darovanie is more accurately translated as a gift (or possibly, endowment); however, the terms are similar in
their meaning and in the examples are translated depending on the context.

36 «51 uyBCTBYIO HECOMHEHHYIO TAJIAHTIMBOCTB 9TOI My3bikH.» Leonid Sabaneyev, ‘Molodye kompozitory”,
Moskovskaya Gazeta, 3 March 1914, pp. 4-5 (p. 5).

37 «u3 3THX TpeX KOMIO3UTOpoB oH [CTaHuMHCKHI| Hanboee OflapeHHbINH. EMY He Hy»HO TPOMO3/IUTE
Goubivie GaTapen 3ByKOB, HOO eMy €CTh UTO cKazaTh. Ero « OCKHU3bI» MIIIbIE U IPUATHBIC; OHU CYJIAT HaM
MHOT'0€, 1 B «kKaHOHaX» TOTO e aBTopa, 1 B F-dur HoM AJuierpo MHOrO CUMIIATHYHOTO, U YyBCTBYETCS
oTpeOHOCTh paboTaTh U TBOPUTH.» G. Prokofiev, ‘Kontserty v Moskve’, pp. 300-304 (p. 302).

38 Lincoln Ballard and Matthew Bengtson, The Alexander Scriabin Companion: History, Performance, and Lore
(London: Rowman & Littlefield, 2017), pp. 306, 368.
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dismissed from his position at the Moscow Conservatoire on ideological grounds.>* We may
also speculate that hearing Stanchinsky perform his works live would have influenced how
they were perceived. We know that Stanchinsky was an excellent pianist; it is likely that he
gave an exciting performance that impressed the critics, who previously would have had to rely

solely on the printed notes as they appeared on the page.

On both occasions — the publication and the concert — the reviewers remarked upon the
originality of Stanchinsky’s works, although not all the critics perceived this originality as a
positive attribute. Nikolay Kurov wrote in Ranee Utro that Stanchinsky ‘has undoubted
originality in creativity, refinement’.** Sabaneyev wrote that ‘the works of Stanchinsky,
performed by himself, are undoubtedly original [...] I feel the undoubted talent of this music,
the vivid and undeniable distinctive originality of the sources in his work, in which the trends
of modernism are strangely mixed with classical echoes.”*! While this aligns Stanchinsky with
the then nascent move towards neoclassicism in broader musical culture, Malkov thought that
‘the metric tricks are unnatural, artistically unconvincing, and are telling of the author’s desire
to be original at all costs.”*> Malkov is presumably referring to the changing metres in Sketch
no. 3 and, in doing so, provides us with an example of how Stanchinsky’s reception reflected
broader debates on originality in Russian music at this time — both locally with regards to

figures such as Scriabin, and internationally with Diaghilev’s Ballets Russes.

Stanchinsky’s distinctive style puzzled the critics, who were uncertain as to how his works
could be best described to the public. Some drew direct comparisons with Scriabin’s
compositional style, while others more accurately argued that Stanchinsky escaped Scriabinist
influences. For example, in Ru/’ on the 5 March 1914, Zhilyayev discussed Stanchinsky’s

243

‘vivid individuality (deriving from Mussorgsky, Debussy and Scriabin).”*> Malkov claimed

3 Amy Nelson, Music for the Revolution: Musicians and Power in Early Soviet Russia (Pennsylvania: The
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2004), p. 144.

40 (HecOMHEHHast OpUTHHATILHOCTH B TBOPYECTBE, M3simecTBo» Nikolay Kurov, ‘Kontsert pyati kompozitorov’,
Ranee Utro, 4 March 1914, p. 6.

41 «[Tpoussenennst CTAHUMHCKOTO, MCTIOJHEHHUSI UM CAMHUM, HECOMHEHHO OPUTHHAIBHEL $ 4yBCTBYIO
HECOMHEHHYIO TaJIAaHTJIMBOCTD 3TOH MY3BIKH, SPKYIO0 1 HECOMHEHHO CaMOOBITHYIO OPUTHHAIBHOCTh UICTOYHHUKOB
€ro TBOPYECTBA, B KOTOPHIX CTPAHHO NEPEMEIINBAIOTCS BESTHHUS MOJEPHU3MA C KJIACCHIECKUMH OT3BYKAMU.»
Sabaneyev, ‘Molodye kompozitory’, p. 5.

42 «Bce 9TM MeTprdeckue (POKYCHI HEECTECTBEHHBI, XyI0KECTBEHHO HEYOEAUTENBHEI M TOBOPST JIMIIb O
KeJIaHUH aBTOpa OBITh OPUTHHAIBHBIM BO YTO OBI TO He cTano.» Malkov, ‘A. Stanchinsky’, p. 46.

43 «IpKOit MHIMBHIYATLHOCTRIO (Tpoucxoasmuii Mycoprekoro, e6rocen u Ckpsiouna)» Zhilyayev, ‘Kontsert
moskovskikh kompozitorov’, p. 8.
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that the fourth Sketch was written ‘however, under the undoubted influence of Scriabin.’**
Grigory Prokofiev disagreed. On 16 March 1914 he wrote: ‘the main thing to take away from
the works of the authors included in the programme [Gunst, Sabaneyev and Stanchinsky], was
the worship of Scriabin and his recognition as the supreme leader. Least of all deserving the
title of “Scriabinist” is Mr. Stanchinsky.’#> Either way, Scriabin provided a usefully familiar
reference point (given his prominence within Russian musical circles at the time), even if such
comparisons were ultimately shorthand for describing any modern-sounding music and,
therefore, largely uninformative. A comparison to Scriabin could both signal approval when
coming from proponents of musical innovation while also being intended as a criticism when
coming from those with more conservative views. In both cases, however, such comparisons
were reductionist, as the works which Stanchinsky presented to the public at this time had
largely abandoned Scriabinesque influences. Grigory Prokofiev’s familiarity with Scriabin’s
works (which he reviewed frequently in the press) arguably allowed him the most accurate
assessment. As such, he appears to be the only critic who appreciated Stanchinsky’s music on

its own merit, without resorting to clichéd analogies.

The reviews also betray a certain sense of confusion regarding Stanchinsky’s music, as if the
critics were not quite sure what to make of it. In 1914, Sabaneyev wrote: ‘things are sometimes
very perfect, sometimes very imperfect [...] But to say that I fully sympathise with this
creativity — I would not risk it.”*® His remark that he ‘would not risk’ his sympathies may be
explained by his preoccupation with what he described as the ‘morbidity’ of Stanchinsky’s
music. In Sabaneyev’s view, all music came from within, as he was convinced that ‘one must
experience [perezhit’] the idea that gives life to a creative work.”*” Here, Sabaneyev was, to an
extent, invoking an approach to music criticism advocated by Stasov in 1844, who thought that
‘every real work of art [...] bears within itself its meaning [...] The duty [of criticism] is to

extract from the work of art itself its vital idea, by which [...] the whole work exists [...]"*®

4 «HamucaHHBIi, IpaB/a, M0/ HECOMHEHHBIM BiusiHueM Ckpsibuna.» Malkov, ‘A. Stanchinsky’, p. 46.

45 «'aBHOE, YTO MOYKHO OBUIO BEIHECTH M3 COUMHEHMIT MOMABIINX B IPOrPaMMy aBTOPOB, 3TO MOKJIOHEHHE
niepest CKpsIOMHBIM M IPH3HAHKE €T0 CBOMM BEPXOBHBIM BOXJIEM. MEHbIIIE BCETO 3aCily’KMBAeT THTYJIa
«ckpsiouHUCT» T. CTaHKUHCKH [...]» G. Prokofiev, ‘Kontserty v Moskve’, p. 302.

46 «Uro-T0 MOpOIi OUEHB COBEPLIEHHOE, TIOPOii 0YeHb HECOBepLIEHHOE [...] Ho cKa3aTh, uTO 51 BIIONHE
COYYBCTBYIO 3TOMY TBOPUECTBY — sI ObI HE pUCKHYJL» Sabaneyev, ‘Molodye kompozitory’, p. 5.

47 Sabaneyev quoted in Rebecca Mitchell, Nietzsche’s Orphans: Music, Metaphysics, and the Twilight of the
Russian Empire (New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 2015), p. 21.

48 Stasov quoted in Frey, ‘Music Criticism in Imperial Russia’, p. 209.
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Sabaneyev reviewed Stanchinsky’s works on several occasions and committed large parts of
his publications to discussing the perceived paradox of Stanchinsky’s talent and his mental
illness.* In his review published after the concert in 1914, he wrote that Stanchinsky’s works
are ‘alien to me for the most part. Closer than others, I feel his Sketches in which there are
moments of very great beauty, although there are also incomprehensible moods for me.”>’
Commenting on the Sketches in more detail, he wrote: ‘in them one can feel some kind of
morbidity [boleznennost’] of inspiration and not even refinement [utonchennost’] of the [lived]

experience, but the purification [istonchennost’] of the [lived] experience.’!

While it would have been considered inappropriate for Sabaneyev to comment publicly on
Stanchinsky’s mental illness in contemporary Russia, Sabaneyev left Russia in 1926; after this
point, his publications became more explicit about the matter. For example, in Modern Russian
Composers — printed in New York in 1927 (the essay on Stanchinsky was probably written
between 1917 and 1926) — he dedicated two out of the five pages of his essay to discussing
Stanchinsky’s mental illness and its relation to his music. ‘His sprit, abnormally delicate, could
not withstand the too hard and harsh contacts with life [...] At first his delirious ideas involved
only the musical realm, but soon they spread into other spheres as well. He could not withstand
the pressure of his own creative forces.’*> Given Sabaneyev’s high professional standing, as
well as the fact that his book was published in English (thus allowing anglophone critics and
musicologists easy access to an authentic, supposedly authoritative source), these views
eventually came to dominate perceptions of Stanchinsky — especially within the English-

speaking world — and they continue to do so to this day.

Stanchinsky’s most ardent supporter, Nikolay Zhilyayev, took it upon himself to defend
Stanchinsky in the press. Two days after Sabaneyev’s 1914 review was printed, Zhilyayev
published the most positive account of Stanchinsky’s music written within his lifetime. There

are no doubts that the review is biased, due to Zhilyayev’s and Stanchinsky’s close friendship:

4 Stanchinsky was hospitalised in 1910, and because of this had to suspend his studies at Moscow
Conservatoire. By the time he started publicly performing and publishing his works (1913-1914) his mental
illness is likely to have been a known fact.

30 «B GonbIIIEl cBOEH YacTh uyx/10. Bike Ipyrux s UyBCTBYIO €10 3CKU3bI, B KOTOPBIX €CTh MOMEHTHI OYEHb
OO0JIBIION KPACcOTHI, XOTSI €CTh M HEMOHATHBISA [sic] Ui MeHsl HacTpoeHus.» Sabaneyev, ‘Molodye kompozitory’,
p- 5.

