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Abstract
Sergei Rachmaninoff is widely regarded as one of the great pianists of the twentieth century. In a research
project that has stretched over two decades, I have compiled data on Rachmaninoff’s performance career,
comprising research in archives as well as published sources in Russian and English languages. The resulting
Rachmaninoff Performance Diary has been publicly available online since 2011. A missing link in the data
has been the complete programmatic details of over 1,080 solo recitals. In 2006, I discovered research that
was apparently unrecognized in its completeness in an archive of the Library of Congress, undertaken and
donated by Rachmaninoff’s sister-in-law, Dr Sophia Satina. In this article, I examine the details of the
1924/25 season, which was a critical time for Rachmaninoff: after the collapse of his personal fortune caused
by the Russian Revolution, he at last had achieved sufficient success and financial security from his hectic
touring to allow him to return to composition the following year, his ‘sabbatical’ break of 1926. From the
data, a clearer picture emerges of how Rachmaninoff varied his repertoire in his many concert appearances
and recording sessions, showing how frequency of performance and, in instances, apparent self-assessment
of his own music, were key factors.

Readers of Rachmaninoff biographiesmight be unaware of the existence of a small notebook inwhich the
musician listed the date and location of every performance he gave from 1907. Prior to this time,
Rachmaninoff’s performance activity had been growing in significance, yet his appearances in the main
had been as a conductor, frequently of opera at the Bolshoi Theatre in Moscow.1 As the frequency of his
work as a solo pianist increased, especially after his emigration to the West in 1917, the notebook
subsequently recorded the performance career of one of the early twentieth century’s most noted
musicians.

After his death, his sister-in-law, Dr Sophia Alexandrovna Satina, came into possession of the
notebook, and used it as the basis of research as she attempted to assemble a complete catalogue of
every performance he had given.2 She wrote to cities and towns where Rachmaninoff performed,
addressing correspondence to newspapers, libraries, and concert venues, asking for details of the
programmes played.3 Following a tradition inaugurated by her brother-in-law, and continued by his

© The Author(s), 2024. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of the Royal Musical Association.

1A chapter is devoted to Rachmaninoff’s conducting career, including his early work at the Bolshoi Theatre, in BarrieMartyn,
Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor (Routledge, 1990), 509–25.

2The central position of Dr Sophia Alexandrovna Satina (1879–1975) in Rachmaninoff Studies is well known. For example,
she was credited on the title page of Rachmaninoff’s most significant early biography, Sergei Bertensson and Jay Leyda, Sergei
Rachmaninoff: A Lifetime in Music (New York University Press, 1956). A cover page on her compilation of programme data in
the Library of Congress, ‘Section e’, reads: ‘The dates of concerts and the name of cities where Rachmaninoff played and
conducted were listed by him in his note-book since 1907.’ The present location of the notebook is unknown. LoC, Sergei
Rachmaninoff Archive, ML31.R33, Papers of Sophie Satin, boxes 82–89.

3The cover page on her compilation of data continues: ‘The information concerning the programs of [Rachmaninoff’s]
concerts in theUnited States, Canada, and Cuba were obtained with the help and cooperation of friends, of students and Faculty
members of Smith College inNorthampton,Mass., concertmanagers andmost of all of Public Libraries. Our letters, whichwere
addressed to the librarians and other people mentioned above with the request to help us, contained in each case only the exact
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wife, Satina gave her materials to the Library of Congress in Washington, DC.4 Attached to a letter
preserved in the archive is a newspaper cutting from April 1945: written by one of her small team of
helpers, it is a ‘letter to the editor’ of a local newspaper, and it outlines how Satina was attempting to
‘collect a list of all the programmes given by Rachmaninoff at his many concerts’.5

Satina’s data are significant for those interested in Rachmaninoff’s career as a concert pianist. Her
materials broaden our knowledge of the pieces that were played on long tours that stretched across North
America and into Europe, providing information on how he varied his repertoire, and how he
approached the structuring of his recitals over decades. While details of almost every concert given by
Rachmaninoff were published at the time (through printed programmes, advertisements, and concert
reviews), my research, which takes the form of a digitized chronological listing of concerts, was compiled
initially from the scholarship of other authors. The first avenue of research was an appendix to the third
volume of Zarui Apetian’s Literaturnoe nasledie, at the time representing the most detailed listing of
every known performance date and venue from the 1909/10 season to Rachmaninoff’s final concert in
Knoxville, Tennessee, on 17 February 1943.6

Where Apetian supplied details of works played in specific cities, it usually involved naming the
concertos Rachmaninoff performed, or the symphonic works he conducted. In terms of solo repertoire,
she listed a compendium of works played each season only. Details were collated from Barrie Martyn’s
Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, which also listed solo repertoire, but more notably
supplied excellent data on Rachmaninoff’s conducting and recording activities.7 Data on first and other
notable performances were sourced from A Catalogue of the Compositions of S. Rachmaninoff by Robert
Threlfall and Geoffrey Norris,8 while the early biography of Rachmaninoff by Sergei Bertensson and Jay
Leyda was useful in corroborating concert dates and other details.9 In a more personal way, two separate
visits to the Rachmaninoff Archive at the GlinkaMuseum ofMusical Culture inMoscow clarified precise
information about certain early concerts.10

Yet missing from all published sources on Rachmaninoff’s performance career to date has been a
comprehensive listing of the specific programmes from all solo recitals, and it is here that the materials
donated to the Library of Congress by Satina offer my project a pathway towards completeness. When
viewed as awhole, the listed programmes reveal farmore about Rachmaninoff thanmight be expected, to
the extent that a retelling of his biography from the perspective of his performance career has at times

dates of the concerts in a certain city. We asked to look for us through the old news papers published a day before or after the
concert and to copy the program or the names of the compositions mentioned in the reviews of the concert. Their kind and
prompt replies furnished us with the necessary information about the missing programs.’

4The agreed form of citation for Satina’s collection of programme materials is ‘LoC, Sergei Rachmaninoff Archive, ML31.
R33, Papers of Sophie Satin, boxes 82–89’. Jan Lauridsen, assistant chief, Music Division, Library of Congress, in correspond-
ence with Ettore Volontieri, general manager, Serge Rachmaninoff Foundation, 22 January 2021. I am grateful for the assistance
of the Rachmaninoff Foundation and the Rachmaninoff Network in securing this form of citation. The Library of Congress
refers to Satina’s papers using an English form of her name (‘Sophie’), while in other places referencing her Russian name
(‘Sophia’). Similarly, her surname is at times given in the Russian style (‘Satina’) and at other times as ‘Satin’. For examples of
this, refer to the Library of Congress webpage for the Rachmaninoff Archive, <https://www.loc.gov/item/2014571125/>.

5The continuation of the letter speaks to the emergence of the ColdWar, as her plans do not appear to have been carried out:
‘She plans to make this a memorial collection which will be given to the Russian Government.’ LoC, Sergei Rachmaninoff
Archive, ML31.R33, Papers of Sophie Satin, boxes 82–89.

6З.А.Апетиян [Z. A. Apetian],С.Рахманинов:Литературное наследие втрехтомах,том 3 [S. Rachmaninoff: Literary
Heritage in three volumes, vol. 3] (Советский Композитор, 1980) [Sovietskii Kompozitor, 1980], 439–67.

7The data on Rachmaninoff’s solo piano repertoire are listed on pp. 417–38, conducting repertoire on pp. 526–31, while
gramophone and piano roll recording data are compiled on pp. 451–505.

8Robert Threlfall and Geoffrey Norris, A Catalogue of the Compositions of S. Rachmaninoff (Scolar Press, 1982).
9While it was not a source for my initial research, a PhD thesis by Robin S. Gehl focusing on Rachmaninoff’s concerts in

America after 1918 incorporated some of Satina’s data, as well as materials from Martyn’s book. Robin S. Gehl, ‘Reassessing a
Legacy: Rachmaninoff in America, 1918–43’ (PhD dissertation, University of Cincinnati, 2008). Similarly, a sample of just over
120 recital programmes, spanning 1891 to 1943, was included inGeorgeKehler,The Piano in Concert (Scarecrow Press, 1982), ,
1013–24.

10The Rachmaninoff Archive is located at Fond 18 in the Glinka State Central Museum of Music Culture, Moscow.
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seemed warranted.11 The present article provides a unique glimpse into the daily concert life of
Rachmaninoff as a solo pianist in the concert season of 1924/25, the last complete season before he
took a ‘sabbatical’ break to complete his Fourth Piano Concerto in 1926, delayed since leaving Russia.12

Given that this was his first attempt to return to composition away from his homeland, I believe that
throughout the season he likely assessed the works he was playing from the renewed perspective of a
fellow composer.

The presentation of these recital data offers new insights into Rachmaninoff studies. They offer a
better understanding of how his programmes were ordered, the degree of variation between them as he
toured, and the extent to which he chose to highlight his own compositions.13 Through periods of
programmatic uniformity, they show that in the main he presented the same works to audiences in the
leading cities as he did in smaller towns, and that he had sufficient charge of his performance activity that
accommodation of requests from local concert promoters in themain appears to have been avoided. The
concert programmes from this season have been incorporated into my online Rachmaninoff Perform-
ance Diary, with data for all other seasons soon to follow.14

Repertoire Old and New

After holidaying in Europe over the summer, Rachmaninoff’s concert season began on 2October 1924 in
Bournemouth, England.15 Since late 1918, his concert activity had centred onNorthAmerica, yet the first
signs of a widening touring pattern were soon evident. For example, the conclusion of the 1921/22 season
was marked by two recitals in London. Hence, with the 1924/25 season commencing in the United
Kingdom, a sense of Rachmaninoff’s increasing international status further emerges. Owing to this
growing fame as a performer, thought would have been given to Rachmaninoff’s concert schedule and
the programming of works both old and new. While the summer cessation of concert-giving was long
(March to October), at some point work was required to learn new repertoire.16 As a consequence,
further consideration regarding when – and where – new works might be premiered was necessary.

