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In the first volume of Shostakovich Studies 
(1995) David Fanning brought together the 
leading scholars in the fields of musicology, 
music theory, and Soviet studies to create a col-
lection of articles that helped significantly re-
define the field of Shostakovich studies.1 Paul-
ine Fairclough has now assembled a valuable 
follow-up with Shostakovich Studies 2. With 
both established scholars – David Fanning 
and Patrick McCreless contributed to both 
volumes – and younger researchers provid-
ing essays, Shostakovich Studies 2 continues in 
the path created by the first volume while also 
opening up new avenues of scholarship that 
offer a more nuanced theoretical understand-
ing of musical structures and fresh knowledge 
of Shostakovich’s personal life that continue to 
further situate his role in the cultural and bu-
reaucratic politics of the Soviet state. 
While the essays in Shostakovich Studies 2 rep-
resent a wide range of scholarly approaches 
to understanding the composer and his com-
positions, the collection contains a substan-
tial number of essays that examine the music 
through analytical methods. Not surprisingly, 
the essays of most interest to music theorists 
are in the ‘Analysis and Interpretation’ section 
of the book. The longest of the three sections, 
it consists of five lengthy articles (150 pages) 
while the other two sections, ‘Archival’ and 
‘Context’, have three articles each (104 pages 
combined). Not only is the ‘Analysis and In-
terpretation’ section the longest of the book, 
the articles in it also offer the greatest range of 
approaches, from strictly analytical to heavily 
theoretical to relatively explanatory. 
David Fanning’s article ‘Shostakovich and 
Structural Hearing’ opens the section with 

a call to arms for music theorists, as he asks 
scholars to take a closer look at deep-level mu-
sical structures in Shostakovich’s works. Fan-
ning specifically investigates the structures of 
six of the composer’s symphonies, using modi-
fied Schenkerian analytical techniques. He jus-
tifies his approach by arguing that the music ‘is 
sufficiently grounded in the “Bach-to-Brahms” 
tradition’ to be amenable to the use of Schen-
kerian techniques (78) and begins his analyti-
cal examples with the Fifth Symphony because 
that is the first piece in which Shostakovich 
overtly engaged with the symphonic tradition 
(92). Fanning presents four ways in which a 
neo-Schenkerian investigation of the music 
can shed light on a particular work or a group 
of works. He discusses the first movement of 
the Fifth Symphony in detail to demonstrate, 
first, that the symphony has a deep structural 
coherence, and second, to show how his analy-
sis and the symphony’s dramaturgy correlate 
on a broader aesthetic level. Third, he compares 
the structural bass lines of the opening move-
ments of the Fifth and Seventh through Tenth 
Symphonies in order to demonstrate long-term 
compositional strategies. Last, he delves into 
the difficult bass line of the Sixth Symphony’s 
first movement as an example of how a deep-
level analysis can shed light on a particularly 
challenging structure. The result is a four-layer 
bass line graph that displays the unfolding of 
various forces working on the structural level. 
Whether or not one agrees completely with 
Fanning’s analyses or his use and adjustments 
of Schenkerian techniques (Fanning himself 
states that he would ‘be thrilled’ for a scholar 
who finds a better way to make deep-level 
comparisons of Shostakovich’s music (99)), he 
rightly critiques the current state of Shostako-
vich studies in pointing out a tendency to forgo 
detailed, extended analytical investigations of 
the musical structures while also providing a 
path for future research. 
Described as ‘an analyst’s analyst’ by Edward 
McKeon in his review of the first volume of 
Shostakovich Studies, Patrick McCreless is not 
one to shy away from structural analysis of a 
work.2 Yet, in line with the position he has 
advocated in previous essays, McCreless’s es-
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say, ‘Shostakovich’s Politics of D minor and its 
Neighbors, 1931-1949’, bridges the gap between 
analysis and hermeneutics and represents a true 
scholarly tour-de-force.3 In his essay, the long-
est in the book by double, McCreless makes 
a sweeping claim regarding a compositional 
trope used by Shostakovich over an eighteen-
year period. McCreless’s argument is that, be-
ginning with the Passacaglia in Lady Macbeth 
of the Mtsensk District (which represents a sig-
nificant turning point in the opera as it comes 
directly after Katerina murders her father-in-
law and thus musically signals her downward 
spiral that ends with murder-suicide), Shosta-
kovich consistently places the key of D minor 
in an unstable relationship with keys a step 
removed (most often C-sharp minor). Over 
the course of a work, the composer will shift 
between keys at rhetorically charged moments 
such that the conflict becomes a compositional 
trope that wields significant expressive impli-
cations, especially in works composed between 
1931-1949. McCreless contends Shostakovich 
associated D minor and its relationship with a 
semitonal neighbor with Lady Macbeth’s Passa-
caglia and thus the shift between keys becomes 
associated with the persecution he endured un-
der the banner of Lady Macbeth. He argues that 
this ‘striking ambiguity of key’ and its sudden 
sinking and harmonic instability can be seen 
as reflecting the unstable social state (125); the 
tonal disorientation caused by the shift might 
represent a world in which the socio-political 
ground upon which one stands is constantly 
shifting such that one cannot trust any given 
moment (161). With comprehensive and ex-
tensive examples, McCreless presents a thor-
oughly convincing argument to back up his 
analytical and hermeneutic claim. The author 
notes that Shostakovich seemingly stopped us-
ing the trope after the Fifth Symphony. But in 
the wake of Shostakovich’s second denuncia-
tion by the state in 1948, the trope reappears 
one last time in the Fourth String Quartet. Mc-
Creless argues that ‘in the finale of the Fourth 
Quartet … the composer finally freed himself 
of the trope’, only to move on to his obsession 
with the DSCH motive (188). At the end of the 
article McCreless notes that in later works, the 
juxtaposition between D minor and its hexa-
tonic pole, F-sharp major (a combination that 

