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ABSTRACT: Universally translated into English as “mode,” the Russian term Aad (“1ad”) first appeared in
1830 as a translation from German Tonart, which is usually translated into English as “tonality.” To
Tchaikovsky a lad was, in fact, a tonality, but by century’s end 1ad had come to signify its pre-tonal cousin,
mode. Boleslav Yavorsky’s work on the subject in the early twentieth century gave 1ad new post-modal and
post-tonal meaning with respect to quasi-tonal and post-tonal music. In this article, I delve deeply into the
history of this uniquely Russian concept, from its inception to its highly modified mid-twentieth century form.
Rather than trying to find an English equivalent, I leave “lad” in its transliterated form, which disentangles it
from inaccurate translations. I examine a 1945 Chopin analysis by Yavorsky’s student, Sergei Protopopov,
which outlines new interpretations for Russian lad. Sketches for this analysis, from the Russian National
Museum of Music, provide a backdrop for a reexamination of basic tonal constructs such as cadence, phrase,
form, harmonic function, and melodic diminution. I then look at a famous 1930 conference on Yavorsky’s
theories as an example of the high stakes involved in creating a Marxist musical science, in which 1ad played a
primary role. I also briefly discuss Yavorsky’s theories as a counterweight to Hugo Riemann’s encroaching
functionality, which was brought to Russia by Gregori Catoire in the early twentieth century. It is my hope
that this work on 1ad will fill in many gaps for the English-language reader, and possibly spur further studies on

this uniquely Russian concept.
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Introduction

[1.1] “In Russian music theory, the concept of mode forms one of the major and most important tenets upon
which that theory is based. In its broadest interpretation, the Russian concept of mode has no exact equivalent
in western music theory” (Carpenter 1995, 76—77). This is how Ellon Carpenter introduced the Russian
concept of Aa0 (transliterated as “lad”) in 1995. Universally translated into English as “mode,”!) Aa0 first
appeared as a translation of the German term Tonart—which itself is usually translated into English as

“tonality.” Presently “mode” is rendered by two different roots in Russian, M00 (as in M00yc [modus] or
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ModarvHocmb [modality]) and a0 But to translate Aad into English as “mode” is to give an incomplete
picture of this story. In this article, I attempt to give a more complete picture. I delve deeply into the history
of this important Russian term in order to clarify its genesis, usage, and meaning, and I look at texts by
Leopold Fuchs, Modest Rezvoi, Peter Tchaikovsky, Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov, Mikhail Ippolitov-Ivanov,
and Sergei Taneev, in hopes of offering a better understanding. Rezvoi translated a textbook by Fuchs in 1830
and was the first to use A20. Tchaikovsky and Rimsky-Korsakov wrote two of the most important harmony
textbooks—which show how Aa0 was changing—in the late-nineteenth century. And Ippolitov-Ivanov and
Taneev taught Boleslav Yavorsky, who breathed new life into Aa0 in the early twentieth century and gave it

post-modal and post-tonal significance.

[1.2] My work entails sketch study of the notebooks Yavorsky used during his classes with Ippolitov-Ivanov
and Taneev, which helps contextualize Yavorsky and his work. I then examine Yavorsky’s analytical system,
usually called the “theory of modal rthythm,” first by itself—with its own complicated definition of Aa0—and
then by means of a striking analysis of Chopin’s Prelude in B minor, op. 28, no. 6, by Yavorsky’s student,
Sergei Protopopov. The analysis, dated March 2, 1945, comprises nine handwritten pages of various sizes, with
writing in pencil, blue pen, and colored pencils on paper. Protopopov’s analysis is significant for several
reasons, which I outline below. Most important, perhaps, is that it necessitates a reexamination of the basic
harmonic, melodic, and formal devices that are widely accepted outside of Russia. And, to the extent that the
reader believes the system, it also necessitates new readings and hearings of functionally tonal music.
Significantly, Harold Powers’s (2001) famous Grove Music Online article on mode, even in its most recent
instantiation, lacks any mention of Yavorsky or Russian Aa0, which evinces a rather large gulf between

traditional western and Russian music theory. I hope my work can act to bridge this gulf, if only in part.

[1.3] Given the history of a0 as “tonality” before “mode,” one might wonder why it has consistently been
translated into English as the latter and not the former. Moreover, Yavorsky’s work gave Aa0 a new post-tonal
meaning, which further complicates the matter. I have therefore chosen, in this article, to reframe Aa0 simply
in its transliterated form, “lad,” which disentangles it from current English understandings of “mode.” Note
how I add the macron diacritic, which signifies a long vowel, to the “a” in order to approximate the Russian
pronunciation (which is like the English verb “laud”) and to set it apart from “lad,” a boy.(3) There are far too
many interesting Russian-language books and articles on 1ad to be cited in a footnote here. I can simply say
that, of all the major music theorists in Russia in the twentieth and twentieth-first centuries, I can think of
none who has not written on lad. Doing so, it seems, is a rite of passage for the serious theorist in Russia.¥) As
anoun, I use “lad” (plural “lads”); as an adjective, I use “ladovy”; and as a prefix, I use “lado-,” without the
hyphen (as in “ladotonality”). Further, I will not highlight these terms in any way, through italics or bold-
faced type, or with any punctuation marks. Finally, in order to set them apart from the English text, I set
Russian, French, and German terms and text in italics (though Russian block quotations I leave in roman
type), while I set transliterated or translated Russian terms in roman type, sometimes in quotation marks and

sometimes not.(%)

Lad in Nineteenth-Century Russia

[2.1] The story of nineteenth-century 1ad, taken in totality with similar French and German terms, is
remarkably complex. This is perhaps unsurprising, given the enormous strides being made in concurrent
compositional techniques across the European continent and beyond. As tonality as a concept took hold in the
nineteenth century after Alexandre-Etienne Choron’s first use of the term in 1810 (Hyer 2001), there were

3y

four competing terms for “tonality” at century’s end in Russia: 1ad, crmpoii (“stroi”), mon (“ton”), and

295

morarvrocmb (“tonal’nost™ or, translated, “tonality”). Two, Aad and cmpoii, came directly from German
Tonart, while mon was just a shortened form of the same. Thus, only monarvrocmb, a direct translation of the
French fonalité, was a term that could be said to be different from Tonart, which is of course where the
difference lies between German Tonalitdt and Tonart in the first place.((’) In this section, I examine four texts—
Fuchs (1830), Fuchs (1844), Tchaikovsky ([1871] 1957 and [1874] 1957), and Rimsky-Korsakov ([1885]
1937)—in order to track how the definitions of a few crucial terms changed, 1ad chief among them. Rezvoi’s
translation of Fuchs 1830 contained the first usage of 1ad, while Arnold’s translation of Fuchs 1844 already
showed how lad was changing. Tchaikovsky (who taught Yavorsky’s counterpoint teacher Taneev) wrote a
text in which he used “lad” and “tonality” interchangeably, while Rimsky-Korsakov (who taught Yavorsky’s

harmony teacher Ippolitov-Ivanov), wrote a text that shunned “tonality” altogether, preferring “stroi”



instead, which suggests that Rimsky had a narrower view of 1ad than Tchaikovsky did. This also suggests that
lad, by the time Rimsky first published his textbook in 1885, was losing its association with “tonality” and, by

contrast, affirming its association with the older (French) term “mode.”

[2.2] It is well known that foreigners—Italian, French, and German most prominently—controlled musical
corridors of power in Russian-speaking territories until well into the nineteenth century.(7) Even Mikhail
Glinka, often heralded as Russia’s first great composer, spent time studying in Germany and lamented the sad
state of music and music education in his native land. Unsurprisingly then, Russian music theoretical works
lagged behind their compositional counterparts even further. Italian musicians and composers, and the lexicon
thereof, were paramount in eighteenth-century Russia, but by the end of that century many important
Germans could be counted in Russian musical circles, especially music-theoretical and compositional ones. So,
often, theoretical works in early nineteenth-century Russia were published and read in German. As Russians

began to push back against this Germanic influence during the mid-nineteenth century, they needed to invent

their own terms in order to communicate Russian ideas to Russian musicians. What follows is part of that

fascinating and vital story.

[2.3] Lad originated in 1830 when Modest Rezvoi translated Johann Leopold Fuchs’s Praktische Anleitung zur

Komposition into Russian as [Tpaxmuueckoe pykosodcmso k couureruto mysviku (Practical guide to music

composition).(s) This translation contains the first use of 1ad, which was Rezvoi’s translation of German

Tonart, from Ton (“tone”) and Art (“type” or “kind”). The Preface is of considerable interest insofar as he

discusses his decision to use lad, as well as two other terms crucial to my work and to Russian music theory as

a whole—mpessyuue (“triad,” or Dreiklang in German) and 6s00Huviii mon (“leading tone,” or Leitton in

German). These three terms—aad, mpessyuue, and 6600muiil mor—are boilerplate in Russia today, but they
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were neologisms in mid-nineteenth-century Russia. They were also integral to Yavorsky’s “theory of modal

rhythm,” which I will henceforth refer to, more accurately, as the “theory of 1adovy rhythm.”

[2.4] Here is the relevant section from the Preface of Rezvoi’s translation in the original Russian and my

English translation:

ITepexaaapiBast Ha PyCCKUI SAI3BIK
BBIpa’KeHIIsI, COXPaHI/A HEKOTOPEIe
MHOCTpPaHHbIE, 0COOEHHO Te, KO
y>Ke IPMHATLI HAIIMMI apTUCTaMI;
HO CTapasich U30eraTh CTPAHHBIN A4
cAyxa HOBU3HBI (néologisme), He pe AKO
OBL21 IPUBOANM B 3aMeIllaTeAbCTBO B
BBIOOP ca0B. Takum ob6pazom
3aTPYAHSACS 51 Ha IIpUMep IlepeAaTh
BoIpakeHue Tonart (mode), cTOAB
pasandecTByIolee B 3HAYEHU C
ca0BoM Ton, MEXAY TeM KaK MHOTIe
HaIIII apTUCTHI TOBOPSIT, UTO TaKas-
TO IIbeca HamycaHa B ToHe A-dur
(Tonart A-dur), mau T.11. Ho Tak xak
BO MHOTMX OIIpejeAeHIsIX,
3aKAIOYAIOIIVIXCS B CeM KHUTE,
BCTPeYaloTCs B O4HO BpeMs
BpIpakeHus u Tonart vt Ton, TpUHSB
A251 06e1X CA0BO HOH, TIPOV3OIILAA
OB HeY000ITOHATHOCTD. JKeaas
OHOI1 M30eraTh 51 PermAacs
nepeBecTy Beipakenue Tonart,
CA0BOM Aad, KOTOpOe YIIOTpedAseTcst
IIPEeUMYIIIeCTBEHHO B IIPOCTOPEUNIL,
1 II0 MOEMY MHEHUIO BBIpakaeT
Haaaexkaruit cmbica. Ecan oo,

While translating expressions into
Russian I retained certain foreign
expressions, especially those already
accepted by our professional musicians.
Yet while trying to avoid aurally strange
novelties (néologisme), I was often in
doubt in the choice of words. Thus I
tried to convey, for example, the
expression Tonart (mode), so that it
differed in its meaning from the word
Ton, even though many of our
professional musicians already say, such
as a certain piece is written in the Ton A-
dur (Tonart A-dur), etc. But since, in
many definitions included in the present
book, both Tonart and Ton are
encountered at the same time, taking the
term moH for both would be confusing.
Wishing to avoid that, I decided to
translate Tonart as Aa0, which is used
primarily in colloquial language and
which, in my opinion, expresses the
proper meaning of the term. If the
expression, like so many others, seems
strange, then I wish it to be replaced

with a more fortunate one.



IT0A00HO MHOTUM APYTIUM,
ITOKa’KeTCs CTPaHHBIM, TO >KeAalo
4TOOBI OBLA0 3aMEHEHO

CUYACTAUBENIIINIM BbIpa>keHIeM.

CooOpazkasich ¢ AyXOM sI3bIKa
]POCCUIICKOTO, 51 4aCTO CpaBHUBAA
OJHO3HAYAIIIVe BhIpaskeHIL Ha
sI3BIKaxX PpaHITy3CKOM I HEMELIKOM,
JKeaasl yAep>KaTb TO U3 HIUX, KOTOpOe
ITOKaskeTcs MHe H6oaee
csorictBeHHbIM. Ha mipumep
HazBaHus Dreiklang vt Accord parfait,
O3HAJAIOLIVe OAHO I TO XKe, He
PaBHO BBIpaXkaloT IIpeAMeT; ubo
e/Ba A1 MOKHO Ha3BaTh
coseputeHHOIM akkopdom (accord parfait),
yxoctenoe mpessyuue (Verminderter
Dreiklang, Accord diminué), koTopoe B
CYIIHOCTH BeCbMa HECOBEPILIEHHO. 5
peArioyea Beipakenne Dreiklang 11
IiepeBes OAHUM CAOBOM MpessyHie.
To >xe camoe IIpeACTaBASIOT CA0Ba
Leitton u ton sensible, 13 KOuX s
yaep>kaa mepBoe: 6600Hbvlll 1OH,
6oaee cOOOpa3HBINT C MICTUHHBIM
sHauenueM. (Fuchs 1830, v—vi)

Conforming to the spirit of Russian
language, I often compared synonymous
expressions in French and German,
wishing to retain that version which, to
me, seemed more appropriate. For
instance, the terms Dreiklang and Accord
parfait, meant to express one and the
same thing, do not convey the sense of
the subject on equal terms. As an
example, it is hardly possible to call a
diminished chord (Verminderter
Dreiklang, Accord diminué)—which is, in
essence, entirely imperfect—a perfect
chord (accord parfait). I preferred the term
Dreiklang and translated it with the word
mpessyuue [ie., “triad”]. The same thing
happened with the words Leitton and ton
sensible, from which I retained the
former, and translated it as 6600Hvi1i moH
[ie., “leading tone”], which is more

congruous with its true meaning.(g)

[2.5] In choosing 1ad, Rezvoi simply chose a colloquial word that meant, in its first definition, cozaacue
(“concord” or “agreement”).(lo) Lad is an extremely common root in Russian: AadHo (“okay”), Haradumuocs
(“to work itself out™), Aadom (“amicably”). Perhaps Rezvoi was simply trying to find a word that was most
common to Russian speakers so that it could have the most impact. But ultimately, and likely inadvertently,
he paved the way for completely new concepts in pitch organization in music. His translation for leading tone
is also important since, with this term, he gives a Russian voice to one functional aspect of tonality—something

that had not yet been discussed in concrete terms—and thus shows 1ad’s close relationship to “tonality.”

[2.6] Here is an example of how Rezvoi uses lad in his translation, under the heading Tonuka u Jomunarma

(“Tonic and dominant”):

IToa caosom Tonuka pasymeercst
2ag, B KOTOPOM COUYMHEHMe
HaIMCaHO; JOMUHAHMA €CTh BePXHSL

The word Tonic signifies the 1ad in
which the piece is written; the dominant

is the upper fifth of this same lad.(1")

KBIMHTa OHOTO aa4a. (Fuchs 1830, 34;

italics original, bold type mine)

It seems clear that both Rezvoi and Fuchs were thinking of Tonart here, and something closer to “tonality”

than mode.

