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for its epic scale, a quality demanded of art by the anti-formalist campaigns of the 
later 1930s. The ideologues—many of them musicologists and music critics—did 
not limit their rebranding to western European composers. The arch-cosmopolitan 
Petr Tchaikovskii emerged as a nationalist icon after his biography was sent though 
a meat grinder of redaction and reassembly, for example. Audiences continued to 
enjoy his music just as they always had. The real victim of the post-1936 era was a 
palpable drop in the performance of western modernist repertory, a change that 
Fairclough suggests resulted from prudent self-censorship on the part of repertory 
committees rather than any top-down pressure.

Fairclough argues that the international scope of institutional repertory and 
its concomitant rebranding constitute a large-scale appropriation of both western 
culture and pre-Revolutionary Russian culture in the Soviet sphere. In this respect 
her work resonates with Katerina Clark’s Moscow, the Fourth Rome: Stalinism, 
Cosmopolitanism, and the Evolution of Soviet Culture, 1931–1941 (2011), though 
Fairclough demonstrates that the clearly defined periods of internationalism and 
nationalism Clark charts were, in fact, far more blurred in music. Fairclough’s focus 
on institutional music-making also broadens the remit of Soviet music studies, 
preoccupied as it has been with the plights of individual composers (particularly 
the perennial favorite Shostakovich). A notable exception is Marina Raku’s recent 
study Muzykal΄naia klassika v mifotvorchestve sovetskoi epokhi (2014), which cov-
ers similar territory as Classics for the Masses. Although Raku and Fairclough share 
many conclusions, Raku lacks the grounding of Fairclough’s commendable archi-
val sleuthing, which brings the behind-the-scenes mechanics of programming to 
light. Indeed, Fairclough is the first to assemble a broad picture of music making in 
Soviet Russia’s elite institutions and the ways in which it differed from other Soviet 
arts. Even though she assumes substantial fluency in Soviet musical culture and 
pan-European musical trends, Classics for the Masses is essential reading for any 
scholar of Stalinist culture.

Kevin M. Bartig
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Deriving from a seminar series at the University of Basel in 2012, this volume sets 
itself the task of peeling away the thick semantic layers of the Russian capital. It is 
produced, dare I say it, to Swiss standards of quality: on excellent paper, with abun-
dant color images. The editors and contributors note that Moscow has generated more 
than its fair share of myths and narratives; their task is to show how those myths were 
produced and sustained. Very reasonably, film, literature, the visual arts, and the 
built environment form the main areas of investigation. The volume combines survey 
chapters with more specialized treatments. Some basic parameters are provided by 
Benjamin Schenk’s lucid survey of Moscow’s rise and self-mythologization from Iurii 
Dolgorukii onwards. Thomas Grob presents some literary highlights of the “Moscow 
text” from Mikhail Lermontov to Vladimir Sorokin. Dorothea Redepenning provides 
a brief survey of musical Moscow, while Tatjana Simeunović contributes a slightly 
fuller chapter on the treatment of Moscow in Soviet and post-Soviet film. Among 
the more specialized chapters are Barbara Schellewald’s account of Henri Matisse’s 
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visit to Moscow in 1911 and its resonance in his work; Alexander Honold’s discus-
sion of accounts of interwar Moscow by foreign (primarily German) travelers; Dietmar 
Neutatz’s study of the construction and early imagining of the Moscow Metro; Werner 
Huber’s survey of architecture in the post-Soviet era; and Sabine Hänsgen’s chapter 
on Moscow conceptualism.

Moscow’s cultural history has hitherto received a little less attention than its 
ostensibly more glamorous rival, the “Petersburg text.” As emerges from several 
chapters in this volume, the reason may well be because it is harder to pin down. St 
Petersburg is static and monumental (at least in the way it is imagined), and lends 
itself to analysis by scholars of a structuralist bent, who tended to set the tone in this 
field of scholarship from the 1970s until quite recently. In contrast, destruction (cre-
ative or not), reinvention, and outwards seepage have been inherent to Moscow for 
many centuries, and especially since 1800. Perpetual change is the city’s very nature; 
conservationists have never achieved much here. Nothing in Moscow is quite as fixed 
or age-old as it might appear: as Redepenning tells us, the melody of “Podmoskovnye 
vechera,” the city’s (and Russia’s) unofficial anthem, was originally written for the 
Leningrad White Nights. It is symptomatic that the last chapter in this volume, by 
Tomáš Glanc, focuses on the motif of Moscow’s “vanishing” in contemporary litera-
ture and art; the “semantic lability” (270) that Glanc identifies is precisely what makes 
Moscow interesting to several of the book’s contributors. One of the most thought-
provoking chapters is Jörg Stadelbauer’s study of Moscow’s periphery and hinterland, 
which takes the story up to the (later stymied) proposal to move the Russian par-
liament to Kommunarka, a town in the large slice of southwestern Moscow oblast 
that the capital swallowed up in 2012. As Stadelbauer’s chapter suggests, Moscow’s 
development has mostly been messy and “organic,” maintaining the city’s original 
concentric pattern, but also lurching in new directions due to the interventions of the 
ever-present state power.

As is almost unavoidable in collectively authored volumes, not all the chapters fit 
equally well the editors’ agenda, and even the survey chapters have their particular 
emphases and blank spots. Simeunović moves briskly from Grigorii Aleksandrov’s 
Circus to Marlen Khutsiev’s I Am Twenty to Vladimir Menshov’s Moscow Does Not 
Believe in Tears—very much the usual suspects for anyone moderately well informed 
about Soviet culture. Like the material elsewhere in the volume on literature, art, and 
architecture, this chapter becomes more interesting and original when it reaches the 
post-Soviet era. It is a bit of a shame that the book does not deliver a fuller description 
of the period 1850–1970, and that the different themes and art forms are not pulled 
together into a clearer analytical chronology. However, this volume is well worth a 
look for any reader interested in the past, present, and even future of the Russian 
capital.
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Dmitrii Prigov (1940–2007) has now achieved the status of a full-scale classic of con-
temporary Russian literature. The book by Mikhail Iampol śkii appears in a range of 
recent opuses: critical evaluations as well as continued volumes of collected works. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/slr.2017.138 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/slr.2017.138