5! «B HEX 9yBCTBy€eTCS Kakas TO GOJE3HEHHOCTh BIOXHOBEHHS U JIAK€e HE YTOHYEHHOCTD, @ KaKas TO
«MCTOHYEHHOCTHY nepexknBanus.» Ibid., p. 5.

2 Sabaneyeff, Modern Russian Composers, pp. 191.
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As for the youngest of yesterday’s composers — Mr. Stanchinsky, who for the first time
demonstrated his compositions (and, indeed, [was for the first time] on stage), he draws the most
serious attention to himself and makes us expect very, very much from him; by God’s grace he has
undoubtedly been gifted with the most real talent [...] and, moreover, his talent is very harmonious;
all elements [of his music] are in full harmony, not one develops to the detriment of another, and,
being united by a rare sense of form, they are at the same time strongly and distinctively developed.
Stanchinsky’s technique has already reached the virtuosic limits which are necessary to create one’s
own style, and he already has his own harmonic style, his own unique piano style, not lacking
extravagance, and his own melodic contours, in addition to his brilliant control of counterpoint

techniques. The appearance of such a composer is a true event. >

The reviews tell us little about how Stanchinsky’s music was received by its audiences.
Sabaneyev wrote that the concert had attracted a ‘decently-sized’ audience but, as one of the
performers, he had a vested interest in reporting it positively in the press.>* Nikolay Kurov,
who was probably a less biased eyewitness, painted a picture of a highly dissatisfied audience:
‘Can we talk about the success of this nightmarish concert[?] The audience at first listened and
was perplexed, then started reading the brochure attached to the programme, and then began to
disperse.”* It is possible that Kurov was exaggerating the dissatisfaction of the audience for a
scandalous effect. If reported accurately, however, such a response from the audience would
imply that they were confused by this new music. Considering how little new music was
performed in Moscow at this time, this is indeed plausible. Reflecting upon Stanchinsky’s
music many years later, Sabaneyev pondered that ‘among his compositions [...] there was not

a single one which could gain popularity with a wide public.”>®

53 «UT0 KacaeTcs 0 caMoro MOJIOJIOTO U3 BUEPANIHUX KOMIIO3UTOPOB — T. CTAHYMHCKOTO, BIIEPBBIE
BBICTYIIHUBIIIETO CO CBOMMH COYMHEHUSMH (J1a 1 BOOOIIIE HA ACTPajie), TO OH oOpaIiaer Ha ce0si caMoe CEPhe3HOe
BHUMaHHE M 3aCTaBJISET X/IaTh OT HEr0 OUeHb M OYeHb MHOTOI'0; OH HECOMHEHHO 0/IapeH CaMbIM HACTOSIIIUM
TanaHTOM B0XXbero MIJIOCTBIO, ¢ IPKOM HHAUBUAYaIbHOCTHIO (TIpoucxoasmuii Mycoprckoro, J{ebroccu u
CkpsiOMHa), 1 IPUTOM TaJIaHT €r0 O4YEHb FAPMOHUYEH, TO €CT BCE ANEMEHTBI €r0 HaXOIATCS B IOJTHOM
COOTBETCTBUH, HU OJIMH HE Pa3BUBAETCs B yllepO APyromy, U, Oyaydu oObeJHHEHBI PEIKUM 4yBCTBOM (HOPMBI,
OHH B TO K€ BpeMsI CHJIbHO U caMOOBITHO pa3BuThl. TexHuka y r. CTAaHYMHCKOTO yKe JOCTUTIIA TPaHUI] TON
HEOOXOANMOHN BUPTYO3HOCTH, O€3 KOTOPOH HEMBICIIMMO CO3/IaHHE COOCTBEHHOTO CTHIISL, 'y HETO
JEUCTBUTEIIHHO YK€ U COOCTBEHHBII rAPMOHUYECKHUH CTUIIb, U COOCTBEHHBIH, Ype3BbIYaiiHO CBOCOOpa3HbIH, HE
JIMIIEHHBII 9KCTPaBaraHTHOCTH (DOPTENTMAHHBII CTHIIb, 1 COOCTBEHHBIE MEJIOIMUECKHE KOHTYPBI; K 3TOMY eIIé
crenyer npuOaBUTh OJiecTsIiee BiaJjeHne KOHTpamyHKToM. [1osiBIIieHHEe Takoro KOMIIO3UTOPa — HAaCTOAIIee
coobITHs.» Zhilyayev, ‘Kontsert moskovskikh kompozitorov’, p. 8.

>4 «Ily6nuKu B KOHIIEPT — MOPSI04HO.» Sabaneyev, ‘Molodye kompozitory’, p. 5.

55 «MOHO JI TOBOPUTE 00 yCIIEXE 3TOTO KOIIMAapHAro KoHieprta. [ly6nuka cHavana ciyinaia 1 He0yMeBaa,
MOTOM 3aHSUIACh YTEHHEM MPUIIOKEHHAT0 K MPOorpaMMe JXypHala, a 3aTeM cTajia pacXxoIuThes.» Kurov,
‘Kontsert pyati kompozitorov’, p. 6.

6 Sabaneyeff, Modern Russian Composers, p. 190.
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Whilst we are not able to assemble a complete picture of Stanchinksy’s contemporaneous
musical reception from the content of these reviews alone, we can make further assumptions
about the extent of his renown by also considering the circumstances of their publication.
Dingle writes that ‘for at least two centuries, most people have received the majority of their
knowledge about practical music-making, performers, current trends, new developments and
significant new works not from the long-considered arguments posited in books and scholarly
articles, but from the almost instantaneous response of music critics in newspapers, from the
columns of The Times, rather than The Musical Times.”>’ Similarly, in Russia, we can assume
that the general population would have had easier access to Sabaneyev’s weekly column in the
Moskovskaya Gazeta than to Prokofiev’s reviews in Muzyka or Russkaya Muzykal 'naya
Gazeta. Therefore, we may speculate that Stanchinsky was only known to mainstream
audiences in Moscow; the specialist nature of the St Petersburg publications would suggest that
Stanchinsky was unknown to wider audiences in this city (and indeed beyond), although the
very existence of these publications indicates that there was at least some contemporary interest

outside of Moscow.

Publication during and after the Revolution

After Stanchinsky’s death in 1914, any further recognition of his music relied primarily on it
being made available through publication. The history of this posthumous publication shows
that the process of recovering, editing and printing his works was difficult, and his music may
easily have been lost had it not been for a small group of friends who dedicated themselves to
this task. However, while it was the efforts of these devotees — most notably Zhilyayev — that
got this music into the public domain, the resulting scores subsequently attracted broader

attention, including from influential figures such as Myaskovsky.

The second fascicle of the Sketches (nos. 5-8) was published in September 1915. We know
that Zhilyayev was not involved in this particular publication, as he had already returned the
remainder of Stanchinsky’s manuscripts that had been in his possession to Stanchinsky’s sister

on 21 December 1914.°® No documents survive which could help illuminate the process of the

57 Dingle, ‘Introduction’, pp. 2-3.
38 The full list of works returned is contained in Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/357, 21 December 1914.
Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 117-118.
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publication of these works. Nonetheless, a review responding to the 1915 publication was

published in the Russkaya Muzykal naya Gazeta:

Sketches belong to the pen of the prematurely departed young musician, about whose talent his
friends talked so much after his death. One thing is clear to me — Stanchinsky was undoubtedly gifted
and showed promise. Sketches are the fruit of a disordered, sick fantasy, with no sense of restraint
in its quests. Glimmers of light are visible here and there; but they are so small as to require strong
magnification. It is necessary, of course, to take into account that the Sketches are the first printed

opus.*

Stanchinsky’s music did not die with him — or at least not straight away. This review confirms
that he was posthumously remembered and talked about in musical circles, and its sentiments
largely sum up the responses that Stanchinsky’s music received within his lifetime. This review
is one of the few published after Stanchinsky’s death which does not emphasise that his death
was particularly tragic. It is possible that the reviewer was seeing this through the lens of the
First World War, during which the premature loss of young men had become somewhat

normalised.

The final fascicle of the Sketches (nos. 9—-12) was published in 1917. At that time, Zhilyayev
had been called up to military service and was fighting on the front line, so Stanchinsky’s sister
— Lydia Perlova — took control of the publication.®® Zhilyayev’s letters to Perlova indicate that
he remained interested and highly enthusiastic about the publication. Zhilyayev thought about
his departed friend often, but he had little control over the progress of the publication, and his
letters to Perlova went unanswered. It is likely that, due to the war, her letters got lost in the
post. At that time, many letters to and from the front line ‘went astray or were held up for weeks
while awaiting inspection by the censors’.%! On Stanchinsky’s birthday (9 March), Zhilyayev

wrote from the front line: ‘How is it going with the publication of Alyosha’s works?’%* Having

3 «DCKU3BI — IPUHAIIEKAT HEPY OE3BPEMEHHO YTacIIero MOJIOAOTO My3EIKAHTA, O TAJTaHTe KOTOPOTO TaK
MHOT'0 FOBOPHJIH, TTOCJIE €r0 CMEPTH, ero JApy3bs. [y MeHst scHO oHO — CTaHUYMHCKUE ObLT 0€3yCIOBHO
OJIapeH | MOIaBall HAIeWKAbl. DCKU3BI )K€ — IIJI0J] paCCTPOEHHOU, O0NBHON (haHTa3WH, HE 3HABIICH YyBCTBA
MepHbI B CBOMX HCKaHUAX. MecTaMy BHIHBI ITPOOJIECKH; HO OHH TaK MaJIbl, YTO TPEOYIOT CHIIHOTO yBEIHUICHHUS.
Heo6xoanm KOHEYHO, TPUHATH BO BHUMAaHKE, YTO SCKU3bl — IEpBBIH nedaTHbI onyc.» B., ‘A. Stanchinsky.
Op. 1 — 8 Esquisses Pour Piano. Izd. P. Jurgensona.’, Russkaya Muzykal 'naya Gazeta, 30 September 1915, p.
40.

60 Aleksandr Komarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, in Nikolay Sergeyevich
Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 281-304 (p. 289).

o1 Patrick Zuk, Nikolay Myaskovsky: A Composer and His Times (Woodbridge: Boydell & Brewer, 2021), p.
120.

2 «Kaxk uayT mena o u3JaHuio ANICIIMHBIX counHeHui?» Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/359, 9 March
1917. Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, p. 120.
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received no response, on 6 April he wrote again: ‘I once again ask you to inform me about this:
did you submit the proofreading to Jurgenson and, perhaps, even ready-made copies have been
released?’® Again, on 23 October: ‘Dear Lydia Vladimirovna! Surely you have not received
my letter. Post disappears so often these days. Did Alyosha’s works come out?’® Zhilyayev’s

escalating language indicates that he became increasingly frustrated by this lack of response.

