
Charles Ives was an athletic youth who was on the baseball team and wanted to be a 
composer. He father had been bandmaster of Danbury, Connecticut and was fond of musical 
experiments. He separated his band and had it play in different keys and tempos, just to see 
what it would sound like. For ear training he had his family members each sing in a different 
key at the same time. He experimented with distance and spatial effects, and sometimes 
retuned the piano strangely. As a teenager, Ives wrote a fugue in which each successive 
entrance is in the next higher key in the circle of fifths.
 At Yale University, young Ives liked to play wild "take-offs" on the piano for his roommates, 
creating musical descriptions of football games and other events on the Yale campus. There 
were no rules to these take-offs. One of them celebrated the first forward pass in football 
history.
 In the composition class of European-trained Horatio Parker, things were different. The 
rules had to be followed. This symphony was written in Parker's class, and it was Ives' 
graduation thesis and had to please Parker. Ives was fractious but not wholly rebellious. He 
thought his father was much more imaginative than Parker, but he also recognized that 
Parker was an actual composer who knew how to put music together, which George Ives 
was not.
 But Ives would often write things Parker's way, then change them. For instance, the first 
movement of this symphony (Allegro) is in an academic sonata-allegro form. Ordinarily, the 
first subject shifts to the dominant key of the composition at its end. Ives starts shifting his 
key center almost immediately, so that it runs through at least six different keys even before 
the first subject is done. And the movement ends in another key than the home key. At 
Parker's insistence, Ives wrote a tamer version, which Parker essentially approved. Ives 
didn't like it, and asked permission to go back to the original version. Parker, having seen 
that his student could compose up to rule, allowed this, insisting, however, that it end 
"properly" in Dminor. The result is an attractive and rather academic work with orchestration 
that is best described as that of a composer who is still learning.

 Having politely ended the first movement in D minor, Ives begins his second movement in G 
flat, a very remote key, which Parker made him change to F, the academically "correct" key. 
The change is of little consequence. What is important is that this Adagio molto (Sostenuto) 
contains truly inspired melodic writing. The orchestration is considerably more skillful here as 
well. The third movement is a pretty typical scherzo with trio (Scherzo: Vivace). Ives writes a 
fast-moving canon for the scherzo and uses something like a Victorian popular song with 
Brahmsian inspiration for the trio section.
 The finale is in the then-fashionable "cyclic" form; it is built on themes that have come earlier in 
the symphony. The first subjects of the first two movements are used as the contrasting subjects 
of the sonata-allegro form. Where Ives uses the first-movement material, he also partially reverts 
to the less accomplished orchestration of that section of the work. In all it is an effective work, a 
cut above the usual student production. People who know Ives sense that the composer is here 
fenced away from his usual gleeful originality.
 After Ives' death in 1954, his widow donated his manuscripts to Yale University. From this 
material the symphony was finally published in 1971, and then reissued in a corrected edition by 
the Charles Ives Society.

 The frequent classification of Howard Hanson as a neo-Romantic composer is certainly not 
without merit, though the case is perhaps disproportionately affected by the overwhelming 
success of his Second Symphony, which has maintained a stronger foothold in the canon than 
any of his other works. Still, the composer himself lists as his greatest influence -- even above 
Respighi, with whom Hanson studied at the Academy of Santa Cecilia in Rome -- the last great 
romantic symphonist, Jean Sibelius. Indeed, the melodic warmth and accessibility of Sibelius' 
Fifth Symphony (which itself seemed to revert to a more traditional style than had been reached 
in the Fourth) can certainly be heard in the more tranquil moments of Hanson's "Romantic" 
Symphony, though it is often interrupted by the sort of endearingly melodramatic "plot-thicken-
ings" of Grieg.
 The development of Hanson's music materials in the Second Symphony proceeds in a very 

direct manner, which is perhaps why the work has been so well-received by audiences. Take 
for example, the opening of the first movement (marked Adagio; Allegro Moderato): a simple 
stepwise ascent of a minor third is reiterated in different instrumental guises, gradually 
amassing volume and strength before being carried by the crash of cymbals into the next 
episode. Such buildups of orchestral weight and dramatic tension are set in contrast with 
passages of rhapsodic lyricism, in which long, arching lines float above ebbing accompani-
mental textures. These same characteristics are found in the subsequent two movements as 
well.
 The second (Andante con tenerezza) begins with a simple melody doubled in harmonious 
thirds; this is eventually joined by a countermelody in the horn, then a high descant in the 
strings. Here we find Hanson employing a few harmonic surprises, albeit in an extremely 
conservative fashion: suspensions remain dissonant just a bit longer than we expect them to 
before resolving; the horn line occasionally leaps beyond its melodic mark before settling into 
consonance with the flutes. It is often in transitions between sections that we find Hanson 
stepping furthest outside of traditional tonality: as this idyllic flute episode ends, a menacing, 
polytonal dissonance in the bass emerges, leading to a recollection of the haunting minor third 
descent that began the entire work.
 These opposing forces gradually find reconciliation over the course of the middle movement, 
though not without considerable difficulty (and a few heart-wrenching harmonic deceptions). As 
the third and final movement opens, a carnival-esque, Petrushka-like fanfare build and breaks 
into a subdued and pensive string passage, which itself cedes to an even more explicit 
allusion to Stravinsky: the insistent ostinati and heavy-handed drums that follow underscore a 
brass line that owes an unmistakable debt to Rite of Spring. This initiates yet another 
orchestrational snowball, which gathers thunder before finally exhausting itself and languishing 
in a return to the lush melody that sought repose in both the previous movements. The ease 
with which the ear makes these large-scale, structural connections, adds to the accessibility as 
well as the emotional engagement of this work.
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Recording Info: Ives recorded by Decca May 1972 in Royce Hall, U.C.L.A
Engineers - Gordon Parry, James Lock     Producer - Ray Minshull

Hanson: Recorded by Mercury 1961   Engineer – C. R. Fine 
Producer - Wilma Cozart     Music Consultant - Harold Lawrence

1 Allegro 11:25
2 Adagio Molto (Sostenuto) 7:55
3 Scherzo--Vivace 4:30
4 Allegro Molto 6:40

5 Adagio; Allegro Moderato 13:56
6 Andante Con Tenerezza 6:35
7 Allegro Con Brio 7:15
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