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Boris Godunov

Marfa (Khovanshehing) and Carmen. She made guest
appearances in Italy and England. Late in her career she
u])pc:lrui A% a concert arbst. DAVID CHMMINGS
Boris Godunov. Opera in seven scenes, or a prologue
and four acts, by MODEST PEIROVICH MUSORGSKY to his
own libretto, adapted from the historical tragedy by
ALEXANDER SERGEYEVICH PUSHKIN, and supplemented (in
the revised version) by material partly derived from
historical works by NMIKOLAY MIKHAYLOVICH KARAMZIN
and others; St Petersburg, Mariinsky 'l'hn:::_tn:, 27
January/8 February 1874 (revised version; original ver-
sion, Leningrad, State Academic Theatre of Opera and
Ballet, 16 February 1928; first Rimsky-Korsakov ver-
sion, concert performance, St Petersburg, Great Hall of
the Conservatory, 28 Movember/10 Decemnber 1896,
staged Moscow, Solodovnikov Theatre, Savva
Mamontov's Private Russian Opera, 7/19 December
1898; ‘standard’ version, with additional music by
Rimsky-Korsakov, Paris, Opéra, 19 May 1908).

Boris Godunov baritone or hass
Kenia bis daughter soprano
Fyodor his son MEZZO-S0Prano
Pretender known as Grigory (under Pinten's

tutelage)|' False Dmitry'] tenor
fPimen hermit chronicler bass
Prince Vasily Ivanovich Shuysky tenor
Andrey Shchelkalov secretary to the Boyars’ )

Council baruhonc

g ass
I tenor

*Marina Mniszek daughter of the .
Sandonicrz commander mezzo- or dramatic soprano

*Rangoni covert fesuit bass
Innkeeper MEZZO-SOPrano
Yurodiviy (*Fool-in-God") [Holy Fool] tenor
Xenia's [former] wet-nurse low mezzo-soprano
Nikitich police officer bass
Mityukha a peasant bass
Boyar-in-attendance tenor

*Boyar Khrushchyov n{z:nr

*Lewicki . ass

*Crernikowski | J#54i%S bass

tenor
Voices from the crowd peasants soprana

mezzo-sopra ne

Boyars, their children, musketeers, royal hod?‘gunrds,

police officers, *Polish lords and ladies, *maidens of

Sandomierz, blind pilgrims {and the boys who guide
them), inhabitants of Moscow

Setting Russia (Moscow and its environs, an inn near
the Lithuanian border, Sokol'niki-on-the-Dnepr) and
Sandomierz, Poland; 1598-1605

*role only in the revised version

+Pimen, Varlaam and Missail are monks in the Pushkin
play and in Musorgsky's adaptation; but owing to a
censorship regulation that forbade the portrayal of
Orthodox clergy on the stage, their identity had to be
concealed in the original published score and libretto.

The original version of Boris Godunov, composed
between October 1868 and 15/27 December 1869, con-
sists of seven scenes grouped into four ‘parts’ (acts). The
revised version, accomplished between February 1871
and 23 June/5 July 1872, consists of nine scenes (six of
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the ariginal, more or less radically altered, plus three
newly composed) grouped into a prologue and four
acts; this was the firse version to be heard, with Eduard
Napravoik conducting, lvan Mcl'nikov in the r'n!E role
(fig.1), Yuliya Platonova as Marina, Fyodor
Komissarzhevsky as the Pretender, Osip Petrov as
Varlaam, Antonina Abarinova as the Innkeeper and
Pavel Bulakhov as the Holy Fool. A vecal score of the
revised version was published in 1874; both versions are
in the complete edition of Musorgsky's works, edited by
Pavel Lamm (1928).

1. lvan Mel'nikov in the title role of Musorgsky's ‘Boris

Godunov', which be created at the Mariinsky Theatre, St

Petersburg, 27 Janwaryl8 Febrwary 1874

For many years, beginning in 1896, the opera was
performed exclusively in a re-orchestrated rcvisior_l_ by
Rimsky-Korsakov (he himself conducted the premiere,
with Fyodor Stravinsky as Varlaam), which itself exists
in two versions (published in 1896 and 1908) of which

the more complete second (‘standard version’ in list of

premiéres above) is the one that first achieved interna-
tional repertory status; its Paris premiére was prm]uc_cd
by Sergey Dyagilev and directed by Alexander Sanin,
with Felix Blumenfeld conducting, Fyodor Shalyapin as
Boris and Dmitry Smirnov as the Pretender. Of othe
performing versions two should be mentioned: by
Shostakovich (1939—40, an orchestration of the vocal
score in the complete edition), used mainly at the Kirov