also first occurs in Lady Macbeth), becomes the 
rhetorically marked key relationship (188-189). 
We can hope that a thorough discussion of this 
relationship will appear in a future essay.
While Fanning’s and McCreless’s essays both 
firmly stem from structural investigations of 
the music, the essays by Kristian Hibberd and 
Philip Ross Bullock view Shostakovich’s music 
through the lens of literary theory, specifically 
the theories of Mikhail Bakhtin. While the use 
of Bakhtin’s concepts is common among schol-
ars investigating Shostakovich’s works, both 
Hibberd and Bullock argue that Bakhtin’s ter-
minology is often employed inappropriately 
or without proper engagement in the whole 
of Bakhtinian philosophy. In ‘Shostakovich 
and “Polyphonic” Creativity: the Fourteenth 
Symphony Revisited’ Hibberd presents both a 
useful discussion of the Bakhtinian conception 
of polyphony and an engaging interpretation 
of the symphony. Unusual for Shostakovich, 
the composer did not make major genre deci-
sions for the work until after the piano score 
was completed. As Hibberd notes, the work 
was originally described as an ‘oratorio’ by 
the composer, and  from the beginning Shos-
takovich seemed to engage with the work in a 
different way than with previous symphonies. 
Hibberd argues that the Fourteenth Symphony 
is a polyphonic work in which a dialogue oc-
curs between Shostakovich and the ‘idea-hero’ 
of the work, death. 
While Hibberd focuses on the Fourteenth Sym-
phony and how it can be understood using one 
Bakhtinian concept, Bullock’s chapter ‘The 
Poet’s Echo, the Composer’s Voice: Monologic 
Verse or Dialogic Song?’ draws on early Bakhtin 
and his focus on ‘the act’ as central to the artis-
tic utterance. According to Bullock, ‘the force of 
Shostakovich’s lyric persona’ requires listeners 
to take a more active stance, as Shostakovich’s 
‘exploration of what it means to speak and to 
compose’ demands a similar exploration by his 
listeners on what it means to ‘listen and to un-
derstand’ (227). A philosophical exposition, the 
essay develops into an artful meditation on the 
role of the composer, poet, artwork, and listen-
er in engaging with Shostakovich’s song cycles. 
Research on film music has historically lagged 
behind scholarship focusing on music for the 
concert hall and that remains the case for Shos-

3 See Patrick McCreless, ‘Music Theory and Historical Awareness’, Music Theory Online 6/3 (2000).
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takovich’s film scores. Joan M. Titus’s ‘Socialist 
Realism, Modernism and Dmitriy Shostako-
vich’s Odna (Alone, 1929-1931)’ provides one 
contribution in an expanding area of research 
that promises to fill this scholarly gap, while 
also presenting a glimpse into an interesting 
period of time when many aspects of filmmak-
ing and Soviet culture were in a state of flux. 
Titus’s overall accomplishment is to demon-
strate how the film Odna, and its music, stood 
at a crossroads with respect to silent vs. sound 
compositional techniques (Odna was the first 
sound film for which Shostakovich composed 
music) and other approaches to filmmaking. 
In addition, she discusses how the film reflects 
ongoing shifts from modernist to socialist aes-
thetics and the changing cultural politics in the 
Soviet state. 
While the ‘Archival’ and ‘Context’ sections of 
the book do not include essays directly related 
to the field of music theory, the information 
presented in the two sections is of significant 
value to any reader interested in Shostakovich. 
Archival work is relatively new terrain in Shos-
takovich studies and is producing interesting 
results. The avenues of research represented in 
the volume are crucial to the broadening of our 
understanding and the necessary demytholo-
gizing of Shostakovich (both the ‘old’ and ‘new’ 
Shostakovich), his persona, his position within 
Soviet culture, and his approach to his own 
work. Ol’ga Digonskaya’s two contributions 
to the volume involve manuscript studies. The 
first, ‘Interrupted Masterpiece: Shostakovich’s 
opera Orango. History and Context’, docu-
ments her discovery of the Prologue (or first 
act) for an unknown, unfinished satirical opera 
Orango written by a young Shostakovich in the 
mid 1930s. Digonskaya describes the manu-
script and the music, discusses the possible rea-
sons behind the commission of the opera, the 
source of the plot of the libretto and Shosta-
kovich’s role in the creation of the libretto, and 
also speculates about the reasons why the pro-
ject was abandoned.4 In ‘Mitya Shostakovich’s 
first opus (dating the Scherzo Op. 1)’, Digons-
kaya reassesses the generally understood dating 
of Shostakovich’s first opus numbered work. 
Digonskaya’s articles represent the initial steps 
in redefining our understanding of ‘early Shos-

