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FEATURE: IVAN THE TERRIBLE

Still from Eisenstein’s film Ivan the Terrible
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A Banned Film

The eminent director Sergei Eisenstein received a commission 
for Ivan Groznyi (Ivan the Terrible) on 11 January 1941, sixth 
months before the start of the Soviet phase of the Second World 
War. On 23 December he informed Prokofiev, who had been 
evacuated from Moscow to Tbilisi, Georgia, that he was com-
pleting the scenario and wanted Prokofiev to write the mu-
sic. “Comrade composer”, the director noted, would be “given 
great liberty in all aspects” of the scoring.1 Prokofiev worked 
with Eisenstein from June 1942 to the spring of 1943 in Alma-
Ata, Kazakhstan, where the Mosfilm studios had been tempo-
rarily relocated on order of the Committee on Cinema Affairs; 
they merged with the Lenfilm studios to become the Central 
United Film Studio (TsOKS). On 14 July 1942 Eisenstein sent 
Prokofiev a so-called “thematic guide”, an itemisation of the 
essential musical themes in Parts 1 and 2 of the film. In Alma-
Ata Prokofiev composed the “Oath of the Oprichniki”, the song 
“Ocean-Sea”, and the “Song of the Beaver” lullaby. The rest 
of the music was written in 1944-45, after he returned from 
evacuation. Filming of Part 1 of Ivan the Terrible resumed and 
wrapped during this period.

On 9 January 1945, the Central House of Art Workers in Mos-
cow hosted a closed screening of Part 1; nine days later the 
film began showing in Moscow cinemas. A year later, on 26 
January 1946, it was awarded a first class Stalin Prize. On 2 
February 1946, Eisenstein finished work on Part 2 and submit-
ted the footage to a laboratory for editing. He was prevented 
from reviewing the film by illness: at the Stalin Prize awards 
ceremony, Eisenstein suffered a major stroke. He asked a col-
league, the director Grigory Aleksandrov, to submit Part 2 
for review to the Artistic Advisory Council of the Ministry of 
Cinematography. Most of the members of the Council reacted 
negatively, subjecting the film to harsh critique. The Council 
ordered revisions, but given his ill health, Eisenstein could 
not possibly carry them out. On 6 March 1946, by resolution of 
the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party, Part 
2 of the film was banned from release based on its perceived 
anti-artistic and anti-historic content.2

Two months later, on 14 May 1946, Eisenstein sent a per-
sonal letter to Stalin beseeching him to watch Part 2. The 
director was dismayed that Stalin had not yet seen the film, 
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even though it had been ready for several months, because he 
had reacted so benevolently to Part I.3 After watching Part 2, 
Stalin called it a “loathsome thing”.4 In a resolution of 4 Sep-
tember 1946 concerning a film by another director, Bol’shaia 
zhizn’ (The Great Life), Eisenstein found himself accused of 
“ignorance in the portrayal of historical facts, having depict-
ed the progressive forces of Ivan the Terrible’s oprichniki as a 
gang of degenerates resembling the American Ku Klux Klan, 
and Ivan the Terrible — a person of strong will and character 
— as weak in character and will, someone like Hamlet”.5 On 
25 February 1947, Stalin personally invited Eisenstein to the 
Kremlin, along with Nikolai Cherkasov, the actor in the title 
role, to assess the future prospects of the Ivan the Terrible. 
It was agreed that Eisenstein would make major changes. He 
would revise the scenario; combine Part 2 of the film with the 
planned Part 3; abbreviate the footage; finish shooting the 
march on Livonia; alter the representation of the oprichniki; 
avoid excessive depiction of religious rituals, which added a 
patina of mysticism to the film; and depict the protagonist 
not as “neurotic” but as a wise and decisive ruler. At the end 
of the meeting Stalin wished them success, adding “May God 
help you”.6 

Ivan the Terrible Part 2 did not reach the screen until 1958, 
ten years after Eisenstein’s death, and five after both Proko-
fiev’s and Stalin’s.

Why Stasevich?

Unlike the music for Alexander Nevsky (1938), from which 
Prokofiev derived a cantata (1939), and the music for Lieu-
tenant Kizhe (1934), which he turned into an orchestral suite 
(1934), Prokofiev did not arrange a concert version of Ivan the 
Terrible. Not because the banning of Part 2 affected him as the 
composer: on the contrary, the prohibition should have moti-
vated him to create a score for orchestral performance. Such 
was Prokofiev’s approach to those works for stage and screen 
that were premiered belatedly or not at all.7 Perhaps Prokofiev 
indeed planned a concert version of Ivan the Terrible, or per-
haps “he rejected the idea without any explanation”.8 Either 
way, there were good reasons for his ultimately declining to 
reset the music apart from the film, including serious health 
problems (migraine headaches and high blood pressure); fear 
of bringing unwanted attention to his involvement in a pro-
hibited film; the sadly infamous Central Committee Resolution 
of 10 February 1948, with its disastrous consequences; and 
the unexpected death of Eisenstein a day after the publication 
of the Resolution.

An oratorio on Ivan the Terrible was later fashioned — just 
not by the composer. On 24 February 1961, at a meeting of the 
Secretariat of the RSFSR Union of Composers, the decision was 
made to present a concert honouring Prokofiev and Nikolai 
Miaskovsky.9 One month later, on 23 March, the Grand Hall of 
the Moscow Conservatory hosted a performance commemorat-
ing Prokofiev’s seventieth birthday. It featured the première 
of an Ivan the Terrible oratorio for chorus, narrator, soloists, 
and orchestra, extracted from Prokofiev’s manuscript by the 
conductor Abram Stasevich, director of the Moscow State Phil-
harmonic Orchestra. The première was a triumph. One reviewer 
enthused, 

So now the oratorio has been heard. [...] What 
sentiments did it elicit? First of all a feeling of heartfelt 
gratitude to A. Stasevich for his enthusiasm and great 
effort in the composition of the oratorio: from disparate 
fragments he forged a persuasively integrated score. 
Those in attendance doubtless experienced great 
aesthetic delight in hearing the music as the composer 
evidently conceived it. The music less consciously 

illustrates than it reconstitutes events, sensations, and 
experiences, embodying in its own independent being 
“visual” sequences, psychological subtexts, and even the 
vocal intonations of the characters. [...] Only in this way 
can music become a crucial element of truly synthetic 
film art.10