Thearre since 1960; and by Karol Rathaus, commis: .

sioned by the Metropolitan Opera, New York, and vsed

there for two decades from 1952, Since the mid-1970s

Borts Godunowv

Musorgsky's own versions have gradually been dis-
placing those of Rimsky-Korsakov and others on the
world’s stages. A critical edition by David Lloyd-Jones,
published in 1975, has been used increasingly since that
date. The title role has been a great vehicle for Russian
and Russian-style basses: Mark Reyzen sang in the pre-
miere of the 1869 version, and other noted interpreters
have included, besides Shalyapin, Vanni-Marcoux,
Alexander Kipnis, Nicola Rossi-Lemeni, Boris Christoff,
George London, Nicolai Ghiaurov and Marrti Talvela.
In recordings, some singers have taken both Boris's role
and that of Pimen or Varlaam; both Reyzen and Christ-
off made recordings in which they sang all three.
. . *

Boris Godunov is the pre-eminent representarive of the
historical genre in Russian opera and the sole survivor
of its type in the permanent international repertory (the
increasingly standard Khovanshchina by the same
composer being its only possible rival). It owes its posi-
tion primarily, if not exclusively, to the extraordinary
portrayal of the title character — one of the great bass/
baritone roles, offering tremendous scope 1o a charis-
matic singing actor (it was the chief vehicle for
Shalyapin’s world acclaim), clearly the creation of a
musical psychologist of genius.

Boris Godunov was composed at a time when
historical drama was the dominant Russian theatrical
genre, musical or otherwise, reflecting the widespread
conviction that art had a civic obligation — an attitude
that tends to flourish in states where open discussion of
public policy is not permitted. In 19th-century Russia,
such discussion took place mainly in the ‘Aesopian’
guise of historiography and literary criticism — and on
the stage itself, where dramatists strove to invest their
work with content *worthy of the attention of a thinking
man’, to quote Nikolay Chernishevsky, the most in-
fluential radical critic of the 1860s,

Musorgsky, influenced in this by a number of friends
and mentors, including the historian Vladimir Nikol'sky
and the arts publicist Vladimir Stasov, took these
principles more seriously than any other Russian
musician. He was also much preoccupied with the
actual mechanics of musical representation. At first his
madel was Dargomizhsky's opera The Stone Guest, a
direct setting of a short verse play by Pushkin that
sought in the name of realism to bypass the artificialities
of the conventional libretto. Later Musorgsky adopted
(from Aristotle by way of the German literary historian
Georg Gervinus) a radically positivistic theory of emo-
tional expression and character portrayal in music by
means of meticulously objective imitation of *natural®
conversational speech. During the late 1860s
Musorgsky systematically applied this technique in a
series of avowedly experimental vocal works culmina-
ting in Marriage, a recitative opera based on the un-
altered prose text of a comedy by Gogol, on which he
worked during summer 1868, producing one act in
vocal score.

So when in the autumn of that year Nikol'sky
suggested as an operatic subject Pushkin's famous
drama of Boris Godunov and his troubled reign (the
acknowledged prototype for the historical spectacles
that were lately so fashionable), the composer
immediately recognized it as the natural and necessary
field for the full deployment of his talents. The play,

- Which had been finally cleared by the censor for stage

performances in 1866, had everything: an important

historical theme; a ‘Shakespearean’ mixture of poetry

and prose, tragedy and comedy, which would vouchsafe
the opportunity to combine the approaches of The Stone
Guest and Marriage and so evade the monotony of style
that had plagued both works; a wide range of character
types from boyar to beggar, to be portrayed naturalistic-
ally through declamation; and a large role for the crowd
that would enable the composer to project his ideas of
formal realism and natwralistic declamation on a large
canvas. Perhaps not least, owing to the ‘predominance
of politics’ in it and the absence of romance, Boris
Godunor had been pronounced unfit for (conventional)
operatic treatment by Alexander Serov, the chief
musical pundit of the day, to whom The Five or ‘mighty
kuchka' felt pacticularly hostile. Sclecting Pushkin's play
as a subject was thus an act of typical *kuchkist’-cum-
realist bravado.

