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Foreword
Angela Simpson

When I opened the parcel containing this 500-page marathon on Bob's
music, [ was overwhelmed by all the hard work that had produced this
book. What comes through, over and over again, is the expertise and
musical insight into Bob's creative life. [ knew him as a man of human-
ity and integrity — he never felt he had to conform to the latest fashion
and he always lived by his principles. I think he would have been very
touched by all the understanding of the music and the man that this book
reveals. Thank you all.



Preface
Jiirgen Schaarwichter

Robert Simpson was a composer whose thinking sometimes was alarmingly uncom-
promising. Most straight in thinking, his sincerity did not always make him friends
with those who thought they knew better. Hence it was not at all surprising when he
took opposition to those who considered ‘avant-gardism’ the only solution to post-
World War II compositional challenges, when he expressed himself loudly against
BBC policy, when he was outspoken in his pacifism. It is well known that he was a
keen amateur scientist and a passionate astronomer, and the dedications of several of
his compositions display a man much more widely read than many others. His poli-
tical and personal statements could be brusque but were always based on most pro-
found knowledge. Interested in a vast variety of topics as well as musical repertoire,
he had clear favourites in the music of the past, some of whose music influenced him
deeply — we may but name here Haydn, Beethoven, Bruckner, Sibelius, and Nielsen;
and without Robert Simpson the name of Havergal Brian might well much-less
known nowadays than it is. Both as a broadcaster (particularly with his much-loved
radio programme The Innocent Ear) and as a ‘communicator’ on music (both in
public talks or as a writer of music), it was always his intent to widen the listener’s
understanding of music. His programme notes for concerts were of immense scope,
and are sadly not all preserved in the Robert Simpson Archive at the Bodleian Li-
brary, Oxford. Also his own compositions sometimes deeply reflect his analytical ap-
proach to music by others. But of course they are far more — they are important
utterings in a still far too much neglected history of late twentieth-century British
music. Undoubtedly one of the core figures in the creation of both symphonies and
string quartets during this era, his ceuvre was much more diversified and still offers
ample opportunity for musicians, audience and scholars alike to uncover hitherto
hardly known treasures.

In the present volume Robert Simpson’s music itself is scholarly assessed (com-
plemented by an essay on his writings on music as well as several interviews and re-
collections of friends and companions, the largest part of the latter giving a kind of
general introduction). Only thirty years ago the composer might have been somewhat
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averse to being treated as a ‘historic matter’, though the research of the music of Ro-
bert Simpson has begun most carefully and non-speculatively. One of the earliest and
keenest of researchers was Lionel Pike, who has, together with Graham Melville-
Mason, been the instigator of the present book, which however took several years to
reach its present form. The research of the music of Robert Simpson is still in its very
beginnings, and it was especially Lionel Pike, a close friend of Robert Simpson’s,
who has, in his capacity as Lecturer (and later Professor) of Music at the Royal Hol-
loway University of London, not only conducted intense research in the matter him-
self, but also invited and encouraged several younger scholars to work on this subject,
including Edward Green, Simon Phillippo, John Pickard, Martin Ratcliffe and the
editor. Other authors, such as Matthew Best, Hans Keller, Andrew Keener, Malcolm
MacDonald, John McCabe, Kevin Norbury, Michael Olivert, Jennifer Parkes, Harold
Truscottf, John Underwood and Eric Wilson had been companions through some
areas of life and often close personal friends of Robert Simpson’s. Finally we have
some authors who had not known Robert Simpson personally, but who for one or
another reason agreed to the editor’s invitation to contribute to the present volume,
including Paul Conway, who did his doctoral thesis on late twentieth-century British
symphonism, and Terry Hazellt, the editor’s predecessor as Chairman of the Robert
Simpson Society.

Since it was clear from the beginning that we would not go for a more superficial
survey of all areas of Robert Simpson’s music it was necessary to limit ourselves to
only a comparatively small portion of his output — leaving a sufficient number of
works to an equally deep discussion in the future. It is intended that a full bibliogra-
phy on Robert Simpson be always available on the website of the Robert Simpson So-
ciety, so that any future research be facilitated.