The idea of arranging and performing the oratorio in con-
cert did not come idly to Stasevich. In 1945 at the Mosfilm 
studios, Prokofiev’s score for Ivan the Terrible was prepared and 
recorded under Stasevich’s direction. Prokofiev himself had 
suggested Stasevich for the task.11 What little is known about 
their relationship comes from Mira Mendelson’s unpublished 
memoirs. On 11 September 1944 she recalled, “Conductor Stase-
vich, speaking to Serezha by telephone, said ‘I kiss you firmly’. 
Serezha answered reservedly; he’s done so much for Stasevich, 
giving him the opportunity to conduct Alexander Nevsky and 
his Sinfonietta in concert, and arranging it so that the studio 
requested Stasevich to record the music of Ivan the Terrible 
— just when he was faced with having to leave Moscow for 
lack of work. Absence of affection and (chiefly, I think) respect 
for Stasevich among musicians played a big part in this. He 
could never project the authority that is so essential for a 
conductor. Yet Serezha considers Stasevich talented, capable 
of gleaning a composer’s intentions.”12

A year after the première, Mira Mendelson signed an agree-
ment with the publishing house Sovetskii Kompozitor to print 
Stasevich’s arrangement of Ivan the Terrible in piano score.13 
This attests to her esteem for Stasevich’s work, but she re-
frained from heaping praise on him. She recalled the following 
in her memoirs on 19 March 1962: “Phone calls: [...] A. Stase-
vich regarding the performance of the oratorio in Leningrad, 
enormous success, fabulous review. He complained that it’s 
not being performed during the [Union of Soviet Composers] 
Congress in Moscow and recommended my perhaps petitioning 
for it. I said that it’s not worth the effort. The oratorio has 
been performed a few times now and will continue to be per-
formed. Stasevich is talented, of course, and he’s done a lot of 
work, but he stresses far too often that, as he puts it, Proko-
fiev guided his hand.”14

Why not Atovmian?

Together with this tale, another unfolded in complete se-
crecy — replete with unanswered questions and unsolved mys-
teries.

Stasevich was believed to have been the first to assemble 
an Ivan the Terrible oratorio. He was also presumably the first 
to rescue music not used in Eisenstein’s film: the solo contral-
to aria “Ocean-Sea” and the “Procession of the Young Ivan”. 
Now there is reason to refute these two assumptions.

In 1944 a copy of Prokofiev’s score for Ivan the Terrible was 
made by his long-time assistant Pavel Lamm; he turned it over 
to Atovmian, with whom it lay for two decades, until 1964.15 
This raises the question: Why did it end up with him? Atovmian, 
we know, helped Lamm with the copying; one of the numbers 
in the score, “Ivan’s Appeal to the Boyars”, is in Atovmian’s 
hand.16 Prokofiev might have asked Lamm to give the score to 
Atovmian for work on an oratorio. Atovmian had the power to 
arrange publication of the work in collotype, having been 
elected to the post of Deputy Director in 1944 and later Direc-
tor of Muzfond, the financial division of the Union of Soviet 
Composers.

In March 1958 Atovmian was the first to publish six num-
bers from Prokofiev’s music to Ivan the Terrible in an arrange-
ment for voice or chorus with piano accompaniment: “Swan”, 
“Velichanie”, “Song of the Beaver”, “Black Cloud”, “Cannon-
eers”, and “Ocean-Sea” (this last number, as noted, did not 
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make it into the film).17 In 1960 Atovmian brought to light nine 
excerpts, adding three to those already published: “Song of 
Fedor Basmanov and the Oprichniki”, “Song of the Oprichniki”, 
and “Oath of the Oprichniki”.18 

On 16 January 1961 the Union of Soviet Composers organ-
ised a hearing of Atovmian’s Ivan the Terrible oratorio, after 
which an editorial committee released the following verdict: 
“Upon reviewing S. S. Prokofiev’s Ivan the Terrible oratorio 
the committee advised the arranger, L. T. Atovmian, to make 
a series of changes to it.19 Having now reviewed the oratorio a 
second time after its abbreviation and alteration, the commit-
tee considers the new edition completely acceptable for pub-
lic performance and publication.” Dmitri Shostakovich chaired 
the committee; the three other signatories were Nikolai Peiko, 
Moisei Vainberg, and Grigorii Zinger. The document is repro-
duced here.

By all rights this tale should have concluded with the long-
awaited première of the oratorio in Atovmian’s rendition. But 
events took an unexpected turn. Some two months after the 
assessment by the Union of Soviet Composers, Stasevich’s ver-
sion of the oratorio premiered. As the conductor of the con-
cert in Prokofiev’s honour, Stasevich undoubtedly controlled 
the programme. Even if he knew about Atovmian’s version, its 
fate was sealed. Stasevich chose to conduct his own.

Yet questions arise: How could it be that two arrangements 
of the same score, in the same genre, were approved for per-
formance by the Union of Soviet Composers? Was Stasevich’s 
oratorio actually vetted by a Union committee? The answers 
could be found in his personal archive, but such an archive, as 
far as I know, does not exist. 

After the performance of Stasevich’s oratorio, Atovmian’s 
fortunes declined. In 1963 he suffered a stroke, and a second 
a year later, which paralysed his right hand and left him un-

able to speak. Atovmian lived for eight more years, but could 
no longer work. The matter of the première of his oratorio was 
settled for good, and not in his favour.

I have no doubt, however, that if Prokofiev himself could 
have chosen between Stasevich’s and Atovmian’s versions of 
the oratorio, he would have settled on the latter. Prokofiev 
and Atovmian maintained a friendship over many years, find-
ing common ground on musical matters. Their correspondence 
spans two decades and some 230 letters. Atovmian made twenty-
five transcriptions of Prokofiev’s orchestral and theatrical 
works for piano, which the composer esteemed. “Atovmian”, 
Prokofiev wrote, “is a superb musician, distinguished in par-
ticular by great skill at transcribing orchestral scores for the 
piano. For this reason I have come to rely on him to transpose 
my ballets, operas, and other works.”20

Besides piano transcriptions, Atovmian made two arrange-
ments of Prokofiev’s music for small symphonic orchestra: a 
collection of “Scenes and Dances” from the ballet Romeo and 
Juliet, published in 1952, and a Suite of the Schubert waltzes, 
which appeared in 1958. Indirect evidence exists that Atov-
mian began arranging his version of the Ivan the Terrible 
oratorio while Prokofiev was still alive. In the handwritten 
draft of his memoirs, Atovmian lists the various topics that he 
planned to elaborate.21 It is important to underscore that, as 
a rule, these topics are listed in chronological order.