[2.7] Another Fuchs student, Yuri Arnold, translated a second version of Fuchs’s Anleitung, as Hosas. memooda,
codepkauias zaagHbvle NPasUAd MYy3bikarvbHoil Komnosuyuu (A new method, containing the main rules of
musical composition).(lz) The 1830 version of the translation was published entirely in Russian, with an
occasional heading in German as well, while the 1844 version had two columns for the entire book, one in
Russian the other in the original German. The later version represents a significant rewrite of the original text.
In the 1830 version, Chapter 2 is called OcHosruie axkopdvt (Grunde Akkorde), while in the 1844 version it is
called O mpessyuusx (Von den Dreiklingen). It is interesting to compare the two versions, since 1ad emerges,
for the first time in the second version, exactly at this point. The following excerpt is from Chapter 2 of the

earlier version, with my English translation on the right:



ITpeoGpasys mepuuto v K6uHmy B Refashioning the third and fifth into

TPe3By4Mu, MBI TIOAYINM TPU triads, we get three different triads,
Pa3AMYHBIX TPE3BYUNsI, a UMEHHO: namely: hard (dur) [major], soft (moll)
meepdoe (dur), msizroe (moll) n [minor], and diminished (verminderte).

yxocHerHoe (verminderte). (Fuchs 1830,

5; italics original)

[2.8] Note here the absence of “lad.” Fuchs 1830 began Chapter 2 without mentioning a Tonart. This allows
him to show three basic triads built on the same root tone, C, as he does in an example with C major, C
minor, and C diminished triads (Example 1a). (Obviously, these three triads cannot be diatonic to one and the
same tonality.) However, at the same point in Fuchs 1844, he puts the three chords in a Tonart, C major,
necessitating different root tones. This excerpt, also from Chapter 2, appeared in Russian and German in

Arnold’s translation of Fuchs. My translation into English is on the right:

MpI pasanyaem Tpu Wir unterscheiden drei We distinguish three
pasHOpOAHbIe verschiedene Dreiklange, distinct triads, namely,
Tpe3By4nsi, UMeHHO namlich den Dur, Moll hard [major], soft [minor],
TBepJ0e, MATKOe U und verminderlen and diminished. These
ykocenHoe. Cun Tpu Dreiklange. Diese drei three triads in the 1ad of C
Tpe3By4nsl B TBepAoM Dreiklange in der Tonart major are as follows.
aagae C cyTb C dur, sind folgende.

caeayromiue. (Fuchs
1844, 6—7; bold type

mine)

[2.9] Notably, this is the first appearance of 1ad in this book, and it is clear that 1ad is the same as “tonality.”
At this point, Fuchs gives a different example in which the three triads—C major, A minor, and B diminished
—are in the tonality of C major (Example 1b). Thus, it is clear that Tonart, and “lad” as a substitute for it,
gains influence in Fuchs 1844. Also, by putting the three basic triads into one tonality, C major, Fuchs 1844 is
emphasizing the tonality and not the root tonic note, as was the case with Fuchs 1830. Fuchs borrowed the
concept of three basic triads—major, minor, and diminished—from Gottfried Weber (1817-1821), who gives,
not in a musical example but in written form, all seven diatonic triads in the tonality of C major, which acts
both as Tonalitdt and Tonart. In the text, Weber does not mention Tonart but, rather, Dreiklingen and
Harmonieen (vol. 1, section 50, 200—201).

[2.10] As 1ad gained traction in mid-nineteenth-century Russia, authors began to deal with the increasing
popularity of the term monaavrocmo (“tonality”).(13) I have not been able to determine the first use of
monarvrocmb in the Russian literature, but Yuri Kholopov (1981, 573) attributes it to Vladimir Odoevsky
and Herman Larosh in the 1860s.(14) Notably, in both Pykosodcmso k npakmuueckomy usyueruto
2apmonuu (Guide to the practical study of harmony) ([1871] 1957) and Kpamxuii yue6Hux apmonuu (Short
textbook on harmony) ([1874] 1957), Tchaikovsky uses Aa0d and monarvHoCHb interchangeably.(ls) In the

section on modulation, for instance, he says:

l'apMoHnM: He Bcerga ocraercs B The harmony does not always stay in the
IIpejeAax rAaBHOTO Aaja; OHa same main lad; it can also gradually
MO>KET ITOCTETIeHHO ITepexXoAUTh U3 move from the original tonality to
ITepBOHavYaAbHOI TOHAAbHOCTU B different ones that are more closely or
Apyrue, 601ee 1AM MeHee distantly related to the original, and then
OTAaA€HHEIe C TeM, YTOOBI IIOTOM once again return to the main lad.

CHOBa BO3BPATUTLCS B IAaBHBII Aa4,.
(Tchaikovsky [1874] 1957, 198;

emphases mine)

[2.11] By using both 1a0 and morarvrocmu to clearly represent “tonality,” Tchaikovsky is reflecting current

Russian practices. It may seem that the difference lies in the two tonalities of the modulation, since he writes



“lad” for the main one and “tonality” for the subordinate one, but this is not the case; in his Pyxosodcmso,
Tchaikovsky refers to a “subordinate lad” (no6outotii 2ad) ([1871] 1957, 73). So, the interchangeability of
these two terms is clear.

[2.12] However, monaavtocmo does not appear at all in Rimsky-Korsakov’s [Tpaxmuueckuii yuebrux
2apmonuu (Practical harmony textbook) ([1885] 1937), but both lad and a new term for Tonart, cmpoii, do.
Cmpoti (“stroi” or, in English, “formation” or “structure,” but in music, “tonality”) came to Russian exactly
as lad did: in a translation from German Tonart. In 1868, Alexander Famintsyn translated Ernst Richter’s
Lehrbuch der Harmonie from 1853 into Russian, translating Tonart into cmpoii (Kholopov 1981, 573). Rimsky,
for his part, rigorously avoided morarvrocmv in his harmony text, preferring the newer cmpoii. Rimsky’s use
of 1ad was simpler; he preferred to think of 1ad as the binary major/minor mode of harmonic tonality (see, for
example, [1885] 1937, 59). Because Tchaikovsky’s and Rimsky’s texts were preeminent, even into the

twentieth century, the use of these three terms is critical.

[2.13] How did Russians refer to 1ad before 18302 They would simply use German or French, or possibly
Italian, equivalents for such terms, since those were the languages of music beforehand. Without question,
there is much overlap between lad and mode, as a comparison of Harold Powers’s et al. (2001) long entry on
mode for Grove Music Online, and Yuri’s Kholopov’s (1976) long entry on lad for Yuri Keldysh’s

(16)

Mysvrkarvhas Inyuxaronedus (Music Encyclopedia), will show.\*® For example, ancient Greek modes are

Opesrezpeueckie Aadol (ancient Greek 1ads) and the church modes are yepxostvie Aadvt (church 1ads).

Boleslav Yavorsky

[3.1] It is hard to put into words Yavorsky’s influence on music theory in Russia.(1”) His ideas—many of
which survive to this day—were studied in conservatories across the country. With respect to lad, he took the
concept, formerly “tonality” and “mode,” and reshaped its meaning singlehandedly. Those who studied with
Yavorsky or were otherwise directly influenced by him include Arnold Al’shchvang, Boris Asafiev, Nadezhda
Briusova, Lev Mazel’, Dmitri Melkikh, Sergei Prokofiev, Sergei Protopopov, Isaac Rabinovich, Yuri Tiulin,
and Victor Tsukkerman, for example. Yavorsky also held tremendous sway over the young Dmitri
Shostakovich. They met in Moscow in March of 1925, when the composer was just nineteen, at
Shostakovich’s first concert of his own works. It was this meeting that drew Shostakovich to Yavorsky and,
importantly, to Moscow. They remained close until Yavorsky’s death in 1942. Bobykina’s Amumpuii
Hlocmarosut: 6 nucomax u doxymermax (Dmitri Shostakovich: In letters and documents) (2000, 9-132),
for example, contains sixty-six letters from Shostakovich to Yavorsky. The connection between Yavorsky and
Shostakovich, and any potential influence that Yavorsky’s theory had on Shostakovich’s compositional style, is

a topic ripe for exploration.

[3.2] Yavorsky significantly added to the growing Russian musical lexicon by developing or coining terms:
lad, msazomenue (“gravitation”), conpsxenue (“conjunction”), npedvikm (“retransition”), nepemenoiii
(“mutable”) and yseauuennwii (“augmented”) lads, and conocmasaerue c pesyrvmamom (“juxtaposition
with result”). Yavorsky also introduced the term urmonayus (“intonatsiia” or, translated, “intonation”), a
term Boris Asafiev ([1930 and 1947] 1971) developed and promulgated in his two-volume MysvikarvHas
popma xax npotecc (Musical form as process), the second volume of which is dedicated entirely to

UHMOHAUUL.

[3.3] Yavorsky’s Crmpoenue mysvikarvrot: peuu (Structure of musical speech) (1908), though hard to read
and poorly laid out at times, contains all of the new concepts of his ladovy rhythm, which would be spelled
out more clearly in Protopopov’s Daemerimul cmpoenus mysvikarvtoi peuu (Elements of the structure of
musical speech) (1930), which Yavorsky edited. Yavorsky’s other significant works include: Ynpasxmenus 6
20n0cosedenuu (Exercises in voice leading) (1913), an exercise book in species counterpoint; Ynpasxtenus 6
o0pasosaruu 10006020 pumma (Exercises in the formation of ladovy rhythm) (1915), an exercise book in
ladovy rhythm; Octrosrivte aremermor mysviku (The basic elements of music) (1923), a notable article on his
musical beliefs; and Koncmpyxuus meroduueciozo npovecca (Construction of the melodic process) (1929), a
book on musical perception that he co-wrote with his student Sophia Beliaeva-Ekzempliarskaia. The first
major conference dedicated to Yavorsky’s work took place in 1930 and was convened, in Moscow, by Anatoly
Lunacharsky, a topic to which I will return later. The most recent conference dedicated to Yavorsky, to my

knowledge, took place in September 2012 in Saratov, Russia.



[3.4] Perhaps more than anything else, Yavorsky breathed new life into lad, breaking with the European
concepts of mode and tonality. This would forever change the course of 1ad in Russia, something still not fully
grasped in western music theory today. For example, many post-tonal or atonal twentieth-century techniques
are understood, in Russia, as elements of 1ad, due to Yavorsky. The idea of “collectional” analysis that was so

popular in the United States in the late twentieth century is best understood, in Russia, in terms of 1ad.(18)

Here is how Kholopov describes Yavorsky’s contribution to lad:

CrienjnaabHO-Hay4IHYIO Pa3pabOTKy
HOHSTUS U Teopun Aaja Aaa b./.
Ssopcknii. Ero 3acayroit 66110
BBIJeJeHIe KaTeTopun Aaja Kak
camMocTosiTeAbHOM. My3bIkaabHOe
IpoussejeHue, o SJIBopckoMy, ecTb
He 4TO MHOe, KaK pa3BépThIBaHIe
JAaja BO BpeMeHI.... B
IIPOTUBOII0AO0KHOCTD
TpaAWIIMOHHON ABYAaJ0BOCTU
€BPOIIeIICKON Ma>KOPHO-MUHOPHONI
cucTeMsl SIBOpckuii 00OCHOBaA
MHO>K€CTBEHHOCTH AaA0B
(yBeAquHHmI?I, 1IeITHOIA,
IlepeMeHHbIe, YMeHbITIeHHBI,
ABaXKABI Ma>kop, ABa>KABI MUHOP,
ABa>KABI YBeAMIEHHBIN, X-AaAbI U T.
4.). OT Teopun 1a40BOro puT™Ma UAET
TpaauLus PyCcCKOTO MY3BbIKOBeA€HI
He OTHOCUTD BBIIIIeAIITNE 3a IIpeAeabl
Ma’kopa ¥ MMHOPa BBICOTHEIE
CIICTEMBEI K HEKOell
HEOPraHM30BaHHO
“aTOHAABHOCTU, @ OOBACHITH UX
Kak 0coOble Aaapl. SIBopckumit
pasAeAna IOHATUS Aaja U
TOHAaABHOCTU (KOHKPETHOI
BLICOTHOII OpPTaHM3aLM U €€
ITOA0KeHN Ha OIIpeje1éHHOM
BBICOTHOM ypoBHe). (Kholopov 1976,
142)

Boleslav Yavorsky gave a specialized-
scientific formulation to the concept and
theory of 1ad. Its merit lies in the
separation of the category of 1ad as
independent. A musical composition,
according to Yavorsky, is none other
than an unfolding of 1ad in time.... In
contrast to the traditional bi-ladovy
European major-minor system,
Yavorsky made the case for a
multiplicity of 1ads (augmented, chain,
mutable, diminished, duplex major,
duplex minor, duplex augmented, X-
lads, etc.). Through the theory of ladovy
thythm, Russian musicology came to
understand the pitch systems of music
that move beyond the limits of major
and minor not in terms of some type of
unorganized “atonality” but, rather, in
terms of special lads. Yavorsky divided
the concepts of 1ad and tonality (a
concrete pitch organization on the one
hand, and its position on a given pitch

level on the other).(w)

[3.5] From this quote, it is clear how Yavorsky can be credited with moving 1ad away from its western
European roots, giving the concept new meaning for twentieth-century music. His distinction between lad
and tonality is also noteworthy: tonality came to be known in Russia, first and foremost, as a “pitch position of

lad.”

[3.6] In the following sections, I will briefly discuss two workbooks that Yavorsky used in his classes in
harmony with Ippolitov-Ivanov and in counterpoint with Taneev. There are three reasons for doing so. First,
they paint a vivid image of how Yavorsky learned harmony and counterpoint during the same time when he
was conceiving his ladovy theory. Second, they help the reader understand the rigor not just of Ippolitov-
Ivanov’s and Taneev’s classes, but also of these two authoritative musicians themselves. Third, the workbooks
place Yavorsky’s studies into a historical context, one based on German Stufentheorie and Ippolitov-Ivanov’s

interpretation thereof, and another based on Fuxian counterpoint, and Taneev’s interpretation thereof.

[3.7] In 1898, when he was twenty-one, Yavorsky began studies at the Moscow Conservatory. His harmony

teacher was Mikhail Ippolitov—Ivanov.(ZO)

Carpenter says that for his attempt “to create a more
comprehensive approach to the complexities of contemporary harmonic language, Ippolitov-Ivanov...helped

to open the way towards viewing music theory less simply as a pedagogical tool and more as a scientific



discipline” (1988, 350—51). Without question the book that Yavorsky used would have been Ippolitov-
Ivanov’s Yuenue 06 axxopdax, ux nocmpoetiue u paspeuietive (Study on chords, their structure and

resolution) ([1897] 1905). In this book, Ippolitov-Ivanov equates monaivtocmo with cmpoii. At the end of

the chapter on “intervals,” Ippolitov-Ivanov writes:

IIpucaymmusasch K pa3peleHno
BCEX AVICCOHAHCOB CTPOsI, MBI
YyBCTBYeM, YTO HEKOTOpbIe
AVICCOHAHCHI B CBOEM paspelleHnn
AQIOT HaM II0/AHOe BIledyaTJeHle TO
TOHAAbHOCTHU, B KOTOPOI MBI
HaXOAMMCSI, APyIue->Ke He II0AHOe,
a Kak OBI YKAOHeHIe B APYTYIO
TOHAABHOCTb 1AV CTPOJA.
(Ippolitov-Ivanov [1897] 1905, 42;

emphases mine)

Listening to the resolution of all
dissonances of the stroi, we feel that
certain dissonances, in their resolutions,
give us a complete impression of the
tonality in which we are located, while
others give an incomplete impression, as
if departing to a different tonality or

stroi.

[3.8] So, for Ippolitov-Ivanov and for the young Yavorsky, tonality was the same as stroi. When discussing

the major/minor aspect of a tonality, Ippolitov-Ivanov strangely opted for zamma (“gamma” or, in English,

“scale”). At the beginning of Chapter 3, on “triads,” he writes:

TpesByuns, mocTpoeHHbIe Ha
CTYIIEHsIX AVaTOHNYECKOI TaMMBI, U
COCTOSIIIVIE U3 €€ TOHOB,
MIPeACTaBASIOT CYIIIeCTBeHHYIO 4acTh
BCeTO TapMOHIYECKOTO MaTepraJa.
OcHoBaHMEM COBpeMeHHO Teopun
ITIOCTPOEHNsT aKKOPAOB CAY>KaT ABe
TaMMBIL: Ma>kOpHas 1
rapMOHIYeCKasi MMHOPHas,

Triads built on the scale degrees of the
diatonic scale, and consisting of its tones,
represent an essential part of all harmonic
material. Two scales—major and
harmonic minor, which for brevity we
will call “major” and “minor” in their
structure—serve as a basis for the
contemporary theory of the structure of

chords.

KOTOpPBI€ MBI 2451 KPaTKOCTH OyAeM
Ha3bIBaTh 110 MX ITOCTPOEHUIO
MakopoM 11 MuHOpoM. (Ippolitov-
Ivanov [1897] 1905, 47; emphases mine)

[3.9] Significantly, Ippolitov-Ivanov described the bi-modal/bi-ladovy aspect of late nineteenth-century
music as scalar. But what of 1ad? I looked through the entire book for any mention of lad, especially the
section on modulation, and found none. It seems that Ippolitov-Ivanov took Rimsky-Korsakov’s lead, using

vy

“strol” generously, and went one step further, eliminating lad from his textbook altogether. Thus, as
Yavorsky studied harmony with Ippolitov-Ivanov, 1ad was simply not part of the discussion. As with Taneev
(whom I will return to below), turn-of-the-century theorists began to believe that 1ad was an outdated term,
best relegated to ancient Greek or church modes. This allowed Yavorsky to take the term and reinvent its
meaning. Also notable is Ippolitov-Ivanov’s use of major and minor as nouns: a certain excerpt is “in major”

or “in minor” (6 maxope, 6 mutiope) (48£L.).