Providing definitive answers to such questions has been problematic without access to comprehen-
sive recital data. Even so, in a footnote regarding recital programming, Martyn asserted that ‘trying out’
new repertoire in ‘out of town’ venues ‘became a hallmark of Rachmaninoff’s tours’.17 While the
following programme details largely confirm this claim, the instances in which major works were
presented in important venues without any ‘warming up’ are, by contrast, significant.18

In regard to the season under discussion, the return to the stage after his summer break appears not to
have been overly pressured. The Bournemouth programme began with a collection of works by Chopin,
opening with the Fantasy in F minor, op. 49 (Figure 1).19 The Fantasy had been a feature of many

11As a parallel instance, through a primary focus on Strauss’s work as a performer, Raymond Holden has brought to light
numerous insights in his book, Richard Strauss: A Musical Life (Yale University Press, 2011).

12Rachmaninoff would return to the stage in late 1925 to give twenty-two concerts, also undertaking three gramophone
recordings and one piano roll recording, before ceasing all performance activity until 20 January 1927.

13A list of all Rachmaninoff’s tour dates for this season is provided in Figure 25.
14My research has been published in two separate iterations on open-access websites since 2011, and is known as the

Rachmaninoff Performance Diary <https://www.rachmaninoffdiary.com>. The current website is the third iteration.
15After holidaying in Italy, the family stayed inDresden for themarriage of Rachmaninoff’s daughter, Irina, on 24 September.

See Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmaninoff, 236.
16Rachmaninoff’s last work as a performer prior to the summer break was a recording session in Camden, NJ, on 18March 1924.
17Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 386.
18As will be noted later in this article, an example is Rachmaninoff’s abrupt programming mid-season of his Second Piano

Sonata, op. 36, and Scriabin’s Fifth Piano Sonata, op. 53, in Carnegie Hall on 26 February 1921. While not premieres,
Rachmaninoff appears not to have performed Scriabin’s sonata since 1916, nor his own since 1918.

19In regard to the names of works, a unified system of spelling and presentation is necessary to allow successful searches of the
database. Hence, works that are well known in a foreign language are given as such, while Rachmaninoff’s own works are given
in English and also for generic titles overall, even when words are borrowed from a foreign language, or when publication
incorporated numerous languages including Russian.
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programmes in early 1923, where it also began concerts. The Chopin set continued with the Nocturne in
E major, op. 62, no. 2, and the Waltz in A flat major, op. 64, no. 3. As many programmes in the 1922/23
and 1923/24 seasons featured unnamed Nocturnes and Waltzes by Chopin, in this instance it is not
possible to ascertain whether these specific pieces were frequent inclusions.20 The major work which
followed – Chopin’s Sonata in B flat minor, op. 35 – had been a regular inclusion in programmes from
late 1922, and had been a mainstay in concerts in the early months of 1924.21

As is typical in a majority of the programmes that Satina collected, there is no indication of where the
interval occurred.22 In programmes which included a major sonata in the first half (as all do in this
season), it is assumed that the interval followed.23 Closing the programme with a work by Liszt was a
feature of numerous programmes in earlier seasons, with La campanella and the Second Hungarian
Rhapsody appearing regularly. The Rapsodie Espagnole in this programme had featured as a concert-
closer in programmes from late 1923.

Of his own works, preludes from the op. 23 set had been performed extensively on Russian tours after
their initial composition, and had featured in concerts given in the West in 1911 and 1914. Regarding the
unnamed Etude-Tableau,more will be discussed about incomplete and problematic references later, yet both
the op. 33 and op. 39 sets also had been performed in Russia. Rachmaninoff first performed his transcription
of Mussorgsky’s Hopak in 1921, his initial experience of it having been the orchestral version, which he
conducted in Russia on 27 April 1909 (Julian calendar).24 The Bournemouth programme was given
identically in Liverpool (4 October) and at the Queen’s Hall in London (6 October).

In the fourth concert of the tour in Eastbourne on 9 October, a second programme was initiated,
beginning with J. S. Bach’s English Suite in A minor, BWV 807, Mendelssohn’s Variations sérieuses,
op. 54, and Beethoven’s ‘Appassionata’ Sonata, op. 57 (Figure 2). The pairing of the English Suite and the

Figure 1. Recital, 2 October 1924.

20For further information aboutmissing details from programmes, refer to the following section ‘Conflicting and Incomplete
Data’.

21Martyn cites the unreliable book by Oskar von Riesemann, Rachmaninoff’s Recollections, when noting that the first
movement of Chopin’s B flat minor Sonata had been performed in Rachmaninoff’s graduation assessment in Moscow in 1891.
See Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 385.

22I have chosen to present programmes in a manner similar both to Satina’s data and to printed programmes from the time.
Hence, themore recent format of providing first names of composers, dates, and additional details in titles of works, and so on is
avoided intentionally.

23In many printed programmes in the archive, intervals were similarly not indicated. As an example, see Figure 23.
24Perhaps led astray by the manuscript in the Library of Congress bearing the date 1 January 1924, Threlfall and Norris

incorrectly list this as the date of the transcription in their catalogue. See Threlfall andNorris,ACatalogue of the Compositions of
S. Rachmaninoff, , 8. Rachmaninoff had included the transcription in a concert in CarnegieHall on 26 February 1921, and had
recorded it on piano roll and attempted a gramophone recording in the same year.
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Mendelssohn to open a programme had been established in recitals from late 1923, while the Beethoven
Sonata had featured multiple times across the 1922/23 season.

Liszt’s Funérailles had also appeared in programmes from 1923, and would feature in programmes
throughout the 1920s and up to 1935. Godowsky’s transcription of Johann Strauss Jr. melodies, known
generally as Künstlerleben (‘An Artist’s Life’) but more formally as Symphonic Metamorphoses
no. 1, concluded the concert. A popular work with audiences at the time, the Godowsky was in fact a
new work for Rachmaninoff this season, and the concert on 9 October appears to have been his first
performance. The piece would be included with great frequency this season, reaching a total of twenty-
two performances, but thereafter seems never to have been performed publicly by him again. This
programme was repeated in Leeds on 14 October, and again in London on 16 October.

After sailing from England, Rachmaninoff performed a slightly altered programme in his first US
appearance of the season in Urbana, IL, a relatively small town.25 His new programme began with
Mendelssohn’sVariations sérieuses from the concerts in England, which now acted as a curtain-raiser for
Liszt’s masterpiece, the Sonata in B minor, S. 178 (Figure 3). Rachmaninoff would perform this great
sonata a further seventeen times before the end of the year, but after this appears never to have then
played it in public again.26

Also incorporated into the programme in Urbana were further works by Chopin, including the
Scherzo no. 4 in Emajor, op. 54, and the Ballade no. 3 in A flat major, op. 47.While Chopin’s Ballade had
been a regular inclusion in programmes dating back to the 1921/22 season, the Scherzo no. 4 – like the
Liszt Sonata – appears to have been a first performance.27 The Etude in E major, op. 10, no. 3, had been
performed in Scandinavian concerts in October 1918, as too had the Etude in C minor, op. 25,
no. 12, whichwould be added to the programme inTerraHaute, IN, two days after the concert inUrbana.

It is conspicuous that Rachmaninoff’s ubiquitous C sharp minor Prelude is listed on the programme
for these concerts, given themany anecdotes about him being unable to leave the stage without including

Figure 2. Recital, 9 October 1924.

25The US Decennial Census of 1920 recorded a population of 11,393 in Urbana, IL, which compares with the population of
Chicago, IL, in the same census as 2,701,705. ‘1920 Census: Volume 1, Minor Civil Divisions, Table 53, Illinois’, <https://
www2.census.gov/library/publications/decennial/1920/volume-1/41084484v1ch4.pdf> (accessed 7 May 2023).

26Many lament that posterity was unfortunate to be left without recordings of many works that Rachmaninoff performed,
perhaps especially in regard to Liszt given his taut approach to the opening of the Ballade in B minor, recorded without his
knowledge by Bell Telephone at a concert in the Academy of Music, Philadelphia, PA, on 5 December 1931, and released by
Marston on Rachmaninoff Plays Symphonic Dances in 2018. Refer to 53022–2, CD 3, track 5.

27The Scherzo no. 2 in B flat minor, op. 31, was a frequent inclusion in programmes from late 1919, while the Scherzo no. 3 in
C sharp minor, op. 39, was a more regular inclusion from late 1921.
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it as an encore in later years, much to his frustration.28 In Urbana, however, Satina noted that
Rachmaninoff performed as an encore Giovanni Sgambatti’s arrangement of the famous ‘Dance of
the Blessed Spirits’ from the second act of Gluck’sOrfeo ed Euridice, published asMélodie.Alongwith the
work by Liszt, this also may have been a first performance.

In Terra Haute a similar programme was given two days later, albeit in this instance commencing
with two new works by J. S. Bach, the first being an arrangement by Liszt (Figure 4). In the second
work, it might seem plausible that the Fugue was played after the Prelude, and that its absence in
Satina’s list of programmes was due to her abbreviated nomenclature.29 This might especially seem to
be the case given the preceding work included a fugue, yet there is no evidence for it. While original
compositions by Bach, and arrangements of his music by others (including by Rachmaninoff
himself ), were a feature of programmes for the remainder of his career, this amended Liszt Sonata
programme appears to represent the only time beyond his student years that Rachmaninoff pro-
grammed an item from the Well-Tempered Clavier.30 Among the selection of the composer’s own
works, the two preludes are unremarkable, yet the inclusion of the Etude-Tableau in D major, op. 39,
no. 9, is more noteworthy due to its advanced harmonic and stylistic elements, these being
emblematic of his later style, as will be commented on further below.31

As a format, it is significant that the programme would be repeated with only small changes until the
end of the year.32 From late 1921, Rachmaninoff had increasingly been drawn into playing a well-honed
programme of works as he toured, perhaps unsurprisingly given the increasing frequency of his
performances.33 Yet from Terra Haute until the end of the year, these repeated programmes represent
the longest instance of an unbroken stretch in his career thus far, proceeding without an alternate

Figure 3. Recital, 12 November 1924.