As to actual text, the libretto of the original version of
the opera was almost entirely drawn from Pushkin.
With the sole exception of Boris’s hallucination in scenc
5 (suggested, ironically enough, by Holofernes’
hallucination in Judith, an opera by Serov) there is noth-
ing in the action of Musorgsky’s drama that was not in
Pushkin. The scene in Pimen’s cell and the scene at the
Lithuanian border were verbatim settings of scenes from
the original play (the former in verse a la Stome Guest
and the latter in prose a la Marriage). Musorgsky boiled
the rest of Pushkin’s play down to a length suitable for
musical setting by a very simple expedient: he threw out
every scene in which the title character failed to appear,
leaving a total of six scenes (out of 23) from which to
fashion the five remaining scenes of his libretto (two of
Pushkin’s scenes being conflated to provide the text for
the long one in which Musorgsky’s Boris sings his big
soliloquies). The result was a characteristic canvas for
what Musorgsky called opéra dialogué — i.c. a ‘sung
play’ in recitative dialogue (the genre 1o which Pelléas,
Salome and Wozzeck also belong).

Its method may have been dictated by practical
necessity, but Musorgsky's radical condensation of
Pushkin’s play had the effect of casting the tite
character into much greater prominence than the poet
had accorded him. This, of course, worked very much to
the opera’s advantage, since it provided a heroic role at
the centre of the drama. It was an advantage the
composer was uniquely equipped to exploit, though the
role achieved its full stature only in the revised version
of 1872,

The concomitant disadvantage of the original libretto
was the elimination of the 'Polish’ scenes and, with
them, of the only major feminine role in Pushkin’s play,
that of Marina Mniszek. This deficiency, subsequent
legends notwithstanding, was the sole reason for the
opera’s rejection by the selection committee of the
Imperial Theatres Directorate in February 1871, which
(theatre being at the time a state monopoly in Russia)
precluded its performance. The composer was forced to
revise the opera, a rask he undertook almost
immediartely upon receiving news of the rejection and
completed at the beginning of the summer of 1872.

To meer the directorate’s demands all Musorgsky
would have had 1o do was reinstate the love scene for
Marina and the Pretender, a scene which {according to
Vladimir Stasov) he had originally intended to include,
and even sketched, when he first embarked on the opera.
In fact, he went so much further than that in revising the
opera that it is impossible to regard the second version
as anything less than a total re-conception, now very
much at variance with Pushkin, implying not only an
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entirely different reading of Russian history, but an en-
tirely different view of the nature of musical drama. The
revision of Boris Godurov was motivated by considera-
tions of historiographical ideology, dramatic tone, and
consistency in the deployment of leitmotifs. At this point
it will be well to give a césumé and a parallel synopsis of
the two versions, on the basis of which an interpretation
of their differences may be essayed (the format follows
Oldani 1978); see Résumé below.

xenophobic anti-Catholicisim that was entirely the
composer's. He now frecly paraphrased Pushkin even
where it was possible 1o quote him directly. His
melodies became rounder, more lyrically self-sufficient,
and underwent a more conventional sort of develop-
ment.

But if this conventionalizing turn could be indirectly
atrributed to the demands of the Imperial Theatres
Directorate, Musorgsky bears sole responsibility for the

Eo.

2 PART Lit Square in the Mascow Kremlin

Barts is crowned. Processions before and afrer. The new msar

expresses humility and invites all to a feast. The forced
praises of the crowd are sung to the words and tunc of an
old Russian fortane-telling song from the L'viv-Pratsch
anthology {21806} chosen becawse it happens to include
the word *Glory!" as a refrain.

2 PHOVOURITLE s ofrfrosite

3 Panr 2. Cell in the Chudor Monasiery

a Pimen’s monologue, on finishing his chronicle but for one
last tale

The revised Boris was no longer an opéra dilogué. In
part this change was dictated by practical necessity,
since Pushkin's Polish scenes did not include the in-
gredients from which Musorgsky fashioned his Act 3.
Musorgsky had to write the text for Marina's aria, for
the big love duet and for the scenes with Rangoni, a
character absent in  Pushkin, who embodied a

decision he made, on completing the ‘Polish Act’, to go
back and refashion the central Terem scene (the old Part -
3, now Act 2) as well. He happily de-Pushkinized its
text, and, as he put it in a letter to Stasov, ‘perpetrated
an arioso’ for the title character, very much along the
more thematically generalized, lyrical lines of the love
duet. At the same time he removed from the opera a

o

At 1L Cell in the Chidoy Monastery
a@ as @ opposite

b Chorus of monks behind the scenes

¢ Grigory wakes {different music)

d Second chorus of monks behind the scenes
35 ¢ opposite

[ as d opposite

b Grigory wakes

¢ Grigory recounts a dream of being exalied, then dashed

d Pimen recalls Ivan the Terrible's visit o the monastery and
the saintliness of the late Tsar Fyodor

¢ Pimen's narrative of the murder of the Tsarevich Dimire

{ Grigory's question about the tsarevich’s age; chorus of
monks behind the scenes; Grigory's vow