We are particularly grateful to all authors, some of whose texts had only restrict-
ed circulation in 7onic, the annual publication of the Robert Simpson Society, avail-
able solely to members and hence, although frequently quoted in reference sources,
not at all widely available. Several of these texts have been revised by the authors,
some of them considerably, others were given extensive editing due to the restric-
tions 7onic required, particularly with respect to music examples. Also we would
like to express our gratitude to the estates of Hans Keller (Milein Cosman Keller),
Michael Oliver (The Michael Oliver Trust) and Harold Truscott (Guy Rickards)
who have most kindly given permission to (re-)publish their respective texts. Angela
Simpson has most kindly given permission to reproduce any musical or written
matter included in this volume. According to German copyright law, music exam-
ples in scholarly publications are copyright-free; the (conjectural) reconstructions
provided by Martin Ratcliffe remain the author’s copyright. Copyright of Robert
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Simpson’s printed music remains with his publishers, who are named in the Catalo-
gue of Works. The music examples were typeset by John McCabe, Alan Marshallf,
Mark Henegar, the editor and not least professional music editor Gal Hartman.
Lionel Pike was the most thorough and encouraging of proof-readers imaginable,
in spite of deteriorating eyesight, and David J. Jones most kindly prepared the
index. But our gratitude goes particularly to the Robert Simpson Society without
whose generosity the publication of this book would not have been possible.

It is hoped that this publication, long overdue and still only covering part of Robert
Simpson’s output, will help to a deeper understanding of the composer and his ceuvre,
and to inspire involvement in Robert Simpson’s output on any conceivable level.






The man and the music






Robert Simpson: a biographical note
Jennifer Parkes

Robert Wilfred Levick Simpson was born on 2" March 1921 in Leamington Spa,
Warwickshire. His father, Robert Warren Simpson, was of Scottish descent, while his
mother, Helena Hendricks (née Govaars) was of Dutch stock. Robert Simpson sen-
ior was proud of the putative, though unsubstantiated, family connection with Sir
James Simpson, who pioneered the use of anaesthetics, and hoped that his son would
pursue a medical career. In fact, after finishing his education at Westminster City
School, the young Robert Simpson did study medicine in London for two years, but
happening to hear Beethoven’s Pastoral Symphony at a BBC Promenade Concert, he
decided that he would rather be a composer than a doctor, though during the Second
World War Simpson, a confirmed pacifist, put his early medical training to good use
by working with an ARP mobile surgical unit, thus making a valiant, albeit non-com-
batant, contribution to the general war effort.

From 1942 until 1946, in spite of the difficulties occasioned by the war, Simpson
studied harmony and counterpoint privately with Herbert Howells in London. He had
enormous respect for his teacher, particularly Howells’ ability to write fugue, a form
of composition which never ceased to fascinate Simpson. He recalled how, at one tu-
torial, he had taken along a fugue of his own, one with which he was quite pleased.
He reported that Howells simply took out his fountain pen and, in his exquisitely neat
manuscript, wrote a new fugue, using his pupil’s material, but exploring it in ways
Simpson himself had never dreamed of, and all with as much ease as if he were writ-
ing a letter. It was a lesson Simpson never forgot: to the end of his life he never
stopped trying to find new ways to explore musical material.

His early life was by no means devoid of music. His parents were both members
of the Salvation Army, and Robert Simpson played the trumpet and cornet in Salva-
tion Army, and other, brass bands. The love of brass band music remained constant
throughout his life: he revelled in the power and energy so often embodied in this
kind of music. Politically, too, he was inclined to sympathize with the factory and
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colliery bands of the industrial north. He wrote several pieces for brass band, start-
ing with the Canzona of 1958. Some of these pieces were written specifically for
competitions. His last work for brass band was Vortex, written in 1989.

Robert Simpson’s early musical career was in journalism, writing for such publi-
cations as Music Review and Music Survey. He also gave lectures on music: in all
these activities, his ability to communicate complex musical processes to the layman
was the hallmark of his success. In 1947, together with Harold Truscott, he founded
the Exploratory Concert Society in order to promote works which were unfashionable
at the time but which were of a high musical calibre. In particular, works by such
composers as Carl Nielsen, Anton Bruckner and Havergal Brian were brought to the
notice of the concert-going public.

1951 was a particularly important year for Robert Simpson. He had written and
destroyed four symphonies, but now his fifth — officially his First Symphony —
earned him the degree of D.Mus. at Durham University. Furthermore, Sir Steuart
Wilson, musical director at the BBC, had taken notice of the young composer and
journalist, and in particular had been attracted by the ethos of the Exploratory Con-
certs Society. So it was that, in 1951, he invited Robert Simpson to join the music
division of the BBC. Thus began a thirty-year long association with the Corpora-
tion, during which Simpson worked with various other musical luminaries of his
generation, notably Deryck Cooke and Hans Keller. Many Radio 3 listeners from
that era will remember with particular pleasure and affection the series The Inno-
cent Ear. Here Simpson would introduce listeners to a piece of music, probably not
well known but certainly of excellent quality, by talking about the music and giv-
ing pointers as to what to listen for (another example of his ability to communi-
cate effectively with the musical laity). He would then play a recording of the
piece, and only at the end would he reveal the name of the piece and the identity
of its composer.