takovich’ and, as she argues, are part of a neces-
sary reassessment of his approach to compos-
ing and record keeping (73).  The third article 
in the ‘Archival Studies’ section, by Ol’ga Dom-
brovskaya, is an English translation of a revised 
version of a previously published article. Titled 
‘Notes on Shostakovich’s Diary’, Dombrovs-
kaya’s article focuses on the personal side of 
Shostakovich, as she introduces us to seven 
diaries Shostakovich kept from 1945-1975. 
These are not journals, but rather memo books 
or daily reminders of events, noting activities, 
not experiences. By shedding light on the dia-
ries Dombrovskaya presents a glimpse into the 
daily life of the rather secretive composer.
Pauline Fairclough’s translation of Yevgeniy 
Dolmatovskiy’s second of two memoirs of 
Shostakovich provides a bridge between the 
‘Archival Studies’ and ‘Context’ sections of the 
book. Shostakovich and Dolmatovskiy, a poet 
of moderate talent, were periodic colleagues 
and collaborators for a span of time that last-
ed over two decades. While Dolmatovskiy’s 
memoirs themselves do not present any sig-
nificant revelations regarding Shostakovich, 
Fairclough’s introduction provides a fuller ac-
count of the relationship between the poet and 
composer. The other two essays in the ‘Context’ 
section aim to reassess the relationship between 
the composer and the workings of political and 
musical organizations. While the Pravda article 
‘Muddle Instead of Music’ is most often viewed 
through its effects on Shostakovich personally 
and professionally, in ‘“Muddle Instead of Mu-
sic” in 1936: Cataclysm of Musical Administra-
tion’ Simo Mikkonen argues that we cannot 
truly understand the role of the article unless 
it is ‘perceived through the machinations of the 
Soviet music administration’ (231). Although 
specifically aimed at Shostakovich, Mikkonen 
argues that the Pravda article was one part of 
a many-pronged attack attempting to bring the 
Composers’ Union under the tighter control of 
the Committee for Artistic Affairs. Mikkonen 
thus presents a more nuanced understanding 
of the state of composers and their govern-
ing bodies in the time period surrounding the 
publication of the infamous article. Similar to 
Mikkonen’s article, Levon Hakobian’s short 
essay, ‘Shostakovich, Proletkul’t and RAPM’, 

4 The prologue has since received its world premiere, with orchestration by Gerald Burney, in Los Angeles in 

December 2011.
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discusses the relationship of Shostakovich and 
the musician’s organizations in the early years 
of the Soviet Union. Hakobian focuses mostly 
on the Russian Association of Proletarian Mu-
sicians and the resurgence of RAPM’s musi-
cal aesthetics in Shostakovich’s works of the 
mid-1950s, specifically the Eleventh Symphony 
from 1957. 
As Fairclough notes at the beginning of her in-
troduction to Shostakovich Studies 2, much has 
happened in the area of Shostakovich scholar-
ship since the publication of the first volume 
of Shostakovich Studies (1). In the fifteen years 
between the first and second volumes the num-
ber of research publications on Shostakovich 
and his music has grown profusely and a num-
ber of young scholars whose research focuses 
on Shostakovich and his music have entered 
the field. Yet, there remain areas relatively un-
explored or underexplored in Shostakovich re-
search. In a variety of ways, many of the articles 
in Shostakovich Studies 2 either represent early 
salvos in new areas of research, or work to add 
depth and breadth to underexplored areas of 
Shostakovich studies. As a collection in which 
the essays have a wide variety of approaches, 
Shostakovich Studies 2 contains something for 
everyone and leaves the reader eagerly antici-
pating further work by its contributors. 

(Sarah Reichardt Ellis is associate professor of 
music theory at the University of Oklahoma and 
the author of Composing the Modern Subject: 
Four String Quartets by Dmitri Shostakovich 
[Ashgate, 2008]).
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