RESUME (INCORPORATING THE EVENTS OF BOTH VERSIONS) & a5 foppesite

“The Tsarevich Dmitry, the ninc-year-old son of Ivan the
Terrible, and next in line (after his feeble-minded half-
brother Fyodor) to the Russian theone, is murdered in the
town of Uglich in 1591, atthe instigation of the boyar Boris
Godunov, Ivan's brother-in-law and regent under Fyodor
(modern historians do not subscribe to the theory of Boris's
puilt, but lvan Karamzin, the official Russian historian of
the early 19th cenwry, asserted it and Pushkin and
Musorgsky accepred it as the basis for their dramas). On
Fyador's death in 1598, Boris is elected tsar and, after a
show of reluctance, accepts and is crowned. He reigns
wiscly and in peace for several years and is portrayed by the
dramatists as a loving father, devoted in particular to
prooming his son Fyodor succeed him and cstablish a
dynasty.

Tn spite of his goad intentions and wise policies, Russin is
visited by famines, which those who know of Boris’s crime
attribute to divine jud Among his is an old
soldier who witnessed the murder. He has hecome a monk
and raken the name Pimen, He records Boris's crime in a
chronicle, which he shows to his ward, the novice Grigory
Orrep'yey, who is exactly the same age as the slain
warevich. Grigory vows to posc as the wsarevich risen from
death and claim the throne, With two vagabond monks,
Varlaam and Missail, whe do not know his plan, he sers our
for Poland/Lithuania, Russia’™ hostile Roman Catholic

border he is recognized by a patrol and narrowly escapes 4
capture. Reaching Sandomierz, he falls in love with Marina,
the daughter of the local governor, who is induced by the
Jesuit Rangoni to feign love in retum, so to coopt the Pre-
tender's campaign on hehalf of the Church. £
Boris is informed of the Pretender’s rise, and his formid-
able Polish support, by Prince Vasily Shuysky, a powerful
but treacherous courtier, The news sends Boris into a
paroxysm of fear, accompanied by hallucinations. He
orders a chureh service 5o as to proneunce an anathema on
the Pretender. On his way out he is accosted by a Holy Fool,
who complains to Boris that some boys have stolen a penny
feom him, and that the sar should have them killed, the
way he had had the tsarevich killed. Boris asks the holy man
to pray for him but is rebuffed. Shuysky now conspires with
Pimen. The larer visics the court and frightens Boris with a
false tale of the slain tsarevich, now a miracle-working
<aint, who, Pimen says, has cured him of blindness. At this
Boris has a seizure and, after a last farewell 1o his son,
whom he points out to the assembled boyars as their new
wsar, expires. The Precender, meanwhile, makes his way
through the countryside, accompanied by a retinue of
Jesuits and mercenaries (including Varlaam and Missail},
plus an ever-increasing mob of peasants and local gentry
who believe him to be the risen tsarevich. The Holy Fool,
witnessing the credulous procession, laments the fate of un-

Pant it fnm ow the Lithuarnian Border w1 K i
osTameriue i 4 :;: :‘:,:;:::u the Litheearnian Border
: site
b Innkeeper sings a song about a drake
! SOM 3 ake as she darns an old
padded jacket
¢ as b opposite
d as ¢ oppuosite

b Arrival of Grigory, Varlaam, Missail
¢ Varlaam’s first song (*Song about Kazan') [Pushkin quotes
the ﬁr‘st line of the song ('Oh, "twas in Kazan town’) in his
play; itis a khorovod song, about a monk who renounces
the cowl for a gayer life with women. Stasov, mistaking this
reference, assumed Pushkin meant a historical song about
Ivan the Terrible's conquest of the Tarar capital in 1552. He
found the texe Musorgsky used in an anthology edited by
lvaln Khudyakov in 1860. After his lictle by-play with
Grigory, Pushkin's Varlaam resumes his song with the
stc‘n‘rl:l line, also supplicd by the poct. Not knowing the
o.ngmnl reference, Musorgshy assumed Varlaam was now
singing a different song, and adapted a tune he had learnt
from Rimsky-Korsakov 1o his own words. )
dVa !'lanm waves Grigory aside and strikes up another song;
yvhlle he sings, Grigory learns the way o Lithuania from the
imnkeeper; the police come; Grigory tries to convince them
that Varlaam is the Pretender, but Varlaam, laboriously

making out the warrant, exposes him; he makes a fenestral
exir.