[3.10] I was able to examine Yavorsky’s workbook —contained in the Russian National Museum of Music
(Fund 146, No. 538)—for his yearlong course in harmony with Ippolitov-Ivanov from 1898—1899. This
hardcover book, 27 cm wide by 19 cm high, with six-staved paper, contains some 140 pages of Yavorsky’s
work. As shown in Example 2a, Yavorsky has done three chorale exercises based on a cantus firmus that
moves from soprano, to alto, to tenor. In the upper-left corner of the page is the exercise number “1” and the
date “September 23, 1898.” In general, there is extensive work with four-part writing, with cantus firmi in all
four voices, ultimately moving through chromatic harmonies and modulation. The students also, at a very
early stage, did complicated chromatic harmonic exercises, one of which I have shown in Example 2b. In the
middle system, half way through the page, Yavorsky shows a simple V/~I in C major (his label “1a”) and C
minor (his “1b”). He then goes on to give four different interpretations of the same harmony: as I1$ of D
major (his “2a”) (in a plagal capacity—I would call this chord IV¢ or a IVadd6 because of 4 in the bass and the



subdominant function); as a German augmented sixth chord, labeled I1¢ (his “2b”); and as a VII¢ of F§ major

or minor (his “3a” and “3b”).

[3.11] He who made the largest impact on Yavorsky in his course of study at the conservatory was,

undoubtedly, Taneev. Though he published only one book during his life, [TodsuxHoii konmpanyrkm

cmpoz020 nucoma (Movable counterpoint in the strict style) ([1909] 1959), Taneev, through his pedagogical

activities, had a greater impact in late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Russia than anyone else.

(1)

Aside from Yavorsky, Taneev taught Georgi Conus, Reinhold Gli¢re, Nikolai Medtner, Sergei Rachmaninov,

and Alexander Scriabin, for example. Taneev felt that contemporary music—not by Schoenberg or Scriabin,

who had, in 1909, only begun their post-tonal adventures but, rather, by composers in the spirit Richard

Wagner, Franz Liszt, or Hugo Wolf—had lost a sense of form, which Taneev attributed to a neglect of

counterpoint. For Taneev, Beethoven was the correct example of a composer who created new works of

beauty while hewing to proper contrapuntal forms. About the current state of musical degradation, Taneev

wrote:

HoBpIi1 KOHTpayHKT OCHOBBLIBAETCS
He Ha LIePKOBHBIX 4a4aX, a Ha
COBPEMEHHON Ma>kOPHO-MIUHOPHOMI
TOHAADbHO CUCTEME. ...
3acTynmBIIas MeCcTo IepKOBHBIX
AaA0B, Hallla TOHAAbHAs CUICTEMa
Terepb B CBOIO 04epesb
IIepepO>KAaeTCsl B HOBYIO CHCTEMY,
KOTOPpast CTPEMUTCS K
YHUYTOXKEHNIO TOHAAbHOCTU U

3aMeHe AMaTOHMYECKO OCHOBEI

The new counterpoint is not based on
church 1ads but, rather, on the
contemporary major-minor tonal
system.... This tonal system that
replaced the church lads is, in turn, being
reborn into a new system that seeks to
destroy tonality and substitute the
diatonic basis of harmony with
chromaticism. And the destruction of
tonality leads to a disintegration of

musical form.

rapMOHIU XpOMaTUIeCcKOoIO, a
paspylieHre TOHAALHOCTH BeJeT K
Pa3A0>XeHNIO My3BIKaAbHOI (POPMBI.
(Taneev [1909] 1959, 9; emphases mine)

[3.12] Music history is littered with artists who made great compositional leaps forward and, subsequently,
with authors who pushed back against those leaps in prose. Taneev, with this quotation, is clearly pushing
back. The best analogy here would be to Johann Joseph Fux, whose Gradus ad Parnassum, from 1725—a
counterpoint text in homage to the polyphony of Palestrina, who died 131 years prior to Gradus’s publication
—was written with the intent of saving composers from the pitfalls of Baroque excess and an overemphasis on
harmonic thinking. Taneev, who, like Fux, believed that contemporary composers had lost their way and
needed to return to counterpoint, does much the same thing, now railing against those who seek to “destroy
tonality” through chromaticism. For Taneev, the “tonal system” replaced “church lads.” By the time he
wrote this in 1909, it seems 1ad was relegated to modal theory in Russia: the strong connection with tonality
had disappeared. And, for its part, tonality was now the law of the land. Taneev also uses the term “harmony”
(eapmonus) in this quotation. Though I will not make much of it, “harmony” came to denote the discipline
that was, essentially, the sibling of counterpoint in nineteenth-century Russia. Of course, the study of
harmony covered both lad and tonality, so it was significant.(?2)

[3.13] I was able to examine Yavorsky’s workbook —contained in the Russian National Museum of Music
(Fund 146, No. 118)—for his course in counterpoint with Taneev, from his second year of study at the
conservatory, 1899—1900. This hardcover book, 27 cm wide by 37 cm high, with 16-staved paper, contains
some 227 pages of Yavorsky’s work. The workbook is significant not only because of what it says about
Yavorsky, but also about Taneev, as both contrapuntist and pedagogue, insofar as Taneev’s corrections are
contained therein. In Example 3a, I show a page from this book in which Yavorsky works out several Fuxian
counterpoints in first and second species. The cantus firmus is in the middle of the page, and each line above
and below is a separate counterpoint against that cantus. So, for example, the cantus in the middle, written in
alto clef, can be read with the very top line of Example 3a as one second-species two-voice counterpoint. In
that exercise, you can see how Taneev corrected Yavorsky’s counterpoint in mm. 10—13, in this case in order

to avoid the voice crossing with the cantus. In the second line from the top, on the second half note of m. 7,



Taneev changes Yavorsky’s E4 to G4, thus creating a passing tone and a smoother line in contrary motion to
the cantus. And in the fourth line from the top, in m. 11, Taneev changes Yavorsky’s C#5 to B4 in order to
avoid the dissonant augmented fourth between cantus and counterpoint. Sometimes, Taneev seemed to get
carried away with his corrections. Example 3b shows two three-voice third-species counterpoints. For both,
Taneev essentially composes an entirely new counterpoint, apparently unhappy with his student’s work. This
raises a larger issue, namely, Taneev’s teaching. He was known as a devoted teacher, but to so carefully grade

frequent counterpoint assignments in such detail undoubtedly bespeaks a rare dedication to classroom work.

Sergei Protopopov, his “Dremernmot,” and Ladovy Rhythm

Monody, polyphony, and harmony are all subordinate to the laws of lddovy rhythm, since ladovy
rhythm is the law of a human’s auditory perception, a law based on the biological and
physiological structure of the human organism. The entire history of musical literature is based
on ladovy rhythm!(23) (Yavorsky 1925, 4)

[4.1] Protopopov was a composer and author of limited repute in his time.(>%) Aside from Iaemenm
cmpoerius mysvikarvroil peuu (Elements of the structure of musical speech) (1930), he published no written

works.(25)

So inconsequential to the Soviets was Protopopov that they did not even include an entry for him
in their six-volume music encyclopedia, which spanned from 1973 to 1982.26) In other words, Protopopov

could be ignored—Yavorsky, on the other hand, could not.

[4.2] Protopopov’s Daemermot is under the general editorship of Yavorsky, who had, by 1930, many
published works to his credit. It is entirely likely that they wrote the book together, since most of the themes
from Yavorsky’s Cmpoenue are expounded. Protopopov did not add anything new, but the book is much
easier to read than Yavorsky’s original work. I will refer to Daemermut as Protopopov’s book, with the caveat
that it was likely co-written with Yavorsky. And I will toggle between the two authors in my commentary,

knowing that the book was a joint effort.

[4.3] Yavorsky’s theory of ladovy rhythm was meant as a universal theory for understanding music. He
believed that music was evolving from a less perfect to a more perfect form and that his theory, in the same
vein as Heinrich Schenker, would unveil a new higher beauty. Later in life, Yavorsky came to call his theory
the meopus cayxosozo mazomenus (theory of auditory gravitation) and, finally, the meopus mysvikarviozo
mulurenus (theory of musical thought). The latter was his personal preference (Yavorsky 1972, 6), though
“ladovy rhythm” is what survived in the literature. The theory has little to do with rhythm. Rather, rthythm

simply referred to its temporal aspect: ladovy rhythm was the “unfolding of a 1ad in time.”

[4.4] Pitch organization in ladovy rhythm was based on one simple form of tritone resolution, the edutas
cummempuunas cucmema (single symmetrical system) (Example 4). In the example, which can happen with
any of the six tritones from pitch-class space, closed noteheads represent unstable tones and open noteheads
represent stable tones. From this simple kernel he built his system. In a now famous letter to Taneev from
1906, Yavorsky spelled out for the first time in prose how he came to this belief: “From my studies of folk
music [ have come to the conclusion that the basic cell in musical language is the tritone and its resolution”
(2008, 5). He continues to say that such resolution, whether the two sounding pitches occur simultaneously,
successively, or at a distance, must occur by “contrary motion by semitone” (5; emphases original). Yavorsky got
this notion from Francois-Joseph Fétis, who wrote about it in his Traité complet de la théorie et de la pratique de
I"harmonie ([1844] 1867). But how Fétis, and Taneev for that matter, understood the driving force of the

tritone differed from Yavorsky’s interpretation.

[4.5] In a musical example almost identical to that of Yavorsky (see my Example 5a), Fétis discusses the

gravitational (attractive) element of the tritone in the following numbered paragraphs of his treatise:

58. The diminished fifth, relating to and drawn to a consonance,
determines the upward movement of the seventh scale degree to
the tonic: under this scenario this degree takes the name leading
fone. ..

59. The key to modern tonality lies in the attractions of certain
intervals to intervals of repose, and in the sequence of these with



other such intervals that, deprived of the character of attraction,
do not have a sense of conclusion.

60. The attracting intervals are the augmented fourth, diminished
fifth, and the natural dissonance of the dominant with the

fourth scale degree.(27) (Fétis [1844] 1867, Book 1, 21; italics

original)

[4.6] Central to Fétis’s beliefs was the idea that the tritone, created between the leading tone and 4 of the

tonality, determined the tonality itself. From here Fétis goes on to show this tritone within the context of a

dominant-seventh harmony and its resolution to a tonic triad, as I show in Example 5b. So, in a sense, the

harmonic functional aspect begins to exert its influence; it was not only a tritone, but also a member of a larger

community of notes, the dominant-seventh chord. Also, the tritone does not have to happen in one chord, the

dominant seventh; it could be present in a II-V~I progression, since subdominant chords feature 4, which

creates the tritone with 7 of the ensuing dominant chord. Most important, the tritone, as a constituent element

of a dominant-seventh chord, was how music moved from unitonic (unitonique) to transitonic (transitonique).

That is, it was how music modulated from one tonality to another. Fétis devoted two chapters to this very

concept in his treatise (Book 3, Chs. 1-2).

[4.7] Taneev echoed this sentiment in a letter from November 8, 1903, to his friend Nikolai Amani:

IToBTOPSIsI MBICAB, BHICKA3aHHYIO
deTrcoM, CKaXKy, UTO yBeANUEHHas
KBapTa, TOT TPUTOH, KOTOPOI'O TaK
00511¥1Ch B DIIOXY CTPOTOTO ITUCHMA,
cZesazach OCHOBOW HamIem
rapMOHIYECKON CUCTEMEL DTU ABa
3ByKa, B3aMMHO OTTaAKMBAIOLIVECs
U BAEKyIIJe Hac K TOHUKe, BHOCAT B
rapMOHUIO DA€MeHT ABVKeHN,
crpemaenys [Example 5¢]. Ecan us
ABYX PAA0M CTOSIIINX aKKOPAOB
KaKABIIT 3aKAI0UaeT B ceDe IO 3BYKY
TPUTOHA, TO DTU aKKOPABI IT0AYyJalOT
crpemenne K ToHnke. Orcioaa
BO3MOXKHOCTH AaTh IIOYYBCTBOBATh
AAHHYIO TOHaABHOCTD paHee
TIOSIBAEHVIS] TOHITIECKOTO TPEe3BYYILs
[Example 5d]. To >xe camoe
IIPOMCXOANUT U IIPU COIIOCTaBAEHUN
00beAVHeHHBIX TOHaAbHOCTel. [Toka
B IIOCA€A0BaHNe TOHAABHOCTEIT He
BHECeHO IT000HOTO TPUTOHHOTO
OTHOIIIEHN:I, 40 TeX TTOpP TapMOHIIA
Ppa3BMBaeTCs I11aBHO, CITOKOHO 1 He
CTPEMUTCS K OIIpee1€HHOMY
IyHKTY.... [Ipy TakoM ABy>KeHNM
00BbeAUHSIIOITAs TOHAABHOCTD He
SIBASETCS BRIPa>KeHHOIO JCHO, I
JacTo OZHU U Te >Ke ITOCAeA0BaHMS
Morau OBl IpUHaAAeXaTb ABYM VAN
004blIIeMy YUCAY 00beAUHAIOIINX
ToHaabHOCTeln. Ho Kak ToAbKO
MOSIBASIETCSI TOHAABHOCTbD, BHOCSIIIIASI
BBIIIIEYITOMSHYTOe TPUTOHHOE
OTHOIIIeHIe, TaK TapMOHIS
IIpuoOpeTaeT cTpeMAeHre K OAHOMY
oIpe/Ae/€HHOMY ITyHKTY,

Repeating Fétis’s idea, I will say that the
augmented fourth, that is, the tritone, of
which they were so scared in the strict-
counterpoint epoch, has made the very
basis of our harmonic system. These two
tones, mutually pushing and pulling us
to the tonic, introduce an element of
motion and attraction to harmony
[Example 5¢]. If in two adjacent chords
each contains one note of a given tritone,
then these chords achieve a gravitation
toward the tonic. Thus it is possible to
give a feeling for a given tonality earlier
than the appearance of the tonic triad
[Example 5d]. The same thing happens
during a juxtaposition of closely related
tonalities. A harmony will develop
smoothly and calmly and not gravitate
toward any particular point until such a
tritone relationship appears in the
sequence of harmonies. ... Under such
motion the connecting tonality is not
clearly expressed, and frequently the
very same sequences can belong to two
or more connecting tonalities. But as
soon as a tonality that introduces the
abovementioned tritone relationship
appears, the harmony acquires an
attraction to one specific point, whose

arrival the listener awaits.(28)



AOCTVKeHIIe KOTOPOTO 0XKIAAeTCs
caymateaeM. (Taneev 1952, 230-31)

[4.8] So, for Fétis and Taneev, the tritone allowed composers to establish tonalities and, by extension, allowed
for modulation, so that music could move beyond a static “unitonal” fabric. Their views on the tritone are
framed by their tonal harmonic and functional views on music. And important to both, without question, was
the root motion by fifth that a motion from dominant to tonic entails. Though they were writing at quite
different times—1844 and 1909—they both acknowledged the tritone as monumental in establishing a tonality
and, more important, as a component part of a dominant-seventh chord. Fétis and Taneev, without question,
link their views on the tritone with concurrent harmonic thinking—with dominant and tonic harmonies and
root motion by fifth—and, more specific, with modulation. The tritone is only part of a larger harmonic
system and one that, by Taneev’s time, had begun to show signs of the functionalism that became part of

twentieth-century harmonic thinking with respect to tonal music.

[4.9] What Yavorsky did with all this information, however, was markedly different. As seen in Example 4, it
seems that there was a nascent functionality in his basic cell, the single symmetrical system. After all, he
labeled the unstable and stable tones of the system “D” and “T,” in Riemannian fashion. Yet the Riemannian
S, D, and T had not yet fully formed in Russia when Yavorsky adopted these designators. However
misleading T and D may be to us now with respect to Yavorsky’s system vis-a-vis function theory, there was
no confusion for Yavorsky and his disciples. In other words, the letters were simply meant to label certain
well-defined Yavorskian sonorities. It is likely, however, that Yavorsky himself appropriated S, D, and T from
Riemann insofar as he studied Riemann’s works himself, and Riemann’s ideas were already taking hold in
early twentieth-century Russia.2?) More to the point, Yavorsky never links the tritone and its resolution to
the dominant-seventh chord built on 5, and the tonic triad, which both Fétis and Taneev had clearly done.
What Yavorsky ultimately did was subsume harmonic functionality into his 1adovy theory. Remember,
“harmony” is “subordinate to the laws of ladovy rhythm.” It is confusing to us now to have “D” and “T,”
and as I will soon show “S,” as designators in a system of pitch organization and have those letters not
represent triadic harmonic function. But alas, that is exactly what Yavorsky did. He felt he revealed a deeper

level of post-harmonic thought, 1adovy thought, which transcended any current harmonic beliefs.