The publication of the final four Sketches in 1917 prompted the first review which critiqued
the entire cycle as a single entity. It was written by Nikolay Myaskovsky — a composer, teacher
and critic who would later become an important figure in Russian music (although at this point
his career was still nascent). Myaskovsky’s review is one of the most insightful reflections on

Stanchinsky’s Sketches:

Stanchinsky's creative work was interrupted almost at the very beginning by his tragic death, and
his legacy is relatively small. But what is available makes us pause and pay attention, sometimes
even with astonishment, at his creative individuality [which] was so original, strong, vivid,
imaginative and fresh. The Sketches will not attract typical performers: they possess neither the
acrobatic difficulties, nor the conventional pianism, rooted in Liszt and Chopin, exquisitely polished
and brilliantly elegant, nor the modern harmonically saturated Scriabinesque patterns, nor the most
delicately thought-out, refined and mannered flamboyance of the French, and not even the fantastic
ethereal-sounding explorations of A. Schoenberg. Here, everything is original: rhythm is lively,
capricious, sometimes as if deliberately disjointed, but without Medtnerian roughness, yet still crisp
and clear; metres are often daring (11/8 in no. 5, 10/8 in no. 7, 7/4 in no. 11); harmony is fresh, rich
and always organic, sometimes excitingly unsteady (no. 1), subtly refined, but by no means heady
or morbid; texture is technically accomplished and often intricate, well-considered, proficiently
finished and interesting; the piano writing is highly original and personal, somehow prickly, a little
dry, I would say, dishevelled, if it were not for its internal conciseness — it’s like the tension of a
coiled steel spring. The Skefches show a frequent use of widely spaced registers (no. 3, where melody
is set at a distance of three octaves, no. 11), a tendency to differentiate each part, perhaps coming
from a contrapuntal way of thinking, but at the same time, there is no harshness that typically results
from this kind of writing. The result is a beautiful, transparent, sometimes technically difficult, but

always clear-sounding piano texture.®

63«51 emé pas npoury Bac cooGmuTs MHE 06 3TOM: caanu i Ber koppekTypy IOpreHcOHBI M, MOXKET OBIT,
Jla’ke BBIIIIIN B CBET M TOTOBBIE K3eMIULIpEI?» Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/360, 6 April 1917. Published
in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 120-1.

% «Jloporas JIugus Bnagumuposna! Heysxenu Bel He nomyuunu Moero miucbMa? Ilodra Temeps Tak 4acTo
npornasiaet. Beium m AnemnHel counHenusa?» Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/361, 23 October 1917.
Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 121-2.

85 «TBop4ecTBO CTAHYMHCKOTO, KaK YKe H3BECTHO, MPEPBAIIOCH MOYTH B CAMOM CBOEM Hadalle TParu4ecKon
CMEpPTHIO, M OCTABJIIEHHOE UM Hacjle/[ie CPaBHUTEIbHO He3HaYuTenbHO. Ho 1 To, 4T0o nMeeTcs HauIo,
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Myaskovsky’s review reflected on Stanchinsky’s untimely death and emphasised his creative
individuality. It also included more detail than previous reviews of Stanchinsky’s music:
Myaskovsky commented on Stanchinsky’s rhythm, harmony and texture, while also providing
insights into the sound-worlds of individual Sketches. For the first time, influences in
Stanchinsky’s music were examined retrospectively. However, Myaskovsky did so in an
unusual way. Instead of likening Stanchinsky’s Sketches to music by other composers, he gave
examples of juxtapositions and contrasts. When comparing Stanchinsky’s style to that of Liszt,
Chopin, Medtner, Scriabin, Schoenberg, or the French composers of the time, he found few
stylistic similarities. In doing so, he portrayed Stanchinsky’s music as being individual and

distinctive.

New narratives about Stanchinsky arose in the late 1920s, broadly coinciding with the
individual publication of most of his piano works between 1926 and 1928. Compared to the
previous decade, we know more about the circumstances of publication from this period, and
it is worth exploring them in greater detail. The pieces were primarily edited by Nikolay
Zhilyayev and Anatoly Aleksandrov; Myaskovsky was also involved in the process (he played
a significant role in getting the publishing house to accept Stanchinsky’s works), although his
name does not appear on the publications.®® The ten-year gap between the 1917 publication of
the last fascicle of the Sketches and the next publication in 1926 can be explained by the social

and political context of the newly Soviet Russia.

3acTaBIIsIeT Ha ce0e OCTAaHOBUTHCS HE TOJIBKO CO BHUMAaHHEM, HO HHOU pa3 U ¢ U3yMIICHHEM - HACTOIBKO
CBOCOOBIYHA, CUITFHA, XKI3HEHA, OoraTa BOOOpaKEHHUEM U CBeKa ObIIa €ro TBOpUYECKasi HHANBHIYAIBHOCTb.
HcnonauTeneit pacpocTpaHeHHOTO THIIA SCKU3BI HE TMPHUBIIEKYT: B HUX HET HU aKpOOATHUECKUX TPYIHOCTEH,
HU TPaIUIMOHHO-QOPTETHaHHOM, KopeHsieiics B JIucte-11loneHe, H3pICKaHHO BBUIOIIEHHOH, OJrecTsImeit
3JIeTaHTHOH 3ByYHOCTH, HU U3 CKpsOMHA TeKyIIel COBPeMEHHON rapMOHUYECKH-TIPECHIIIEHHON MaHEepPhl, HI
TOHYAHIIIEpacuyeTINBOH, pahMHIPOBAHHO-BEITYpHOH 3¢ PeKTHOCTH PpaHITy30B, HH, HAKOHEII, TaXKe
(aHTacTHUECKUX OECIUIOTHO 3By4amux nouckos A. Illen6epra. B Hux Bce cBOe0Opa3HO: M pUTMHUKA - KUBAs,
KaIpHu3Has, Opoil Kak ObI HAPOUUTO BEIBUXHYTAsA, HO 0€3 METHEPOBCKOM TEPIIKOCTH, IPUTOM BCE-TaKH YETKast
u sicHast, yacto cMenas metpuka (11/8 B No. 5, 10/8 B No. 7, 7/4 B No. 11); u rapMoHHS - CBEXasl, HHOTIA
BostHYyto11e 3610kast (No. 1), TOHKO W3bICKaHHAas!, OTHIOJL HE MpsHas 1 00JIe3HeHHas1, Ooraras u Bcera
OpraHUYHAs; (paKTypa, TEXHHYCSCKUHA CKIa]l - 00 JyMaHHEII, MACTePCKH 3aKOHUCHHBIH, HHTEPECHBIA U HEPEIKO
3aMBICJIOBATHIH; (POPTENMAHHOE N3JI0KEHHUE - B BHICOKOH CTETIEHH OPUTHHAIBHOE 1 JINYHOE, KAKOe-TO KOJIKOE,
YyTh CyXOBaTo€, XOTeJIOCh OBl CKa3aTh, pACTPEHAHHOE, €CJIM OBl HE YyBCTBOBAJIACh B 3TOM KaKasi-TO BHYTPEHHSIS
CXATOCTh, HANPSKEHOCTh CBEPHYTON CTAJIbHOM NMpY>KUHBEL. B HEM 3aMeTHO yacToe NOoJb30BaHHUE IIUPOKO
paccrasieHHbIME peructpamu (No. 3 - Menoans Ha pacCTOSTHAU TpeX OKTaB, No. 11), CKOJIOHHOCTB K
WHIUBUAYAIU3ALUHN KOKI0N MapTHH, UCXOMILIEH, 0Kaly i, U3 KOHTPAITyHKTHYECKOrO CKJIaZa MBICIIH, HO B TO
’Ke BpeMsI M OTCYTCTBHE 9aCTO BHITEKAIOMIEH OTCIOAA YEPCTBOCTH 3BYYaHUs; B HTOTE - KPacHBas, IPO3pavHasi,
MHOT/Ia TEXHHYECKH TPyAHAs, HO BCeria sICHO 3By4yHas (hoprennanHas TkaHb.» Nikolay Myaskovsky, Sobraniye
materialov v 2-x t. (Moscow: Muzyka, 1964), II, pp. 206-207.

% Komarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, p. 282.

227



Following the October Revolution, all publishing houses in Russia were nationalised by the
Bolshevik government.®” Their control was absolute and spanned all cultural institutions:
theatres; the Moscow and St Petersburg Conservatoires (by decree of 12 July 1918); private
music schools; instrument manufacturers; libraries; and concert halls.®® On 19 December 1918,
the Bolsheviks issued an edict nationalising all music publishing houses and print shops. This
included the Edition Russe — whose catalogue included the names of composers such as
Scriabin, Rachmaninov, Medtner, Grechaninov, Stravinsky and Prokofiev — and Jurgenson,
which became the State Music Publisher of the Music Section of the State Publishing House.*
The seized premises of Jurgenson and some of the Edition Russe’s inventory were combined.”’
In addition to nationalising all physical means of publishing, the Bolshevik government also
declared all works of deceased composers to be state property. However, despite owning these
rights, between 1918 and 1921 it appears to have mostly published revolutionary songs, along

with a few collections of folk songs.”!

The State Music Publisher had to contend with significant practical difficulties, including
shortages of paper and skilled engravers, and it underwent several restructures in its early
years.”> Continuous overhauls and changes in leadership disrupted not only its own publishing
work, but also that of its successor organisations (‘Gosmuzizdat’ in 1919-23; ‘Muzsektor
Gosizdata’ in 1923-30; and ‘Muzgiz’ in 1930-1964).” However, by the early 1920s, music
publishers started to be given greater freedoms by the government: a decree issued by the
Council of People’s Commissars on 12 December 1921 once again allowed the establishment
of private publishing houses.” Although only a few pieces of sheet music were published
privately in 1922, by 1923 the official Soviet bibliographical chronicle lists almost two
hundred. Many more were published between 1925 and 1927, representing the height of the

phenomenon.”

7 Robert Rothstein, ‘Popular Song in the NEP Era’, in Russia in the Era of NEP: Explorations in Soviet Society
and Culture, ed. by Sheila Fitzpatrick, Alexander Rabinowitch, and Richard Stites (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1991). p. 269.

8 Boris Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia, 1917-1970 (New York: Norton, 1972), p. 18.

% Hopkinson, Notes on Russian Music Publishers, p. 6; Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia, p. 31.
0 Nelson, Music for the Revolution, p. 21.

" Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia, p. 18; Nelson, Music for the Revolution, p. 269.

72 For more information about the State Music Publisher see Zuk, Nikolay Myaskovsky, pp. 307-364.

73 Zuk, Nikolay Myaskovsky, p. 530.

4 Rothstein, ‘Popular Song in the NEP Era’, p. 269.

75 Ibid.
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From 1921, further freedoms were afforded to musicians and artists with the establishment of
the New Economic Policy (NEP).”® The term NEP is commonly used in USSR historiography
to refer to the period from 1921 to 1927, during which there was a degree of economic
decentralisation and relative cultural diversity and freedom (compared with the more repressive
eras either side of it: the Civil War (1917-1921) and the first Five Year Plan (1928-1932)). The
NEP legalised some private trade and was initiated by the Communist Party in March 1921,
heralding a subtle shift in the Bolsheviks’ attitudes to the arts. Although some in the Party
viewed the NEP as ‘a distasteful package of concessions to the enemies of the revolution’, it
ultimately demonstrated a pragmatic commitment to establishing and maintaining positive
relationships with the ‘bourgeois specialists’.”” The NEP allowed musicians to resume
partnerships with Western contacts, and foreign artists were invited to perform in Russia,
bringing in new repertoire and ideas. The improvement in economic conditions relaxed
ideological tensions and brought ‘greater permissiveness in matters of musical taste and
style’.”® In 1927, a partnership was initiated between Russia’s State Music Publisher and the
Universal Edition in Vienna.” This embodied the freedoms ensured by the NEP and allowed
for a wider distribution of Russian printed music — including Stanchinsky’s works, some of

which were published under this collaboration.