28For example, Max Harrison notes that even in 1909 the Prelude was ‘already inescapable’. Max Harrison, Rachmaninoff
(Continuum, 2005), 160.

29Satina has given no indication as to whether the work was from the first or second book of the Well-Tempered Clavier.
30Noting a small and potentially irrelevant discrepancy, Satina indicated that a reviewer of the Terra Haute concert failed to

mention anymusic by J. S. Bach, also noting only a single Prelude by Rachmaninoff. In regard to the lack of reference to Bach, it
is possible the reviewer arrived late to the concert.

31For example, Martyn refers to ‘the advance in the composer’s style’ in relation to the Songs, op. 38, shortly after quoting from
an interesting ‘reminiscence’ of Marietta Shaginyan, a friend in whom Rachmaninoff often confided. She recalled Rachmaninoff
talking aboutmodernity and innovation in hismusic, but also recording him saying that after the debacle of his First Symphony his
originality had been ‘stifled in the bud’. See Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 262–63.

32In minor updates to the programme, the C minor Etude by Chopin was dropped in later concerts, and the programme
commenced with Sgambatti’s arrangement of Gluck.

33A season that commenced in St Paul on 10 November 1921 is notable in regard to frequent repetitions, with a programme
designed around Ballades by Liszt, Grieg, and Chopin. This programme was played almost identically on at least twenty-nine
occasions, although it alternated with other programmes throughout the season.
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programme or an intervening concerto appearance. Hence, the programme was identical in
Indianapolis, IN (16November); Youngstown,OH (17November); Buffalo, NY (18November); Detroit,
MI (20 November); Rochester, NY (21 November); Boston, MA (23 November); Pittsburgh, PA
(26 November); and New York, NY (Carnegie Hall, 30 November). The only variation appears to have
been on 25 November in Cleveland, OH, where two Chopin waltzes (op. 64 no. 2 in C sharp minor, and
‘A flat major’) replaced the two Chopin etudes.34

It might be surmised that these consecutive performances reflect the significance of later dates in
Boston and New York, there being an added pressure with the B minor Sonata of Liszt on the
programme. Yet at the same time, this programmemarked Rachmaninoff’s 44th appearance at Carnegie
Hall, and it seems unlikely he would have been particularly anxious by this point in his career.35

Similarly, it might also be supposed that the intensity of this tour presented limited opportunities to
introduce new works.

Following the performance in New York, the Liszt Sonata programme continued its unbroken run of
performances in concerts in New London, CT (1 December); Worcester, MA (2 December); Haverhill,
MA (4 December); Manchester, NH (5 December); Providence, RI (7 December); New Haven, NJ
(8 December); andMiddletown, CT (9 December) – all of which were likely day-drives fromManhattan
for Rachmaninoff, an avid motorist.36

Among the legion of successive concert dates, Rachmaninoff was in demand to record music for
both piano roll and the gramophone. At times, one sees clear correlations between the recording of a
work and its frequency in programmes of the time, while on other occasions there appears to be no
obvious link.37While Satina’s research does not focus on this activity, the ability to read her materials
in parallel with published data about recording sessions offers an opportunity to gain a new
perspective on Rachmaninoff’s work in the studio. The following details, including information on

Figure 4. Recital, 14 November 1924.

34It is possible that the Waltz in A flat major, op. 64, no. 3, from earlier in the season was played.
35Regarding concerts at CarnegieHall, Satina notes: ‘Much help was also received fromMr. Alfred Scott – the publisher of the

concert-programs of Carnegie Hall, N.Y. – who gave us permission to go through his whole collections [sic] of programs for
1918–1943.’ LoC, Sergei Rachmaninoff Archive, ML31.R33, Papers of Sophie Satin, boxes 82–89.

36Bertensson and Leyda note that after the Providence, RI, concert, Rachmaninoff ‘stayed on’ to hear PaulWhiteman andHis
Orchestra, about which he had high praise. See Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmaninoff, 237.

37David Cannata has highlighted potential commercial prerogatives in the timing of publication and the release of
recordings, these being mainly in relation to the short transcriptions that date from later years. See David Butler Cannata,
Rachmaninoff and the Symphony (Studien Verlag, 1999), 23.
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‘takes’ and subsequent releases, have been sourced from the latter pages of Martyn’s Rachmaninoff:
Composer, Pianist, Conductor.38

On22December 1924,Rachmaninoff returned toTrinityChurch inCamden,NJ,withLeopold Stokowski
and the Philadelphia Orchestra, to conclude a recording begun a full year earlier (Figure 5). The recording of
the Second Piano Concerto had commenced with the second movement on 31 December 1923, and had
concluded a fewdays laterwith the thirdmovement.No attempt at the firstmovementhadbeenmade; rather,
it was recorded the following year.39 The most recent performance of the Second Concerto had been in
Cleveland in late March 1923, while it would be performed again with Serge Koussevitzky in April 1925.40

As was noted for the concert in Urbana, IL, on 12 November 1924, Sgambatti’s arrangement of
Gluck’s famous tune from Orfeo was first introduced into programmes as an encore. Many of the
recordings Rachmaninoff made of small piano pieces, which are still highly praised for their pianism,
indubitably benefitted from frequent performances on stage, and this small work by Sgambatti would
become a focus of recording in numerous sessions over the coming months.41

A little over a week after he recorded the concertomovement, Rachmaninoff returned to the studio to
record solo works (Figures 6 and 7). Along with the Sgambatti he played his more-frequently performed
transcription of Mussorgsky’s Hopak, while the Chopin Waltz was not from the current season.
Remarkably, Rachmaninoff appears never to have programmed Liszt’s transcription of the Schubert
song, ‘Das Wandern’, nor Siloti’s arrangement of ‘The Swan’ by Saint-Saëns, in previous concerts, and
neither would appear in later programmes.42 None of the takes were marked for release, although the
recording of ‘The Swan’ was eventually published.43

Following a fortnight’s break from performing early in the new year, Rachmaninoff returned to the
studio mid-January, this time to record two piano rolls for Ampico (Figure 8).44 In this instance the
Sgambatti arrangement, along with ‘Das Wandern’, were both released.

Figure 5. Recording session, 22 December 1924.

38Gramophone and piano roll recording data are compiled in separate chapters. See Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer,
Pianist, Conductor, 451–505.

39The unusual pattern of recording mirrors the order of composition, as the first movement was written last. The dated
manuscript of each movement is noted in Threlfall and Norris, A Catalogue of the Compositions of S. Rachmaninoff, 68. The
1924 recording was not released until after Rachmaninoff’s death.

40Rachmaninoff would return to the studiowith Stokowski to record the concerto again in 1929, with better reproduction of sound.
41It is likely that Rachmaninoff’s first acquaintance with the music was when he conducted a single performance of Gluck’s

Orfeo ed Euridice at the Soldnikov Theatre in Moscow on 3 December 1897.
42Rachmaninoff’s only apparent experience performing the work by Saint-Saëns was with his friend, the cellist Anatoly

Brandukov, in a 30 January 1892 (Julian calendar) concert in Vostriakov Hall in Moscow.
43In Martyn’s list of recordings, no catalogue number is supplied for the issue of this recording. See Martyn, Rachmaninoff:

Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 469. The recording can be found online, for example onYouTube at <https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=swVlrvhkT1o>.

44Rachmaninoff appears to have travelled to Washington, DC, to give his 14 January concert later that evening.
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Conflicting and Incomplete Data

Despite Satina’s attempt to create a complete account of Rachmaninoff’s concert activity, in some
instances there are discrepancies among sources. Similarly, for some concerts she was unable to ascertain
precise details, such as for the reference to the unnamed Etude-Tableau in the preceding 2 October
concert, while in other instances she was unable to find any programme details at all. Accordingly, across
her collected data there are certain lacunae. Yet with the increased ease with which historic newspapers
can be searched and read, and the accessibility of other online databases, it is now possible to resolve
some lingering questions presented by her research.

Within this season, a discrepancy among sources arises in relation to a concerto performance in
London on 11October, which Satina assumed to be of the Third PianoConcerto although shewas unable
to supply details of the other works in the concert. Her note for this concert references a comment by ‘Mr
Tillet’ (John Tillet, Rachmaninoff’s UK agent), indicating that the work could, in fact, have been the
Second Piano Concerto, op. 18. Apetian included the date and location of the concert, also naming the
conductor, but was unable to name the concerto.45

Given a more detailed and, hence, reliable programme that included the Third Concerto one week
later (Figure 9), there is perhaps a tendency to view Satina’s assumption as correct.46 Yet confusingly for
this second concert, Apetian indicated a belief that the Second Concerto was performed.47 It is salient to

Figure 6. Recording session, 30 December 1924.

Figure 7. Recording session, 31 December 1924.

Figure 8. Recording session, 14 January 1925.