It might be thought that a busy work schedule at the BBC, together with writing and
lecturing on music, would inhibit any compositional activity, but, in fact, during this
time Simpson composed more than half of his symphonies and eight of fifteen string
quartets, as well as various chamber works and pieces for brass band.

1980 was a turbulent and decisive year. As a result of the musicians’ strike, a sig-
nificant number of the BBC Promenade Concerts were cancelled. Simpson, who had
been becoming increasingly frustrated and disillusioned by what was happening, re-
signed from the BBC and wrote The Proms and Natural Justice (published 1981) as
a protest against the system where one director’s individual preferences were allowed
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to influence the Proms programme year after year: he was especially concerned that
many fine British composers and performers were being neglected.

His resignation from the BBC gave Robert Simpson more time to compose. By
now, he had already decided that he had said all that he wanted to say about music in
words. Those who had read his books on Bruckner, Nielsen ef al might be forgiven
for being dismayed at this decision. After all, Simpson’s work on these two com-
posers, in particular, had been acknowledged at the highest level: in 1956 Denmark
awarded Simpson the Carl Nielsen Gold Medal, and in 1962 he was awarded the
Medal of Honour of the Bruckner Society of America. Nevertheless, Simpson was
adamant that anything further he wished to say about music would best be said in
music itself.

Shortly after his resignation from the BBC, Robert Simpson suffered the loss of his
wife, Bessie (née Fraser), whom he had married in 1946, but in 1982 he married An-
gela Musgrave. On holiday in Ireland in 1986, the couple fell in love with a house
overlooking Tralee Bay, bought it, and moved there from Chearsley in Bucking-
hamshire. With them went Simpson’s personal astronomical telescope, which was
relocated to the hill above his new home. Simpson was a Fellow of the Royal Astro-
nomical Society, and his interest in matters astronomical is acknowledged in the title
of his virtuoso organ piece, Eppur si muove. Enjoying the tranquillity of his rural sur-
roundings, Robert Simpson settled to a life of composing and lecturing. He also be-
came involved with Irish broadcasting and Irish performances, and he was able to
continue his astronomical observations. Sadly, this idyllic lifestyle came to an abrupt
end in 1991, when, during a lecture tour in England, he suffered a severe stroke. With
the help of his wife, Angela, who acted as his amanuensis, he was able to complete
his Second String Quintet (published 1995), but undertook no new compositions.

Though physically incapacitated, Robert Simpson remained mentally as alert as ever,
and friends on holiday in the vicinity would receive a warm welcome, in return for
which they would be expected to render up a detailed account of the day’s doings, all
of which their host would relish. He died on 215 November 1997, in the home he loved,
and, typically, gave his body to the medical science unit at the University of Cork.

Robert Simpson made a great impact on the twentieth-century musical scene in
many ways. His broadcasts, books and lectures have provided the scholar and layman
alike with great insight into the music of symphonists such as Nielsen, Beethoven,
Bruckner and Sibelius. His musical scores are a source of great riches for the student
of music, since his annotations demonstrate the ways in which he thought about com-
positional processes. In his own music, he pushed the boundaries of mainstream com-
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position to new limits: whereas most tonal music, even during the twentieth century,
had been concerned with exploring relationships between keys, Simpson, especially
in his later works, concentrated more on exploring relationships between intervals.
This often resulted in music which does not sound — and indeed, is not — conven-
tionally tonal, yet Simpson was decidedly not interested in writing atonal music. In
fact, he once remarked that it was listening to serial music by Schoenberg that told
him exactly what he did nof want to do. If Simpson had little time for serial music,
he had even less for the so-called aleatoric ‘music’ of the 1970s. He told, with mali-
cious glee, the story of how one piece required a performer to throw eggs at a black-
board. All went according to plan during the afternoon rehearsal, but, to his great
delight, someone had sabotaged the evening performance by hard-boiling the eggs.