¢ as d opposite, but for the music thar accompanies Grigory's
escape at the very end

Part 3 The Tsar's Quarters (Terem) in the Kremlin

ncighbour 1o the west, to enlist suppory, In an inn near the happy Russia. 5 h:rnlrd:i;c":s:lrk -Q‘?‘T‘-ﬂ (Terem) in the Kremlin |both
usic of this seene were rewricten in 187 1-2;
a Xenia tamenits e los bridegroom i :::“,::ms-i:jm conform fo the old scenario are in fact new |
Qriginal version, 1869 Revised version, 1872 b Eyodos sings athis map b nuhmn with the chiming el
{underlined marter exclusive to this version) (underlined marter exclusive 1o this version) « Nurse comfores Xenia e - iming clock
d Son 5
| Pawt Li Corertyard of the Novodevichiy M ry, M 1 ProLOGUE Courtyard of the Navadevichiy Monastery, 2 _thHﬁndz:(;heiGDmmc S 2 s S
A{u’cgw 5 A% AT rom eyghe diflerent
 Adter an orchestral introduction, a policeman is scen order- a as aopposite N follkkr:: 1;‘;0_ '“i: V. She :' s anthology of Russian
ing the crowd on its knees to heg Boris to accept the throne; d Bnl!s s entrance; he comforts Xenia and sends her away f as d opposite L
chorus of supplication; the policeman retuens; the crowd ; _ihom arld_Fyudm ar the map o
banter with him; ordercd 10 beg again they uncomprehend- he apening portion of the title characrer's great suliloqu: ;o I
% : p . Ly b Boris | :
ingly comply; Shehelkalov, secretary of the Boyars’ Council, on kingship and conscience, ‘Dostig ya visshey vlast" ' S
exhorts the crowd with a gloomy arioso about Boris's have attained the highest power'), sct almost verbatim from to Boris’s crime and the POF:‘lca: ;:mll::]::sr i:‘;]f:.’:ﬁ d:M
s brought

feigned implacability and its conscquences; a group of blind
pilgrims arrives to add their voices 1o the crowd entreating
Boris.

Pushkin in the form of a lengthy scena in melodic recieative
over an orchestral tissue of leitmorifs, most of them derived
from music written earlier for Salammba

about. The main lyric theme, broadly developed in the voeal
part as well as the orchestra, is also a derivatdion from

. il £ Salammbs
b The crowd again express their incomprehension, i Tomultof nurses’ voices ofbt
arnicularly of the pilgrims. They agree to come the next & The boyar-in-aztendance announces Shuysky's arrival and j asgopposite —

day to resume their entreaties, but cynically. denounces his treachery.
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£ Tooris cairses Shugsks 3 Shuysky delivers the sews of the False
Dianitey: Boris obtaing Shuysky's assurance thiar the
warevich was tealy deal in Uplich

i Boris's hallucination, preceded by dhe concluding perrion o

thae solilowguy begn seeriom [abeve

=4

6 A A Square befure St Basil’s
a Crowd uncomprehendingly discuss the anathema service
b Buoys steal a penny froma Haly Fool
¢ Boris and his retinne leave the churchs the crowd bescech
hirn for bread a0
JUhe Holy Fool confrones Boris with his erine and refuses wo
She Funy Lom con

frones Boris with s crime aind reluses 1o
pray for him

& The Holy Foel lanents the fare of Russia

7 Pawt 4di Granovitaya Palace, the Kremlin
o+ Orchestral introducrion {adapred from Salamumbo musich
B Shehelkalov reads Boris's ukase convening the meeting of
j_':ir.\rs' Counil to consider means of halting the Pre-
render's advance
« The boyars discuss the macter, sense furility, express
annayance at Shuysky's absence )
o Shuysky arrives and deseribes Boris™s hallucination
¢ Boris entees in grip of hallucination
 Pimen's naerative abour the wonder-working Dmitry
& Boris's facewell to This son
Iy Death of Boris,
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% Acr 4i Granovitaya Palace, the Kremlin

9 Act 4.ii A forest glade near Kromi

e Uyodur explaing the disturbanee offutage with his *Song Eﬂ
the Parror's Woris praises bis paeranve and encourages him
“_I.L'lllﬂiﬂllt“i_!"lm 1 his mind

I s b oppusite

s Boris's soliloguy concluded, culminating in
o The hallucination with the chiming duck

Act 30 Marina's Bodoir in Sandomiers Castle

a Chorus of Polish maidens serenade Maring as she dresses

I Marina's aria (in mazurka style), expressing hee haughti-

mess, her boredon, her ambition and her determination to

wsee the Pretender as her path to queenhood

¢ Ranponi overpuwers Marina and obtaing her vow to help
himn convert the Prerender and, through him, ail of Russia