45Apetian writes of the concerto: ‘какой – неизвестно’ [‘which – unknown’]. Apetian, Literaturnoe nasledie, III, 452.
46About this concert, Satina also noted that an unknown work by Chabrier was performed, and that the Preludes in Gminor

and B flat major, op. 23, were played as encores.
47Apetian correctly noted that Godfrey conducted. Apetian, Literaturnoe nasledie, 452.
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recall that Rachmaninoff by now had considerable experience performing both concertos, sometimes in
very close proximity.48

However, modern research presents further information. The evening concert on Saturday
11 October 1924 at Queen’s Hall was a Promenade concert, led by their resident conductor Sir Henry
Wood, who was correctly named.49 In a programme that ranged from Italian operatic excerpts by
Rossini, Donizetti, and Verdi, to works by Granados and Alexander Mackenzie, the concerto was in fact
the Piano Concerto no. 3 in Gminor ‘Fantasia’ by York Bowen, performed by Bowen.50 YetWood was a
busy conductor that day, as a review in The Times indicates that earlier in the afternoon Rachmaninoff
had, indeed, performed his Third Concerto, in a concert that included Berlioz, Strauss, and Tchai-
kovsky.51While there is no indication whether Satina based her claim solely on the word of John Tillet, it
seems more likely that Rachmaninoff’s notebook provided foundational information that she sought to
corroborate with later sources.52

In one instance where Satina was unable to ascertain precise details about works, the concert itself
presents a riddle. On 16 January 1925, Rachmaninoff gave a performance for President Coolidge and the
First Lady at theWhite House (Figure 10).53 Given that the programme comprised many works that had
not featured in any earlier programmes of this season, it is intriguing to speculate whether they were
personal choices or requests from his hosts.54 His White House programme the previous year had also
comprised works considered ‘favourites’, yet those pieces hadmostly appeared within other programmes
of the season, or in studio recording sessions. Of note, his arrangement of Mussorgsky’s Hopak was
included in the White House programmes in both 1924 and 1925.

Figure 9. Concerto concert, 18 October 1924.

48For example, Rachmaninoff performed both concertos two days apart in Kyiv in 1915, five days apart in St Petersburg
in 1916, and in the same concert in Warsaw in 1911. In other notable feats, Rachmaninoff played his op. 30 alongside
Tchaikovsky’s B flat minor Concerto in Kyiv on 2 November 1911 (Julian calendar) with Lev Steinberg conducting, and in his
last concert inMoscow on 25March 1917 (Julian calendar) he played his Second Piano Concerto, the Tchaikovsky, and Liszt’s E
flat major Concerto with Emil Cooper.

49The ‘HenryWood Promenade Concerts’, which where staged at Queen’s Hall until it was destroyed duringWorldWar II,
at the time ran in a season lasting from August to October.

50The programme is listed on the site of the BBC Proms. See <https:/www.bbc.co.uk/events/e32dgw>.
51See ‘Symphony Concert: Romanticism at Queen’s Hall’, The Times (UK), 13 October 1924, 19.
52Even thoughApetian incorrectly listed this concert, the published data were incorporated by others: Bertensson and Leyda,

Rachmaninoff, 237, and Harrison, Rachmaninoff, 249, both refer to ‘eight concerts’ in England at this time.
53Rachmaninoff had performed at the White House on 10 March the previous year, and would play for the third and final

time on 30 March 1927.
54A footnote in Bertensson and Leyda notes the seemingly populist appeal of the selectedworks, indicating that ‘The program

[…] reads like a list of his encores.’ See Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmaninoff, 238.
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In terms of the general references to works by Chopin, it could be speculated that the unnamed
nocturne was in E major, op. 62, no. 2, as it was included earlier in the season. Yet two nocturnes from
op. 15 had been recorded at the end of the previous season, as, too, had the C sharp minor Mazurka,
op. 63, no. 3.55 It is logical to assume that the ballade was no. 3 in A flat major, while the Chopin waltz is
ultimately unknowable given the number of these Rachmaninoff had performed. Hence, given that the
data for this concert were supplied directly to Satina, and that other public records for the concert are
unlikely to exist, in this instance it might never be known with certainty which works by Chopin were
played.56

Of the other works, Tchaikovsky’s ‘Troika’ had been a programme favourite dating back to concerts in
Scandinavia in 1918,57 while the Humoresque is a more interesting inclusion: between 1921 and 1923
Rachmaninoff had on five occasions attempted to record it, yet appears never to have programmed the
work publicly before, nor again afterwards.58 His transcription of Kreisler’s Liebesleid had featured in
many earlier programmes, and had also been recorded. Similarly, Moszkowski’s La jongleuse had been a
feature of the 1922/23 season, and had been recorded; yet after the performance in the White House,
Rachmaninoff appears not to have programmed it in a public concert for the rest of his life. The Waltz
from Faust, in Liszt’s arrangement, is a work Rachmaninoff knew well, having first performed it in a
recital in September 1892.59 In 1904, he had played Sarasate’s violin transcription of the same operatic
number with Stanisław Barcewicz, while the version by Liszt featured again in the first American
concerts of 1919, reappearing in programmes as late as 1938. The numerous questions prompted by this
sundry collection of ‘favourites’ will likely remain unanswered.

Another potential discrepancy can be noted in a recital in Seattle on February 19 1925, when
Rachmaninoff was in the middle of a long tour (Figure 11).60 He was alternating between two
programmes, one of which included Chopin’s Scherzo no. 4 (Figure 3), yet Satina has listed Chopin’s
‘Scherzo in Bminor, op. 20’. No prior performances of this work had been listed by her, nor did she note a

Figure 10. Recital, 16 January 1925.

55For details of these recordings, and others noted below, seeMartyn,Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 453–492.
56The letter to ‘Miss Satin’ from theWhite House was dated 26 September 1945, and signed by H. G. Grim, chief usher. LoC,

Sergei Rachmaninoff Archive, ML31.R33, Papers of Sophie Satin, boxes 82–89.
57Rebecca Mitchell notes that Rachmaninoff played the ‘Troika’ for Tchaikovsky as a student, in a concert organized by

Nikolai Zverev. See Rebecca Mitchell, Critical Lives: Sergei Rachmaninoff (Reaktion Books, 2022), 31.
58The final take on 27 December 1923 was successful and the recording released. See Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer,

Pianist, Conductor, 466–67.
59According to Satina’s notes, the 1892 concert inMoscow also featured Rachmaninoff’s first performance of his Prelude in C

sharp minor, op. 3, no. 2.
60This was only the second time that his touring took him as far as the West Coast, the first being in January 1923.
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discrepancy.While it is therefore tempting to dismiss the record as an inadvertent error, it seems possible
that the B minor Scherzo was in Rachmaninoff’s repertory, as it appears to have been included in a
concert in 1892, and it would be included in programmes from 1930 onwards.61

Yet another reason to perhaps doubt the accuracy of the Seattle programme is the sudden appearance of
an Etude inA flatmajor by Chopin. The source for the 1892 programme isMartyn, who stated confidently
that the Bminor Scherzo and Etude in A flat major, op. 10, no. 10, were performed, yet he did not supply a
reference .62 As a point of comparison for the 1892 concert, in Satina’s data there are references only to a
‘Scherzo’ and an ‘Etude’ by Chopin being performed, both without identifying details.

In the rare instance when Satina was unable to find any details for a concert at all, speculation is best
avoided, as for consecutive concerts on 2 and 3 February in Tucson and Phoenix, AZ. At the time,
Rachmaninoff was alternating two programmes, one featuring Schumann’s Sonata in G minor, op. 22,
the other being the ‘Appassionata’ Sonata programme from earlier in the season. Given that the
Schumann programme had been performed in St Louis, MO, on 27 January, the following day in
Topeka, KS, and in El Paso, TX, on 30 January, one might assume that it was repeated in Arizona; yet the
Beethoven programme would be performed two days later in Los Angeles on 5 February.

Despite Satina’s attempt to construct a complete record of Rachmaninoff’s numerous concerts, it
seems inevitable that discrepancies and incomplete data will remain an issue. Nevertheless, her research
has added immeasurably to our knowledge of the works he played in concert. Perhaps unintentionally,
her data also highlight a very human exigency: a growing need to keep concertizing fresh.

The Need for Programmatic Variation

Rachmaninoff was very aware of the stresses of extended touring. Responding in an interview at the time
of his first American tour in 1909, he pondered out loud: ‘Imagine giving an almost daily concert for three
whole months’, further noting that it was a ‘strain’.63 When his tour resumed in January 1925, he was
quite conscious of the vast stretch of dates before him (lasting until the beginning of April), jokingly
referring to them in a letter as a ‘perpetuum mobile’.64

Figure 11. Recital, 19 February 1925.

61Rachmaninoff would often later pair the Bminor Scherzo with either the Scherzo no. 4 in Emajor, or the Scherzo no. 2 in B
flat minor.

62The Etude in A flat major, op. 25, no. 1, was often listed in programmes from 1928, so it seems possible that this work could
have been played in both 1892 and 1925. Apart from Martyn’s reference, the Etude in A flat major, op. 10, no. 10, does not
appear to have been in Rachmaninoff’s repertoire. See Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 372 and 420.

63Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmaninoff, 165.
64In a letter to Morozov, he noted: ‘And then begins the Perpetuummobile till April 1st’. Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmanin-

off, 238.
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Accordingly, it is likely that both prior to the tour and while it was in progress Rachmaninoff looked
for ways to keep his performances fresh through varying his repertoire. The reasons for programmatic
variation can be complex due to the nature of the touring that was undertaken. For example, at times
there was little chance to practise between concerts, and altering a programme may have presented
issues.65 Yet in other instances Rachmaninoff’s itinerary afforded a few days without travel, and it is
possible that he used this time to ‘re-tune’ a programme, or to include a work that he contemplated
introducing at later venues. Importantly, however, there is no indication that Rachmaninoff altered a
programme on account of a smaller venue, or an arguably less sophisticated audience; his creative
ideal, as expressed through programming, was largely constant across the range of venue types, albeit
with occasional exceptions. As will be outlined later, the few notable occasions when a programmewas
altered potentially relate to his expectation of a more sophisticated audience, such as in Boston and
New York.

In the first concert on 14 January in Washington, DC,66 the Schumann Sonata in G minor, op. 22,
was programmed for the first time (Figure 12).67 Remarkably, this would appear to be a relatively
large city at which to introduce a new work. This programme would alternate with the Beethoven
Sonata programme up to March, with the former appearing more frequently until the Beethoven
Sonata eventually dominated programmes by the end of the season. Schumann’s Sonata was preceded
by a new concert-opener, Saint-Saëns’s transcription of themes from Gluck’s ballet Alceste.68

Chopin’s Scherzo no. 4 and Ballade no. 3 remained on the programme, and the Godowsky tran-
scription closed it.