Two significant factors made the late 1920s an opportune time for the publication of
Stanchinsky’s compositions. Firstly, changes in public life, and the emigration of many
musicians who fled from Lenin’s Russia, left a need to preserve large quantities of documents.
In 1920, Boris Asafiev published an essay called Nash Dolg (Our Duty), in which he urged
‘every person active in Russian music, to explore all possibilities to search, collect, classify,
and find ways and means to publish even raw materials touching upon the past of our music.”%’
At that time, Russia’s musical life was suffering significant losses: Prokofiev and Stravinsky

were both in Paris; Rachmaninov had started a new life in New York City; and Scriabin and

Taneyev had both died in 1915. To protect the nation’s musical legacy, a special commission

76 Matthew Lenoe, ‘New Economic Policy (NEP)’, in Europe Since 1914: Encyclopedia of the Age of War and
Reconstruction, ed. by John Merriman and Jay Winter (Detroit, MI: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 2006), 1V, pp.
1854-56, p. 1854 <https://link.gale.com/apps/doc/CX3447000642/GVRL ?sid=bookmark-
GVRL&xid=bb73a017> [accessed 22 October 2021]

77 Nelson, Music for the Revolution, p. 45.

8 Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia, p. 43.

7 See Inna Barsova, ‘Sotrudnichestvo i perepiska dvukh izdatel’stv: Universal Edition i Muzsektora Gosizdata v
20-30-ye gody: Vzglyad iz Veni’, in Muzykal 'noye prinosheniye: Sbornik statey k 75-letiyu Ye. A.
Ruch’yevskoy, ed. by Larissa Ivanova, (St Petersburg: Kanon, 1998).

80 Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia, p. 89.
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was set up and was made responsible for the preparation of archival material.®' This decade
saw new publications about the lives and works of Taneyev and Scriabin, as well as new

editions of Scriabin’s sonatas.

Secondly, the 1920s saw less censorship towards music in comparison to the more heavy-
handed ideological interference of the Stalin regime (although some censorship was instated in
1923).%2 The Commissariat of Public Education was headed by Anatoly Lunacharsky, who
described himself as an ‘intellectual among Bolsheviks and a Bolshevik among intellectuals.”®3
Lunacharsky was responsible for artistic production and education across Russia and; during
his time in office, he ‘presided over a significant spread of mass music education and
literacy.’®* Lunacharsky wished to take a gradual approach to the instatement of a proletarian
culture and did not want to alienate the bourgeois intelligentsia. In his view, the ‘old’ and
‘beautiful’ — including such aristocratic notions as chamber music — were to be preserved and
presented to the masses. It was not the arts that had to change instantly, but the masses that had
to be educated in the old ‘bourgeois ways’. This afforded older artists who had been educated
under the imperial regime more freedoms. This was particularly true for musicians who, to a
large extent, were scrutinised less than other artists; ideological meaning in music (or lack
thereof) is far more difficult to identify, and musicians’ contribution to the economy was

negligible.5¢

The economic situation in Russia remained difficult, however, as the instability which followed
the revolutionary years continued into the 1920s. Musicians who had relied on financial support
from the old imperial institutions experienced significant difficulties after the Revolution.

Composer Aleksandr Grechaninov wrote in his memoirs:

Indeed, those were dark days. The pension granted to me by the Tsar was stopped after the
Revolution of February 1917. I petitioned the Provisional Government to restore my pension but

received no reply — they had graver problems to deal with [...] Fortunately we had some savings

81 Komarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, p. 287.

82 Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia, p. 8.

8 Lunacharsky quoted in Sheila Fitzpatrick, The Commissariat of Enlightenment: Soviet Organization of
Education and the Arts Under Lunacharsky, October 1917-1921 (Cambridge University Press, 2002), pp. 1-2.
84 Marina Frolova-Walker, Russian Music and Nationalism: From Glinka to Stalin (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2007), p. 387.

85 The masses were to be re-educated ‘right down to elementary behaviour — don’t talk, don’t smoke, don’t
crack nuts, wear a tie “so as to fit more into the atmosphere of beauty.”” Stanislavsky quoted in Richard
Taruskin, Defining Russia Musically (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 1997), pp. 88-89.

8 Nelson, Music for the Revolution, pp. 46-7.
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in the bank and were spared extreme hardship. But after the October Revolution our real troubles

began. I lost all my pupils; music publishers stopped publishing.®’

Until the end of the Civil War and the advent of the NEP, the printing presses were unable to
fulfil all of the demands placed upon them, and less-favoured subjects (such as musicological
research) remained unpublished.®® Sabaneyev directly attributed delays in posthumously

publishing Stanchinsky’s work to the financial and political hardships of the time:

His [Stanchinsky’s] compositions saw the light of fame only after his death and even then, for but a
brief period. It was wartime; other more real and cruel interests cast their shadow over the world.
People could not be concerned about hapless composers. The publication of his work was difficult
and complicated, expensive and beyond the means of his friends, while war conditions were not
favourable for the performance of his compositions [...] Then came the privatisations of the pre-

revolutionary period, the tumult and storm of the Revolution, the October upheaval of Bolshevism. ¥

In addition to these political, financial and organisational barriers, the publication of
Stanchinsky’s works was further delayed by a lack of cooperation from his family. After the
war, Zhilyayev was keen to begin the publishing process, but the rights to all of Stanchinsky’s
works and manuscripts belonged to Stanchinsky’s sister, Lydia Perlova. Zhilyayev first
approached Perlova about the possibility of publishing these in 1919. His letter from 29 June
of that year revealed that he had already made appropriate arrangements with the official bodies
prior to contacting her. By writing to her and alluding to a potential fee for the publications, he

was hoping to secure her involvement:

Recently, Popov’s employee from the Music Department of the Commissariat for People’s
Education wrote to you — one would think that you have already received this letter — about the
conditions under which you could transfer Alyosha’s compositions to the Commissariat for
publishing. My best advice for you is this — if you can, take the manuscripts of the compositions
with you, come to Moscow and speak personally with the publishing subdivision at the
Commissariat. This, I repeat, seems to me the best way to conduct the conversation. And, if at the
time of your arrival we will be alive [...] then, maybe, I could also be useful to you with my
assistance. I do not know if S. Popov wrote to you about the size of the estimated fee and what you

would like to receive. In the Commissariat for People’s Education, uniform rates for compositions

87 Grechaninov, My Life, p. 132.
88 Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia, p. 90
8 Sabaneyeff, Modern Russian Composers, pp. 193-4.
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are being worked out [...] so far there are no set prices and composers, pending the establishment

of a tariff, receive advance payments from the Commissariat for their works.*

The letter in question was sent to Perlova by the director of the publishing house, Pavel Lamm,
on 23 May 1919. In the letter, Lamm listed the unpublished works of Stanchinsky that he knew
of (this list had presumably been compiled by Zhilyayev). He asked Perlova which of them she
would agree to submit for publication and what other works in manuscript form could be

printed. The letter urged Perlova ‘to not reject the notice’.”!

Yet, five years later, Zhilyayev was still no closer to persuading Perlova to bring Stanchinsky’s
manuscripts to Moscow. At the end of May 1923, he joined the editorial board of the State
Music Publisher, which granted him more influence over the choices for music publications,
as well as a greater number of contacts.”> By 1924, he had enlisted the assistance and support

of Myaskovsky and wrote to Perlova once again:

Why do you not bring Alyosha’s compositions? I spoke to N. Ya. Myaskovsky about their
publication — he agrees with this intention; it remains only to rewrite and submit them for
publication. But we must bear in mind that the music sector are unable to take many compositions
by one composer all at the same time [...] we have to expect that [...] not all will be published at
the same time due to lack of funds, and some will have to be postponed for the time being [...] But

do not start this business by correspondence [...] it is death for me [...] So, I wait. Do not delay.®

9 «Henasno Bam nucan u3 My3blkanbHOro otaena Kom[uccapuara] Hapogroro ITpocBenieHUs COTPYIHHUK €ro
[TomoB (kaxercst, OH) — HAAO IyMaTh, 4YTO BbI yrke MoIydmiIn ero mucbMo — O TOM, Ha KaKHX yCJIOBHUIX Bbl
MOXeTe nepenaTh AyemuHbl counHenns: B Komuccapuat it Haneyaranus. Moii coBer Bam nocTynuTs my4rre
BCETO TaK — €CJIN MOKETE, TO BO3BMHUTE C COOOI PYKONMCH COUNHEHHH, TIpHe3kaliTe B MOCKBY 1
MIEPETOBOPHUTE JIMYHO C U3AaTEIbCKUM rojjoTAenoM KoMuccapurara. 310, OBTOPIO, MHE KaXKETCSI CaMbIM
JYYIIUM cIIocoOOM BeJIeHUs IeperoBop. M eciam ko Bpemenn Bamiero npuesna Mbl OyJ1eM KUBHIL. .., TO H 5,
MOYET OBITh, MOT ObI OBITH Bam mnosie3en cBoum cojeiicteueM. He 3Haro, mucan au Bam atot C. C. [Toros o
pasMepe mpearnoaaraeéMoro roHopapa 1 Kakoi Obl Bel XoTenu noiyduTh Bel. B Komuccapuare HapogHoro
IIpocBelieHus: B HACTOsIIIEE BpeMsl BRIPaOaThIBAIOTCS €IMHOOOpa3HbIe HOPMBI CTABOK 32 MPOU3BEICHHUE. .. TIOKA
YTO YCTAHOBJICHHBIX IIEH HET U KOMIIO3UTOPHI B OKNJIAHNU YCTAHOBJICHUA Tapnq)a, TOJIy4aroT U3 KOMHCC&pHaTa
aBaHCHI 3a cBOM Ipom3BeaeHus.» Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/363, 29 June 1919. Published in Zhilyayev:
Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 122-123.

1 «TocynapcrBenHoe My3bikanbHoe U3 1aTeNbeTBO IPOCUT Bac HE OTKA3aTh B yBEJAOMIJIEHHH. ..» Lamm to
Perlova, RNMM, 239/511, 23 May 1919. Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, p. 290.
92 Komarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, p. 281.