Act 3 Garden by the Fonsntain

a Dimitry awaits Marina; Rangonia
sion

B Polonaise for the “Pans and P

¢ Marina appears; love duet

ears and fans his ps

wnnas’ [Polish nobles

d a% a opposite

I as ¢ opposite

¢ as d opposite, with some small cuts (28 bars)
d as e opposite

¢ as fopposite, less six bars

[ as popposite, with some small cuts (13 bars)
g as hopposite

a Orchestral introduction, entrance of the crowd with the

captive bayar Khrushchyov
i Mocking ‘glorificarion” of Khrushchyoy

song Musorgsky learne fram Balakirev)

¢ Boys steal a penny from a Holy Fool {transferred from PART

4.i, 6lropposiie)
o Entrance of Varlaam and Miss
aneient epic song Musorpsl

ing of the famous bard Trofim Ryahinin

¢ "Revolutionary’ choeus in da capo form: the middle section

hased on a song from Balakirev's anthology |.‘)f Iﬂfﬂ?
[ The False Dmitey's (Pretepder’s inn, includin

Jesuir hymns; Dimitry’s proclamation and the crowd's

slorification of him (procession musie adapted from

2 The Holy Fool laments the fate of Russia (from the end of

Pakt 4.i, 6¢ opposire).

hased on a folk: -

ail: their song is hased onan
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2. *Boris Godunov'
(Musorgshy): set design
Ly Mikhail Wyich
Bacharov for the
COrmAlion scene
(Prologue, sceng i) in the
first prroduction of the
revised version at the
Mariinsky Theatre, St
Petersburg, 27 January/8
February 1874

great deal that was especially characteristic of his earlier
manner. This applies particularly to the St Basil's scene
and the closing section of the very first scene, which in
its original conception had been the boldest
dramarurgical stroke: a scene of naturalistic prose
recitative for the chorus. Clearly we are dealing with a
retrenchment. g

Its motivation may be located in a letter from
Musorgsky to Rimsky-Korsakov, written during the
year in which the original version was in limbo between
completion and rejection {23 July/4 August 1870),
following a party at which the composer had run
through his opera before a handpicked audience. *As
regards the peasants in Boris®, he wrote with bemuse-
ment, ‘some found them to be bouffe (), while others
saw tragedy’. In other words, it became evident to the
composer that his naturalistic methods carried ineluct-
able associations with comedy, their traditional
medium. From this experience, perhaps, rather than the
subsequent rejection, dated Musorgsky’s first impulse to
revise his opera, born of a wish to clarify its genre— that
is, to elevate its tone unambiguously to the level of
tragedy.

Accordingly, to restore the title character ro full tragic
dimension, it was necessary not only 1o ‘perpetrate an
arioso’ for him but to surround the arioso with a profu-
sion of trivial genre pieces. (The new Terem scene was
modelled, in fact, on the second act of Cui’s William
Ratcliff: in both, a lengthy divertissement full of songs
and games is suddenly interrupted by the entrance of the
stern baritone protagonist, who, having dispersed the
tevellers, proceeds to sing a crucial and self-revealing
monologue.) The formally petty methods of naturalism
are replaced by larger structural entities, and the subtle
" expressive vagaries of recitative are replaced by
sustained moods, their succession calculated for max-
mum contrast, As a result, to quote Abram Gozenpud,
the foremost Sovier historian of the Russian operatic
7 stage, ‘though much of poetic enjoyment and beauty
was lost, [Musorgsky] undeniably achieved a rough and
gaudy theatricality thar had been lacking in Pushkin®, It
seems clear, moreover, that he took the formerly
despised Verdi — and particularly Don Carlos, which
had i1s Russian premigre during the gestation of Boris

Godunov — as an important model in achieving the dra-
matic scale he needed.

The new historiographical conception embodied in
the revised Boris can best be viewed by comparing the
Kromi Forest scene with the scene it replaced (St Basil's).
That Musorgsky never meant the two of them to be
performed side by side (as has become a 20th-century
tradition, originally fostered by the Moscow Bol’shoy
Theatre, which in 1925 commissioned Mikhail
Ippolitov-Ivanov to make an orchestration of the scene
suitable for insertion into the standard Rimsky-
Korsakov edition) is clear from the fact that Musorgsky
transferred two sections from the one to the other —
physically ripped them out of the earlier score, in fact.
The carlier scenc portrayed the crowd (following
Pushkin) as cowed and submissive to the tsar. The Holy
Fool, who challenges and insults Boris, is the embodi-
ment of nemesis, which in the first version of the opera
took the form of the *Tsar-Herod's' conscience.