In Charlottesville, VA, on 17 January, and again in Norfolk, VA, on 19 January, Rachmaninoff played
the Schumann Sonata programme, while in his first appearance in Knoxville, TN, and a subsequent New
Orleans, LA, concert on 23 January, he returned to the Beethoven Sonata programme, all works having
had numerous performances earlier in the season (Figure 13).

Figure 12. Recital, 14 January 1925.

65Highlighting the speed with which he travelled, on 8November 1934 he wrote to Stokowski that ‘in order to catch the train
to Pittsburgh, where I play tomorrow evening, I must leave tonight before you finish your programme’, this being the
performance of Brahms’ Symphony no. 3 given after one of the first outings of the Rhapsody on a Theme of Paganini,
op. 43, in Washington. See Apetian, Literaturnoe nasledie, , 32.

66Rachmaninoff had recorded two piano rolls earlier in the day. See Figure 26.
67Schumann’s music had regularly been included in concert programmes, notably with Carnaval, op. 9, from 1920, and

Papillons, op. 2, from 1921.
68While performing works in the same key in succession is taboo for some performers, Rachmaninoff appears to have

favoured the practice, as can be seen here with the Saint-Saëns and Schumann both in the key of G, and in the programming of
Liszt’s Sonetto and Polonaise together, both in the key of E.
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As was noted earlier, the Schumann Sonata programme was repeated in St Louis, Topeka, and
El Paso, with the details for concerts in Tucson and Phoenix unknown, while the Beethoven
Sonata programme returned for the concert in Los Angeles on 5 February. After returning to
the Schumann Sonata programme on 6 February in Pasadena, CA, Rachmaninoff began to alternate
how he closed the programme, choosing the music of Liszt in San Diego (Figure 14). This appears to
be the first performance Rachmaninoff gave of Liszt’s Polonaise no. 2, a work which would feature in
many later programmes, and one of the few mid-length solo piano works for which a recording
exists.69 The unnamed Liszt Sonetto del Petrarca was likely no. 104, given that it had appeared
frequently in previous seasons.70 In San Jose, CA, two days later, the Polonaise appeared alone
(Figure 15).

In Stockton, CA, the following day, at a venue Satina noted merely as ‘High School Auditorium’, the
programme was varied again with the Godowsky transcription returning as the concert-closer, while
Rachmaninoff reverted to Liszt’s Sonetto in both Fresno, CA, on 13 February and Oakland, CA,

Figure 13. Recital, 21 January 1925.

Figure 14. Recital, 9 February 1925.

69Victor HMV released Rachmaninoff’s recording of Liszt’s Polonaise no. 2 with the catalogue number V 6504, as noted in
Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 470.

70While Sonetto no. 104 was a favourite in seasons up to the end of Rachmaninoff’s life, Sonetto no. 123 was played in two
concerts in 1934, and again in concerts in 1937 and 1939.
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on 14 February.71 As Rachmaninoff travelled up the West Coast, he continued alternating his pro-
grammes, playing the Beethoven Sonata programme in San Francisco, CA, on 15 February, while in
Portland, OR, he performed the Schumann Sonata programme, although he chose to close with
Godowsky. As indicated previously, the potential discrepancies of the programme he offered in Seattle,
WA, raise questions, and could represent the most significant sudden change of music in his tour so far.
In Tacoma, WA, two days later, Rachmaninoff added a new work between the concert-opener and the
Schumann Sonata, Beethoven’s 32 Variations in C minor, WoO. 80 (Figure 16).

Notably, Tacomamay also be considered a ‘smaller’ type of venue. Thework first had been included in
a programme in his Scandinavian concerts in 1918, yet had not been played since concerts in America
and Canada in 1919. He again switched the works that concluded the concert, finishing with the
Polonaise and Sonetto of Liszt, the format being repeated without further variation in concerts across

Figure 15. Recital, 11 February 1925.

Figure 16. Recital, 21 February 1925.

71Regarding the concert in Stockton, an unnamed reviewer is quoted in Bertensson and Leyda highlighting ‘the conditions
often faced by a touring musician’. ‘The stage of the high school auditorium, where the concert was held, was barren and
unattractive. The background suggested cheap melodrama and rats running about. By reason of a temporary heating system,
which bellows out the curtain in an annoying way, it has been difficult to give a proper setting for a concert, yet, if the “RedMill”
set, used in last year’s high school opera, had been put up, it would have been far better than the set used.’ Bertensson and Leyda,
Rachmaninoff, 238.
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Canada beginning in Victoria, BC (23 February), then on to Vancouver, BC (25 February), Calgary, AB
(27 February), Edmonton, AB (2March), and ending inWinnipeg, MB (4March). Given that the return
journey across the continent involved many hours of travel, hence offering limited time to practise, one
imagines there may have been practical reasons for not varying the programme.

After six successive iterations of the programme, Rachmaninoff gave a further performance of it in
Chicago, IL, on 8March, albeit with the apparent addition of another Chopin Etude.72 The following day
in St Paul, MN, the Schumann Sonata was abruptly dropped, and Rachmaninoff would not return to it
again for many years (Figure 17).73 While Beethoven’s ‘Appassionata’ became the major sonata on his
programme, he similarly abandoned the companion pieces from earlier in the season (the English Suite
of Bach, Mendelssohn’s Variations, and Liszt’s Funérailles). Rather, he created a hybrid or ‘combined’
programme, performing the ‘Appassionata’ alongside the works typically found in the Schumann Sonata
programme, including the BeethovenVariations, whichwere added on theWest Coast, although at times
omitting the opening Caprice by Saint-Saëns.

The new ‘combined’ programme from St Paul was performed in Des Moines, IA, on 11March, while
in Grand Rapids, MI, on 13March the Saint-Saëns returned as the concert-opener before the Beethoven
Variations.74 At a concert in Kalamazoo, MI, on 16 March the ‘combined’ programme, albeit now
without the Saint-Saëns but concluding with Godowsky, marked the final performance before he
returned home to the East Coast. With the exception of two concerts in Boston and New York, which
are discussed below, a further five concerts rounded out the ‘perpetuum mobile’ tour, and variants of
the ‘combined’ programme were given in each. In Toronto, ON, on 23 March he began with the
Caprice but ended with Liszt’s Polonaise; in Wilkes-Barre, PA, on 27 March without the Caprice and
ending with Godowsky; in Philadelphia, PA, on 28March with both the Caprice and the Godowsky; in
Plainfield, NJ, on 30 March without the Caprice but ending with Godowsky; and in Brooklyn, NY,
on 31 March, at last in his home state, including both the Caprice and the Godowsky but dropping
Beethoven’s Variations.

Over eleven weeks, Rachmaninoff had given thirty-eight recitals, and it is clear that adroit variation in
programming not only occurred throughout but was also likely needed.While it is necessary to set to one
side the two programmes for which there are no details, the longest unbroken stretch of an identical
programme on this tour appears to have been the six concerts givenwhilemaking the long return journey

Figure 17. Recital, 9 March 1925.

72Satina indicates that it was likely Chopin’s Etude in C minor, op. 25, no. 12. Of more interest, a review in the Chicago
Tribune suggests that Rachmaninoff closed the concert with the Strauss-Godowsky transcription, again, potentially, through
personal need of creating contrast.

73Rachmaninoff would perform Schumann’s G minor Sonata only once more, on 15 January 1940.
74An unnamed Chopin Etude replaced the Scherzo no. 4 in Grand Rapids.
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from the West Coast across Canada. Elsewhere, the same programme was performed in succession no
more than three times, and by the end of the tour no two successive programmes were the same.

Two further performances rounded out the concert season, and they highlight how Satina’s collected
data reveal the playing-out of personal friendships and acquaintanceships on the concert stage. When
Rachmaninoff returned to Carnegie Hall for an afternoon performance of his Third Piano Concerto
on 2 April, and again the following evening, it was with Walter Damrosch conducting the New York
Symphony Orchestra (Figure 18).75 Rachmaninoff had premiered the concerto with Damrosch and the
orchestra in the same hall on 28 November 1909. In the interim, the two had performed Rachmaninoff’s
First Piano Concerto (1922), the Second Piano Concerto (1919, 1921, 1923), Tchaikovsky’s Piano
Concerto in B flat minor (1921), and other performances of the Third Piano Concerto in 1919, 1920,
and 1922.76

When Rachmaninoff performed his Second Piano Concerto in Boston, MA, on 17 and 18 April, it
rekindled a partnership that had been far less frequent over recent years (Figure 19).77 Serge Kousse-
vitzky had been a regular partner with Rachmaninoff in concerts in Russia, although their first
performance together had been at the conductor’s famous premiere with the Berlin Philharmonic in
Germany on 23 January 1908, where the Second Piano Concerto had also been performed.78 Their last
appearances together had been in Moscow on 13 and 20 March 1917 (Julian calendar), playing first the

Figure 18. Concerto concert, 2 April 1925.

Figure 19. Concerto concert, 17 April 1925.

75As an indication of the level of detail of Satina’s research, she notes that this concert featured the first performance of a work
by Louis Aubert in New York.

76Damrosch and Rachmaninoff would perform together only once more, in a performance of the Second Piano Concerto in
Madison Square Garden exactly eight years later, on 3 April 1933. Satina notes that this was a Five Festivals Concert arranged by
Damrosch for a Musicians’ Emergency Fund. She also notes that it was the only time that Rachmaninoff and Fritz Kreisler
appeared on the same programme, howevermore recent research indicates that they played together in a concert on 18October
1911 in Middlesbrough, UK.