[4.10] Here is what is written about his use of “D” and “T” in Protopopov’s Daemenmui:

[TecTuIr01yTOHOBOE COOTHOIIEHNE,
61arojapst CcBOeMy SPKOMY
XapakxTepy, Ha3bIBaeTCsI—
HEYCTOMYMBOCTD, HEYCTOM AN
doMuHarma 1 o0o3HaYaeTCst
604b111011 OYKBOIT A1aTMHCKOTO
aadasura—D. Paszpemmenne
IITeCTUIIOAYTOHOBOTO COOTHOITIEHIIST
Ha3blBaeTCsl—yCTOMYMBOCTD MAN
moHukxa v 0003HaYaeTcst 00ABIION
OyxBoOI1 AaTMHCKOTO aadasura—T.

AommnnanTa (D) IpOoUCcXOANUT OT
AATUHCKOTO cA0Ba dominare—
roCIIoAcTBOBaTh. (Protopopov 1930,
Vol. 1, 15; emphases original)

The tritone relationship, thanks to its
striking character, is called an

5

“instability,” “unstable,” or “dominant”
and is designated with an uppercase
Latin letter “D.” The resolution of the
tritone relationship is called a “stability”
or “fonic” and is designated with an

uppercase Latin letter “T.”

Dominant (D) comes from the Latin

“dominare,” to “govern.”

@, 9

[4.11] Notice the absence of the indefinite article “a” before “dominant” in my translation. The Russian
language has no articles, so one must choose when to insert them when translating into English. Yavorsky is
not calling the tritone “a dominant” but, rather, “dominant,” which only means that it dominates the
surrounding auditory context. And harmonic functionality, which was still admittedly somewhat new in 1908
as he wrote his treatise, has been removed. Also, by giving the Latin dominare, and then a Russian equivalent,

2ocnodcmeosamyv (“govern”), he further removes harmonic function from the narrative.



[4.12] The dsotinas cummempuunas cucmema (double symmetrical system) is how Yavorsky allowed for a

minor third to enter ladovy rhythm.(30)

Example 6 shows the two interlocking tritones of the system, shown
with an X between the unstable notes. There are two reasons Yavorsky came up with this strange solution for
the genesis of the minor third: to maintain motion by semitone and to maintain symmetry, both of which were
paramount in his theory.®!) Two interlocking tritones converging onto a minor third is much harder to hear

than the tritone of the single symmetrical system, which converges to a major third.3?) Here is how

Protopopov summed up the designators for the double symmetrical system:

HeycroituusocTs ABOVIHOI
CUMMETPUYHOM CUCTEMBI, KaK
BeANYIHa IIPOU3BOAHAS OT ABYX
AOMMHAHT, Ha3bIBAeTCs
cybdomunarmoil 1 0OO3HaYaeTCs
OyKBOI1 S.

Y CTomanBOCTh ABOVIHON CUCTEMEBI,
Kak BeAdMHa IIpou3BoAHas OT ABYX
TOHMK, Ha3BIBAeTCs CYOmoHuKa m
00o3HavaeTCs1 MaAoi OyKBOIA ¢.
CyOTOHIKa ABOJHOM CUCTEMEI,
3Byvalas Kak MHTepBaa Maaoil
TepLUUH, OTANYAETCS OT TOHUKM

The instability of the double
symmetrical system, as the derivative of
two dominants, is called the subdominant
and is designated with the letter S.

The stability of the double system, as the
derivative of two tonics, is called the
subtonic and is designated with a
lowercase ¢. The subtonic of the double
system, sounding as a minor third, is
distinguished from the tonic in the single

system by the softness of its sound.

€AVIHNYHO CUCTEMBI MSTKOCTHIO

3ByYJaHVI.

Cy0OTOHMKa OTAMYAETCS OT TOHUKI The subtonic is also distinguished from

TeM, YTO OHa He eCTh OpraHmJecKas the tonic in that it is not an organic part
9acTh eAMHOTO IIPOCTOTO CAYXOBOTO of a single auditory organism, but rather
OpraHn3Ma, a ecTb CA0XKHOe a complex result of the unification of
CAeACTBIIE OOBEAVHEHNIST ABYX two auditory phenomena.
IIPOCTBIX CAYXOBBIX SIBAEHUIA.

(Protopopov 1930, Vol. 1, 80; emphases

original)

[4.13] Here Protopopov defines the labeling of “S” and “t” in Example 6. These four designators—D, T, S,
and t—are misleading of course. Whereas one might think of “T” as a tonic of sorts, “D” is better thought of
as the governing, dominating force of the gravitation, and “S” and “t” as being slightly less important versions
of the first two. As a prefix, “sub-,” in one sense, simply means “lesser” or “less important” (think of a
“committee” and a “subcommittee” here), so the subdominant and subtonic, in Yavorsky’s system, were

simply less important or less strong versions of the dominant and tonic, respectively.

[4.14] The “complete” form of the double symmetrical system featured a perfect fifth moving through a
doubly diminished fifth to a minor third. In addition to the complete form shown in Example 6, Yavorsky
identified four other forms of the system: natural, harmonic, fourth, and fifth. These are shown in Examples
7a—7d. In the natural form, the doubly diminished fifth is eliminated, while in the harmonic form, the perfect
fifth is eliminated. The fourth and fifth forms drop one of the notes of the perfect fifth. Having contrived a
way for the minor third to result from symmetrical motion by step—of course Yavorsky would have said that he
had simply revealed an empirical truth that had been undiscovered until he laid it bare—Yavorsky then had to
acknowledge that most music of the tonal classical era did not have all of the notes of the complete system. So

he contrived four other forms of the double system to account for certain types of music.

[4.15] Having introduced the single and double symmetrical systems, I can now give Protopopov’s (and
Yavorsky’s) definition of “lad”:

Te caydyam coeaVHEHNS CICTEMHBIX A lad signifies the combination of

TATOTEHUI B O4HOM CAYXOBOM systemic gravitations into one auditory



BOCIIPUATUMN, TIPU KOTOPBIX perception. These gravitations are those

CTaHAAPTU30BaHHOE A in which an era-specific standardized
oIpeAeAeHHON DIIOXU KOAMIECTBO number of instability types are touched
THUIIOB HEYCTOIYMBOCTY 3aTPOHYTO upon partially in complete form (both
9acThIO B IT0AHOM Blje (00a 3ByKa, tones as unstable intervals) and partially
KaK HeyCTOIIIBBIe COOTHOIIIEHNS) U in incomplete forms (one tone as part of
9JacThIO B HETIOAHOM (OAVH 3BYK, KaK the stable resolution).

JacTh yCTOMYMBOIO pe3yAbTaTa)
HOCAT HasBaHMe Aada. (Protopopov
1930, vol. 1, 92; emphasis original)

[4.16] This is an elaborate way of saying that a lad, to Yavorsky and Protopopov, was a combination of two or
more of the single/double systems. This was “era-specific” (0As onpedeaeritoii anoxu), because their system
envisioned a move to microtonality, about which they only wrote theoretically. In the twelve-tone world,
each of their 1ads could occur on one of twelve possible notes. Also, the tritone (the unstable interval) needed

to be complete, but the third (the stable interval) could be either complete or incomplete.

[4.17] In this section on 1ad, Protopopov gives the six tritones that are possible in pitch-class space, which he
shows in two possible different spellings (Example 8). By means of these six tritones, there is a much simpler
definition of 1ad, which Yavorsky spelled out in a letter from October 1920 to his student Nadezhda
Briusova: “A lad is the unification of [single or double] systems such that all six tritone types are touched
upon” (Rabinovich 1964, 426). Protopopov’s example of the major 1ad is shown in Example 9, which shows a
C-major tonic triad as the result of a single symmetrical system and a double symmetrical system. The
unstable tones, taken together, are called the coedurumenvroiii momerm (connecting moment) and, in this
case, are designated with a “D” overlaid with a horizontal “S” (which I show simply as “DS”). In his
discussion of this 1ad, Protopopov shows that, since the first, fourth, and fifth types of tritones are contained in
the unstable parts of the lad in complete form, and the second, third, and six types of tritones are contained in
the stable parts of the lad in incomplete form, this system constitutes a lad (vol. 1, 99). The slurs in Example 9

indicate conpssxerus (“conjunctions”), the most basic gravitations of any lad.

[4.18] There are two ssodnvie motvt (“leading tones”) in this (and any) major 1ad, one represented by B, the
other by A and Ab.33) The other two conjunctions in the example, F—E and D—D#-E represent o6pamo-
conpskenus (“inverse conjunctions”), since they both converge on the same note. Notably, one leading tone
is part of “D,” while the other is part of “S.” So, both dominant and subdominant contain leadings tones, and
both resolve to “T” simultaneously in any of the twelve possible major 1ads. Gone is any sense of harmonic
progression from T to S to D to T. Again, Yavorsky’s theory, ostensibly at least, was working on a deeper

level.

[4.19] Realizing that all tritones in an equal-tempered twelve-tone system could resolve in one of two ways,
Yavorsky created what he called dsaxovr Aadvr (“duplex modes”). Example 10 shows the duplex single and
duplex double systems. In terms of harmonic designations, he simply placed a lowercase “d” in front of “S,”
“D,” “T,” or “t.” This gave way to a vast expansion of the system. Though the dT’s from the duplex single
and double systems correspond to a French +6 and fully diminished seventh, respectively, they are distinct

from those two sonorities; these two d'T’s are tonics and stabilities, not requiring further resolution.

[4.20] Example 11 shows the eighteen lads of Yavorsky’s system as identified by Yuri Kholopov (Kholopov et
al. 2006, 385-386).3%) They are shown in the same order in which they appear in Protopopov 1930. The
simple lads are in Volume 1, the duplex in Volume 2. I have changed the way that Kholopov laid out the

(35) For each lad, I show the stable and unstable notes of the

modes, in order to include more information.
mode; the subdominant, dominant, subtonic, and tonic designators; the main “T” for the 1ad; and the
connecting moment, which I show either as a simultaneity or a scale, depending on the number of notes. For
the first four lads, I label the connecting moment with the appropriate “S” and “D” designations, and for lads
with more unstable tones, I simply label them the “connecting moment.” Note that the two mutable modes
have two notes each that function both in a stable and unstable capacity. I, as Kholopov, show those notes

with a dotted slur (Examples 11e and 11f). Also note that the last three duplex lads duplicate earlier lads.

[4.21] Ultimately, Protopopov categorizes all lads into four categories: 1) ycmotiuusuie (“stable”), 2)
nepemetitivle (“mutable”), 3) Heycmoiiuusvie (“unstable”), and 4) caoxHvie nepemetitio-reycmoiuugote



(“duplex mutably unstable”) (vol. 1, 92—93). Yavorsky’s mutable 1 and mutable 2 lads—in which the tonic is
either a minor-minor or a major-major seventh chord, respectively—became a significant part of twentieth-
century Soviet music analysis.(36) For example, Lev Mazel’s Mccaedosanus o Illonere (Chopin studies) speaks
of mutable lads in Chopin’s music. In his analysis of Chopin’s F-minor Fantasy, op. 49, under the heading
Aadomonarvrocmo u modyrsyuonnviil naan ganmasuu (Ladotonality and modulatory plan of the fantasy),

Mazel locates mutable 1ad 1, F~Ab—C—Eb, as an essential element of the piece (Mazel [1971] 2008, 29-37).
(37)

[4.22] Upon examination of the eighteen 1ads, one begins to understand the importance of Yavorsky to
twentieth-century techniques: wholetone, octatonic, augmented, diminished-seventh, Petrushka chord,
“tonal dualistic” (mutable), and major/minor (0347) sonorities are all included, among others. Further, it is
now clear how he expanded 1ad in ways that move well beyond “mode,” the traditional translation for lad.
With respect to major and minor triads and tonalities, and whatever they may have been associated with in
the past (lad, tonality, mode, stroi, or scale), “major” and “minor” are now firmly ensconced in the ladovy
system, the expression of ladovy gravitations inherent in the single and double systems. The “diminished” 1ad,
for example, is noteworthy insofar as it itself contains a tritone. Protopopov explains that, with this lad, the
tritone of the tonic is “relatively” stable, since it is the result of the systemic gravitations brought on by the
two double symmetrical systems of the lad. With ladovy rhythm, Yavorsky was credited with separating
consonance/dissonance from stability/instability. The tonic of the diminished lad and its derivative tonics

were dissonant, yet (relatively) stable.

[4.23] A “tonality” in Yavorsky’s system was simple: it was the pitch-specific manifestation of a 1ad. For
instance, “X-chain” was an example of a 1ad; “C# X-chain” was an example of a ladotonality—an X-chain
1ad with the tonic C#. In this sense, then, his system is pitch centric and, thus, hierarchical, which sets it apart
from certain collectional and pitch-class-set post-tonal techniques. Ladotonality became the only definition
for “tonality” that Yavorsky accepted at the deepest level of musical understanding and musical meaning. In
Protopopov’s book, cmpoii (“stroi”) meant a twelve-tone equal “tuning” or “temperament,” and not

(38)

“tonality” as it had for Rimsky."”® Thus lad came to represent the entirety of tonal systems. The other terms

that I examined earlier in my article were subsumed by lad.

[4.24] Before I turn to Protopopov’s Chopin analysis, I must discuss one final element of Yavorsky’s system,
conocmasaetiuie ¢ pesyrbmamonm (“‘juxtaposition with result”). In Ynpasxnenus 6 o6pasosariuu Aa0o6020
pumoma (Exercises in the formation of 1adovy rhythm), Yavorsky writes: “Any sequence of different lads or
different ladotonalities of one 1ad is called a juxtaposition of 1ads or ladotonalities” (1915, 40; emphasis
original).(39) This is how Yavorsky came to think of modulation, a far cry from Fétis’s or Taneev’s
interpretation thereof. Yavorsky 1915 explains this new method of modulation in great detail and gives many
exercises for the student to complete after the explanation. If certain ladovy tonics are present in a passage of
music and there exists one or more tritones among these tonics, then these tritones necessitate further
gravitation. Yavorsky uses major/minor triads to discuss this phenomenon. Example 12 shows the
juxtaposition of the C-major and Ff-major ladotonalities, which form the duplex-major lad on C (see again,
Example 11m). Yavorsky uses Db major and G major in his 1915 text. In Example 12a1, I show the tritones of
the juxtaposition. Example 12a2 shows how the six stable tones of the C-major and F$-major ladotonalities
can also represent the unstable “connecting moment” of a new ladotonality. In other words, the six open
noteheads from Example 12a1 are the same as the six closed noteheads in Example 12a2, which in turn form a
double and a single symmetrical system, resulting in the D-minor ladotonality shown in Example 12a3. If the
Fé-major ladotonality came first, the resulting ladotonality will be G#-minor, as shown in Example 12b1—
12b3. Interestingly, he distinguishes between a common-chord and direct modulation. For the former, he uses
césstoe conocmasaetiuie (“connected juxtaposition”) and for the latter, recssstoe conocmasaenue
(“disconnected juxtaposition”). Tellingly, in two footnotes to this section, he says about the former,
“ITpextee obosHaverue — nocmenertas mooyaayus” (formerly labeled “gradual [common-chord]
modulation”), and about the latter, “ITpextee o60snaverue — enesantas modyrsyus” (formerly labeled
“sudden modulation”) (1915, 41). So there can be no question that “juxtaposition” represented a new form of
modulation to Yavorsky, since the Russian word for “modulation,” modyasyus, is cognate and a direct
translation of the concept. In order for triadic music to modulate in Yavorsky’s system, there needed to be
tritones formed between two or more ladotonalities, either from one lad or from two or more different l1ads,

which would necessitate gravitation to a new ladotonality.



Protopopov’s analysis of Chopin

[5.1] I now turn to Protopopov’s 1945 Chopin analysis, whose full title is /adosotii u unmonayuormoLii
anarus npeaoduu h-moll Illonena (Ladovy and intonational analysis of Chopin’s B-minor Prelude).4?) As
Protopopov worked, three years had passed since Yavorsky’s death, and the Second World War was in its
final throes. The analysis shows ladovy theory in full form and, with it, a new way to understand tonal music.
One reason Protopopov may have taken on this analysis is to show how ladovy rhythm, already an established
way of understanding chromatic and modernist music by 1945, could be used to understand an unequivocally
functionally tonal piece. During this time, Riemannian functional theory was quickly gaining ground in
Russia. Protopopov may have undertaken this analysis not only as a paean to his departed friend, but also to

push back against Riemann’s encroaching functionalism.