First mention
Cinderella (transcription) [1945]
Ivan the Terrible oratorio [inscribed on the right-hand 

side in pencil]
Why didn’t he do his own orchestration?
Request to send L[ina] I[vanovna] abroad
Arrest of L[ina] I[vanovna] [1948]

Second mention
Spadavekkia
9th Sonata [1947]
Ivan the Terrible oratorio
Publications and creative assistance
Lady Macbeth
Formalism (it’s not a logical conception)
Iarustovskii — about [Prokofiev’s Orchestral Tone] Poem 

“Thirty Years” [1947]
Miaskovsky’s “Pathetique” overture [1947]
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Regrettably, Atovmian did not flesh out his draft entirely. 
In his memoirs, which I am preparing for publication in Rus-
sian shortly, he does not mention Ivan the Terrible at all. Yet 
the list of topics in the draft suggests that he had conceived 
the oratorio in 1947 and consulted with Prokofiev about it. My 
hypothesis is supported by the composer Karen Khachaturian: 
“Why did he create the oratorio? So that Prokofiev would be 
paid for it. There’s no doubt he was also paid, but he did it 
chiefly so that Prokofiev would earn something from the per-
formance. He did comparable things for Shostakovich and also 
helped Miaskovsky. It was a difficult time; Eisenstein’s film 
was banned. [...] It could certainly have occurred in 1947.”22 
Notably, in the draft, Atovmian mentions the “Ivan the Terrible 
oratorio”, then writes “Publications and creative assistance”.

Atovmian might even have been secretly arranging the 
oratorio as a surprise for Prokofiev. Such was the case with 
the “Ballet Suite” from Reinhold Glière’s opera Shakh-Senem 
(1934), which Atovmian prepared without the composer’s know-
ledge.23

Score Description

The manuscript of Atovmian’s Ivan the Terrible oratorio fills 
ten notebooks (312 pages) of 24-stave score paper. Each of 
the notebooks, with the exception of the last, is written with-
out correction in India ink with the signature of the copyist 
(or copyists) on the final page: E. Surits (or Surin) together 
with T. Makovich in notebooks 1, 8, and 9; E. Surits (Surin) 
alone in the rest. The libretto is in Atovmian’s hand. The last 
notebook (the Finale) is distinct: after the first six pages, 
which are by the copyists, it is a draft in Atovmian’s hand. 
Evidently the Finale was written later and added after the rest 
of the score had already been copied.

The manuscript is in fact the second, edited and abbreviated 
version of the oratorio — the version presented to the Union of 
Soviet Composers editorial committee that was awarded a high 
mark and recommended for publication and performance. The 
first version does not exist as an independent score; rather, it 
was converted into the second version, with Atovmian writing 
the requested changes directly into the manuscript in blue 
ink. He entered performance instructions, dynamic markings, 
and cuts, excising several passages using a razor blade. Evi-
dently he planned to submit the manuscript to the publisher 
in this guise.

Atovmian’s score is written in C, just as Prokofiev preferred. 
He encouraged his orchestrators to adopt his habit of notating 
in C, finding it more convenient than specifying transposing 
instruments.24 And as with all of his mature works, Prokofiev 
composed Ivan the Terrible using an annotated particell. He 
indicated the intended instrumentation in and around pitches, 
fashioning a mini-score with up to six separate lines. 

In Ivan the Terrible Prokofiev expands the timbres of the or-
chestra. The woodwind section includes piccolo flute, piccolo 
clarinet, bass clarinet, two saxophones, and contrabassoon; 
the brass comprises five trumpets, five French horns, three 
trombones, and two tubas. And, typical of Prokofiev, the per-
cussion section is large and varied: timpani, piccolo timpani, 
tambourine, snare drum, cymbals, triangle, wood block, whip, 
bass drum, glockenspiel, xylophone, church bells (ad libitum) 
and tam-tam. In addition to a conventional complement of 
strings, the score also features harp and piano.

Atovmian also expands the timbres of the orchestra, but 
reduces the number of instruments overall. His oratorio calls 
for two rather than three clarinets, one rather than two saxo-
phones, two rather than four bassoons, four rather than five 
French horns, and one rather than two tubas. Unlike Prokofiev, 
however, he increased the impressionistic palette by including 
two piccolo flutes instead of one as well as a celesta. The rest 

of the instrumentation accords with the original score.
Had Prokofiev created his own concert version of Ivan the 

Terrible, no doubt he would have recast much of the music. 
Such was the case with the cantata he extracted from the 
soundtrack to Alexander Nevsky. As the composer recalled,

Once the film made it to the screen I had the desire to 
rework the music for symphonic orchestra and chorus. To 
create a cantata out of the music wasn’t easy; I ended up 
expending much more labour on it than the original film. 
I first needed to provide it with an exclusively musical 
foundation, arranged in accord with the logic of musical 
form, with purely symphonic development, and then 
completely re-orchestrated — since scoring for orchestra 
is of an entirely different casting than scoring for film. 
Despite my effort this second time around to approach 
the music from an exclusively symphonic perspective, 
the pictorial element from Eisenstein’s film obviously 
remained.25

Likewise Atovmian reworked Prokofiev’s music for Ivan the 
Terrible in his oratorio. On the title page of his manuscript, 
Atovmian all but designates himself Prokofiev’s co-author 
with the words “compiled and orchestrated”. His was not a 
mechanical repackaging of excerpts from the film score — a 
compilation like Stasevich’s — but instead was an active re-
working of the musical material. Atovmian’s version of the 
oratorio occupies the middle ground between a re-conception 
and re-arrangement. It is not so far removed from Prokofiev’s 
original as to merit the label “fantasy on the theme”, but not 
so faithful as to fall under the narrow definition of an arrange-
ment.

What then are the essential distinctions between Atov-
mian’s and Stasevich’s versions?

1. Atovmian does not preserve the sequence of the 
original score nor follow the chronology of the film. 
His version is not cued to visuals. In creating an 
independent composition, Atovmian develops a strictly 
musical logic: contrasting episodes that share gestural 
traits are organised into a cohesive tonal scheme such 
that the composition assumes a unified dramatic shape.

2. Unlike Stasevich, Atovmian altered Prokofiev’s original 
orchestration.

3. Atovmian does not include a narrator.
4. Atovmian omits music from the film not by Prokofiev: 

Atovmian and Prokofiev, Ivanovo, Summer 1945
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the traditional Orthodox Church chants.
5. Atovmian makes minor changes to the music and 

libretto.

“Arranged according to the logic of musical 
form, with purely symphonic development...”

As Prokofiev himself noted, a score derived from a sound-
track for concert performance exists according to its own logic, 
divorced from the visuals. A film score depends on the mon-
tage — that is, how the director arranged the scenes in which 
the music is heard. To refashion the score as an oratorio, it 
must be “edited” in keeping with its own genre. Atovmian, a 
musician with enormous experience arranging and transcrib-
ing the works of Prokofiev, Shostakovich, and Glière, among 
others, knew this well. But what of Stasevich?