77Satina did not indicate the other works on the programme.
78In her recent book, Fiona Maddocks outlines how divergent musical tastes were likely the cause of their infrequent

partnerships. Fiona Maddocks, Goodbye Russia: Rachmaninoff in Exile (Faber & Faber, 2023), 255.
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Tchaikovsky B flat minor Concerto (the ‘February’Revolution was underway at the time), and the Liszt E
flat Concerto on the later date.79

Rachmaninoff’s third recording session of the season came at the conclusion of the long tour, as he
returned to again attempt recordings of works from earlier seasons, as well as those from recent concerts
(Figure 20). Yet of the smaller works attempted on 13 April, only the Hopak was approved for release.80

Of the larger works, the Liszt Polonaise was recorded successfully, yet the first section of the Beethoven
proved unsatisfactory. While the recording of Chopin’s Ballade was marked to be held over, it was
eventually released. When Rachmaninoff returned to the studio the following day, he managed a
successful take of ‘Das Wandern’, yet could do no better when trying to improve on his previous
recording of the Liszt Polonaise (Figure 21).

After a total break of almost a month, Rachmaninoff returned again to Camden where he at last
completed his recordings (Figure 22). The Rondo alla Turca was accomplished to his satisfaction, along
with the opening section of the BeethovenVariations. After introducing it first as an encore inNovember
the previous year, there was at last a gramophone recording of Sgambatti’s arrangement of Gluck’s
Mélodie, preserving what the present writer believes is one of Rachmaninoff’s finest.81

Figure 20. Recording session, 13 April 1925.

79They would later perform the Third Piano Concerto together in 1935, and the Rhapsody on a Theme of Paganini in 1937.
80The Prelude in C sharp minor was recorded successfully on three occasions, in 1919, 1921, and 1928. TheHopak had been

attempted in numerous gramophone sessions, dating back to 1921.
81In 1973, RCAmarked the centenary of Rachmaninoff’s birth, publishing all his extant commercial recordings in a fifteen-

record set. These remain available on CD in the Classical Masters series (catalogue no. 88843073922). The recording can also be
found on YouTube <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_XQ6tjxuJ6g>.
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Given the degree to which I have been able to document the works that Rachmaninoff was playing in
recital, the interaction between the frequency of concert performance of a work and its eventual
recording can now be ascertained more precisely. In the case of works such as the Polonaise by Liszt,
one senses that the recording captures exactly what audiences heard in the concert hall. Yet, it also
appears that the recording of a piece was not necessarily related to its recent frequency of performance,
with Rachmaninoff returning to record successfully certain works from much earlier seasons. In regard
to the Sgambatti transcription, his best effort appears to have come after a complete break from
performance.

The Programmes of Rachmaninoff’s Contemporaries

It is appropriate at this juncture to assess the degree to which Rachmaninoff’s programmes were
structured differently to those of his contemporaries. Rachmaninoff had predominately played only
his own works in recital prior to leaving Russia, which was not entirely atypical for a Russian composer-
pianist. Alexander Scriabin, a classmate from theMoscow Conservatory, appears to have played only his
own works after his student years. For example, in the anthology of close to 15,000 piano recital
programmes compiled by George Kehler, all ten of Scriabin’s concerts listed by the author between 1907
and 1915 comprised his own works.82 Faubion Bowers, in his two-volume biography, lists numerous
programmes from venues in Russia and theWest, these also attesting to Scriabin’s singular focus on the
concert platform.83 Sergei Prokofiev, when planning to travel to America in 1918, thought it sufficiently
important to note in his diary his ‘first time in public not playingmy own compositions’.84While his later
concerts in the West frequently included music by other composers, a collection of programmes in the

Figure 21. Recording session, 14 April 1925.

Figure 22. Recording session 14 May 1925.

82See Kehler, The Piano in Concert, 1200–01.
83Faubion Bowers, Scriabin: A Biography of the Russian Composer (Kodansha International, 1969). For examples, refer

to programmes listed in , pp. 151, 154–55, 232–33, 251, 260–61, 268–69, 267, and Scriabin’s final recital on 2 April 1915
on p. 270.

84Sergei Prokofiev Diaries: 1915–1923 Behind the Mask, trans. Anthony Phillips (Faber & Faber, 2008), 255.
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Prokofiev Archive of Columbia University highlights that themajority of themusic performed remained
his own.85

It is difficult to know with certainty why Rachmaninoff had drastically altered his standard way of
programming recitals soon after leaving Russia.86 In recitals in 1918 in Scandinavia over March, April,
andMay, he exclusively had played his ownworks; yet from recitals commencing in September, and then
as the norm once he arrived in the United States, his programmes predominantly featured the music of
other composers. In understanding his thinking, the ‘Historical Concerts’ of Anton Rubinstein poten-
tially offer context: the series created a significant impression on Rachmaninoff’s formative years, and
likely influenced repertoire choices later on.87 Inherent in their structure, the programmes of Rubin-
stein’s concert series highlighted that a pianist in the late nineteenth century could presentmusic from an
array of composers and periods, even when the performer was also a composer.88

To assess Rachmaninoff’s 1924/25 season more broadly, a trove of digital programmes in the archive of
Carnegie Hall has been used to create comparative data.89 The programmes indicate a total of sixteen solo
piano recitals were given at the venue, two of which featured Rachmaninoff.90 In a clear majority of cases, it
has been shown that Rachmaninoff presented very similar programmes in both regional towns and larger
cities although, as discussed later, in the case of Boston and New York he occasionally offered a few of his
more challenging works, as he did this season. Even so, the Carnegie Hall archive serves generally as a
suitable basis for comparison. As a note of caution, the provision of comparative data on concert
programmes can be complex, given that true statistical equivalences require an assessment of the scope
of eachpiece to determine a preciseweighting, in particular its duration. Yet simple approaches still highlight
trends, and in the following data I have followed a methodology used by John Gould in his research into
piano recital programmes, where the process records only the instances in which a composer is named.91

Gould expressed his data in tables featuring eleven ‘named’ composers who dominated programmes,
comprising J. S. Bach (both original works and transcriptions), Mozart, Beethoven, Schubert, Mendelssohn,
Chopin, Schumann, Liszt, Brahms,Debussy, andBartók,with a further column for ‘other’ composers (Table 1).

85At Aeolian Hall on 20 November 1918, Prokofiev included three Preludes by Rachmaninoff and two works by Scriabin
among his own pieces (SPA_910, Sergei Prokofiev Archive 1917–2012, Series IV: Concert Programs, Rare Book &Manuscript
Library, Columbia University Libraries). Similarly, in a solo recital on 30 March 1919, Prokofiev included a work by Scriabin
and selections from Mussorgsky’s Pictures at an Exhibition in a programme featuring his own music (SPA_1499, Sergei
Prokofiev Archive 1917–2012, Series IV: Concert Programs, Rare Book &Manuscript Library, Columbia University Libraries).
Almost a decade later, in a concert on 5 December 1927 featuring his wife singing his songs and a selection by other Russian
composers, his piano solos were all his own (1967 SPA_1108, Sergei Prokofiev Archive 1917–2012, Series IV: Concert
Programs, Rare Book & Manuscript Library, Columbia University Libraries).

86One imagines that being both performer and composer adds doubly to the stress of performance, and that playing mainly
the works of others avoids an added layer of scrutiny. From various accounts, such as with the literature relating to
performances of his Variations, op. 42, Rachmaninoff was sensitive to criticism, as tacitly outlined in a letter to Medtner
in 1931. See Apetian, Literaturnoe nasledie, , 321–22, and Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmaninoff, 280–81.

87See Mitchell, Sergei Rachmaninoff, 30, and Martyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 367–69. The notion of a
‘historical’ piano recital arguably dates to concerts given decades earlier.

88It is worth noting, however, that pianists for decades already had been thinking about the presentation of varied and
interesting programmes, the evidence of which abounds in Kehler’s anthology of piano recital programmes.

89One can search the archive at www.collections.carnegiehall.org.
90An assessment of ‘Announcements’ within the programmes has been useful in determining that the season comprised

sixteen solo piano recitals. While Ethel Leginska was listed as the performer on 26 January 1925, a note in the archive indicates
that she ‘vanished’ en route to the hall. As a last minute substitute, Mieczysław Munz performed, yet the archive contains only
Leginska’s programme. It is presumed that a concert to celebrate the 80th birthday of Leopold Auer, which was to feature
Rachmaninoff along with Gabrilowitsch, Heifetz, Hofmann, and Zimbalist, did not proceed with Rachmaninoff’s participation:
while his name appeared in promotional material and even in the title of a review in the New York Times on 29 April, both the
absence of his name in the body of the review and the commendation of Paul Stassievitch appearing ‘at short notice’ appear to
indicate a late withdrawal. Satina had no record of a concert on this date.

91John Gould, ‘The Changing Repertoire of the Piano Recital from the Beginnings to 1980’, The Musical Times, 146/1893
(Winter 2005), 61–76. Gould selected programmes from Kehler’s anthology for his assessment, grouping them in three-decade
sets. He outlined his methodology on p. 66.
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Table 1. Gould’s data for 1921–1950.