[5.2] Though Protopopov analyzes tonal and post-tonal works by Chopin, Liszt, Grieg, Rimsky-Korsakov,
Scriabin, and himself at the end of his Daemermui, none of those analyses comes close to the level of detail in
the present Chopin analysis. The analysis is a prime illustration of how Yavorsky and Protopopov, and some of
Yavorsky’s disciples, came to understand functionally tonal music. Example 13 gives a score for the prelude,
with light annotations that correspond to Protopopov’s analysis. (The two roman-numeral harmonies I

analyze in mm. 6 and 8 are mine and not by Protopopov.)

[5.3] Chopin’s op. 28, no. 6, is in B minor and features a strong move to the Neapolitan, C major, in mm. 11—
14. In m. 8, there is a strong half cadence, which sets up a return of the opening thematic material. After the
Neapolitan tonality, B-minor returns in m. 15 and stays until the end. There is a striking deceptive resolution
in mm. 17-18, and a final perfect authentic cadence in mm. 21—22. This represents a traditionally Western
functional analysis, if stated briefly. I hasten to add here that, even during Yavorsky’s lifetime, many Russian
authors would have analyzed this prelude as I have in this paragraph. Further, Yavorsky himself was aware of
such analyses. But Yavorsky and Protopopov were trying to create a deeper understanding of functionally
tonal music.

[5.4] Protopopov’s analysis differs significantly. As shown in Example 9, the major mode—the major “lad” to
Yavorsky and Protopopov—was simply the combination of one single and one double symmetrical system.
Once the tonic pitch was established, the 1ad became a “ladotonality” (a “C” ladotonality in Example 9).
Example 14a shows a small page from Protopopov’s analysis with the main ladotonalities for op. 28, no. 6,
while Example 14b shows my transcription thereof. Strikingly, he identifies the F4-major ladotonality based
on two secondary dominants, Vg /V on beat two of m. 6, and vii®’ /V on the second eighth note of m. 8
(which I labeled in the score). In other words, the new tritone introduced by the new leading tone, E4,
necessitates a new ladotonal reading. Additionally, he identifies the C-major ladotonality. Thus in Example
14, Protopopov shows three ladotonalities, B minor, F# major, and C major, with the single/double
symmetrical systems that they entail. 1) At the end of the first line, Protopopov writes a G-major triad to
show how that would balance, with F# major, the C-major and B-minor ladotonalities of the piece. On the
second line of the example, he shows the three main “T’s,” the ladovy tonics, and the tritones that exist
therein. Notably, the B and D of the B-minor ladovy tonic are not part of any tritone. Still, he takes the F#
not from F# major, but from B minor, trying to pull in the main ladotonic to the juxtaposition. At this point,
he tries to find the juxtaposition that the three ladotonalities would result in. This, in fact, is the same
juxtaposition I showed in Examples 12a and 12b. Since F# major comes before C major in the Chopin,
Protopopov should have written out the juxtaposition as I showed in Example 12b; the result, in this case,
would be a G#-minor tonic, as shown in Example 12b3. Instead, he shows exactly the same juxtaposition that
I showed in Example 12a1-3, but instead of a result of D minor (Example 12a3), Protopopov writes
uckyccmeennotii h-moll (artificial B-minor) above the result, which substitutes A#4 for the Bb4 that I show in
Example 12a2. It seems that Protopopov is trying to find a way to insert the B-diminished triad into the
equation, insofar as it is part of the G dominant-seventh chord of m. 11. Perhaps this “artificial 1ad” is one that
does not follow the dictates of the single system (if it did the lower conjunction would have to be E4-D#4,
and not E4—D4 as he writes) or any of the five versions of the double system (complete, natural, harmonic,
fourth, or fifth; see again, Examples 6 and 7).

[5.5] Example 15a shows the first page of the written-out analysis that accompanies the annotated graphs,
while Example 15b shows the formal sketch contained therein. Here is the full transcription and translation of

Protopopov’s written analysis:



Aadosviti u uHMoOHAUUOHHDLIL pa3oop
npeatoduu Llonena h-moll

Ha ocnoBanun
AaAorapMOHIYECKOTO pasbopa n
COOTBETCTBEHHOTO pacyAeHeHN s
IIpoM3BeAeHI:l II0CAeAYIOIIero
PUTMIYECKIX LIe3yp OIpeAeAseTcs
KOHCTPYKTMBHO COHHaTMHHAas CXeMa.
DaxTIrgecky repsast SKCIIO3UITIS
AAUTCS 7 TAaKTOB + 2 4ETBEPTH;
IIOBTOPeHHasl DKCIO3ULMA AANTCs 1
YeTBepPTh + 5 TAKTOB U 2 YETBEPTU.
Penrpusa gantcs — 1 getsepTs + 12
TakTOB. [ 1aBHas 1le3ypa mMpoxoAuT
Iepe/ Ha4a/0M PerIpuU3bl MeXAY
2011 1 3eii 9eTBepTAMU 14-0r0 TakTa.
ObparaeT oueHb 60ABIITOE
BHIIMaHIe cAyXa MCII0Ab30BaHle B
IIOOOYHBIX ITAPTUSIX B
MOCAeA0BaTEABHOM M3A0KEHUL
BBeJeHIe JBaXK/bl Ma>KOPHOTO Aaja
Fis—C duplex dur’a criepsa B Buge
HepBOI €TO I0A0BMHEI — Fis dur, B
IIOBTOPEHHOJ DKCIIO3UIINY — B BIJe
BTOPOII ero 1oA0BuHbL, — C dur. D10
sBegennte Fis—C duplex dur cosaaer
TaKoe sIPKOe HeyCTONYMBOe
BIleJaT/eHue, 9TO, HeCMOTPsI Ha
AAABHUI CIIAOIIHOM h-moll
perpussl, ITocAeJHUI He CIIocobeH
IIPOM3BECT) YPaBHOBEIIBAIOIIero
BITeYaTAeH!s TPV OKOHYaHUM
MIpeAIOAVM TaK KaK B3aIMOAeTICTBIIe
Tpex 4a40TOHaABHOCTEI B
pesyabTarte X 00beaHEeH
AO/A>KHO ObLA0 OBI AATh
yBeANYeHHBIN Aa4 Ha G, ueroy
IHonena ne mpoucxoaur. ITosTomy
9TO IIPOUBEAEHME [sic| TPOU3BOAUT
BIleYaT/eHle HepaBHOI OOPBOBI
Me>XXAY BOAEBBIM I ®MOLIMOHAABHBIM
HauaaoM (Fis-C duplex-dur) u kocHO-
VIHePTHOM OKPY>KaloIen
AevictButeApHOCTHIO (H moll). B o011
60opnOe KOCHO-MHepPTHAs
AEVICTBUTEABHOCTD II00eXKAaeT. DTO
COYVHEHE SIBASETCS O4YE€HD
TUIIUYHBIM AASI TICIXOAOTUIECKO
sroxu (1825-1915), B KOTOpPOIL
TBOpYecKue 3ajauyyt KOMIIO3UTOpa
elrie OTPaHNINBAIOTCST TOABKO
ITOCTaHOBKOI IIP0O6.1eMbI HOPBHOLI
6e3 BO3MOXXHOCTH PeIlleHNs ee
TICIXOA0TUYECKOTO

I_ﬂ_dovy and Intonational Analysis of
Chopin's B-minor Prelude

On the basis of the ladoharmonic
analysis and the corresponding
partitioning of the composition by
rhythmic caesuras, a sonatina form is
defined, structurally speaking. The first
exposition actually lasts for 7 measures
plus 2 quarter notes; the repeat of the
exposition lasts for one quarter note plus
5 measures and 2 quarter notes. The
reprise lasts for 1 quarter note plus 12
measures. The main caesura happens
before the beginning of the reprise
between the second and third quarter
notes of m. 14. The use of the F§—C
duplex major 1ad in the secondary
themes in successive presentation—at
first in terms of its first half, F# major,
and in the repeated exposition in terms
of its second half, C major—draws great
attention from the ear. This introduction
of the F4—C duplex major lad produces
such a striking unstable impression that,
despite the further complete B-minor
reprise, the latter is not capable of
producing a countervailing impression at
the end of the prelude since the
interaction of the three ladotonalities
should produce an augmented mode on
G as a result of their unification, which
does not happen for Chopin. Thus this
piece gives the impression of an unequal
struggle between the forceful and
emotional beginning (F-C duplex
major lad) and a sluggishly inert reality
(of B minor). In this struggle the
sluggishly inert reality emerges
victorious. This composition is quite
typical for the psychological epoch
(1825—-1915), in which the composer’s
creative responsibilities are still limited
only by the presentation of the
“struggle” problem without the
possibility of deciding its psychological
effective end. With an intonational
analysis of this piece it is paramount to
consider the structural form of the whole
piece. The unifying B-minor
ladotonality, during the digressions to F#
major and C major, experiences
intonational influences, stemming from
these digressive polarities. But since these

influences are experienced only as



pesyabTatuBHOIO KoHUa. ITpn temporary manifestations, it is necessary
MHTOHAIIMOHHOM aHaAl3€e DTOTO to view them in terms of the main
IIpou3BeAeHUsT HEOOXOAIMO unifying ladotonality of B minor.
CYUTATHCS C KOHCTPYKTUBHO

¢opmoii 11e10T0 TTPON3BEALHI.

O0ObeanHsIIONniast TOHaALHOCTh H-

moll mpu orkaonenun B Fis u C dur

UCIBITEIBaeT Ha cebe

VMHTOHAIIVIOHHbIE BAVISTHIL,

MCXOASIINE U3 DTUX

OTKAOHSIOIIUXCS TToAsipHOCTelt. Ho

T.K. DTU BAVISTHVSI MICIIBITBIBAIOTCSI

TO/BKO KaK BpeMeHHEBIe

IIPOSIBAEHNSI, TO MIX HY>KHO

paccMarpuBarh B ILAaHe

00beAMHSIIOIIeN IAaBHOMI

AagoToHaabHOCT H-moll.

(Protopopov 1945)

[5.6] Based not on thematic material, but on the ladotonal content, Protopopov reads a sonatina form for the
piece, which contravenes any traditional formal reading of the prelude or any common understanding of
sonata form. Protopopov underscores the Fi—C duplex major lad, which would gain fame as Stravinsky’s
Petrushka chord. Of course, these two ladotonalities do not happen simultaneously, as with Stravinsky’s
chord, but the two successive ladotonalities necessitate this reading. Thus Protopopov seeks a reasonable

“result” for the “juxtaposition” of the two lads of the duplex major 1ad, which I discussed above.

[5.7] I now turn to the three analytical drafts. The first, as shown in Example 16, is written entirely in pencil,
normal black but also orange, red, and blue colored pencil. In m. 1, Protopopov shows with an arrow the first
conjunction of the piece, C#4—D4 on the third beat of the first measure. He writes “D” underneath the C# to
designate the dominant aspect of the note. The next conjunction happens in mm. 3—4, E4-D4. The F4 at the
end of m. 3 is something of an escape tone, so it is clear that intervening tones are possible among conjunctions.
Though he does not write “S” below, this conjunction is part of a “natural” gravitation of the double system
of the B-minor ladotonality (see again, Example 14b). In mm. 1—4, C# and E are the only two unstable tones
of the lad—everything else is the B-minor ladotonic “T.” Gravitations can happen over a longer span.
Unstable G4 on the downbeat of m. 5, for instance, gravitates to stable F#4 on the fourth eighth note of m. 7,
part of the single symmetrical system of the B-minor ladotonality. Strangely, that very same F#4 is the stable
tone of an E44 (second beat, m. 6) to F#4 conjunction, part of the single symmetrical system of the F§-major
ladotonality. Thus this conjunction spans two ladotonalities. It seems that, because this E# is so important as
part of a new tritone, Protopopov struggles to find a proper F# resolution, which must happen in the same
register. Both of these longer-range conjunctions are shown with red pencil on the draft. Protopopov reads the
downbeat of m. 6 as “T” of F# major, and the second beat as “D.” (A more traditional reading of this point
would be that the F4 is a bass suspension masking the dominant function chord on the downbeat of m. 6.)
Here he is setting up the F#-major ladotonality: first a succession of T/D in m. 6, so marked in the example,
and then a D/T in m. 8, unmarked. Both moments are bracketed in orange pencil above the score however,
and clearly labeled “Fis-dur,” that is, Fé major. The bracketed section of C-major, which he shows in blue
pencil on the draft, represents the juxtaposition. Above the bracket, which begins in m. 11, he writes,
conocmasaerue 0syx monarvHocmeii: hu C (juxtaposition of two ladotonalities, B minor and C major).
Despite the fact that he writes “two ladotonalities,” he certainly does not mean to exclude F# major from the
juxtaposition, which he discussed in the prose part of the analysis. Finally, at the end of this analysis,
Protopopov makes quite a bit of three notes that “ocmaromcs e paspewentioimu no mszomeruto” (remain
unresolved with respect to gravitation), E2 (m. 21), C#3 (m. 24), and A4 (m. 22) (I have shown these three
notes in the Chopin score in Example 13). All gravitations must resolve, before the end of the piece, into the
ladovy tonic, in the same register as the unstable note. So here there are three notes essentially left hanging at

the end of the piece.

[5.8] The second draft is slightly more refined that the first. As seen in Example 17, the Chopin score is now

written out in blue ink, while the surrounding analysis is in pencil. The reprise, or recapitulation, which begins



on the last beat of m. 14, stays in the B-minor ladotonality until the end of the prelude. At the top of the
second page of this analysis, above m. 15, he writes Penpusa (nobounas + 2aasnas [napmus| 6 2AagHom mote)
(recapitulation [secondary and main (theme) in the main ladotonality]). Notably, he uses mo (tone) for
ladotonality, so it seems that “tone” for Tonart survived well into the twentieth century. In the analysis of the
ladovy gravitations, the only open (stable) noteheads in the entire reprise are B, D, and F#, the 1adotonic of the
B-minor ladotonality. All other notes are shown gravitating toward those three notes, as part of either a single
or double symmetrical system. This is not so different from a Schenkerian analysis in which a large segment of
music may, at a deeper level of background structure, account for one harmony. What is strange here is that
when the functional harmony is an unequivocal dominant, as with the deceptive resolution (going into the
downbeat of m. 18) or the perfect authentic cadence (going into m. 22), Protopopov analyzes the F# in the bass
as representing a stable tonic. After all, what else could it be in a diatonic section of music in a given
ladotonality? There are three tritones that are part of the B-minor ladotonality, two from the double
symmetrical system and one from the single symmetrical system (see again, Example 14), and F# is not part of
any of them. So, Protopopov pulls out the F§2 in mm. 17 and 21, an F# that is clearly part of a dominant
function chord—a cadential 6/4 chord specifically—and analyzes it as “T,” part of the tonic of the B-minor

ladotonality, in a significant reversal of harmonic designations.

[5.9] One more segment of this analysis will show a dual interpretation of a seemingly simple passage. The bass
line on the last three eighth notes of m. 19 features an uncomplicated B-minor triad, from F#3 down to B2,
through passing tones E3 and C#2. In either a ladotonal or harmonic-functional analysis, this area represents a
(lado)tonic, B minor. Protopopov shows the open (stable) noteheads of this tonic underneath the score in his
analysis. Predictably, each of those notes is the result of a ladovy gravitation. F43 in m. 19 is a gravitation from
G3 in m. 18, part of the single symmetrical system of the ladotonality. D3 in m. 19 is a gravitation from E3 in
m. 19, part of a natural gravitation of the double symmetrical system of the ladotonality. And B2 inm. 19 is a
gravitation from A2 in m. 17, also part of a natural gravitation of the double symmetrical system of the
lédotonality.<42) Protopopov graphs each of these three gravitations underneath the score. The E3 passing tone
on the third beat, though unanalyzed below, is part of the natural gravitation to D3 in the ladotonality. But
what of C#2 on the final eighth note of m. 192 As seen in Example 14b, it is clear that C# gravitates to D in
the B-minor ladotonality, and not to B. What Protopopov must do then is find the next D3 in the music,
which will represent the completion of the gravitation. Underneath, in his analysis, he does just this; C#2 in m.
19 gravitates to D3 in m. 20. I focus on this small aspect to make a larger point. There can be no question that
Yavorsky and his trusted student Protopopov understood that C#2 in m. 19 as a passing tone. (Think of the
intense work in counterpoint that Yavorsky did with Taneev.) It is just that they thought there was a deeper
level of musical thought at play, one in which that C#2 yearns for its ladovy resolution, D3. This is why, for
instance, Protopopov highlights the three “gravitationally unresolved” notes at the end of the piece. I can
mention a fourth such note, which he only graphs but never speaks of. In a Schenkerian graph one would need
to show the strong motion to 2, Chs, part of the half cadence in m. 8, as a significant moment of the Urlinie.
Given that C#5, similar to the C#2 discussed earlier, forms part of the “inverse conjunction” of the single
system of the ladotonality, it must resolve to D5. But after the C#5 in m. 8, D5 never happens. He graphs this
in the second draft as another “unresolved” note, with an arrow across the top of the entire score to the very

end.