Stasevich made minimal changes to the original score 
— only as much as needed for him to place his name under 
Prokofiev’s. He divided his oratorio into twenty episodes that 
follow the chronological order of the film: prologue and Ivan’s 
childhood (Nos. 1–4); crowning as Tsar and marriage (Nos. 
5–11); the siege and fall of Kazan (No. 12); the boyars’ plot; 
and the period of terror, or oprichnina (Nos. 16–20).26 In non-
applied, “absolute” music, however, plot devices cannot hold a 
score together. Recognising this, Stasevich inserted a narrator 
to explain the content of the film, relying on the storyline to 
knit together the various musical excerpts as a unified whole. 
Stasevich also sought to impose structure on the score by re-
peating passages (Nos. 6–6b, 8–8b, and 17–17a) and by having 
almost all of the numbers proceed without pause (attacca). 
But these recourses failed to fashion a lucid musical structure. 
Coherence was not created: the composition proved diffuse 
and aimless. 

Atovmian took a different path. Instead of “tracking” the 
film, he changed the order of events in Prokofiev’s score. Pro-
kofiev did not himself establish a sequence of numbers, judg-
ing by the pagination in Lamm’s manuscripts; the sequence 
only approximates the distribution of music in Eisenstein’s 
film. Altering the chronological arrangement of the numbers is 
not, in this instance, an affront to the original conception but 
a practical necessity. True, in transforming the soundtrack of 
Alexander Nevsky into a cantata Prokofiev maintained its basic 
chronological order. But that film is comparatively shorter, and 
depicts a single historical event. The scenes in the film are 
segmented, isolated from each other, and so correspond to 
symphonic structures. That Eisenstein’s Alexander Nevsky was a 
tremendous success, with audiences coming to know and love 
the film, further convinced Prokofiev not to alter the order of 
the music.

Ivan the Terrible is very long, covering an enormous histori-
cal period and addressing different areas of human psychol-
ogy. Atovmian recognised that transforming its soundtrack 
into an oratorio could not be accomplished without significant 
changes. We do not go to the performance to hear Prokofiev’s 
film, so work on the oratorio demanded practical knowledge 
of musical dramaturgy. Atovmian’s version divides into eight 
sections of differing size and thematic content, arranged as 
follows:

After the Overture, which is based on Ivan the Terrible’s 
leitmotif, the oratorio begins in the middle of the action, as it 
were. The first section depicts a tragic conflict between Ivan 
and the boyars, who are plotting to kill the Tsar. In the second 
section, Efrosinia Staritskaia sings a lullaby to her halfwit son 
Vladimir. The scene of the oprichniki orgy (section 3) cedes to 
a representation of Anastasia: her marriage to Ivan (section 
4) and her death (section 5). There follows Ivan the Terrible’s 
song “Ocean-Sea,” which represents his dream of expanding 
the borders of Moscovy and forging a trade route to the Baltic 
Sea (section 6). War with the Kazakh khanate ends with the 
triumph of Rus’ (section 7) and the finale (section 8). 

Clearly the chronological order of the film is not observed. 
The “Song of the Beaver” and “Oprichnina” (sections 2 and 3) 
from Part II of the film are heard before music that accom-
panies Anastasia’s wedding, her poisoning, and Ivan’s battle 
with the Tatars — all from Part I. The finale is not a summa-
tion of the narrative and bears no relationship to the epilogue 
of the film. Moreover, the theme of the Velichanie (Magnifica-
tion) from Ivan and Anastasia’s wedding appears in the finale 
of the oratorio, but at the start of the film.

The eight sections of Atovmian’s version can be parsed as 
a large-scale rondo form, with massive through-composed 
movements offsetting lyrical, chamber-like ones. Sections 1, 
3, and 7 function as “refrains” that highlight dramatic con-
trasts in operatic fashion. Sections 2, 4, 5, and 6 act as much 
shorter, chamber-like “episodes” that represent individual char-
acters (for example, Anastasia in sections 4 and 5) and feature 
just one or two themes. Overall, the oratorio contrasts action 
and stasis, the public and the private, the extroverted and the 
introverted.

Unity is forged by the tonal plan, which distributes the 
movements in mirror-like symmetry. The oratorio is framed by 
B-flat major. Sections 2 (“Song of the Beaver”) and 7 are cast 
in F-sharp minor and its relative major, respectively; sections 
3 and 6 establish A major and its parallel minor. The middle 
sections move down from G major to C minor. In the film, the 
“Song of the Beaver” is written a perfect fourth higher, in B 
minor. But in one of the manuscripts that Atovmian deposited 
at GTsMMK, the song exists in two versions: one in F-sharp 
minor (in Prokofiev’s hand) and another in B minor (copied by 
Lamm).27 Atovmian chose the former for his oratorio. Sec-
tion 4 (Swan) is likewise transposed, from Prokofiev’s original 
A major to G major. The shift has a logical explanation: the 
previous section (Oprichnina) concludes on the tonic triad of 
A major. To create the desired contrast, Atovmian needed to 
transpose section 4 down a tone.

Thus Atovmian creates tonal coherence between adjacent 
sections, but maximal contrast in thematic material. In the 
larger, more diffuse episodes, he devises film-like montages 
that present various themes in arc-like forms with contrast-
ing middles, or group them by common elements. The themes 
within the sections also adhere to a logical tonal scheme. 
As noted, the three central sections are chamber-like, focus-
ing on the representation of a single image. They also include 
stylised folklore: a traditional wedding song (in section 4),28 
a lament (section 5),29, and a heroically declaimed epic song, 
or bylina (section 6).

I
Ivan and the 

Boyars

II
Song of the 

Beaver

III
Oprichnina

IV
Swan

V
Anastasia

VI
Ocean-Sea

VII
The Fall of 

Kazan

VIII
Velichanie

B-flat major F-sharp minor
(B minor in
Prokofiev’s
original)

A/E minor-
A major

G major
(A major in
Prokofiev’s
original)

C minor A minor A major F minor -
B-flat major
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The greatest contrast in the cycle emerges between sec-
tions 2 and 3, the “Song of the Beaver” and “Oprichnina”. 
(These movements are also juxtaposed in the 1997 Sikorski 
edition of the Ivan the Terrible score.) The “Song of the Bea-
ver”, which Eisenstein dubbed a “sinister lullaby”, is based on 
a symbolic folk text: the lyrics “the hunters whistle, looking 
for the black beaver, they are after the beaver, wanting to 
skin his coat” portend Vladimir’s tragic demise. The final words 
“to dress Tsar Vladimir” can be read two ways: the Tsar will be 
adorned for the throne, or prepared for burial.30 

The “Chaotic” dance of the oprichniki that follows brings to 
mind a Russian folk dance, namely the trepak, which is tradi-
tionally performed by groups of men at a fast clip. The pairing 
of lullaby and dance suggests a parallel with Modest Musorg-
sky’s Songs and Dances of Death. Musorgsky based his trepak on 
the Dies Irae (Day of Wrath) chant, whose portentousness did 
not require any elaboration by the composer. In Ivan the Ter-
rible, the trepak is filmed in colour; the bright red departs from 
the black and white of the rest of the film and accentuates the 
idea of a dance of death.