Bach
(original)

Bach
(trans.) Mozart Beethoven Schubert Mendelssohn Chopin Schumann Liszt Brahms Debussy Bartok

Total
’named’ ’Other’

Gould’s data
1921–1950

15 (5%) 11 (3.6%) 11 (3.6%) 32 (10.6%) 13 (4.3%) 6 (2%) 37 (12.2%) 23 (7.6%) 27 (8.9%) 11 (3.6%) 16 (5.3%) 1 (0.3%) 203 (67%) 100 (33%)
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Across sixty different recital programmes in the period 1921–50,Gould calculated that themusic ofChopin,
Beethoven and Liszt dominated, respectively accounting for 12.2%, 10.6%, and 8.9% of programming, with
themusic of Schumann trailing closely at 7.6%. Overall, themusic of the ‘named’ composers featured 67% of
the time, while the music of ‘other’ composers accounted for the remaining 33%.92

In my analysis of the sixteen recitals in the 1924/25 Carnegie Hall season, programmes were similarly
dominated by these same composers in the majority of cases (Table 2). The music of Chopin was played
bymost pianists, while the music of Liszt, Beethoven, and Schumann featured prominently. The average
of instances of the ‘named’ composers accounted for a slightly higher figure of 76.2% in the Carnegie Hall
season. A clear exception was a performance by Percy Grainger in which ‘named’ composers accounted for
only 27.2% of themusic, thus highlighting themore diverse nature of his programming.93 At Rachmaninoff’s
second recital on 21 March in which he played a broad set of his more challenging works, a comparatively
high percentage of ‘other’ composers featured (including his own music); yet, in reference to the issue noted
earlier concerning comparative data, this slightly masks the relative shortness of his works.

My analysis of all recitals given byRachmaninoff in his 1924/25 season indicates that themusic ofChopin
also dominated to a very high extent, accounting for 30.6% across all programmes (Table 3). The music of
Liszt accounted for 10.7% of programming, while the music of Beethoven stood at 6.8%. Potentially more
surprising is the overall statistic for ‘other’ composers, which accounts for 42% of programming. This figure
can be separated into Rachmaninoff’s own music (26.3%) and all ‘other’ composers (15.7%), the latter being
less than the Carnegie Hall season average (32.8%). Again, the method of data collection perhaps masks that
many of Rachmaninoff’s works were relatively short (as, indeed, were some of Chopin’s).

While the methodology for collecting data is limited, various trends nevertheless emerge, the
strongest pointing to the typicality of Rachmaninoff’s programming. In another sense, even taking into
account his lower focus on his own compositions in comparison with Scriabin and Prokofiev, it would
seem problematic to argue from the analysis that Rachmaninoff’s programming represented a specific
lack of confidence in his music.

While Paderewski did not play at CarnegieHall in the 1924/25 season, he remained the leading pianist
on the North American stage at the time.94 A comparison of Paderewski’s programmes from earlier
Carnegie Hall seasons offers insights regarding the structure of recitals and the diversity of composers
featured, revealing that many share elements in common with both Rachmaninoff’s programmes and
those of other pianists. For example, Paderewski’s 18 March 1893 programme opened with J. S. Bach,
featured a Beethoven sonata, was followed by a collection of works by Chopin (plus a single one of his
own), and finished with a Hungarian Rhapsody by Liszt.95 On 8 March 1902, Paderewski began with
Beethoven, followed with Haydn and a Schumann sonata, before a collection of Chopin pieces and a
concluding work by Liszt.96 Towards the beginning of the 1925/26 season, on 25 November, he began
with two works by Beethoven, followed with Schumann and Chopin, again finishing with Liszt.97

It appears that Rachmaninoff, along with many of his peers, was willing to steer programmatic pathways
proven as commercially viable over decades.98

92Gould, ‘The Changing Repertoire of the Piano Recital’, 66.
93Among the ‘other’ composers, Grainger presented four works by Henry Balfour Gardiner, along with pieces by David

Guion and Marion Bauer.
94Gehl notes that in 1925 Timemagazine recorded Paderewski’s income tax as being double that of Rachmaninoff, who was

listed as the next highest paid pianist. See Gehl, ‘Reassessing a Legacy’, 57.
95<https://collections.carnegiehall.org/archive/Complete-program-of-Ignacy-Jan-Paderewski--March-18--1893–2RRM1TJOE3B9.

html> (accessed 15 January 2024).
96<https://collections.carnegiehall.org/archive/Complete-program-of-Ignacy-Jan-Paderewski--March-8--1902–2RRM1TJJMP_S.

html> (accessed 15 January 2024).
97<https://collections.carnegiehall.org/archive/Complete-program-of-Igance-Jan-Paderewski--November-25--1925–

2RRM1TZGTKUN.html> (accessed 15 January 2024).
98In the programmes assessed, in addition to Rachmaninoff the following pianists offered short samplings of their ownwork:

Paderewski, Hofmann, Grainger, Levitsky, and Rosenthal. Both Levitsky and Hofmann (22 November) performed works by
Rachmaninoff.
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Table 2. Comparison of Carnegie Hall programmes, 1924–1925.

Bach
(original)

Bach
(trans.) Mozart Beethoven Schubert Mendelssohn Chopin Schumann Liszt Brahms Debussy Bartok

Total
’named’ ’Other’

Brailowsky
10 January 1925

16 (100%) 16 (100%)

Brailowsky
14 February 1925

1 (7.1%) 1 (7.1%) 8 (57.1%) 1 (7.1%) 1 (7.1%) 12 (85.7%) 2 (14.2%)

Grainger
5 January 1925

1 (9.1%) 2 (18.2%) 3 (27.2%) 8 (72.7%)

Hofmann
22 November
1924

1 (9.1%) 1 (9.1%) 4 (36.7%) 1 (9.1%) 7 (63.6%) 4 (36.7%)

Hofmann
28 March 1925

1 (10%) 1 (10%) 4 (40%) 3 (30%) 9 (90%) 1 (10%)

Leginska (Munz)
26 January 1925

6 (75%) 2 (25%) 8 (100%)

Levitsky
13 January 1925

2 (15.3%) 1 (7.7%) 1 (7.7%) 1 (7.7%) 2 (15.3%) 7 (53.8%) 6 (46.1%)

Levitsky
14 March 1925

1 (7.7%) 6 (46.1%) 1 (7.7%) 8 (61.5%) 5 (38.4%)

Lhevinne
2 November 1924

1 (10%) 3 (30%) 1 (10%) 1 (10%) 6 (60%) 4 (40%)

Lhevinne
12 January 1925

1 (8.3%) 2 (16.7%) 4 (33.3%) 2 (16.7%) 1 (8.3%) 10 (83.3%) 2 (16.7%)

Pachmann
17 October 1924

1 (8.3%) 1 (8.3%) 7 (58.3%) 1 (8.3%) 1 (8.3%) 1 (8.3%) 12 (100%)

Pachmann
13 April 1925

14 (100%) 14 (100%)
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Table 2 Continued

Bach
(original)

Bach
(trans.) Mozart Beethoven Schubert Mendelssohn Chopin Schumann Liszt Brahms Debussy Bartok

Total
’named’ ’Other’

Rosenthal
4 January 1925

1 (11.1%) 4 (44.4%) 1 (11.1%) 1 (11.1%) 1 (11.1%) 8 (88.9%) 1 (11.1%)

Rosenthal
17 January 1925

1 (8.3%) 4 (33.3%) 3 (25%) 1 (8.3%) 1 (8.3%) 10 (83.3%) 2 (16.7%)

Rachmaninoff
30 November
1924

1 (8.3%) 1 (8.3%) 4 (36.3%) 1 (8.3%) 7 (63.6%) 4 (36.3%)

Rachmaninoff
21 March 1925

2 (22.2%) 2 (22.2%) 4 (44.4%) 5 (55.5%)

Table 3. Rachmaninoff’s programmes, 1924–1925.

Bach
(original)

Bach
(trans.) Mozart Beethoven Schubert Mendelssohn Chopin Schumann Liszt Brahms Debussy Bartok

Total
’named’ ’Other’ Rachmaninoff

Actual
‘other’

Rachmaninoff
1924/25

15
(2.8%)

9
(1.7%)

36
(6.8%)

8
(1.5%)

162
(30.6%)

20
(3.7%)

57
(10.7%)

307
(58%)

222
(42%)

139
(26.3%)

83
(15.7%)
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Assessing His Worth as a Composer

When Rachmaninoff performed his own smaller works, determining their precise details has often been
difficult, as with earlier references to the unnamed Etude-Tableau.99 While one might be led to assume
this to be a quirk of Satina’s recording of data, many of the printed programmes she amassed similarly
lacked these details (Figure 23).100 Indeed, it is possible that the absence of detail in materials sent to
concert promoters might have been intentional, allowing Rachmaninoff to substitute his own compos-
itions at will. Similarly, with smaller works by Chopin a degree of intentional vagueness perhaps allowed
him the same liberty.

Yet at other times, the inclusion of precise details regarding his ownworks – such as for the namedEtude-
Tableau in Dmajor, op. 39, in programmes beginning in Terra Haute – is notable. As indicated previously,
shortly after emigrating, Rachmaninoff abruptly reduced the appearance of his works in programmes.
Further, when he did then programme his own works – almost always in a small set – he preferred playing
his early and less challenging compositions for audiences. Hence, in the case of the Etude-Tableau in D
major, op. 39, it is significant that a piece from his final years in Russia was included and named in
programmes, a work which, as was noted previously, is marked in terms of stylistic progressiveness.

The Etude-Tableau had been named in concerts in Boston and New York in November 1924, and
when Rachmaninoff returned for concerts at these leading venues on 19 and 21 March 1925, the
programmes are significant due to the sudden and dramatic variation of the earlier ‘combined’
programme, with the inclusion of the B minor Prelude from op. 32 and a selection from his Etudes-
Tableaux, op. 33 and op. 39 (Figure 24).101 Rachmaninoff had last played an extended set of his Etudes-
Tableaux in concerts in 1920, although the precise details were not then given.102

The abrupt inclusion of new works in programmes for major venues in Boston and New York stands
in contrast to what other writers have regarded as Rachmaninoff’s typical pattern of introducing new
pieces to programmes in smaller venues, as has been outlined. That they were his own works, and more
compositionally advanced, invites conjecture, given that Rachmaninoff was soon to pause his concert
activity to return to composition: following the short season that resumed on 29 October 1925 (only
twenty-two concerts), his ‘sabbatical’ year would begin.103 In my view, Rachmaninoff either used these
opportunities to test audience reaction to his music, or to gauge the response of critics as a form of
assessing, again, his worth as a composer.