[5.10] The final draft, shown in Example 18, is the most refined. Everything here is in blue pen, with the
exception of a few markings in red pencil. For some reason, Protopopov only graphed what he calls the “first
exposition.” Perhaps the rest of this particular graph is lost, or perhaps he never completed it. In the example, I
have translated the material in the left column of the analysis. On the fifth staff from the top, he writes the B-
minor ladotonality. Significantly, all horizontal connections are called “intonatsii,” or, “intonations.” In
essence, Protopopov is using this term to graph what would normally be called voice leading in the United
States.(*3)

[5.11] In Example 18, after the system break, Protopopov writes the F§-major ladotonality and then shows
quite a bit of gravitational activity in the analysis. In Example 19, I have enlarged mm. 6—8 from Example 18
to show this activity. This example clearly displays the two Fé-major areas of the prelude. Interestingly, B
minor overlaps with F# major in m. 6; the third beat is part of both ladotonalities. He has done intonational
analyses for both. The F4-major analysis is below the score, while the B-minor analysis is both above and
below. Notice the abundant use of T, S, and D in the analysis. Finally, look at the half cadence in m. 8. The
cadential 6/4 chord is analyzed with respect to ladovy content. So, the first part is a confluence of D and S,



since “B” and “D” above the F# are part of the unstable notes of the ladotonality. Then, once 6/4 moves to
5/3, Protopopov writes a “T” underneath, since this is the ladotonic for the F§-major ladotonality. Thus, here

is another reading of the cadential 6/4 chord, which is still somewhat debated today among music theorists.

[5.12] Above all else, Protopopov’s analysis is important because it makes us reexamine some of our most basic
beliefs about tonal music. My point about the dual interpretation of C#3 in m. 19 is a good example of this
reexamination. No one could deny that that note passes between D3 and B2. But could there be more to it?
Could it also move to a D further along because of the 1adovy gravitation? Another reexamination concerns
modulation. In a ladotonal sense the music modulates to F# major in mm. 6—8 based on two secondary
dominants. In a traditionally Western sense, there is no modulation of course—one never gets a clear sense of
an F# major tonality. But based on ladovy gravitations, there is a sense of F as a harmonic sphere of influence.
So, what exactly is a modulation? Based on this ladotonal intonational analysis, we might further ask: What is
a cadence? What is a phrase? What determines form? Can a dominant also be heard as a tonic, and can other
melodic diminutions have greater significance than they are normally assigned? It need be said that neither
Yavorsky nor Protopopov would deny the conventional elements of the Chopin Prelude, like the use of the
Neapolitan tonality, the half and deceptive cadences, or the use of common passing tones. They simply felt

there was a deeper structural level on which more thoughtful connections could be made.

Tonality in Light of Ladovy Rhythm
[6.1] In his entry on “tonality” for Grove Music Online, Brian Hyer writes:

Historians do not agree on how and when the transition from Renaissance modal polyphony to
the harmonic tonality of the Baroque occurred. [Harold] Powers...has even argued that
modality and tonality co-exist as musical properties on separate epistemological planes, in which
case it is meaningless to imagine a transition from one to the other—modality and tonality in this

sense are no longer competing or mutually exclusive means of musical organization. (Hyer 2001)

[6.2] Yavorsky and Protopopov would have agreed with this sentiment. For them, 1ad and ladotonality
represented the logical extension of the history of music. I wonder, however, what Powers would have said
about Yavorsky’s 1adovy system. It certainly bears many resemblances to “mode,” if we take that to mean a
system of hierarchically organized pitches. Yet the theory behind the system may have precluded its inclusion
in Powers’s understanding of mode. With respect to tonality, because of Yavorsky, it is now fundamentally
something different than what is was beforehand. I stress here again the evolutionary aspect of Yavorsky’s
thought. He believed that he had uncovered a universal truth about music, ladovy rhythm, which accounted

for both the tonality and mode of previous times.

[6.3] It is instructive to compare the beginnings of Hyer’s and Kholopov’s respective encyclopedia entries for

“tonality.” Hyer writes:

Tonality (Fr. tonalité; Ger. Tonalitit): A term first used by Choron in 1810 to describe the
arrangement of the dominant and subdominant above and below the tonic and thus to
differentiate the harmonic organization of modern music (fonalité moderne) from that of earlier
music (fonalité antique). One of the main conceptual categories in Western musical thought, the
term most often refers to the orientation of melodies and harmonies towards a referential (or
tonic) pitch class. In the broadest possible sense, however, it refers to systematic arrangements of

pitch phenomena and relations between them. (Hyer 2001; emphases original)

[6.4] Whereas Kholopov writes:

TonaapHOCT) (HeM. Tonalitit, Tonart,
¢dpamnuw. Tonalité): 1) BercoTHOe
roaoxenue Aada (b./1. IBopckmii).
Hanpumep, B o603Hadennn d-moll
6yksa “d” — TonaabpHOCTB, “moll” —
Aag, (MuHOp). 2) Vlepapxudeckast
LIeHTpaAN30BaHHasI CUCTEMa

Tonality (German Tonalitit, Tonart,
French Tonalité): 1) A pitch position of
lad (Boleslav Yavorsky). For example, in
the designation “d minor” the letter “d”
is the tonality, and “minor” is the lad. 2)
A hierarchically centralized system of
functionally differentiated pitch



JyHKIIMOHAABHO
AuddepeHITPOBaHHBIX BEICOTHBIX
cBsA3€elL.... B 9TOM cMbIcae TOHATHE
TOHAABHOCTI O3HAYaeT
AaA0TOHAABHOCTSD (Aa4 Ha
OIIpeJeeHHOM BBICOTE) VAU AayKe
COBITIaJaeT C TMTOHATUEM Aaja
(HarpuMep, aHTAMIICKIIT TepMUH
“tonality”).... 3) B yakom,
crienpUIECcKOM 3HauYeHNN
TOHAABHOCTh — CUCTEMA
(AByaazoBast) PyHKIINIOHAABHO
AnddepeHITPOBaHHBIX BEICOTHBIX

connections.... In this sense the concept
of tonality signifies a 1adotonality (a lad
on a given pitch) or even coincides with
concept of 1ad (for example, the English
term “tonality”).... 3) In a narrow
specific sense, tonality is a (bi-ladovy)
system of functionally differentiated
pitch connections that are hierarchically
centralized on the basis of a consonant
triad (which is the same as harmonic
tonality, which is 1ad in European music
of the seventeenth to nineteenth

centuries, major or minor).

CBsI3€li, MepapXn4ecKu
IIeHTPaAN30BaHHLIX Ha OCHOBE
KOHCOHMPYIOIIIETO TPe3Byds (To
>Xe, 4TO MOHAADHOCHID
2apMoHUYecKas, Aaj B €BPOIIeIICKOM
My3bIKe 17—19 BB. — Maxop nan
Mmutop). (Kholopov 1991, 548—49;

emphases original)

[6.5] With these two definitions, I have shown the most basic distinction between the Russian/Soviet and
Western understandings of tonality. While Kholopov does go on to mention Choron, because of Yavorsky
and his ladovy rhythm, tonality, in its first definition, is a “ladotonality” and not a tonality as Hyer describes.
Even in Kholopov’s second definition, he equates “tonality” with “lad,” thus harkening back to its
nineteenth-century interpretation, as with Tchaikovsky. Only in the third definition does Kholopov’s
understanding really begin to merge with Hyer’s. Of course, both entries are much longer than their incipient
paragraphs, but the basic differences are clear from what I have shown. Finally, I note that Kholopov includes
German Tonart as an equivalent to “tonality,” while Hyer does not, which again alludes to the very roots of

lad that I laid out at the beginning of my paper.(44)

Problems with Ladovy Rhythm

[7.1] By now the attentive reader should have a significant list of lJadovy rhythm’s shortcomings. Rather than
enumerating them, I will mention one paramount failing, and then a few from Yuri Kholopov. However, as
with any musical theory, there will always be significant pitfalls since music, aside from its acoustical
underpinnings, is not part of the physical sciences, where such theories—quantum, string, relativity—have a
much greater rate of success. Once the music theorist begins to contrive systems that are far removed from
musical experience, there will be those who object to that system’s validity. I am thinking here, for instance,
of Schenker’s implied tones, Riemann’s harmonic dualism, and Rameau’s imagined bass, among countless

other make-believe music-theoretical constructions.

[7.2] In my opinion, Yavorsky’s system breaks down right at the beginning with the construction of the
double symmetrical system. It is perfectly reasonable to speak of a tritone and its resolution to a major third—
that is, the single symmetrical system—but to speak of a minor third as the result of two interlocking tritones is
specious in my opinion. As shown in Example 6, the double symmetrical system represents Yavorsky’s
solution for the existence of the minor third, born of two criteria: symmetry, and motion by semitone. If one
were to play the example at the piano, however, it is impossible to hear two tritones. The only way to hear
them would be to isolate them and play them in succession. If the entire system is built on the gravitation of
the tritone, and that gravitation is imperceptible to most everyone—I suspect that Yavorsky would have
claimed that he heard the tritones—then the system lacks a basic efficacy.

[7.3] Finding fault with ladovy rhythm, Kholopov says:

34ech KoHKpemHOCHb Here, on the whole, the concreteness of



TeOpeTUYeCcKON Aen B 11e10M
OmMOOYHa. .., HO udest Kax maxoeas
BepHa I 111040TsopHa. Omnoka
SIBOPCKOrO IpoMcxXoauT OT
pacIIpocTpaHeHILsT CTaphIX METOA0B
MBIIILeHNs Ha HOBBIN MaTepual: OH
XOYeT BUAETHh HOBBIE AaAbl CTOAD Ke
YHUBEPCaAbHBIMU, KaK Maykop U
MIHOP, 1 6ce HOBbIE AaAbl
CKOHCTPYMPOBATD 110 00HUM U 1eM
ke KOHKPETHBIM MO/eAsIM; OIITOKa
VMIMEHHO B ITPeATI0A0KEeHNI
KOHKPeTHOCTH. A cAe40Baa0 Obl
AOITyCTUTDH BO3MO>KHOCTb CAMBIX
Pa3HBIX CTPOUTEABHBIX MOAeAel 13
IIpaKkTUIecKu A1000TO MaTepuaaa,
He TOABKO €TO Iaphl — e AUMHUIHONM U
ABOVIHOM cucteM. Toraa maest
IIOCTPOEHNs Aaja U3 OlpeJeAeHHbIX
3a/aHHBIX MOJeeil IToAydnAaa Obl
HajAexkalee 00OCHOBaHUE.
(Kholopov et al. 2006, 381; italics

original)

[7.4] Kholopov continues:

Ecan ycroit xak noHsiTue
®MaHCUIIMPOBAACH, TO OH MOXKeT
ycTaHaBAMBaThCs 1 Oe3
00s13aTeAbHOTO TATOTEHNS K HeMY
BCEX DAEMEHTOB Jaja, Ha 4eM
HacTauBaet JBopckuii.... 3aech
TOHAABHOCTh DTO HE TOABKO
«BBICOTHOE IT0A0>KEeHIEe» Aaja
Maykopa 1AM MUHOPa, HO U
QUHAMUYHAL YHKUUOHAADHAS
uepapxus, AeAaroras
1e00X00UMOCMb10 OTIpeAeAeHHYIO
BBICOTHOCTH CHCTEMBI —
oIlpejeAeHHBIN TOH, OolIpeJeAeHHYIO
TOHaAbHOCTE. Kaaccuueckue
¢yHKuMM - T,D,S, ecau TouHee
pasaeasTs Aaj U TOHaABLHOCTD,
MMEHHO MOHAAbHbIE, a He AaA0BbIe: [
CTyII€Hb €CTh TOHMKA, V —
AOMMHAHTA, He3aBUCUMO OT TOTO,
Ma>KOpeH 4aj AU MUHOpeH. B sTom
CMBICA€ KAacCuyecKast
JyHKIIMOHAABHAS TOHAALHOCTD
BOOOIIIE He SIBASIeTCS AaA0M,
IT0A0OHBIM AOPUIICKOMY,
IlepeMeHHOMY, YBeANYeHHOMY,
ABa>KABI-YMEHBIIIEHHOMY U IIPOYIM
MOJaABHBIM CTPYKTypaM. SIBopckuii
He BJaeTcs B IT0A00HBIe pa3ANdeHs,

1 ero GOPMyAMPOBKa, CoAepKaras

the theoretical idea is mistaken..., but
the idea as such is true and fruitful.
Yavorsky’s mistake stems from his
extending old methods to new material:
he wants to view his new lads as being
just as universal as major and minor, and
then he wants to build all new l1ads on
the very same concrete models; the
mistake is precisely in the presumption
of concreteness. It would have been
better to allow for the possibility of
various constructive models from
practically any material, and not only his
pair—the single and double systems.
Then the idea of 1adovy construction
from particular prescribed models would

have had appropriate justification.

If stability as a concept is emancipated
[meaning that it can be either consonant
or dissonant], then it can be established
without the mandatory gravitation of all
ladovy elements to it, on which
Yavorsky insists. ... So tonality is not
only a “pitch position” of a major or
minor 1ad, but also a dynamic functional
hierarchy, making the specific pitch of the
system, the specific tone and tonality, a
necessity. Dividing 1ad and tonality more
precisely, the classical functions T, D,
and S are, in fact, tonal, and not ladovy: T
is the tonic and 5 is the dominant
regardless of whether the 1ad is major or
minor. In this sense, classical functional
tonality is not a lad at all—like dorian,
mutable, augmented, duplex-
diminished, or other modal [note: the
Russian here is ModarvHvim] structures.
Yavorsky does not concern himself with
such distinctions, and his formulation,
which contains new truths while not
refuting old ones, effectively divides the

earlier unified concept of tonality in two.



HOBYIO JICTVHY, HO He
OIIpOBepraoLas CTapyio, TeM
CaMBIM pacllenaser paHee eAnHOe
MOHSITIE TOHAABLHOCTU Ha ABA.
(Kholopov et al. 2006, 383; italics

original)

[7.5] In the first quotation, Kholopov correctly finds fault with Yavorsky’s insistence on using the

single/double systems for all interpretations for what is, essentially, tertian construction in music. If Yavorsky

could have relied on more fundamental tritone resolutions, perhaps ladovy rhythm could have been more

convincing. The faults of which Kholopov speaks in the second quotation are even more compelling. It is a

defense of “functional tonality,” and its separation from ladovy rhythm. Indeed, if a stability can be dissonant,

then it need not conform to ladovy gravitations. Witness here the diminished 1ad and the tritone contained in

its ladovy tonic. Explaining this, as Protopopov does, as “relatively stable,” is unconvincing. To put this

another way, if the tritone is the basis for all gravitation in music, how is it that the tritone in “T” of the

diminished 1ad does not want to further gravitate? Invoking T and 5 as tonic and dominant, Kholopov also

mentions the “dynamic functional hierarchy” of tonality, which necessitates a tonic and tonality itself, and

that major and minor music is tonal and not ladovy. Notably, Kholopov includes “dorian” with “mutable,

augmented, duplex-diminished” 1ads, an acknowledgment of Yavorsky’s unmistakable influence.