9 «Uro xe Bbl He ipuBo3uTe AnémmuHpix counnennu? S roopui ¢ H. SI. MSCKOBCKMM 110 TIOBOJLY 311aHUS HX
— OH NPHUHIMIHAIBHO 0JJO0OPSIET 3TO HAMEPEHHE; OCTAHETCS TOJBKO MX MEepPEeNncaTh U IPeICTaBUTh B
n3aarenbcTBo. Ho Hao MMeTh B BUJLy, 9TO Cpa3y MHOTO COYMHEHUH OJJHOTO KOMITO3UTOpa My3bIKaIbHBINH
CCKTOP B34ATb HC MOXKCET... IPUIEM HAJJ0 paCCUUTHIBATE... HC BCE 6y11eT TIPUATHO I U3AaHUA 110 HEAOCTATKY
CPEICTB U 4acTh MPUETCA OTIOKHUTD JI0 MOPHI 10 BpeMeHH... Ho TobKo He HauMHaMTe 3TOro Jieja myTeM
MIEPETINCKH. .. 3TO JIIS MEHsI cCMepTh. .. UTak, )kay. He oTknaapiBaiite.» Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/364,
19 October 1924. Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 125.
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We can only speculate about Perlova’s reasons for being reluctant to bring Stanchinsky’s
compositions to Moscow. She might have worried about losing her brother's manuscripts, as
the postal service was still not very reliable in the early 1920s. This theory is supported by one
of Zhilyayev’s letters, in which he reassured Lydia Perlova that the manuscripts would be
returned to her, even if he was ‘crushed on the street by a tram or suddenly die or something
like that [...]”°* The state of public transport was also poor, and, during a time of high inflation,

Perlova may not have had the money to travel to Moscow from Smolensk by train.

Zhilyayev’s numerous letters to Perlova indicate that the task of publishing Stanchinsky’s
works was very important and personal to him. In his memoirs about Zhilyayev, Aleksandrov
remembers his considerable exasperation and upset towards anyone who hindered the process.
By contrast, Aleksandrov took the task of editing Stanchinsky’s works more lightly; he
believed that Zhilyayev — already an established editor — would not require much help, and
therefore did not attend a few meetings. Zhilyayev’s response was uncompromising: ‘How do
you not understand, that you cannot be so careless about your duties, especially in relation to

your late friend?” %

Zhilyayev’s editions of Stanchinsky’s works remain among the most trusted sources within the
Stanchinsky archive. Zhilyayev had an intimate knowledge of Stanchinsky’s compositions and
was a well-established editor. After joining the editorial board of the State Music Publisher in
1923, Zhilyayev worked on publications of a diverse range of composers, from Bach and
Handel to Myaskovsky and Shostakovich.”® The two subsequent editions of Stanchinsky’s
works (K. Sorokin and A. Aleksandrov, eds, 1960, Muzgiz; and 1. Lopatina, ed., 1990,
Muzyka) rely on Zhilyayev’s editing, both in terms of the notes he made in the manuscripts
and the editions he published. Lopatina’s editorial commentary claims that, due to Zhilyayev’s
efforts, many of the first prints are actually more reliable sources than Stanchinsky’s original

manuscripts.”’

9% «MEHs pa3/IaBMT HA YJIMIE TPAMBAM WJIK 51 CKOPOTIOCTHIKHO yMPY HJIM 9TO-HUOY/Ib ELIE B 3TOM POJIE. ..»

Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/365, 2 February 1926. Published in Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1.
Barsova, pp. 126-7.

95 «Kakx >xe Tl He NMOHUMACUIb, YTO HECJIB3s TaK He6pe)KHO OTHOCUTHCA K CBOUM O6H3aHHOCTﬂM, B OCOOEHHOCTH B
OTHONIICHWH CBOEMY MTOKOWHOMY Apyry?» Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, p. 289.

% Komarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, p. 281.

7 Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky’, p. 239.
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Many of Stanchinsky’s manuscripts are now lost; without them, it is impossible to accurately
determine the extent of the changes made by Zhilyayev. We know that Zhilyayev made several
corrections prior to publication, including the addition of tempi, fingering, dynamic markings,
and performance directions.”® Stanchinsky tended to give his compositions French or Italian
titles (usually indicating the form of a specific work, e.g., preludes, etudes, sonatas). Zhilyayev
added Russian translations, which was publishing-house policy, as well as designations of keys
and modes to distinguish between different works of the same form. These key designations
are crucial in this regard, although some of them are problematic. There are instances where
Stanchinsky’s works start in one key and end in another, while other works were conceived
modally, and Zhilyayev’s labels lack these distinctions. For example, Prelude in Ab major/F
minor is labelled as ‘f” in first publication (with the lower case denominating its minor quality),
while the Canon-Prelude in E mixolydian is labelled as ‘A-dur’ after the key signature with
three sharps. (Both of these examples are corrected to their present titles in Lopatina’s 1990

edition.)

Zhilyayev’s letters demonstrate that he paid the utmost attention to detail when working with
Stanchinsky’s manuscripts. In some places, Stanchinsky’s harmony was so unusual that
Zhilyayev (who was working from Perlova’s handwritten copies at the time) thought that she
had made mistakes in copying them. To solve these issues, Zhilyayev demanded to see original

manuscripts and received them in May 1926:

I have received your letter and the manuscripts, for which I am very grateful. They are all the more
useful to me, or rather, to us, because there are slips of the pen and wrong notes in the copies that
you made. But I received only the clean copies from you; when I went to [...] Dolgii Lane, I found
out that drafts of Alyosha’s works were stored there, and when I looked at them, I gasped — firstly,
there are many drafts of the works already published by the State Music Publisher, the study of
which (in all forms) is crucial to me, and secondly, there are (as much as I could familiarise myself
with them in the space of 2-2.5 hours), apparently, a number of completed works (including those
that I thought were lost), which can easily be published; some others, with careful corrections and

additions, can also be given a completely finished look for publication.

% Komarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, p. 299.

9 «Bamy MICHLMO M PYKOIIHCH TOJTY9HII, 3a 9To Bac 1 oueHb U 04eHs Gnarogapro. OHU TeM Gojiee MHE WIIH,
BEpHEE, HaM TI0JIE3HBI, YTO B CHATHIX BaMu KOIMUSIX BCTPEYAIOTCS OMUCKH U HEBEPHBIC HOTHI. HO s moTy4mi oT
Bac Tonbko 4rcTOBUKY; 3aiis [...] B JloJIruu nepeysok, s y3Hal, YTO TaM XPaHITCs YePHOBUKH AJIEIIUHBIX
COYMHEHUH, U KOT/Ia 51 B HAX 3aIJISIHYJI, TO aXHYJ — BO-TIEPBBIX, TAM €CTh MHOTO YEPHOBBIX YK€ U3JJAHHBIX
My3bIKaTBHBIM CEKTOPOM COYMHEHHH, H3YICHUE KOTOPBIX (CO BCEMH BapHaHTaMHK) MHE TIPSMO HEOOX0IUMO, a
BO-BTOPBIX, TaM (HECKOJIBKO 5 B TCUCHHE 2—2.5 4aCOB pacCMaTPUBAHUS 3TUX YCPHOBHUKOB YCIIET
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A comparison of Stanchinsky’s manuscripts and Perlova’s handwritten copies, conducted by
musicologist Aleksandr Komarov, revealed that she duplicated them very carefully. % Instead,
the problems were embedded within Stanchinsky’s manuscripts themselves. Stanchinsky
enjoyed experimenting with harmonies and, by the time of his death, had not yet settled on a
fully consistent harmonic style. Even Zhilyayev, who was intimately familiar with
Stanchinsky’s music, struggled to determine whether some harmonic writing was an accidental
slip of the pen or intentional harmonic development. In a letter to Stanchinsky from 1912, he

wrote:

By the way, there is a colossal amount of slips [of the pen] everywhere, and among them some very

important ones, that is, some might not actually be slips, but what [the notes] should actually be [...]
[Sketch] no. 5 ‘Presto’, bar 29 (right hand) — AD or AH ?; bar 42 (right hand) — last 16th — C¥ or
CH? Or CH only in the following bar? Bar 47 — AD or AB? I think AD, because in the subsequent

bar [it is] AD to the end. '!

Zhilyayev’s enduring determination to publish Stanchinsky’s works came to fruition in 1926.
Twenty-four compositions by Stanchinsky were published individually, in small runs of 200-

500 copies over the next two years (see the next page).

03HAKOMHTBCS C HUMHU) €CTh, II0-BUIUMOMY, LETIbII Pl COBEPIICHHO 3aKOHYCHHBIX COUMHEHUH (B TOM YHCIE U
TaKHX, KOTOPBIE 51 CYATAN Oe3 BECTH MPOIMABLIMMH), KOTOPBIE MPEBOCXOAHEHIINM 00pa30M MOTYT OBITh U3/IaHBI;
HEKOTOPBIE JKe APYTUe IPH OCTOPOKHOM HCIPABICHUH H JOTIOJTHEHUH TaKXKe MOTYT MONTYYHTh BIIOJHE
3aKOHYEHHBIH 115 n3nanus Bua.» Zhilyayev to Perlova, RNMM, 239/366, 6 May 1926. Published in Zhilyayev:
Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, p. 128.

100 K omarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V. Stanchinskogo’, p. 293.

101 «kcTaTh, OmUCOK y TeOs Be3/ie KOJI0CCANbHOE KOJIMYECTBO, U CPEIU HUX OYEHb BaXKHBIX, TO €CTh TaKHX,
KOTOPBIE MOTYT OBITh HA CAMOM JIeJie ¥ He OTIMCKAaMH, HO KaK K€ B IeMCTBUTEIBHOCTH JJOJDKHO OBITH [...] no. 5
(Presto), Takt 29 (npaBas pyka) — la b wnm lah?, Taxr 41 (npasas pyka) — nocneauss 16-1 — do# nm doh?
W doh Toneko B cnemyromem takte? Takt 47 — la b wm 1a? Jlymaro, uto la b , motoMy 4o B creayromnmx
TakTax 1o koHna la b .» Zhilyayev to Stanchinsky, RNMM, 239/220, 17 May 1912. Published in Zhilyayev:
Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova, pp. 96-97.

235



In 1926:
Edited by N. Zhilyayev:

wok o=

Allegro F-dur, op. 2 (1911-1912)

Mixolydian prelude (1908)

Canon-Prelude in C major (two-part Canon) (1911)

Canon-Prelude in G major (three-part Canon) (1911)

Canon-Prelude in E mixolydian [not the title used in the 1926 edition] (four-part Canon) (1913-
1914)

Edited by A. Alexandrov and N. Zhilyayev:

© % N o

10.

Prelude in C sharp minor (1907)
Prelude in D major (1907)
Prelude in E flat minor (1907)
Sonata in F major (1911-1912)
Etude in G minor (1907)

In 1927:

11.
12.
13.
14.

Canon in B minor (1908)

Canon-Prelude in G flat major (two-part Canon) (1913-1914)
Prelude and Fugue in G minor (1909-1910)

Sonata no. 2 in G major (1912)

In 1928:

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Nocturne (1907)

Prelude in C minor (1907)

Prelude in F minor [now known as Prelude in Ab major/F minor] (1907)
Prelude in B flat minor (1909)

Prelude in B minor (1909)

Prelude in C major [now known as Prelude in C (minor)] (1912)

Lydian prelude (1907)

Sonata in E flat minor (one-movement) (1906)

Etude in F minor/A flat major (1907)

Etude in B major (1908-1910)'%

We do not know how these works were received, as no responses to their publication have been

found in the press. This indicates that Stanchinsky’s legacy was of little interest in the late

1920s, and that his works survive largely due to Zhilyayev’s efforts.