“And then completely re-orchestrated...”

Atovmian understood that the score for a film, intended for 
recording in a studio, could not be transferred to the concert 
hall without alteration. This is a general rule — the sole pos-
sible exception being songs and dances featured in film musi-
cals. Most often the music in a film exists behind the scenes 
and serves the visuals, not the other way around.

Prokofiev could trust few musicians to orchestrate his 
works. One of them was Dmitrii Rogal’-Levitsky, who re-orches-
trated the ballet Chout at the composer’s request for possible 
performance at the Kirov Theatre. Another was Atovmian. 

Prokofiev was well aware that Atovmian was transcribing ex-
cerpts from Romeo and Juliet for small orchestra, for example, 
and took an active interest in how he went about it.31

Judging by their correspondence, Atovmian would not 
change a single pitch without Prokofiev’s approval and asked 
his permission before making the slightest correction. Con-
cerning his arrangement of Romeo and Juliet, for example, 
Atovmian wrote a detailed letter to Prokofiev on 16 July 
1952.

I’m herewith sending you the score of the extracts 
from Romeo for small orchestra. I anticipate that 
much of it will surprise you, in particular the shifting 
of the melody from the violas to the violins (in the 
“Antilles Maidens”), the doubling of the woodwinds, 
and the addition of the French horn or piano to the 
accompaniment.

Please consider that in a small orchestra the string 
section comprises as a rule 4-5 first and second violins 
(taken together) and either 1 or in the best case 2 viola 
and 2 cello parts. It also needs to be borne in mind that 
certain instruments (in particular the 3rd French horn or 
even the bassoon) might be absent in a small orchestra.

The score I’m sending will be subject to reworking. 
I’ll do this after I receive it back from you. Don’t pay 
attention to any possible slips of the pen, since I’ll 
carefully correct it. It follows for you to review the 
orchestration in principle, taking into account that I’ll be 
finishing up the details.

Since this letter is long I won’t touch on other issues.
If you agree in principle with the orchestration, 

please sign “I approve S. Prokofiev” on the first (notated) 
page...32

My impression is that Prokofiev not only knew about Ato-
vmian’s intentions regarding the Ivan the Terrible oratorio but 
also approved of them.

Atovmian made essential changes to the choral writing 
to bring it in line with the conventions of oratorio composi-
tion. Likewise the orchestral texture was revised to make the 
sound thicker and fuller. In the Overture, Prokofiev sets the 
“Black Cloud” theme (at [5]) monophonically for unison basses 
doubled by French horns; a minor third oscillates in the clari-
nets and bassoons. The monophonic texture divides into three 
lines for the second phrase (at [6]): the bass is comparatively 
independent, while the tenors borrow the ostinato from the 
preceding accompaniment. Prokofiev designs a transparent or-
chestral and choral texture, filling in the upper and middle 
registers alone. The first and second violins double the theme 
at the octave, the violas move in a rhythmic unison, and the 
cellos and basses follow in the theme’s tracks. 

Atovmian added power and might to the episode by adjust-
ing the choral writing. He alternates male and female voices 
(basses and tenors/altos and sopranos) to contrast the lower 
and higher registers, varies the monophonic (unison) and ho-
mophonic (chordal) textures, and exploits the different vocal 
timbres.33 The vocal exchanges are matched by a dialogue be-
tween two French horns and five trombones, with the rhythmic 
pulsation of the bassoons and violas reinforced by the oboes 
and clarinets in harmony (the latter instruments in their up-
per register). At the words “the boyar’s evil deceit”, Prokofiev’s 
three-voice male chorus expands, in Atovmian’s handling, to 
a six-, then eight-voice mixed chorus doubled by the brasses, 
set against a trilled melodic figure in the violins and violas, 
and supported by the cellos and basses.

Compared to Prokofiev’s original scoring, Atovmian’s orches-
tra assumes greater presence and richness. Prokofiev doubles 
the vocal lines of the chorus “On the bones of our enemies” 

Front page of Atovmian’s Ivan the Terrible oratorio
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Page from Atovmian’s Ivan the Terrible manuscript
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(“The Death of Glinskaia” [14]) with strings alone, whereas 
Atovmian enlivens the passage “Ivan and the Boyars” (at [19]) 
through the admixture of brasses, which muffle the softer 
string timbres. Prokofiev entrusts the “Oath of the Oprichniki” 
(No. 25) to male voices, presenting the homophonic theme 
first in rhythmic unison before alternating it between tenors 
and basses. Prokofiev then shifts to spoken declamation, no-
tating only the rhythms on the staff. The chorus culminates 
with the refrain “For the sake of the great Russian people”, 
which repeats four times as three- and then four-part cho-
rales. For added colour, Prokofiev includes a solo tenor. Yet 
the orchestration is austere, involving only a small group of 
instruments. The episode concludes with the recitation of the 
liturgical chant “Lord, save your people” accompanied by kettle-
drum, whip, and bass drum.

In a departure from Prokofiev, this section of Atovmian’s 
oratorio is significantly abbreviated. He does not use spoken 
declaration, and eliminates both the solo tenor and Ortho-
dox prayer (“Oprichnina”, part 3, [22]). The whip and the bass 
drum, which Prokofiev uses between stanzas, are replaced by 
pitch clusters on the piano, which Atovmian evidently thought 
would sound more clearly in a concert hall.

Section 7 (“The Fall of Kazan”, [19]) concludes in Atov-
mian’s setting with a powerful six-part mixed chorus to the 
words “On the charred remains, on the bones of our enemies”. 
The chorus has carried these words before: in section 1 of the 
oratorio (“Ivan and the Boyars” [19]). There the phrase is set 
to music from “The Death of Glinskaia” (No. 2 in Prokofiev’s 
score, at [14]). In section 7, however, the words are assigned 
music from another number: “Ivan’s Encampment” (No. 13), 
which in Prokofiev’s original treatment is a purely orchestral 
interlude. Atovmian creates a thick stereophonic sound by ha-
ving all registers of the chorus and orchestra perform a gran-
diose hymn in unison. Moreover, Atovmian appends a line to 
Vladimir Lugovskoi’s text. The line, which is not in Eisenstein’s 
film, reads: “Glory to the kingdom of Russia and to our army” 
(Tsarstvu, russkomu narodu i voisku nashemu — slava, [20]).