1930 Conference on Ladovy Rhythm

[8.1] On February 5, 1930, Soviet People’s Commissar Anatoly Lunacharsky convened a conference on

Yavorsky’s ladovy rhythm. The write-up in ITpoaemapcicuii mysvikarm (Proletarian musician) states the aim

of the conference clearly:

I'1aBHBIM BOIIPOCOM, 3aHSIBIIIIM
BHMMaHMe KOH(EPEHIINN 110 TEOPUN
1aA0BOTO pUTMa B TeUEHUE II0YTHI
Tpex AHeit, ObLA BOIIPOC O TOM,
HACKOABKO DTa TEOPMs B OCHOBHBIX
CBOMX IIPEAIIOChLAKAX COOTBETCTBYET
HPUHIIUAIIAM AUAA€KTIYeCKOTO
MaTepraau3Ma 1 MOXKET AV OHa
SIBUTHCST ICXOAHBIM MOMEHTOM A4Sl
MapPKCHUCTCKOII HayKI O MY3bIKe.
(Anonymous 1930, 6)

The main question of the conference on
the theory of ladovy rhythm, which
took place over the course of almost
three days, was to what extent this
theory, at its fundamental premises,
corresponds to the principles of
dialectical materialism and whether it
can be a starting point for a Marxist

musical science.

[8.2] It was as if ladovy rhythm was put on trial by the Soviets. Yavorsky opened and closed the conference,

giving speeches of 3—4 hours each. Many spoke in favor of Yavorsky: Protopopov, Al’shchvang, Tsukkerman,

Rabinovich, Averbukh, and Briusova. However, Nikolai Garbuzov attacked 1adovy rhythm on an acoustical

basis, and Mikhail Ivanov-Boretsky attacked it on a historical basis, stating that there was nothing new about

tritone resolution. Ivanov-Boretsky then linked ladovy theory to “impressionism” and, with it, “bourgeois”

ideals, which were of course antithetical to Marxism (Anonymous 1930, 7).(45) Ultimately, Lunacharsky, who

seems to have been a lifelong friend to Yavorsky, weighed in on Yavorsky’s side:

51 He permacs GBI CKa3aTh, YTO
Teop:sI A1aJ0BOTO PUTMa eCTh
MapKCUCTCKas TEOPILST B MY3bIKe, HO
51 TBEpAO yOeKA€eH, UTO DTO eCTh
Teopusi, Hanboaee POACTBEHHAs
MapKCU3MY 1, BEPOATHO, Pa3BUTHe
MapKCUCTCKOTO MY3BIKOBeeHVIs
OyAeT UTTH [sic] MUMEHHO TT0 AMHUA
AAZBHEIIIeTO Pa3BUTIS TEOPUU

Though I would not call the theory of
ladovy rhythm a Marxist theory of
music, I am firmly convinced that it is
the theory most closely related to
Marxism. Likely, the development of
Marxist musicology will move precisely
along the lines of the further
development of the theory of ladovy



21aJ0BOTO PUTMa U AaAbHETIIIIero thythm and the further adoption of

IIPOHMKHOBEHIIS ee HayalaMI dialectical materialism to its principles.
AMaAeKTIIeCKOTO MaTepuaau3ma.

(Lunacharsky 1930, 13)
[8.3] The following six resolutions with respect to ladovy theory were adopted after the three-day conference

on ladovy rhythm:

1. Teopus aagosoro purmMa |...] 1. The theory of 1adovy rhythm [...],

HEeCOMHEHHO BhlalOIIeecs siBAeHIe
B 001acTy My3bIKaAbHOM Ky ABTYPEI,
OTKpbIBaeT HOBbIE CBODOAHbIE
TOPU3OHTHI U ABASETCS OAHUM U3
II04XOZ0B K YICTO
MaTepuaAnCTUIeCKON 1
AVAAEKTIIEeCKON TeOPUM MY3LIKI 1

. Heaomycrtumo crasutsb Kakme ObI TO
HU OBLAO ITPeTIATCTBIS A4S
AAABHEIIIIero pacpoCTpaHeHs
MY3BIKaABHOI ITeaTOTUKI,
OCHOBAHHOII Ha TEOPUN AaJ0BOTO
puT™Ma.

. Kondepenmms canraer reopuio
aJ0BOTO PUTMa TaK>Ke BITOAHe
HpreMAeMbIM 6a3coM AAsT
TTOCTPOEHNST METOA0B pabOTHI ITO
MacCOBOMY MY3BIKaAbHOMY
MPOCBEIIEeHNIO [...| HO OHa cayuTaeT
HeobxoAuMbIM, uTOOR! ITI® 11 HKIT
COIO3HEBIX PecIyOAMK ITOCTaBIAN B
ouepean AHs BOIIPOC O
KPUTUYECKOM V3Y4eHNN 1
YCOBEpPIIIeHCTBOBAHNN [...|] METOA0B
paboTBI IO My3BIKaABHOMY
IIPOCBEIeHNIO, BOCITMTaHUIO I
06pa3oBaHMIO Ha OCHOBE TEOPUN
Aa0BOro pMUTMa [...] KaK B IIKOAax
BCeX CTyIIeHell, TaK I B MacCOBBIX

[IPOCBETUTEABHBIX YUPEXKAEHUSIX.
(Yavorsky 1972, 666)

undoubtedly an outstanding
development in the field of musical
culture, reveals new open horizons, and
is one of the approaches to a purely
materialist and dialectical music theory
and to Marxist methods of researching
its history.

K MapKCHCTCKIM METOAaM 2. The theory of ladovy. rhythm cannot,
however, yet be considered a fully
McCcAeAOBaHII €e ICTOPUIL. . .
formed musical worldview [...]

- Teoprst 22408010 puTMA He MOSKeT, 3. The conference considers the critical
OAHAKO, pacCMaTpUBATLCA, KaK yoKe study of the theory of ladovy thythm
3aKOHYEHHOe MY3bIKalbHOEe and work in its further development in
MupocosepraHue. [...] the spirit of dialectical materialism to be

important.

. Kondepenmst canraer Ba>KHbIM
KPUTIIECKOe H3ydeHe TeopuIt 4. Thv.: conference ac.knowledges.that itis

entirely useful to introduce this theory
a0BOTO pUTMa 1 paboTy 110 . . AT
N into the curricula of musical institutions
ABABLHENIIEMY €€ PasBITILIO B AyXe of higher learning and, particularly, the
AVAAEKTIIECKOIO MaTepualn3ma. pedagogical divisions of such
institutions.

. Kondepenmnus npusHaer secbMa
I10/1€3HBIM BBECTU DTy TEOPUIO B 5. It is inadmissible to impede the further
[IPOTPaMMBI My3BIKaABHBIX BY30B I dissemination of musical pedagogy based
TEXHUKYMOB, @ OCOGEHHO B on the theory of 1adovy rhythm.
HEAATOTIMECKIIX OTACACHIIIX By30B. 6. The conference also considers the theory

of 1adovy rhythm to be an entirely
acceptable basis for structuring methods
of work with mass musical education
[...], but the conference also considers it
necessary that the GPF and NKP of the
Soviet republics discuss the question of
the critical study and perfection [...] of
the methods of work in music academia,
training, and education on the basis of
the theory of 1adovy rhythm both in
schools of all levels and also mass
educational institutions.



[8.4] The most important aspect of the resolutions concerns pedagogy. Effectively, the published conference
conclusions endorsed teaching ladovy rhythm in Soviet schools.*) This meant that Yavorsky’s work, already

extremely well known in 1930, the same year that Protopopov’s Daemenmor was published not coincidentally,

would be promoted in music schools across the country. As with everything in the USSR, however, the

pendulum soon swung the other way. Within two years, ladovy rhythm was determined to be not Marxist

enough, and the purge of relevant material from Soviet musical education began. By this time, however, the

imprint of ladovy rhythm was already firmly etched in the Soviet musicological mind, and Yavorsky’s name

was already legendary. He was once again rehabilitated toward the end of his life as he was appointed professor

at the Moscow Conservatory in 1938, a position he held until his death in 1942.

Yavorsky, Asafiev, Riemann, and Catoire

[9.1] Yavorsky made a big impression on Boris Asafiev. On May 3, 1915, Asafiev wrote to Vladimir

Derzhanovsky:

CeroaHst ITO3HaKOMIACSI C
SIBopckuM: 9TO OyKBaABHO
HeycYepriaeMo MHTEePECHBIN
yeaosek. Ero caymars — ogHa
pasocTs.... B ero meToze 51 06pea To,
4TO TaK 4aBHO MCKaA, — IIPOYHBIII
Hay4HbII1 PyHAaMEHT Teopun
MY3BIKH, 00 40 CHX TIOp
COBepIIIeHHO He YA0BAETBOPSIAC
TeM, YTO MHE TOAHOCUAU B
KOHCepBaTOpUM 1 ydeOHMKaX, a caM
He B ciAax Obl4 cO34aTh eAUHYIO
ocHosy. (Yavorsky 1972, 296-97)

Today I met Yavorsky: this is literally an
inexhaustibly interesting person. To
listen to him is pure joy.... In his method
I have found that which I have long
sought—a substantial scientific
fundament for music theory, since I have
been completely unsatisfied with that
which the conservatory and textbooks
have given me, nor do I myself have the
strength to create a uniform basis for

such a theory.

[9.2] Asafiev would go on to be, arguably, the most important Soviet musicologist in the twentieth century.

He clearly was inspired by Yavorsky, while at the same time he took a hard line against the encroaching

harmonic functionalism represented by Riemann and his most vocal proponent in Russia, Georgi Catoire.

Asafiev writes:

W3 TeopeTuKoB rayOOKMI1 aHaAU3
“TPUTOHHOCTU” U pacKpbITHE
3HAYEHISI DTOM MHTOHALIVIOHHO
cdepsl B COBpeMeHHOIT My3hIKe Jaa
PYCCKIIT My3bIKaHT-MbIcAUTEAD B./1.

SIBopcKmit.

Haobopor, pabckt o A4nHMBIIAL
ce0e YMBI MHOTHX TEOPETIKOB
pUMaHOBCKasI cucTeMa
“¢PYHKIIMOHAABHOI TapMOHMN”
3aKperionjaeT CAyX ¥ CO3HaHue
KOMITO3UTOPOB CBOEII
KOHCepPBaTUBHON MeXaHI4eCKO
“IIpeayCTaHOBAEHHOCTBIO”. DTa
CyICTEMaA SIBASIETCSI TTedaAbHBIM
HacJaeAyeM TaK Ha3bhIBaeMOTO
“renepaa-0aca”, TuPppoBaHHOTO
Oaca, T.e. yIeHII O TAPMOHUTA,
PO>KAaBIIIErocs U3 MPaKTUKI

OPraHHOTO 1 KAaBMPHOTO

Among theorists it was the Russian
musician-thinker Boleslav Yavorsky
who undertook a deep analysis of
“tritone-ness” and discovered the
meaning of its intonational purview in

contemporary music.

On the other hand, Riemann’s system of
“functional harmony,” which has
slavishly subordinated the minds of many
theorists, subjugates the composer’s
hearing and consciousness with its
conservative, mechanical
“predetermination.” This system is the
sad legacy of the so-called “general
bass,” figured bass, i.e., the teaching of
harmony born of the practice of organ
and piano accompaniment, some kind of

“accompaniment school.”



COITPOBOSKAEHIIS, CBOETO poJa
aKKoMITaHnaropcrsa. (Asafiev [1930
and 1947] 1971, vol. 2, 243—44)

[9.3] Asafiev further rebukes Riemann, and Riemann’s denial of the “physiological” and “intonational” aspect
of music (Asafiev [1930 and 1947] 1971, vol. 2, 245—46). As I mentioned above, Asafiev continued Yavorsky’s
legacy of unmonauyus (“intonation”) and provided an extremely complicated exposition on that subject that is
still much debated to this day.(*’) Notably, unmonatus would not exist in Russian music theory without

Yavorsky, whose work on the concept predates that of Asafiev by some 30 years.

[9.4] Indeed, Asafiev almost certainly took his anti-Riemannian cues from Yavorsky who, after criticizing
Riemannian functional theory, said that Riemann had “neither ears nor brains” (Yavorsky 1972, 456).(48) Yet
early in life, Yavorsky turned to Riemann’s theories for inspiration. When he was only 22, Yavorsky
translated Riemann’s Systematische Modulationslehre als Grundlage der musikalischen Formenlehre into Russian, for
example, so he clearly valued Riemann’s writings.(*?) Later, Yavorsky soured on Riemann’s overly scientific,
scholastic, and “harmonic” ways. It is not incorrect to think of Yavorsky’s theory and the promotion thereof
as a reaction, at least in part, to the functionality of Riemann. Thus, two currents of musical thought came to
dominate mid-century Soviet Russia, one based on Yavorsky’s writings, the other on Riemann’s. One of the
first proponents of Riemannian theory in Russia was Grigori Catoire who, at the suggestion of Tchaikovsky,
first went to Germany in 1886 to study piano and composition. About Catoire’s harmony textbook (1924 and

1925), Carpenter writes:

The introduction to the theory of functional harmony in Catoire’s textbook was unique among
Russian textbooks of this time. Although Catoire invented neither the idea nor the method of its
presentation, his adaptation of the principles of Riemann’s theories. ..became a permanent part
of the Soviet theory of harmony. (Carpenter 1988, 603)

[9.5] Though beyond the confines of my work here, Yavorsky and Asafiev as a counterweight to Riemann
and Catoire would be a wonderful topic of exploration. Asafiev is often considered the founder the
“Leningrad—St. Petersburg School” of music theory, which in part was a result of the struggle between these

(50

two camps.©>" In fact, the Leningrad School traces its beginning directly back to Yavorsky.

Conclusion

[10.1] When telling the story of mode and tonality in English, authors generally have relied on Italian, French,
and German (and Latin and ancient Greek) terms. While we in the West seem to value Russian compositions,
we neglect the story of how those in Russia grappled with the music they heard in their concert venues, from
Monteverdi to Mozart, Bach to Balakirev, Beethoven to Borodin, Mendelssohn to Massenet. The methods
they conceived, not only to understand what they heard but also to conjecture what music might be were, in a
word, astounding. And what is equally astounding is how little we know about Russian musical analysis.(5 DA
generous interpretation cites the lack of knowledge of the Russian language. However, I think there is a
slightly more nefarious reason, one that Richard Taruskin (2011) often returns to in his numerous writings.
The nefariousness lies in the overreliance on German sources and the unspoken belief that Brahms, for
instance, was simply a better composer than, say, Tchaikovsky. Of course virtually no one would ever utter
such a sub-scholarly statement out loud these days, but I believe that many western scholars would still adhere

to such a sentiment, a sentiment that is of course complete hogwash.

[10.2] Unfortunately, I have only been able to tell the story of Russian 1ad roughly through Protopopov’s
1945 analysis. Since then, there have been significant strides in ladovy theory.(sz) Ultimately, there could
easily be a second part to my work focusing on post-1945 Russian 1ad. Two recent titles will demonstrate. In
“O gMHAMMYECKOI CYLTHOCTH ITpoljecca dagoobpasosanyst” (On the dynamic essence of the process of
ladoformation), Peter Chernobrivets discusses 1ad from a contemporary angle, one that represents the
Leningrad school of music theory: “it is well known that ladofunctional relationships are dynamic relationships.
This key thesis is at the basis of the ladovy concept that is traditional for the Leningrad-St. Petersburg school
[of music theory]” (2016, 1; italics original).(53) While in “VIHTOHaLIMOHHAs cucTeMa asepOaii>KaHCKUX
21a/0B B KOHTeKCTe coBpeMeHHOI Teopun My3biki” (The intonational system of Azerbaijani lads in the

context of contemporary music theory), Imina Alieva (2017) discusses the various 1ads of her native



Azerbaijan with respect to contemporary theory, something of a mix between Russian music theory and

ethnomusicology. These two recent works underscore how essential 1ad remains in Russian music theory.

[10.3] But whether in its pre- or post-1945 instantiations, lad continues to be misunderstood in the West. It is
usually still considered simply as “mode,” and the many twentieth-century meanings of 1ad are mostly
unknown. Lad’s origin as “tonality” is also largely unknown in the West. And as the key figure in the
transition from lad as “tonality” or “mode” to something much more, Yavorsky is also generally
underexplored. Many contemporary fields in Russia, not just intonational analysis, but also musical meaning,
gesture, or topics can trace their beginnings back to Yavorsky. Importantly, I do not wish to give the
impression that all analysts in Russia would view functionally tonal music as Protopopov did—they would
generally understand it much the same way as western analysts would based largely on Riemannian ideas.
However, many interesting new concepts were born of Yavorsky and his ladovy theory, which I have tried to
convey in my article. My hope is that, with this work, I have filled in many gaps concerning Russian lad for
an English-language audience, while enriching the overall discussion regarding the history of mode, tonality
and, now, 1ad. I also hope that my work can stimulate others to take up some of the themes I have raised

herein.