In the revised opera, that overriding theme was
replaced by anather, timelier one: that of Tsar v. Peaple,
the latter viewed as the real driving force in history. It
was a view that accorded with the social outlook of the
1860s and 70s, deriving not from Pushkin (still less from
Pushkin's historical source, the *Caesaristic Karamazin),
but from the writings of lvan Kostomarov, a populist
historian. In Kromi, the crowd is viewed in active revolt
against the criminal tsar. At the same time, and almost
paradoxically, their music is far less ‘radical’ than the
crowd music in the earlier version. Instead of mass
recitative, it is now a series of vast choral numbers in
strophic, or {especially telling) da capo form. In making
the crowd a tragic protagonist (literally so, in
Aristorelian terms: though powerful and just in its right-
eous condemnation of Boris, they have a tragic flaw,
namely the credulousness that causes them to accept the
claims of the Pretender), Musorgsky subjected their
music to the same kind of formal *elevation” as he had
the music of their antagonistin Act 2,

A similar concern for formal unity (expressed through
symmetry) govemns the whole of the revised Boris, quite
belying the frequent complaint (true enough if applied
to the radically “realist’ first version) that the opera is an
‘inorganic’ assemblage of disconnected scenes. The three
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focal characters in the revised scenario — Tsar, Pre-
tender, Crowd — are balanced in a palindromic equi-
librium, with the people, seen from two radically differ-
ing points of view, as the alpha and omega:

Prologue 1. Novedevichiy Crowd
3. Coronation Boris
Act 1 i :wlnnam:ry cell Prerender
. Inn
Act 2 5. Terem | Boris
Act 3 6. M:lrina.':a bronadieoir PRt
7. Fountain :
Act4 8. Deathof Boris Boris
9. Kromi Forest Crowd

The final perspective from which to view the :evi§ed
Boris Godunov as a total musico-dramatic conception
pertains to the use of leitmotifs. On the f:{ce of i, their
importance is much diminished. The earlier version of
the opera was saturated with identifying and recalling
themes, with every character, however insignificant, so
equipped; with Boris given a complex of as many as half
a dozen leitmorifs; and with the theme altcmar;ly
associated with the Pretender and the dead tsarevich
harped upon to the point where it becomes {as Oldani
has put it) the opera’s idée fixe. In the three newly
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composed scenes of the revised version, the role of
leitmotifs (except for the Pretender’s) is minimal. In the
revised Terem scene, they are much atrenuate@,
particularly with reference to the title ch::racrrcr Iand his
central monologue. The role of the Prel:enc!er s leitmotif,
however, is both expanded and refined, in a way that
affects not only his portrayal, but Boris’s as wcll.‘ thrc__
in the earlier version the leitmotifl could refer elthelr to
the ‘real’ or the False Dmitry, their confusion I{espcctally
in Boris's mind) being the whole point of its deploy-
ment, in the new version its treatment is stricter,
magnificently ironic effect. It now refers only to the Pr
tender — except in Boris's deranged mind, where just as
unwaveringly it refers to the slain infant heir. The co
sistency with which other\Ni_sz mc_xphcablc alterations
{particularly deletions) realize this change leaves no
doubt as to Musorgsky’s intention. It accounts not only.
for the removal of Pimen’s narrative of the murder from
the Cell scene, it also makes plain the rationale for
certain mysterious small cuts in the Death scene, One i:f
the items cut there, for example, is a line from Boris’s
farewell to his son that contains the warning *Silyon zloy
Samozvanets!' (‘the evil Pretender is strong'), set to th
leitmorif that otherwise (for Boris) links up only with his
victim, not his punisher, A ;

From the du:l perspective of ideological updating and
clevation of tone it is possible to explain virtually il
aspects of the Boris Godunov revision. The one cut th
Musorgsky seems to have made primarily in _the int
ests of dramatic pacing is Shchelkalov's reading
ukase in the Death scene, which merely recapitulates i
formation already well known to the aud1ﬂ1cg. It was
deleted from the original version before submission to
the theatre,

Rimsky-Korsakov’s version still ha_s its adherents. Its
virtues, besides the surcfire orchestration that made sllcd
an overwhelming impression in Paris, can be gauged
from a trio of comparative examples drawn from the
title role. In ex.1, the beginning of the central Act2a
Rimsky expertly inserted a single chord to eﬂet_:l
polished modulation. In ex.2, from the climax of e
aria, Rimsky transposed the second half of the melo
to give the singer (now definitely a baritone) a more
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felicitous tessitura. In ex.3, from the Act 4 farewell,
Musorgsky's organum-like archaisms were replaced by
a more grateful, Balakirevesque ‘modality’ thar skirts
focbidden parallels. Stravinsky may have been unfair to
accuse his former teacher of having perpetrated a
‘Meyerbecrization® of Musorgsky's work; the original,
too, owed a heavy debr to Meyerbeer (as what 19th-
century historical opera did not?). But Rimsky did con-
ventionalize it in ways that may have facilitated its early
acceptance, but now seem gratuitously to soften the
harsh and hopeless impression Musorgsky calculated his
opera to produce. The composer’s revised version, it
now seems clear, is a work not of raw genius alone but
of a fastidions dramatist in sure command of his
materials. It possesses an integrity of structure, of style