Atovmian also includes new text in the coda of the finale 
(section 7 [12]), based on the “Death of Glinskaia” episode in 
Prokofiev’s original ([14]). He initially preserved the original 
(“On the charred remains, on the bones of our enemies”), but 
then crossed it out in favour of “Majestic Rus’, strengthened 
in battle, bringing the Russian people together. Glory, Glory!” 
(Rus’ velichavaia, v boyakh okrepshaia, voedino russkii narod 
sobirala. Slava, Slava!). It is not clear if Atovmian came up 
with these words himself or why he decided to include them. 
Perhaps the addition of a patriotic lyric increased the chance 
of receiving permission from the authorities to perform music 
derived from a banned film. 

The vocal parts and orchestration of the songs remained 
essentially untouched. In Atovmian’s “Song of the Beaver” 
(section 2), as in Prokofiev’s, a sinister, infernal feeling is 
inspired by the sul ponticello string lines and the contralto 
soloist’s timbre — a sound habitually associated in Russian 
music with scary old women (specifically those who used to 
be proud beauties). Recall, for example, the crone Naina from 
Mikhail Glinka’s 1842 opera Ruslan and Lyudmila, or the hoary 
gypsy from Sergei Rakhmaninov’s 1892 opera Aleko. Prokofiev 
advised the singer Levina, who performed the song on the 
soundtrack, to make her voice more senile sounding, “as if 
singing between the lips through cigarette paper, or through 
a comb”.34

Atovmian made only incidental changes to the orchestra-
tion of “Ocean Sea” (section 6). Unlike Prokofiev, who did not 
double the melody of the contralto soloist in the orchestra 
(with the partial exception of the unison accompaniment in 
the first violins), Atovmian offsets it with mixed timbres. He 
includes unison accompaniment in the clarinets, first violins, 

and the French horn. The blend helps to soften and smooth 
over the otherwise harsh contrasts in the orchestra.

As in the vocal episodes, Atovmian modestly changed the 
scoring of the symphonic interludes. He generally doubled 
the parts to achieve a thicker, noisier effect. Prokofiev scored 
Ivan the Terrible’s leitmotif (“Overture”, No. 1) for four French 
horns and five trumpets in unison with scalar passages in the 
upper register of the first violins; the winds establish a har-
monic pedal point. Only at the end of the phrase does the uni-
son cede to chordal writing, supported by the trombones and 
tuba. Atovmian leaves the scoring of the leitmotif unchanged, 
though he enhances the scalar passages. To the octave uni-
sons in the first violins he adds the second violins, piccolo 
flutes, flutes, oboes, and clarinets (“Ivan and the Boyars”, 
section 1). Whereas Prokofiev scored the theme in unison from 
start to finish, Atovmian enriches the harmonisation of the 
brasses, beginning with the second phrase, and thickens the 
texture overall. The effect is augmented by adding percussion: 
the kettledrums and cymbals are supplemented by tambou-
rine, snare drum, and glockenspiel. 

There are also passages that Atovmian re-orchestrated en-
tirely. In Prokofiev’s “Orderly Dance” ([142]), the piano calls 
the tune. In the analogous passage, Atovmian assigns the 
piano a supporting role: it is transformed into a percussion 
instrument (“Oprichnina,” [11]) with the tune played in unison 
by the piccolo flutes and piccolo clarinet. The result is a pierc-
ing whistling sound, somewhat softened by the first violins.

In “Anastasia’s Illness” (No. 22), Prokofiev gives the melo-
dy to three violins and a viola, creating a transparent sound. 
The oboe and two clarinets briefly join in at [87], divided into 
three equal voices in a manner redolent of polyphonic folk-
song. The keening of the strings matches character of the me-
lodic writing, which bears the strains of a lament. Atovmian’s 
approach to scoring section 5 (“Anastasia”) is completely dif-
ferent. For one thing, he includes the celesta, which Prokofiev 
did not. Along with the chimes at [2], the celesta enhances 
the funereal quality of the passage, its otherworldliness. 
Atovmian also changes the function of the instruments. In his 
oratorio the strings take a supporting role, providing (with 
the celesta) the background for the melody, now assigned to 
the woodwinds. The flute and clarinet first present it in unison 
at the octave; next it is taken up by the solo English horn (4 
bars before [6]). With this blend of instruments the music 
grows colder, more brittle. Moreover, the inclusion of the en-
tire woodwind section (with the exception of the bass clari-
net and contrabassoon), the partitioning of the string section 
into five independent lines (which might be called five-part 
underscoring), and the deployment of the kettledrums — all 

Detail from Atovmian’s score
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was intended by Atovmian to enhance the tragic essence of 
the music. 

Prokofiev’s unusual instrumentation of the enemy Tatar 
theme pits the shrill timbres of the oboe and piccolo clarinet 
in unison against a mechanically iterated kettledrum ostinato 
(No. 16 in Prokofiev’s score). The sounds are intended to have 
unpleasant, negative associations — much like the “Teutonic” 
trumpets that are played directly into the microphone in the 
soundtrack of Alexander Nevsky. Between phrases, Prokofiev 
includes a kettledrum ostinato, which suggests fateful pre-
destination. While leaving the principal melodic instruments 
unchanged, Atovmian altered the timbres. The melody is parti-
tioned as two contrasting motives, with the oboe and piccolo 
clarinet alternating with the oboe and piccolo flute (section 7, 
[2]). These instruments are not heard in alternation in Proko-
fiev’s original. And unlike the original, Atovmian groups muted 
(rather than un-muted) trumpets with muted French horns; 
the resonant pitch clusters produced by these instruments 
echo the measured rhythm of the kettledrum. This alteration 
may be justified by the fact that the solo kettledrum does not 
sound especially vivid in the concert hall. The inclusion of 
the brass changes the orchestral texture from something rela-
tively monochromatic (in Prokofiev’ conception) to something 
more colourful and full of contrasts.