102

The list is translated and reproduced from Komarov, ‘N. S. Zhilyayev — redaktor sochineniy A. V.

Stanchinskogo’, p. 283-284.
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Publication and Reception from 1930s

The 1930s in Russia brought many changes for the cultural sector. The arts world was shaken
by the April resolution of 1932, which dissolved all independent arts organisations and replaced
them with unions of art workers.!> Many unsuspecting composers welcomed the change as it
seemed to offer them material security. However, instead of offering protection and relief, the
resolution ‘in fact removed the last remaining obstacles to the naked exercise of totalitarian
power over the arts.”!% In connection with the April resolution, the concept of socialist realism
was introduced, and in 1934 it was implemented as state policy. Old works by pre-revolutionary
composers were deprioritised in the political agenda. The Union of Soviet Composers defined
this aesthetic as supporting ‘the victorious progressive principles of reality’ and rejecting ‘folk-
negating modernistic directions that are typical of the decay of contemporary bourgeois art.”1%°
This made circumstances difficult for the performance and publication of works by composers
such as Stanchinsky. The state also became the sole patron of the arts, meaning there were no
longer any means of private publication. Almost every work written at this time was done so
for a state occasion and, by the end of 1940s, individual style was obliterated: the entire Union
of Composers ‘wrote with a single pen.”!% The old bourgeois music was out, and new aesthetic
ideals — based on transformed nationalistic concepts — were in. This, at least in part, helps to

explain the disappearance of Stanchinsky’s music during Stalin’s rule.'?’

After the publication of Stanchinsky’s works in 1926-1928, his name largely disappeared from
the public record. Sabaneyev directly attributed this demise to the changing political ideals of
the time. Living in America, he wrote: ‘Stanchinski [sic] was buried under the ruins of tottering

historical values.’'% In a later article he clarified:

103 Taruskin, Defining Russia Musically, p. 94.

104 Tbid., p. 95.

105 Quoted in Taruskin, Defining Russia Musically, p. 95.

106 Marina Frolova-Walker, ‘Stalin and the Art of Boredom’, Twentieth-Century Music, 1.1 (2004), 101-24 (pp.
103-4).

197 During the 1930s, Stalin took great strides towards the revival of Russian nationalism and fostered various
projects which encouraged nation-building across the various states of the Soviet Union. Of particular interest in
this respect are the Dekadas, Soviet music festivals, effectively acting as the Union of Composers annual report
to the party, designed to highlight the cultures and artistic accomplishment across the various USSR nations.
Frolova-Walker, Russian Music and Nationalism, pp. 301; 313-314; Isabelle R. Kaplan, ‘Comrades in Arts: The
Soviet Dekada of National Art and the Friendship of Peoples’, RUDN Journal of Russian History, 19.1 (2020),
78-94 <https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-8674-2020-19-1-78-94>

198 Sabaneyeff, Modern Russian Composers, pp. 194
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It is very difficult to imagine the further fate of his works. The only happiness in his short life — I
think it was his death. She saved him from the tragic experiences of the era, which began almost
immediately after his death in Russia. I must admit the fact that under the new regime his music was
completely forgotten. Indeed, it was already completely ‘out of tune’ with what was happening in
the world — the page of world history turned over. And it is difficult even to imagine that there
could be an interest now in such an artistic phenomenon, which is characteristic precisely of the last
‘pre-sunset’ days of the Russian Empire. But in the more distant future, one can, of course, expect
the resurrection of temporarily dead composers — the first half of his musical work undoubtedly

deserves this. %

The 1930s in Soviet Russia also saw a great deal more censorship and repression. The use of
forced labour camps and detention centres increased dramatically.!!® According to economist
Michael Ellman, the number of peasants repressed (arrested, deported or condemned) between
1930 and 1933 was approximately 3,000,000.!'!! By 1937-1938, the wave of repressions turned
into a ‘tsunami’ which was subsequently named ‘the Great Terror’.!!? The operation targeted
anyone perceived as an ‘anti-Soviet element’; its purpose was to imprison or exterminate all
those who were considered current or potential political threats.!!> Many intellectuals and
musicians were arrested, and Zhilyayev himself became a victim of these purges in 1938. He
was arrested on 3 November 1937 for his association with the disgraced Marshal of the Soviet
Union, Mikhail Tukhachevsky. Tukhachevsky was suspected of treason and was himself
arrested in May 1937; he was executed the following month. Zhilyayev was sentenced and shot

by an NKVD firing squad on 20 January 1938.11*

109 «Ouenb TPy IHO NpeCTaBUTH cebe TanbHENITY 0 Cy L0y ero Mpou3BeIeHNi. Ero eIMHCTBEHHOE B KPATKOM

KU3HH CYACTbe — JIyMalo, Obla ero cMepTh. OHa M30aBHIIa €ro OT TPArH4eCKHX NepeXKUBaHHUI SMOXH, KOTOpast
MOYTH HEMEJUICHHO TOCJIe ero CMepTH HacTynuia B Poccun. S 1oinkeH KOHCTaTHPOBaTh TOT (haKT, U4TO MPH
HOBOM PEXHME €ro My3bIKY yKe coBceM 3a0butn. Y neificTBUTENBHO, OHA ObLIa y)KEe COBEPIICHHO «HECO3BYUYHA
C MPOUCXOASANINM B MHpe — CTpaHHIIa MUPOBOIl HCTOPHH TIepeBepHyack. U TpyaHO naxe cebe npecTaBuTh,
4TOOBI Ceifuac MOT BO3HHKHYTh HHTEPEC TaM K [T0JJOOHOMY XY/I0’KECTBEHHOMY SIBIICHHIO, KOTOPOE XapaKTePHO
WMEHHO JUTSI TIOCJIETHUX «IpeI3aKaTHRIX» THEH pycckoit uMmmepun. Ho B 6osee ganekoM OyayIeM MOXKHO,
KOHEYHO, 0)KUATh U BOCKPECCHHUS] BDEMEHHO YMEPIIMX KOMIIO3UTOPOB — MEpBasi MOJIOBHHA €ro My3bIKAIbHOTO
TBOPYECTBA 3aCiIy)KUBaeT 3Toro OeccropHo.» Sabaneyev, Vospominaniya o Rossii, p. 64.

110 Sarah Badcock and Judith Pallot, ‘Russia and the Soviet Union from the Nineteenth to the Twenty-First
Century’, in A Global History of Convicts and Penal Colonies, ed. by Clare Anderson (London: Bloomsbury
Academic, 2018), pp. 271-306.

"1 Michael Ellman, ‘The Role of Leadership Perceptions and of Intent in the Soviet Famine of 1931 — 1934,
Europe-Asia Studies, 57.6 (2005), 823—41 (p. 828).

12 Oleg V. Khlevniuk, Stalin: New Biography of a Dictator (Yale: Yale University Press, 2015), p. 150.

13 Ibid., p. 151.

!4 Inna A. Barsova, ‘Trudy, dni i gibel’ Nikolaya Sergeyevicha Zhilyayeva’, in Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev:
Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by Inna A. Barsova (Moscow: Muzyka, 2008), pp. 11-44 (p. 35).
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The Russian musician Valentin Matveyev-Venttsel’ claimed that Stanchinsky’s compositional
legacy was not simply forgotten, but rather intentionally supressed and buried. In a 2016
publication he wrote: ‘in the 1930s, there was a Bolshevik ban on the performance and
publication of works by A. V. Stanchinsky.’!!> This thesis is unable to corroborate his claims,
and it seems improbable that the authorities would have been aware of, let alone interested in
banning, the music of a largely unknown composer. His article is the only source which
describes the treatment of Stanchinsky’s legacy under the censorship of the Stalin era and, given
that this account is personal and not referenced, it should be read with a degree of scepticism.
Nonetheless, through recounting his conversations with Stanchinsky’s family members,
Matveyev-Venttsel’ tells the story of how Stanchinsky’s legacy did not fit the state’s

ideological narrative until the 1950s.

Matveyev-Venttsel’ claimed to have first experienced the mysterious secrecy which surrounded
Stanchinsky’s name as a ten-year-old child in 1941. He recalled a conversation about Silver
Age composers with one of his music teachers. The teacher told him about a composer who
died very young: ‘at the beginning of the century there was a genius Russian composer who left
early.’!'® The teacher then purportedly went silent and did not give the surname of this
composer. Later, as a music student at the Conservatoire, Matveyev-Venttsel’ remembered this
story and tried to discover his name. He asked many senior students about it, but no one would

answer his questions. Matveyev-Venttsel’ writes: ‘much later I understood why.”!!”

In December 1955, Matveyev-Venttsel” was visited by the composer Konstantin Sorokin, who
was the head of Muzgiz’s (the State Music Publisher’s) piano editorial board (and who edited
and published Stanchinsky’s compositions in 1960). In this meeting, Sorokin initiated contact
between Matveyev-Venttsel” and Stanchinsky’s sister Lydia Perlova. He said: ‘an old woman
came from the city of Gorky, brought her brother’s manuscripts. Go, have a look, it is very

interesting, you are friendly towards modern trends, but we cannot publish such music for

15 «Taxoxke B 1930-¢ roap! neicTBOBa OOIBIIEBUCTCKUT 3arpeT Ha UCTIOJTHEHUE U Iy OJIMKAIIUIO POU3BEICHUI

A. B. Cranuunckoro.» Valentin Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Vosstanovleniye istorii zhizni i tvorchestva Alekseya
Vladimirovicha Stanchinskogo i istoriya pis’ma o vstreche A. N. Skryabina, N. K. Metnera i N. S. Zhilyayeva
po povodu ego sochineniy’, in Uchenye zapiski: materialy mezhdunarodnoy nauchnoy konferencii,
posvyashchennoy 100-letiyu pamyati A. N. Skryabina (Moscow: Memorialnyy muzey A. N. Skryabina, 2016),
8.2, 281-92 (p. 292).

116 «B Hawane BeKka reHMaNbHBIM PYCCKUI KOMIIO3HTOP, PAHO yLIEAIIHiA.» Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Vosstanovleniye
istorii zhizni i tvorchestva’, p. 283.

7 «3HaunTensHO Mo3Xke s MoHaAN, nouemy.» Ibid., p. 283.
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ideological reasons.’!'® Indeed, upon meeting with Matveyev-Venttsel’, Perlova complained
that no one would publish her brother’s works, as they were considered ‘modern’.'" While
many of Stanchinsky’s piano compositions were already published at this time (there remained
only several piano pieces, as well as the Piano Trio and Stanchinsky’s songs that were
unpublished), the small printing runs of the publications from 1920s would have likely meant
that the works were unavailable to purchase, and so were inaccessible to the average performer.
The account of this meeting, if remembered and retold accurately, indicates that Stanchinsky’s
music was, indeed, not being published or reprinted for ideological reasons. Additionally, it
suggests that Perlova was afraid to produce Stanchinsky’s manuscripts before 1955 and only

did so a couple of years after Stalin’s death (in 1953).