It is notable that in a concert in the 1920/21 season Rachmaninoff had included without any
immediate prior performances both his Second Sonata and Scriabin’s Fifth Sonata at concerts in
New York and Boston.104 One might speculate that the venues were sufficiently ‘high-profile’ to

99See Figure 1 for the first reference to this unnamed Etude-Tableau. A number of these works – such as the Etude-Tableau in
G minor, op. 33, and the Etude-Tableau in B minor, op. 39, no. 4, both of which appeared in programmes in 1923 –might be
considered less challenging for audiences than other pieces from the later set.

100I am grateful to have been granted permission to photograph Rachmaninoff’s programmes in the Library of Congress by
Natalie Wanamaker Javier. LoC, Sergei Rachmaninoff Archive, ML31.R33, Papers of Sophie Satin, boxes 82–89.

101As with many other references to Rachmaninoff’s ‘Etude-Tableau in A minor, op. 39’, it is not possible to ascertain
whether no. 2 or no. 6 was played. The latter had been recorded for a piano roll in 1921, and was attempted in the studio in 1920
(seeMartyn, Rachmaninoff: Composer, Pianist, Conductor, 461 and 503). Yet Satina noted in hermaterials that in regard to this
New York concert the composer’s wife believed that no. 2 was performed, noting on the cover page of ‘Section e’ in her collected
programme data: ‘All of the data on programs were carefully checked in 1947 by Mrs. Natalie Rachmaninoff and the
musicologist Mr. V. V. Verkholantzeff in Zürich’ (LoC, Sergei Rachmaninoff Archive, ML31.R33, Papers of Sophie Satin,
boxes 82–89). It is open to speculation as to why the famous E flat minor Etude-Tableau played in Boston was dropped at the
subsequent concert in New York.

102For the concert in Boston, Satina notes that the exact order of Rachmaninoff’s own works was not known.
103In a letter to Vladimir Wilshaw from 16 May, Rachmaninoff referred to his drastically altered ‘mode of living’ for the

following year, also noting a need to spend time in a ‘sanitarium’ over summer to restore his health, while in a letter to Nikita
Morozov from mid tour, Rachmaninoff wrote that ‘[n]ext season I’ll change my way of work radically’, indicating that these
matters were on his mind. Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmaninoff, 238–39.

104The concert in New York was on 26 February, and in Boston on 6 March. Rachmaninoff at the time discussed this
programme in an interview for The Musical Observer, reproduced in Geoffrey Norris, ed., Sergei Rachmaninoff: In His Own
Words (Wolke Verlag, 2024), 100.
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merit inclusion of his own sonata. Yet one might also postulate that Rachmaninoff was deliberately
presenting for comparison his music alongside that of Scriabin, his feted compatriot, to these
discerning audiences.

If questions about Rachmaninoff’s assessment of his own worth as a composer are evident in his
programming choices, it is remarkable that debates about his reception history remain prominent today.

Figure 23. Recital programme, 9 February 1925.
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For example, the issue has been highlighted in Glen Carruthers’ reference to the music’s popularity
remaining ‘a real liability’,105 while Charles Fisk noted that its popularity and ‘old-fashioned’ qualities
stood as an exemplar of unsophisticated taste.106 More recently, Emily Frey noted that in twentieth-
century textbooks Rachmaninoff stood as a poster boy for epigonism, one ‘who remained stubbornly
[…] resistant to the demands of musical “progress”’.107 By comparison, Rachmaninoff’s place among
competing themes of twentieth-century music-writing, along with a contemporary assessment of the
polemics involved, are portrayed vividly in Richard Taruskin’s aptly titled ‘Not Modern and Loving
It’.108Moreover, in her recent book, RebeccaMitchell has argued for reassessing Rachmaninoff in light of
his ability to adapt to his changing age, viewing him not necessarily as ‘modernist’ but fundamentally as
‘modern’.109

Twoworks were completed in the sabbatical year of 1926, themore significant being the Fourth Piano
Concerto, op. 40. Yet reviews of the concerto were mainly negative, at times caustically so, and the
composer ultimately created a further two versions of the work, neither of which has enjoyed the success
he likely hoped for.110 Yet the new concerto represented a further advancement of his compositional
style, a nod towards the ‘modernism’ of the age and, hence, a potential attempt at validation of his
relevance as a composer as highlighted by the inclusion of his more advanced works in this season. Over
the remaining decade and a half of his life, Rachmaninoff returned to composition infrequently, with two
of his later works finding immediate success (the Rhapsody on a Theme of Paganini, op. 43, and the
Symphonic Dances, op. 45), while the Third Symphony, op. 44, was viewed unfavourably.111 All the

Figure 24. Recital, 19 March 1925.

105See Glen Carruthers, ‘The (Re)Appraisal of Rachmaninov’s Music: Contradictions and Fallacies’, The Musical Times,
147 (Autumn 2006), 45.

106Charles Fisk, ‘Nineteenth-Century Music? The Case of Rachmaninov’, 19th-Century Music, 31/3 (Spring 2008), 248.
107Emily Frey, ‘Tchaikovsky’s Echoes, Chaliapin’s Sobs:Aleko, Rachmaninoff, and the Contemporary’, in Rachmaninoff and

His World, ed. Philip Ross Bullock (University of Chicago Press, 2022), 102.
108Richard Taruskin, ‘Not Modern and Loving It’, in Russian Music at Home and Abroad: New Essays (University of

California Press, 2016), 120–33.
109See Mitchell, Sergei Rachmaninoff, 15. A similar viewpoint is expressed by Robin Gehl, arguing that, through inverting

paradigms, Rachmaninoff could be seen as one of the ‘twentieth century’s most progressive composers’ (Gehl, ‘Reassessing a
Legacy’, ii).

110For an assessment of the Fourth Piano Concerto, including a compendium of reviews from the time, see Scott Davie,
Rachmaninoff’s Fourth Piano Concerto, op. 40: 1926, 1928 and 1941 (Master’s thesis, University of Sydney, 2001).

111While success for the Variations, op. 42, for solo piano varied, the work undoubtedly stood as the template for the popular
Rhapsody on a Theme of Paganini.
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while, his career as a performer remained steadfastly strong,112 with concert activity continuing at an
almost unabated rate until shortly before his death.113

* * *
In all, Rachmaninoff gave sixty-nine concerts in the 1924/25 season (Figure 25). In addition, he
undertook seven recording sessions, one of which was for piano roll (Figure 26).114 While this was

Figure 25. List of concerts in the 1924/25 season.

112In the 1941/42 season, Rachmaninoff gave forty-nine concerts, while in the season of 1942/43, which he did not complete,
twenty-two concerts were given.

113Inmanyways, Rachmaninoff’s career on the stagemight be seen an exemplar of the ‘drastic’, along the lines of Jankélévitch
and Abbate’s theories of music’s ineffability, as Truman See suggests in ‘Hear My Desire: Rachmaninov’s Orphic Voice and
Musicology’s Trouble with Eurydice’, 19th-Century Music (March 2021), 194. For context, in explicating a central tenet of
Jankélévitch’s philosophy about what was viewed as the primacy of performance, Abbate writes that ‘real music is music that
exists in time, thematerial acoustic phenomenon’, comparing it with the ‘hermeneutical’ act ofmusicology, in ‘Music: Drastic or
Gnostic?’, Critical Inquiry, 30/3 (Spring 2004), 505.

114In a letter toWilshaw, Rachmaninoff suggested that there was an additional ‘player piano’ recording in April, yet no such
session appears to have taken place. Bertensson and Leyda, Rachmaninoff, 239.
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not his busiest season, maintaining such a schedule remains a feat to this day.115 The collected data for
this season have offered an opportunity to reappraise Rachmaninoff’s work as a performer. Insights have
been gained into howhe structured his programmes, showing that certain traits – such as programming a
formally more-complex sonata in the opening half of a concert – were common at this time. Further, on
an especially long tour, it is evident that he increasingly needed to vary his programme, even if in only
small ways.

However, there are further ways that the datamay be utilized so as to offer greater insights. A question
has long lingered as to whether Rachmaninoff performed more exoteric programmes in smaller and
regional venues, yet in a general sense this has been disproved by data showing similar programming
across vast tracts of the United States and Canada. Even so, a process of determining the relative
historicism of programmes through collating and averaging the dates of compositions may highlight
whether in certain cities over time he played more modern works, perhaps especially in the case of his
own compositionally advanced pieces in New York and Boston.116

Similar methods may be employed to compare the diversity of musical forms in programmes from
across his career, identifying if the second halves of programmes maintained the degree of comparative
structural simplicity that is evident in the season analysed here. That Rachmaninoff chose to end
concerts with works of outstanding difficulty at this point in his career, such as by Liszt andGodowsky, is
unsurprising, yet the data can further be analysed to determine if this remained the case in his later years.

In evaluating Satina’s materials for the 1924/25 season, we encounter a unique view of Rachmaninoff,
one which is further amplified when assessing the data across his entire career. What they allow us to see
goes beyond a scholarly summary: in reading through consecutive webpages of concert programmes,
there is almost a sense of living Rachmaninoff’s life. From the date and location (often a different city on a
subsequent night), and in contemplating the works he was performing on stage, the view is revelatory.
This, perhaps, was Satina’s intention all along, and her tireless scholarship seems immensely worthwhile.
Her research opens a newwindow through which Rachmaninoff’s career as a concert artist can, again, be
assessed.

Figure 26. List of recording sessions in the 1924/25 season.

115In the 1922/23 season Rachmaninoff gave seventy-one concerts, making it his busiest.
116As noted previously, problems with presenting statistics include that it is difficult to account for the various elements of

works and their subsequent weighting in the analysis; and that assigning a date to a work, say, by J. S. Bach in a later
arrangement, similarly presents issues.
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