In addition to tweaking the libretto and changing the in-
strumentation, Atovmian made some minor additions to the 
score. He extended preludes (the opening of “Ivan and the 
Boyars” increases from 2 to 5 bars; “Ocean-Sea” from 2 to 4 
bars; and “Song of the Beaver” from 3 to 5 bars), added a 
bridge (13 bars. at [18] in “Ivan and the Boyars”), inserted 

postludes (12 bars at [6] in “Song of the Beaver” and the final 
3 bars of “Swan”), modestly lengthened some passages, and 
slightly shortened others. As the noted composer Karen Kha-
chaturian explained in a September 2008 interview with me,

Such “insertions” are possible. A film is a length, a 
specific number of metres of footage, whereas a musical 
work is a duration calculated in minutes. And when one 
speaks of transcription and the need to create a self-
standing composition, the composer sometimes repeats, 
sometimes expands, writes transitions — in a word, 
imposes form on the material. In this respect Atovmian 
is a co-author. And I think that he received Prokofiev’s 
approval for everything. Without his knowledge he 
wouldn’t have changed a note, and here we are dealing 
with the creation of an entire work.

Prokofiev himself said that it was sometimes easier to write 
a new work than to consider “soldering” one together.35

Along with Stasevich’s version, two other, much more re-
cent versions are known to exist, by Michael Lankester and 
Christopher Palmer (see Appendix 2). Yet those by Stasevich 
and Atovmian are, to my mind, of greatest interest. The two 
men were not only Prokofiev’s contemporaries, but also had 
— to different degrees — a personal connection to him.

Atovmian’s version of the oratorio remains unknown to the 
musical world. I eagerly await the première and have no doubt 
that this recently uncovered version of Prokofiev’s brilliant 
work will find a privileged home in the repertoires of leading 
conductors.

APPENDIX 1   
Relationship of Atovmian’s Oratorio to the Ivan the Terrible Soundtrack

I — IVAN AND THE BOYARS

Oratorio/Atovmian
[Nos. in square brackets correspond to the unpublished 
manuscript]

Soundtrack/Prokofiev
[Nos. in square brackets correspond to the 1997 Sikorski 
edition]

Moderato con moto B-flat major

[2-3] Più animato “Black Cloud” (chorus) B-flat major

[4] Tempo 1 B-flat major

[5] Allegro tempestoso B-flat minor

[10] Ivan’s Appeal to the Boyars F-C minor

[17] Adagio B minor

[18] Insert [13 bars]

[19] Andante “On the bones of our enemies” (chorus) B major

[20] Tempo 1 Moderato B-flat major

No. 1 [1 ] Overture

No. 1 [5] Più animato “Black Cloud” (chorus)

No. 1 [7] Tempo 1

No. 10 [49] Rebellion

No. 21 [79] Ivan’s Appeal to the Boyars

No. 26 [111] Come Back!

------------------

No. 2 [14] Andante “On the bones of our enemies” (chorus)/
The Death of Glinskaia

No. 1 [1] Overture

II — SONG OF THE BEAVER

Oratorio/Atovmian Soundtrack/Prokofiev

Song of the Beaver (for solo contralto) F-sharp minor

[6] Coda [12 bars] E minor

No. 29 [127] Song of the Beaver (for solo contralto) B minor
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III — OPRICHNINA

Oratorio/Atovmian Soundtrack/Prokofiev

[1] Allegro ben ritmico E/A minor

[6] Andante (hummed chorus) E minor

[8] Più mosso A minor-B major-B-flat major-D minor-A-flat major

[17] Allegro moderato (“We have been to visit”) F minor 
(baritone solo)

[21] A-flat major 3 measures before [22] 

3 bars after [22] Moderato energico “I swear before God” 
(chorus)

[28] A minor- A flat major-B major-B-flat major-D minor-A 
major

No. 30a [134] Chaotic Dance

No. 32b [157] The Oprichniki and Vladimir Chorus No. 2 
(hummed)

No. 30b [139] Orderly Dance

No. 31 [149] Song of the Oprichniki (“We have been to 
visit”) (baritone solo)

No. 31 [148] Song of the Oprichniki

No.  25 [97] Oath of the Oprichniki Moderato energico 
“I swear before God” (chorus)

No. 30b [139] Orderly Dance

IV — SWAN

Oratorio/Atovmian Soundtrack/Prokofiev

Swan (chorus) G major No. 8 [43] Swan (chorus) A major

V — ANASTASIA

Oratorio/Atovmian Soundtrack/Prokofiev

Adagio C minor

Moderato [8] F minor

Adagio C minor

No. 22 [85] Anastasia’s Illness

No. 23 [90] Anastasia is Poisoned

No. 22 [85] Anastasia’s Illness

VI — OCEAN-SEA

Oratorio/Atovmian Soundtrack/Prokofiev

Molto andante A minor

[2] Andante D major-G minor-D major-B major

No. 33 [160] Entrance of Ivan

No. 4 [22] Ocean-Sea

VII — THE TAKING OF KAZAN

Oratorio/Atovmian Soundtrack/Prokofiev

Andante maestoso A major

[2] L’istesso tempo A minor

[7] Allegro moderato A minor

[8]

[9] Moderato energico A minor

[12] Moderato pesante F minor

No. 13 [ 56] Ivan’s Encampment

No. 16 [63] Tatars

No. 11 [ 53] The Entrance of the Tatars

No. 16 [63] Tatars
 
No. 15 [60] Cannoneers

No. 12 [54] The Cannons are Moved to Kazan
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[14] Allegro moderato 

[15] F major

2 bars before [18] F major

[19] Andante maestoso “On the charred remains” (chorus) A 
major

[20] “Glory, glory, to the kingdom of Russia” (chorus) A major

No. 17 [66] Kurbsky’s Trumpets

No. 18 [67] Attack

No. 20 The Fall of Kazan (1 bar before [77]) 

No. 13 [56] Ivan’s Encampment (orchestra)

VIII — VELICHANIE

Oratorio/Atovmian Soundtrack/Prokofiev

[1] Moderato F minor

[4] Andante “On the hill” (chorus) E-flat major

[8] Allegro F minor

[10] Allegro

[11] Meno mosso 

[12] Andante “Glorious Rus’” (chorus) B major-E-flat minor

[13] to the end B-flat major

No. 3 [15] Procession of the Young Ivan

No. 7 [39] Velichanie (chorus)

No. 2 [10] The Death of Glinskaia

the same 1 bar before [12]

the same [13] Meno mosso 

the same [14] Andante “On the bones of our enemies” (chorus)

No. 1 [1] Overture

APPENDIX 2 — DISCOGRAPHY

Abram Stasevich’s Version

This version of the oratorio premiered on 23 April 1961 
in the Great Hall of the Moscow Conservatory by the Moscow 
State Philharmonic Orchestra under Stasevich’s direction. It 
comprises twenty numbers, including practically all of Pro-
kofiev’s music for the film: arias, choruses, liturgical chants, 
wedding and drinking songs, orchestral pieces. The narrator 
serves as a substitute for the absent visuals and links the 
shorter excerpts that follow one another in Eistenstein’s film. 
The oratorio lasts about 78 minutes. Valery Gergiev’s recor-
ding, which was marketed primarily to non-Russian audiences, 
excludes the narrator.