While the account of Matveyev-Venttsel” is anecdotal, records show that Stanchinsky’s family
suffered severely under the political repressions of the Stalinist period. Stanchinsky’s older
brother, Vladimir Vladimirovich, was a victim of the purges and died in an NKVD prison in
1942.12° Lydia Perlova was also afraid of reprisals, as her husband was of noble origin.
Matveyev-Venttsel’ recalled that even in 1957, out of fear of being located, she asked him not
to mention to anyone the name of the village of Fedosovo, which is where they lived and where

Aleksey Stanchinsky had once stayed with them.!?!

After Stalin’s death, political censorship eased and composers began to have access to scores
which had previously been off-limits. During the ‘Thaw’, composers felt compelled to ‘catch
up’ with their Western counterparts, although this rush to imitate techniques which had already

been mastered in the West was largely spurred by anxiety and accompanied by criticism in the

18 «rrpuesskana crapymka u3 ropoaa I oppkoro, mpuHOCHIa HOTEI 6pata. Che3bl, TOCMOTPH, OYEHb HHTEPECHO,
ThI IPYKUILb C COBPEMEHHBIMH HANPABJICHUSIMH, & MBI TAKYIO MY3bIKY [IeUaTaTh MO HJIOJIOTHYECKUM
coobOpakeHusIM He MOxeM.» Matveyev-Venttsel’, “Vosstanovleniye istorii zhizni i tvorchestva’, p. 283.

119 1bid., p. 284.

120 Vladimir Vladimirovich Stanchinsky (1882-1942) — historian, ecologist. Taught at Heidelberg University in
Germany between 1901-1906, at Smolensk University between 1919-1931. Published about four dozen
scientific works; was a member of the Ecological Society of America from 1924, and a member of the Ecologic
Society of Great Britain from 1929. First arrested in 1939; died in prison after his second arrest in 1942. Nikolay
Zhilyayev and Aleksandr Komarov, ‘Pis’ma N. S. Zhilyayeva k L. V. Perlovoi: Publikaciya i kommentarii A.
Komarova’, in Nikolay Sergeyevich Zhilyayev: Trudy, dni i gibel’, ed. by 1. Barsova (Moscow: Muzyka, 2008),
pp. 113-38 (p. 126).

121 «Kak MHe pacckasana Jluaus BraauMuposHa, OHa Toxke 00sIach perpeccuii, Tak Kak ee Myx Ilepios Obit
JIBOPSIHCKOTO nporcxoxkaeHust. OHa nmpocuiia MeHs naxe B 1957 rogy He yloMHUHATh Ha3BaHUs IEPEBHH
denocoBo, MpUHAAJISKABIICH €€ MYXKy, TJIe OJTHO BpeMs y HUX ToCcTHI Allekceil.» Matveyev-Venttsel’,
‘Vosstanovleniye istorii zhizni i tvorchestva’, p. 292.
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press. 22 Despite the critics’ taunting, or perhaps because of it, audiences were very interested
in this new music, and during the 1960s it became ‘the focus of an unofficial concert
subculture.’!?* This situation was favourable for the publication of composers whose music was
previously considered too modern, and we may attribute the publication of the second edition
of Stanchinsky’s compositions in 1960 to this context. The publication was edited by
Konstantin Sorokin and Stanchinsky’s old friend Anatoly Aleksandrov, while the foreword to
the publication was written by Matveyev-Venttsel’. In addition to Stanchinsky’s Twelve
Sketches and works edited and published by Zhilyayev in the 1920s, the edition expanded to
include some previously unknown works, the manuscripts of which were provided by Lydia

Perlova.'?*

The publication inspired new performances and musicological works about Stanchinsky.
Musicologist Irina Lopatina wrote an article about Stanchinsky’s compositional style in 1968,
describing his music as ‘heartfelt lyricism [mixed] with dark fantasy, enchanting melodious
beauty of folk song material with bizarre and angular melodic-harmonic breaks, gentle and light
pastoral landscapes with frenzied “barbarisms”, colourful, poetic, soulful sound with
neoclassical dry graphics, tart diatonicism with sophisticated chromaticism.”'?* Another review
of Stanchinsky’s music appeared in Sovetskaya Muzyka in 1970, in which critic Abram Yusfin
wrote: ‘when most of his piano compositions were published in 1960, they evoked astonishment
on account of [his] remarkable talent, original implementation of the national element,
originality, and [his] striking anticipation of many considerably more recent phenomena, such
as Shostakovich’s modal structures and contrapuntal polyphony, or Sviridov’s diatonicism.” !
Concerts followed: in 1976, Matveyev-Venttsel’ played Stanchinsky’s compositions at the

Moscow Conservatoire’s Small Hall.!?” The easing of censorship thus allowed for new and

regenerated interest in Stanchinsky’s music, as well as more performances. The written

122 Peter J. Schmelz, Such Freedom, If Only Musical: Unofficial Soviet Music During the Thaw (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2009), p. 6.

123 Tbid.

124 Aleksey Stanchinsky, Sochineniya dlya fortepiano, ed. by Anatoly Aleksandrov and Konstantin Sorokin
(Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe muzykal’noe izdatel’stvo, 1960).

125 (IIpOHMKHOBEHHBIH JTUPHU3M ¢ MPaYHOM (hPAHTACTHKOM, Yapyromas eBydas KpacoTa HapOIHO-TIECEHHOTO
marepuaia ¢ IpuIyJIMBbIMU U YTJIOBATBIMH MEJIOJUKO-TAPMOHUYCCKUMHA N3JIOMAaMHU, JJACKOBBIC U CBECTJIBIC
macTopaJibHbIC MEU3aXKH C HNCCTYIUICHHBIMU «BapBapu3MaMmn», KpaCouHasd, IMO3TUICCKAA OJyXOTBOPCHHAA
3BYKO3AIMKCh ¢ HEOKJIACCUIECKOM CyX0OBaTOM IrpaduKOM, TepIKas TUATOHUKA C U3OIIPEHHONW XpOMaTHKOW» 1.
Lopatina, ‘Cherty stilya A. Stanchinskogo’, in Voprosy Teorii Muzyki, ed. by S. Skrebkov (Moscow: Muzyka,
1968), pp. 75-102 (p. 75).

126 Yusfin quoted in Irina Lopatina, ‘Aleksey Stanchinsky (1888-1914)’, in A. Stanchinsky: Sochineniya, ed. by
I. Lopatina, trans. by Valery Yerokhin (Moscow: Muzyka, 1990), IX, p. 6.

127 Matveyev-Venttsel’, ‘Vosstanovleniye istorii zhizni i tvorchestva’, p. 287.
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impressions of Stanchinsky’s music from this time are positive and, crucially, bring forward

more contemporary comparison points for his musical style.

The first critical edition of Stanchinsky’s piano works was published in 1990, and this included
some more previously unpublished works for the instrument. There are still unpublished
manuscripts that remain in the archival collections at the Russian National Museum of Music,
though it is my suspicion that these works are either immature or incomplete.'?® However,
Lopatina’s edition does not conclude the process of collecting and restoring Stanchinsky’s
legacy. A number of works for instruments and combinations other than solo piano, such as
songs and piano trio, remain to be revived, edited (or re-edited) and published; the Scottish
Songs in particular deserve an updated edition. Since the 1990 publication, there has been a
demonstrable resurgence of interest into Stanchinsky’s artistic legacy. After the collapse of the
USSR, Stanchinsky’s music also started to gather interest and recognition outside of Russia.
Recordings of his music have been released both in Russia and abroad, attracting reviews in the

English language for the first time.!'*’

Conclusions

The reviews that Stanchinsky received during his lifetime are more diverse in their praises and
critiques than has previously been claimed. Such a conclusion could have been anticipated —
in any young composer’s career, one can expect to find a mixture of positive and negative
reviews. Some critics praised Stanchinsky’s talent and originality, while others appeared more
puzzled by his unorthodox musical choices. Sabaneyev’s reviews and memoirs fixated on
Stanchinsky’s illness, shedding light on the stigma which surrounded mental health well into
the twentieth century and informing future perceptions of the composer and his work. Given

that, in the early twentieth century, psychologists were inclined to think that mental illnesses

128 For an overview of the available manuscripts, see Introduction.

129 Stephen Greenbank, ‘Recording of the Month’, MusicWeb International <http://www.musicweb-
international.com/classrev/2017/Nov/Stanchinsky piano_PH17003.htm> [accessed 2 October 2019]; James
Harrington, ‘Stanchinsky: 12 Skizzen; 10 Preludes; Piano Sonata 1; 3 Songs Without Words’, American Record
Guide, July 2017, p. 162; Anne Midgette, ‘Preludes to a Revolution’, New York Times, 19 June 2005, p. AR27;
David Moore, ‘Preludes to a Revolution’, American Record Guide, October 2005, pp. 185-86; James R.
Oestreich, ‘Such a Multitude of Notes Requires Pianist’s 11 Fingers’, New York Times, 15 October 2005, p.
B10; John Warrack, ‘Stanchinsky, Piano Works’, Gramophone, November 1994
<https://www.gramophone.co.uk/review/stanchinsky-piano-works> [accessed 2 October 2019]; John Bell
Young, ‘Russian Piano School, Vol. 2°, American Record Guide, December 1997, p. 242.
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did not affect artists’ work, one can only wonder whether Sabaneyev thought that Stanchisky’s

illness was to the detriment of his creative imagination or was in fact the cause of it.

In many cases, the stories of the contemporaneous reception of composers are told by the
composers themselves.'*? Stanchinsky did not live long enough to tell his own story. How
would he have portrayed his reception? Criticism which he received in the press is likely to
have been damaging to his confidence. While we do not know how he reacted to each of these
reviews (none of Stanchinsky’s diaries survive from the years 1913-1914), it is probable that
such criticism would have been highly distressing for him. His letters and diaries show that his
sensitivity was heightened, and that he was tormented by the slightest negativity. As such, it
seems reasonable to speculate that some of the reviews may have had a negative impact on his

already fragile mental wellbeing.

Stanchinsky’s case tells an illuminating story of how a composer’s music is received during
their lifetime, and how subsequent perceptions of their work are moulded and created. This
chapter demonstrates that there is a significant difference between posthumous and
contemporaneous reception. Public perceptions of Stanchinsky began to be reviewed almost
immediately after his death, and Sabaneyev’s comments made in the 1920s and afterwards
planted the seeds for future opinions about the composer. As such, myths surrounding
Stanchinsky’s reception were instigated by a single, supposedly authoritative, source. The
chapter also raises the issue of how, why and when we apply the label of ‘genius’ to a composer.
Contrary to Sabaneyev’s claims, this study could not identify any sources in which the word
‘genius’ was used to describe Stanchinsky within his lifetime. This particular canard came to
exist only after Stanchinsky’s death, and was enthusiastically picked up and carried by future
musicologists, resulting in Stanchinsky being framed as a mad genius for the rest of the

twentieth century.'3!