. and of purport— in short, of sullen historical vision — no

other version, least of all the ad hoc conflations that
have increasingly become the rule, can match.
RICHARD TARUSKIN

- Borkh, Inge [Simon, Ingeborg) (6 Mannheim, 26 May
- 1917). Swiss soprano. She began her career as an

actress, before studying singing in Milan and making

her début in 1940 ar Lucerne as Czipra (Der
© Zigeunerbaron), followed by
- Ziirich, Munich, Berlin,

Agathe. She appeared in
Stuttgart, Vienna and Basle,
where she sang Magda in the first German-language
pecformance of The Consul (1951). She sang Freia and

 Sieglinde at Bayreuth (1952) and made her American

but in 1953 at San Francisco as Electra, returning for
Verdi’s Lady Macbeth, In 1954 she sang Eglantine
and in 1955 created Cathleen in
Egk’s Irische Legende at Salzburg, She took part in the
American premitre of Brivten's Gloriana (1956,
incinnati) and made her débuts ar the Metropolitan
1958) and at Covent Garden (1959) as Salome. A not-
le exponent of 20th-century opera, she counted
urandor, Orff's Antigone and Bloch's Lady Macbeth

- mong her roles, as well as the Dyer's Wife. Her voice,

ight and incisive, was capable of great dramatic in.
“nsity. In 1977 she returned to straight acting.

V(E. Stadler; R. Vepeio) ALAN BLYTH

Boikovec, Pavel (b Prague, 10 June 1894; Prague, 22
July 1972), Czech composer. He studied composition
with Kficka and J. B. Foerster, and was later a member
of the left-wing avant-garde music group Manes
(1933-7). He was a highly estcemed professor of
composition at the Academy of Musical Arts in Prague,
1946-64. A leading neo-classicist, noted for the preci-
sion of his style, he was interested mainly in orchestral
and chamber music. His two operas and his ballet
Krysar (‘Pied Piper’) have in commen the wartime
themes of freedom and independence. Satyr (1937-8: 5,
J. W. von Goethe, trans. O, Fischer: Prague, National, §
Oct 1942) vividly portrays a cruel dictator who claims
godlike power and gains fanatical support but whose
character is eventually revealed. The grotesqueness of
the story is reflected in a dynamic, elaborate succession
of ariosos, dialogues, scherzo-like ensembles and
choruses. Palecek (“Tom Thumb®, 1945-7; 5, F. Kublka;
Prague, Smetana, 17 Dec 1958) is ser in the Prague
student community of the late 15th century, and was
written for the 600th anniversary of Charles Un iversity.
Composed in a lighthearted and polished style, it con-

cerns a scholar who tries to attack injustice.
.

CSHS :

L. Krejéi: “Pavel Botkovec”, Ceské wmeni dramatické, ii: Zpévohra
[Czech Dramatic Art: Operal, ed. L. Hutter and Z. Chalabala
(Prague, 1941), 366~7

P. Blatng: Seénickd dila Pavel Bofkovce [Boikovee's Stage Works]
{diss., U. of Brno, 1958)

1. BroZovski: 'O & opefe kedt” | Twice Abour a Con-
temporary Opera), Kultura, /3 {195 9, 5

J. Hach: 'Dvé operni novinky' [Two New Operas], Divadlo, x
(1959), 2225

K. Srom: *Koncimé Palezek’ [Tom Thumb at Last], Divadefus
noviny, i/12 (1959), §

V. Holzknecht: ‘Prafil Pavla Boikavee', HRo, xvii (1964), 451-3

J. Kasan and others: Pavel Borkoves: osobwost a dilo [Pavel Boik-
ovee: the Personality and his Work| (Praguc, 1964)

HELENA HAVLIKOVA

Born, Claire (b Vienna, 1898). Austrian soprano. She
studied in Vienna, where she was enpaged at the
Staatsoper (1920-26). Her roles included Countess
Almaviva, Pamina, Agathe, Gutrune and Ariadne. At
Salzburg (1922-7) she sang Countess Almaviva, Donna
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