1. Irina Arkhipova (mezzo-soprano), Anatoly Mokrenko 
(baritone), Boris Morgunov (narrator); The Ambrosian Chorus, 
Philharmonia Orchestra  / Riccardo Muti (EMI Classics SLS 
5110, 1978).

- 2nd edition (EMI Classics 7 69584 2,1989).
- 3rd edition (EMI Classics 5 73353 2, 1999).
- 4th edition (EMI Classics 0094638151326, 2007).
- 5th edition (Olympia, Russian Edition, MKM 221, 2008).

2. Liubov Sokolova (mezzo-soprano), Nikolai Putilin 
(baritone); Kirov Theatre Chorus, Rotterdam Philharmonic 
Orchestra / Valery Gergiev (Philips 456645, 1997).

- 2nd edition (Philips (Universal) 4757778, 2006).

3. Vessela Zorova (mezzo-soprano), Dimiter Stanchev (bass), 
Boris Morgunov (narrator); Russian Philharmonic Symphony 
Orchestra / Alipi Naydenov (Forlance Balkantone UCD 16530, 
1985).

- 2nd edition (Forlane Records FF022, 1996).

4. Tamara Sinyavskaya (alto), Wolfgang Brendel (baritone), 
Sergei Gurski (narrator); Danish National Radio Choir, 
Frankfurt Children’s Choir, Frankfurt Radio Symphony 
Orchestra / Dmitri Kitaenko (BMG Classics/RCA Victor Red 
Seal 09026-61954-2, 1995).

5. Boris Morgunov (narrator), Nina Romanova (mezzo-
soprano), Grigori Gritsuk (bass); Yurlov Russian Choir, 
“Ostankino” TV-Radio Symphony Orchestra / Vladimir 
Fedoseyev (Melodiia SUCD 10-00595, 1993).

6. Claudine Carlson (mezzo-soprano), Samuel Timberlake 
(bass); St Louis Symphony Orchestra and Chorus / Leonard 
Slatkin (VOX CDX 5021,1990).

- 2nd edition – Claudine Carlson (mezzo-soprano), Arnold 
Voketaitis (bass); St Louis Symphony Orchestra and Chorus 
(Vox Box 55022, 1990).

- 3rd edition (Mobile Fidelity Sound Lab MFS 4003SA, 
2003).

7. Irina Tchistyakova (mezzo-soprano), James Rutherford 
(bass-baritone), Simon Russell Beale (narrator); BBC Chorus 
and Orchestra / Leonard Slatkin (conductor) (Warner Classics 
/ BBC (live recording) 2564 61549-2, 2004).

8. Russian State Yurlov Choir, London Philharmonic Orchestra 
/ Maxim Shostakovich (Intaglio INCD 7371, 1992).

9. Valentina Levko (mezzo-soprano), Anatoly Mokrenko 
(baritone), Alexander Estrin (narrator);  Symphony Orchestra 
of Moscow State Philharmonic Orchestra, Moscow State Choir 
/ Abram Stasevich (Melodiia C 01321, no date).

- 2nd EMI-HMV/Melodiia (SLS 860, 1966).
- 3rd Le Chant Du Monde (LDX-78390, no date).
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Michael Lankester’s Version

This version of the oratorio premiered on 4 May 1988 by 
the Hartford Symphony Orchestra under Lankester’s direc-
tion. It comprises twenty-nine episodes. Like Stasevich, Lank-
ester includes a narrator; however, the long Russian texts 
are replaced by even more extended monologues in English 
that take up some twenty-eight pages in the liner notes. As 
Lankester explains, the script contrasts narration in the third 
person (along the lines of Alexander Pushkin’s novel-in-verse 
Eugene Onegin) with the passionate, psalm-like utterances of 
Ivan the Terrible himself. 94 minutes and 15 seconds.

10. Christopher Plummer (narrator), Tamara Sinyavskaya 
(mezzo-soprano), Sergei Leiferkus (baritone); London 
Symphony Orchestra, London Symphony Chorus, New London 
Children’s Choir / Mstislav Rostropovich (Sony Classical S2K 
48387, 1992).

Christopher Palmer’s Version

This version of the oratorio was premiered on 28 February 
1991 by the Philharmonic Orchestra at the Royal Festival Hall 
in London under the direction of Neeme Järvi. It is much 
shorter than the other versions. Palmer excludes both the nar-
rator and the traditional Orthodox Church chants. The oratorio 
comprises thirteen numbers in the same order as they appear 
in Eisenstein’s film. 59 minutes and 6 seconds.

11. Linda Finnie (contralto), Nikita Storojev (Bass-baritone); 
The Philharmonia Chorus and Orchestra / Neeme Järvi 
(Chandos CHAN 8977, 1991).

- 2nd edition (Chandos CHAN 10536 X, 2009).

1 “Iz perepiski S. S. Prokof’eva i S. M. Eizenshteina”, in I. V. Nest’ev  
and I. Ia. Edel’man, eds., Sergei Prokof’ev: Stat’i i materialy, 2nd ed. 
(Moskva: Muzyka, 1965), 345.
2 “Postanovlenie sekretariata TsK VKP(b) o vtoroi serii fil’ma 
‘Ivan Groznyi’”, in G. L. Bondareva, ed., K. M. Anderson, L. 
V. Maksimenkov, L. P. Kosheleva, and L. A. Rogovaia, comp., 
Kremlevskii kinoteatr 1928-1953. Dokumenty (Moskva: ROSSPEN, 
2005), 723.
3 “Pis’mo S. M. Eizenshteina I. V. Stalinu”, in Andrei Artizov and 
Oleg Naumov, comp., Vlast’ i khudozhestvennaia intelligentsiia 
(Moskva: Demokratiia, 2002), 555.
4 “Pravlenaia stenogramma vystupleniia I. V. Stalina na zasedanii 
Orgbiuro TsK VKP(b) po voprosu o kinofil’me ‘Bol’shaia zhizn’’”, in 
Artizov and Naumov, Vlast’ i, 582.
5 “Postanovlenie Orgbiuro TsK VKP(b) o kinofil’me ‘Bol’shaia zhizn’’”, 
in Artizov and Naumov, Vlast’ i, 601.
6 “Zapis’ besedy I. V. Stalina, A. A. Zhdanova i V. M. Molotova s 
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