130 Notable examples, in very different ways, include but are not limited to Stravinsky, Messiaen, Berlioz,
Schoenberg, Boulez and Cage, all of whom had a profound effect on how their music and reception was viewed
through their own writings and interviews.

131 See M. Montagu-Nathan, ‘Was He a Genius?’, Tempo, 28 (1953), 23-25
<https://doi.org/10.1017/S0040298200051147>
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Final Conclusions

This thesis set out to study Aleksey Stanchinsky’s life, music and reception, by putting forward
three main aims: to update his biography and assess his position within the social and artistic
milieu of late Imperial Russia; to analyse his compositional style and output; and to explore
the content and context of reviews of his works published by contemporary critics, with a view

to also explaining his subsequent neglect in Soviet Russia.

Chapter 2 addressed the first aim by providing the first comprehensive biography of Aleksey
Stanchinsky in the English language. It detailed his upbringing and education, and
contextualised his lived experiences against the social and cultural backdrop of pre-
Revolutionary Russia. The chapter began to challenge some previous assumptions about
Stanchinsky, such as his mental health diagnosis and the circumstances surrounding his death,
and in doing so has paved the way for further research in this area which ought to be continued
once access to primary materials is restored. Instead of upholding views of Stanchinsky as an
incurable sufferer of schizophrenia, the chapter demonstrated that he lived a full and varied life
with a loving family, a supportive group friends and several love interests. While Stanchinsky
did suffer from a mental illness, we cannot know that this was schizophrenia. This chapter thus
freed Stanchinsky from being perceived as a ‘mad genius’ on the fringes of Moscow’s music

scene, and repositioned him as a productive member of the musical circles of the time.

Chapters 3 and 4 addressed the second aim by critically examining Stanchinsky’s
compositional output. Chapter 3 described his compositional journey from 1904 to 1910,
starting with his earliest and most rudimentary pieces, and investigated how his style rapidly
transformed into something distinct and recognisably unique. Chapter 4 continued the
discussion from 1911, examining the range and flexibility of Stanchinsky’s technique in the
Twelve Sketches and his last two sonatas. It showed that Stanchinsky’s style was continuously
evolving, but in the last few years of his life he also successfully created a recognisable, and
individual, ‘Stanchinsky style’. The chapters upheld the view of researchers such as Powell
that Stanchinsky was different from many of his contemporaries in that he moved away from
Scriabinesque influences quite early in his career; this was unusual for a composer of his
generation. Many of Stanchinsky’s works are contrapuntal and obscure tonality through purely

diatonic means, while others experiment with higher levels of chromaticism and employ
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complex rhythms and irregular metres. Stanchinsky provides an unorthodox portrait of a
Russian composer, inviting us to revise our ideas of ‘Russianness’, and his compositional
journey can be taken as an exemplar link between nineteenth-century romanticism and
twentieth-century modernism. At the time of his death, he was in the process of forging a
distinct approach to counterpoint and expanding tonality, and it is impossible to know what
impact living under the new Soviet regime might have had on him: we can only speculate as to
whether he would have continued in this direction, or changed his style and joined the ranks of
state-sanctioned Soviet composers. These chapters open further possibilities for research into

the artistic influences on Stanchinsky, as well as the impact of him on other composers.

The textural range and variety of Stanchinsky’s music is particularly interesting from the
perspective of a pianist: some pieces, such as Sketch no. 3 (which could be mistaken for an
easy piece) are simple and bare, while others (such as Sonata in G) represent some of the most
complex and technically challenging piano writing of the first half of the twentieth century.
Nonetheless, even in works where the textures appear daunting on the page, the shapes sit
comfortably under the hands, and rendering the lines coherently in performance is reasonably
straightforward. The idiomatic nature of Stanchinsky’s writing is demonstrative of his skill as
a pianist; nothing he wrote is unplayable. Indeed, his oeuvre has something to offer pianists of
a variety of levels. His earliest works would suit amateur performers and those still developing
their skills. He even appears to have written a piece with an educational intent behind it
(Variations). The works he wrote after 1910 are well suited for advanced students and
professionals due to their virtuosity. For performers looking to expand their repertoire and

include some lesser-known works, Stanchinsky would be an excellent choice.

The third aim of the thesis was addressed in Chapter 5, which examined contemporaneous
reactions to Stanchinsky’s music and explored the circumstances of the publication of his
works. The treatment of Stanchinsky’s compositional output, both during his lifetime and
posthumously, sheds light on how his music was received differently before and after his death.
It also helps us to understand how subsequent perceptions of the composer were moulded and
created. During his lifetime, Stanchinsky was not seen as the exceptional young composer
Sabaneyev portrayed in his memoirs, and many of the reviews he received in the press were
unfavourable. However, after his death, the narrative changed. This was possibly due to a
combination of factors: his music may have been easier for critics to understand and appreciate

within the context of more recent developments, and they may have felt compelled to be kinder
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to a composer who passed away so young and under such tragic circumstances. The chapter
adds to our understanding of Russian music criticism at the turn of the twentieth century, and

feeds into a broader discussion about how perceptions of composers as geniuses take root.

Stanchinsky’s compositional journey serves as a succinct example of the development of music
at the turn of the twentieth century and provides insights into the broader state of musical
progress at this time. While this thesis has added much to the understanding of Stanchinsky,
there are, of course, significant areas for further research. To start with, there are the areas
where work for this project was curtailed or prevented, due first to the pandemic and then
subsequently to the ongoing political situation. In particular, there is more work to be done on
Stanchinsky’s manuscripts and the correspondence held at RNMM, and the holdings of the
Smolensk Museum merit further attention. In addition to these known archival locations, it is
likely that exploring these will reveal additional pertinent sources that may enrich our
understanding of Stanchinsky, his music and his cultural milieu. One potential next step would
be to locate the manuscripts of his Scottish Songs, with the possibility that further sketches —

or even complete works — may come to light through this process.

Beyond all this, Stanchinsky’s case highlights the work that is still to be done to create a more
nuanced picture of musical life in the first part of the twentieth century. Current narratives,
whether established in the West, or during Soviet or post-Soviet era Russia, overlook the
contributions of numerous figures in Russia and former Eastern bloc countries. A wide range
of works from this period remain to be discovered, analysed, catalogued, and added to the
repertoire of performers and concert halls in order to contribute to these discussions further.
Some of this work will be possible in the future. Regrettably, however, many areas of primary
research have been closed off, and it is doubtful that primary materials relating to Stanchinsky
(as well as other neglected Russian composers of his generation) will be accessible for quite

some time.

For performers, there is also a clear need for a critical edition of Stanchinsky’s music that is
both coherent and readily available, as this would enable wider engagement from those curious
enough to explore beyond the most well-known names. Stanchinsky provides performers and
audiences with a missing link in the push towards a post-Romantic and post-tonal musical

language, as well as an intriguing suggestion of an alternative compositional pathway. The
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most important acknowledgement to make, though, is that these are works that stand on their

own merits, regardless of their historical situation.
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Appendix 1 — Table of Published Compositions by Aleksey Stanchinsky

Composition Instrument(s) Stanchinsky’s @ Location of Date of Composition First Publication
Age Composition
Songs Without Words, no. 1 Piano 16 Smolensk 1904 (spring) 1990, Muzyka
Songs Without Words, no. 2 Piano 16 Logachevo 1904 (May) 1990, Muzyka
Songs Without Words, no. 3 Piano 16 Logachevo, in 1904 (summer) 1990, Muzyka
the woods
Mazurka in Db major Piano 17 Smolensk 1905 1960, Muzgiz
Humoresque Piano 17 Smolensk 1906 (9 February) 1990, Muzyka
Tears Piano 18 Unknown, likely | 1906 (7 July) 1990, Muzyka
Logachevo
Sonata in Eb minor Piano 18 Smolensk 1906 (12 September to 3 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
December) Universal Edition
Prelude in C# minor Piano 18 Unknown 1907 (23 January) 1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
Prelude in C minor Piano 19 Unknown 1907 (15 June) 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Nocturne Piano 19 Smolensk 1907 (14-18 August) 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Prelude in Ab major/F minor | Piano 19 Moscow 1907 (5 September) 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Etude in F minor/Ab major Piano 19 Moscow 1907 (23-24 October) 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Prelude in D major Piano 19 Unknown, likely = 1907 (late November or 1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
Moscow early December)
Prelude in Eb minor Piano 19 Unknown, likely @ 1907 (late November or 1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
Moscow early December)
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Etude in G minor Piano 19 Moscow 1907 (6-14 December) 1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata

‘Lydian’ Prelude Piano 19 or 20 Unknown In manuscript: 1907 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
(December) Universal Edition
In first edition: 1908
Mazurka in G¥ minor Piano 19 Unknown 1907 1960, Muzgiz
Canon Piano 20 Unknown, likely | 1908 (summer) 1927, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Logachevo Universal Edition
‘Mixolydian’ Prelude Piano 20 Logachevo 1908 (July to September) 1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
Etude in B major Piano 20 or 21 Unknown 1908/1909 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Scottish Songs Voice and 21 Logachevo 1909 (June to September, 2013, Smolensk City
Piano though began planning as Typography
early as April 1909)
Prelude in Bb minor Piano 21 Logachevo 1909 (December) 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Prelude in B minor Piano 21 Unknown, likely | 1909/1910 (likely December | 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Logachevo 1909) Universal Edition
Prelude and Fugue Piano 21 Unknown 1909-10 (winter) 1927, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Piano Trio in D major Violin, Cello, | 22 Unknown 19107 1966, Muzyka
Piano
Variations Piano 23 Unknown 1911 1960, Muzgiz
Allegro Piano 23 or 24 Unknown 1911-1912 1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
Sonata in F major Piano 23 or 24 Unknown 1911-1912 1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
Prelude in C (minor) Piano 24 Unknown 1912 (9 March) 1928, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
Sonata in G major Piano 24 Unknown 1912 1927, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition
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Twelve Sketches

Three Sketches

Canon-Prelude A
Canon-Prelude B
Canon-Prelude C
Canon-Prelude D

V bure deyaniy, v volnakh
bytiya (Goethe)
Osen’ (Bal’mont)

Piano

Piano
Piano
Piano
Piano
Piano

Voice and
Piano
Voice and
Piano

24

247

25

25

25 or 26
25 or 26

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown

Unknown

Unknown
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1912 (on manuscript: 23
March)

19127

1913

1913
1913-1914
1913-19147?

n.d.

n.d.

Nos. 1-4 in 1913; nos. 5-8 in
1915; nos. 9-12 in 1917,
Jurgenson

1960, Muzgiz

1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
1926, Muzsektor Gosizdata
1927, Muzsektor Gosizdata &
Universal Edition

2013, Smolensk City
Typography

2013, Smolensk City

Typography
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