Philip Ewell

Hunter College and CUNY Graduate Center
695 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10065
pewell@hunter.cuny.edu
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helped me access and secure rights for the sketches contained herein—of the Russian National Museum of
Music (formerly the Glinka Museum of Musical Culture). I would also like to acknowledge Ellon Carpenter’s
outstanding dissertation, “The Theory of Music in Russia and the Soviet Union” (1988), which so often acted
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presented as a paper at the Annual Meeting of the Society for Music Theory in St. Louis, Missouri, in
November 2015 and, subsequently, at the Symposium on Prokofiev and the Russian Tradition at Louisiana
State University in February 2016 and the International Musicological Society’s 20th Quinquennial Congress
in Tokyo, Japan, in March 2017. All translations from Russian, German, and French are mine unless otherwise
noted.
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1. See, for instance, Bakulina 2014, 2015; Bazayev 2014; Carpenter 1988, 1995; Champigny 2006; Ewell 2012,
2013; Lupishko 2016; McQuere 1978, [1983] 2009; Tull 1977; and Zavlunov 2010, 2014.
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2. For more on Russian ModaabHocmb and how it relates to Aa0, see Lebedev 2017.

Return to text

3. With thanks for Sergei Lebedev for suggesting the macron.

Return to text

4. In her article on contemporary terms of music theory, Tatiana Bershchadskaia (2004, 11—13), arguably
Russia’s most famous living music theorist, defines “lad” first and then gives nine definitions thereof by seven
different authors: Kholopov, Tiulin, Sposobin, Asafiev, Grigor’ev, Gulinitskaia, and Bershchadskaia herself.

Return to text

5. For transliterating Cyrillic I use the system of the Library of Congress, though I leave certain standardized
Anglicized proper names—such as Tchaikovsky, Yavorsky, or Moscow, for example—unchanged.

Return to text

6. Riemann’s distinction between Tonart and Tonalitit is telling. About the former he writes: “Tonart ist heute
die Bestimmung des Tongeschlechts (ob Dur oder Moll) und der Tonstufe, auf welcher der tonische Akkord seinen Sitz
hat” (Currently, Tonart is the determination of the modal type [major or minor| and the pitch level on which
the tonic chord is based) ([1882] 1929). And about the latter he writes: “Tonalitit (Tonalité), die eigentiimliche
Bedeutung, welche die Akkorde erhalten durchihre Bezogenheit auf einen Hauptklang, die Tonika” (Tonality
[tonalité] is that particular meaning that the chords get by their relative attraction to a main tone, the tonic)
([1882] 1929, 1854—1855). As I will show later, this “pitch level” of a “tonic chord” is crucial to
understanding Yavorsky’s usage of 1ad. One distinction between the two terms is that the former hews to the
binary major/minor aspect of mode, while the latter suggests a functional aspect of the chords in a given
tonality, a trait so closely associated with Riemann. Notably, English “tonality™ is closer to German Tonalitét.
Also significant is how Riemann includes the French fonalité with his definition for Tonalitit.

Return to text

7. For more on pre-nineteenth-century musical Russia, see Ritzarev 2006.

Return to text

8. I recently asked many Russian colleagues in St. Petersburg and Moscow what the genesis of 1ad was and, of
roughly fifteen theorists and musicologists, only one knew it was Rezvoi’s coinage. I do not wish to disparage
my Russian colleagues here—I did not know, nor did I know the precise origin of “tonality” for that matter,
until I began work on this article. Rather, I wish to highlight that work on lad is of importance not just to a
North American audience. Fuchs (1785—1853) was a German who spent most of his adult life in St.
Petersburg and taught harmony and counterpoint to, for example, Mikhail Glinka. Rezvoi (1806—1853), who
studied with Fuchs, was a musicologist, cellist, translator, and portraitist. Rezvoi’s Dnuuraoneduneciui
aexcukon (Encyclopedic lexicon), from 1835—1839, was the first undertaking in Russia at a wide-ranging



music dictionary.

Return to text

9. In the Russian text, I have standardized the pre-Bolshevik-reform Russian and the Gothic German, and I
have rendered all German and French terms in italics. Otherwise, the italicized Russian terms are Rezvoi’s, not
mine. In the English, I have retained Cyrillic words where I felt it necessary. I rendered all Russian, German,
and French terms in italics. The two sentences beginning “Ho mak xax” are contained in Carpenter 1988,
114.

Return to text

10. For more on the etymology of 1ad, see Kholopov 1976, 130, and Gliadeshchkina 2013, 3. In the Dictionary
of 18th-century Russia (2000, vol. 11, 104), “lad” is defined in its first definition as “cozaacue, mup, dpyx6a”
(concord, peace, friendship). Thus, this is precisely the definition that Rezvoi was thinking of as he translated
Tonart into Russian.

Return to text

11. T was unable to find a copy of the original 1830 German text by Fuchs.

Return to text

12. Both Gliadeshchkina (2013, 6) and Lupishko (2016, 78n24) incorrectly identify Arnold as the originator of
lad. Carpenter (1988, 138n32) claims that this second translation of Fuchs’s text is from 1844, while the copy I
examined had “184—" as the date, signifying the 1840s. Gliadeshchkina (2013, 5n11) also claims that the date
is unknown and puts “183—" as the likely decade of publication. Here I will use Carpenter’s date of
publication of 1844. However, without question, Rezvoi’s translation, clearly dated 1830, predates Arnold’s by
many years. Carpenter (1988, 119—-124) also compares these two versions of Fuchs’s textbook. Arnold (1811—
1898) was a Russian-German who lived and worked in St. Petersburg and Moscow. In addition to translating
the second edition of Fuchs’s Anleitung, he translated many Russian opera librettos into German, such as
Glinka’s Ruslan and Liudmila, Dargomyshsky’s Rusalka, Serov’s Judith, and Tchaikovsky’s The Maid of Orleans.
Return to text

13. In this paper, I never use the more abstract “key” for “tonality.” In her short entry on Yavorsky for Grove

Music Online, Tatyana Kyuregyan (2001) translated Yavorsky’s theory as the “theory of key rhythm,” despite

the fact that it is normally translated as the “theory of modal rhythm.” Notably, the French term for a musical
“key” is “ton,” another reason Rezvoi felt the need to introduce lad.
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14. Kholopov (1932—2003) was arguably the most important music theorist in the second half of the twentieth
century in Russia. With hundreds of published works to his name and many dissertations written under his
advisement, he, like Yavorsky himself, has gained an almost mythical status in present-day Russia. His treatise
on harmony ([1988] 2003) remains the most authoritative Russian-language harmonic treatise to this day.

Return to text

15. Gliadeshchkina (2013, 10) claims, incorrectly, that Tchaikovsky does not use monarvrocmb in either of
his textbooks.
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16. Sergei Lebedev (2015) has made such a comparison. For more on Keldysh’s encyclopedia, a Russian
version of New Grove, see Ewell 2008.
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17. For more on Yavorsky’s life and work in English, see Carpenter 1988, 450—509 and 718—95; Ewell 2012,
[2.1]—[2.16]; Lupishko 2016, 76—86; and McQuere [1983] 2009, 109—64. For the same in Russian, see
Aranovsky 2012; Kholopov et al. 2006, 375—94; and Yavorsky 1972 and 2008.
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18. I discuss this point briefly in Ewell 2012, [2.10].
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19. I discuss some of the multiple 1ads described in this quotation in Ewell 2012, while Bakulina 2014 and
2015 discuss the mutable lad.
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20. Ippolitov-Ivanov (1859—1935) finished the St. Petersburg Conservatory, where he studied with Rimsky-
Korsakov, in 1882. Aside from music theory, Ippolitov-Ivanov was quite active as a composer and conductor.
He would later rise through the ranks to become the director of the Moscow Conservatory from 1905—1922.
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21. For a basic introduction to Taneev’s treatise, see Segall 2014.
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22. For more on the concept of harmony in Russian theory, and Taneev on counterpoint and harmony, see
Ewell 2013, [3.1]-[3.5].
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23. The Russian reads, “V MOHOOUM, 1 NOAUPOHUSM, U 2APMOHUIM NOOUUHAIOMCS 3AKOHOMEPHOCHIAM
Aa006020 pumma, m.x. AO0GvLll PUIM — 210 SAKOHOMEPHOCTID 36YK06020 60CNPUSIMUSL HeA06eKaA,
0CHO6ANHAS HA OUOAOZUNECKOM U PUSUOAOZUMECKOM CIPOEHUU €20 opzanusma. Bes ucmopus mysvikarvhoi
Aumepamypui 0CHO8aAHA HA AddosoM pumme!”

Return to text

24. For more on Protopopov, see McQuere 1978 and Rovner 2010.
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25. McQuere 1978 provides an English translation of Protopopov 1930, which can be found on imslp.org, and
Ewell 2012 also works with the text.
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26. Grove Music Online has a short entry for Protopopov by Jonathan Powell. See Powell 2001.
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27. The original French reads: “58) La quinte mineure, consonnance appellative et attractive, détermine le mouvement
ascendant du septiéme degré sur la tonique: c'est alors que ce degré prend le nom de note sensible. .., 59) La tonalité
moderne réside dans les attractions de certains intervalles vers des intervalles de repos, et dans l'enchainement de ceux-ci
avec d'autres qui, bien que dépourvus du caractére d'attraction, n'ont pourtant pas celui de conclusion, 60) Les intervalles
attractifs sont la quarte majeure, la quinte mineure et la dissonance naturelle de la dominante avec le quatriéme degré.”
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28. Notably, Taneev places the B-F tritone in two adjacent chords, rather than in the same chord as Fétis did.
Taneev is stressing that the tritone need not happen in one (dominant-seventh) chord. This makes the tritone
even more expansive. If all that one needs for the tritone to be present is an S to D motion, then all S—-D-T
progressions feature that tritone in the first two chords, a tritone that resolves to a third in the final chord.
Under this scenario, it seems that traditional voice-leading rules were abandoned insofar as the F4 that Taneev
highlights in Ex. 5d does not resolve to E4, against B4 going to C5, as it should.
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29. I return to these ideas in Section 9 below.
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30. Ewell 2012, [2.7]—[2.8], explains the genesis of the double symmetrical system.
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31. Ewell 2012, [2.4]—[2.6], discusses the semitonal basis for Yavorsky’s theory. Generally, Yavorsky viewed
all intervals as a given number of semitones, and in his system there was complete enharmonic equivalence,
two points that foreshadow American pitch-class set analysis and the work of Milton Babbitt and Allen Forte
in the 1950s and 1960s. I examine this subject in Ewell 2015.
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32. Kholopov et al. (2006, 203n) called this dual tritone resolution a “cunning trick.”
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33. The reader will recall that e60dHubtii mow was Rezvoi’s coinage. For more on Protopopov’s leading tone, see
Protopopov 1930, vol. 1, 100.
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34. Carpenter (1988, 466) identifies 35 1ads in Yavorsky’s Cmpoetiue. This larger number occurs because she,
as Yavorsky, includes certain different forms of the double symmetrical system in addition to complete forms.
René Champigny (2006, 36) also includes an incomplete list of Yavorsky’s lads.
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35. Kholopov used a scalar format, which Yavorsky also used later in life, with open and closed noteheads and
right and left arrows showing conjunctions. I show each single/double system independently, so that the
ladovy gravitations can be seen more clearly. I also show tonics and connecting moments, which Kholopov
does not.
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36. McQuere (1978 and [1983] 2009) and Carpenter (1988) translate nepemeriruiii as “variable” and not
mutable, which is more common today. For more on mutable 1ads, see Bakulina 2014 and 2015. Unrelated to
Russian theory, Joseph Straus (1982) located those two seventh chords in Stravinsky’s music, calling it
Stravinsky’s “tonal axis.” Further, Bakulina (2015) identifies many North American authors who have
worked with the concept of “tonal dualism,” a concept that mirrors Russian mutability. All of the western
authors she cites, as far as I know, are working without citing Russian sources or mentioning mutability.
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37. Lev Mazel (1907—2000) finished graduate studies at the Moscow Conservatory in 1932 under Mikhail
Ivanov-Boretsky and taught there from 1931 to 1967. With Yavorsky’s student Victor Tsukkerman, Mazel
invented a popular system of musical analysis, tearocmmutii anarus (“holistic” or “integrated” analysis). For
more on this system, see Zavlunov 2014.
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38. See, for instance, Protopopov 1930, vol. 2, 92.
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39. “Beakoe nocaedosarive pasHulx AA006 UAU PASHBIX MOHAAGHOCTHEN 00H020 AA0A HA3LI6ALTNCS]
conocmasaetuem 11006 UAU mMoHAAbHOCHeN.”
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40. With thanks to Anton Rovner, who first told me of the existence of this analysis. He also discusses it in his
dissertation (2010, 137—-39).

Return to text

41. He does not label the main B-minor ladotonality as h-moll, and for the other two he uses the German,
“Fis” (F#) and “C.”
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42. Note that Protopopov mislabels A2 as A¥2—ais Goavuioii oxmasol. Either A (natural form) or A# (fourth
form) would work in the system.
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43. These intonatsii, large-scale conjunctions or gravitations, seemed to represent the most significant form of
connection to Yavorsky. So, an “intonatsiia” is a large-scale conjunction, at least in this particular sense.
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44. Kholopov’s understanding of “harmonic tonality” is based largely on Dahlhaus 1968.
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45. Ivanov-Boretsky (1874—1936) was an important historian and composer who studied composition with

Rimsky-Korsakov in the late nineteenth century and history with Alfonso Falconi and Antonio Scontrino in



Florence, Italy in the early twentieth century. To Ivanov-Boretsky belongs the first mention of Heinrich
Schenker’s theories, which he relates to lad, in the Russian literature, in 1931. As the general editor of a
translation into Russian of Lucien Chevailler’s Les théories harmoniques, Ivanov-Boretsky said that Schenker, in
his Harmonielehre, strove “for an expansion of the boundaries of 1ad” (x pacuupenuio eparuy, Aada)
(Chevaillier 1931, 152). Further, Ivanov-Boretsky says that Schenker “establishes the possibility of so-called
tonicization, that is, the striving of the 1ad’s scale degrees to transform into their own tonics with their own
dominants and subdominants” (ycmanasAugaem 03MOKHOCHb MAK HA3. MOHUKAAUSAUUL, 1. €.
cmpeMAenus cmyneruet Aada npespanyamvcs 6 CAMOCHOAMeAbHble MOHUKU ¢ COOCMEeHHbLMU
domunanmamu u cybdomunarnmamu) (152). Of course, one senses lad’s history as “tonality” in these quotes
but, in 1931, there can be no question that lad already meant something more than just tonality.
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46. McQuere ([1983] 2009, 149) briefly discusses this conference and the resolutions, while Carpenter (1988,
763—86) gives a more detailed account.
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47. The running musicological joke in Russia is how, at Asafiev’s funeral, two musicologists were talking. One
says to the other, “it’s a shame about Boris Vladimirovich,” to which the other replies, “yes...it’s also a shame
)y

he never explained what he meant by ‘intonatsiia
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48. “Hu yutetl, nu m03206.” With thanks to Patrick Zuk for telling me about this quote.
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49. I was able to examine this translation at the Russian National Museum of Music (Fund 146, No. 480). In a
small notebook, 18 cm wide by 22 cm high, Yavorsky writes out his German-to-Russian translation in black
ink. It is clearly a final draft, since there are no sketch or draft marks. Whether he intended this for publication
I do not know, but the level of detail—in the text, the musical examples, and the figures—is remarkable.
However, the notebook contains only 31 pages of translation, which is certainly incomplete—Riemann’s 1887
publication runs some 209 pages. It is unclear whether he finished this translation and, if he did, where the
remaining notebooks are.

Return to text

50. For more on the Leningrad School of Music Theory, see Bershchadskaia 2013 and Ewell forthcoming.
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51. I note here the existence of the Russian Music Interest Group, which is devoted to these issues, within the
Society for Music Theory. Fortunately, this group of dedicated scholars espouse and promote Russian
analytical ideas.
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52. Bazayev 2014 stands out in its efforts to contextualize l1ad for an English-language audience, for example.
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53. “Ussecmno, umo Aa00yHKUUOHANbHVIE OTMHOUEHUS — eC1b OMHOuleHUs AMHaMIJdecKue. Jmom
KAIOUeBOI me3Uc — 6 0CHO6AHUY A200601L KoOHUenyuu, mpadutuorot 0 Aernunzpadckoti—Canim-
IemepOypzcicotl Hay HOU ULKOABL.”
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