One aspect of music which especially attracted Robert Simpson as a composer was
the manifestation of energy in music. This ‘energy’ or ‘current’ in music he likened
to an expressive life force. As a self-styled ‘ferocious anti-pessimist’, the concept of
this life force was crucial to Simpson’s whole outlook. ‘We all know how a tree can
split a rock,” he said.

Robert Simpson’s appreciation of music included an interest in the properties of the
instruments for which he wrote. For example, when writing Eppur si muove (1985),
he was keen to find out what an organ could — or could no — do, and to tailor his writ-
ing accordingly. This same care for the possibilities and limitations of instruments is
to be found in his writing for brass bands and, above all, in his writing for string quar-
tet, where he consistently shows a concern to treat the players as four individuals
rather than simply as a group of four people playing the same kind of music. If Simp-
son had a favourite stringed instrument, it was almost certainly the cello. He said that
the sound which gave him the deepest thrill of satisfaction was that of a bow being
drawn across the cello’s open C string.

Although composing music was Robert Simpson’s passion, he was a man with
wide-ranging knowledge and interests. His intellect was razor-sharp, yet he was not
above sitting cross-legged on the floor to play a game with a small child. His dry
sense of humour and fund of amusing stories made him an attractive companion and
a first-rate raconteur. Fiercely loyal to his friends, he could be an implacable oppo-
nent, especially towards perpetrators of injustice in any form. Humane but unsenti-
mental, of catholic but simple tastes, Robert Simpson is remembered with great
warmth and affection by his wide circle of friends and by those whose cause he cham-
pioned. Short of stature he may have been, but in every other way he was one of the
giants of the twentieth century.



The man and the music'
Hans Keller

To the English-reading intellectual, Friedrich Schiller is a second-rate poet and a play-
wright who seems to have stimulated a great composer or two, and that’s about it: the
mistranslated ‘Ode to Joy’ is, perhaps, all he knows. To educated Germans, Schiller
is one of their two or three leading literary genuises — but even they don’t know
enough of his output; his plays and his poetry are all that is common knowledge.? In
point of fact, however, he was an important post-Kantian philosopher too — and only
philosophical circles are aware of the fact.

So far as his aesthetic writings are concerned, and although he did not examine
music, he is, or should be, an indispensable mind for us musicians: what he has to say
about the nature of art in general and the literary arts in particular is, quite often, more
relevant to the art of music than are the reflections of sundry musical aestheticians,
despite the fact that music is more unlike any other art than is any other art.

His treatise On Naive and Sentimentalic Poetry (Uber naive und sentimentalische
Dichtung), though it never mentions music, is the most important musical charac-
terology I know — a basic means of defining, and differentiating between, creative
character types. The only incomprehensible thing about it is its English title. For one
thing, that is to say, ‘Dichtung’ isn’t ‘poetry’: the concept extends over the whole of
creative writing, and there is no English word for it. For another, ‘sentimentalic’ isn’t
an English word — but then, it wasn’t a German one either before Schiller invented it
(i.e., ‘sentimentalisch’), and God knows why he did: ‘sentimental’ is the same word
with the same meaning in both English and German, and ‘sentimentalic’ doesn’t give
one any inkling of what Schiller means by it.

! Originally published in Tonic 1/2, 1981, pp. 7-11; Hans Keller’s text was also reprinted in Hans Keller,
Essays on Music, ed. Christopher Wintle, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994, pp. 114-117.
Reproduction by kind permission of Milein Cosman Keller.

2 Keller had emigrated to England in 1938 and while the situation concerning the knowledge of Schiller’s
output may have been as stated before the Second World War, many of Schiller’s writings, particularly
Uber naive und sentimentalische Dichtung, have become very well-known. [Ed.]



20 Hans Keller

But he does explain. He means, creatively speaking, the opposite of ‘naive’ — and
the ‘naive’ artist he considers to be in tune with nature, expressing it, its laws, its
truths spontaneously — a mouthpiece, as it were, of physical, metaphysical, and psy-
chological truth. The ‘sentimentalic’ artist, on the other hand, is in search of lost na-
ture: he is the perpetual striver who thinks it is better to travel than to arrive — who
suspects arrival itself as an illusion, an excuse for not continuing to strive. In short,
if one doesn’t arrive, one travels further.

And just as C. G. Jung discovered his personality types when he compared
Freud’s personality with his own, so Schiller discovered his artistic personality
types on the basis of what he felt to be the sharp contrast between Goethe’s artis-
tic personality, which he thought ‘naive’, and his own, which he knew to be ‘sen-
timentalic’, striving; he forgot in the process that the entire history of art, any art,
cannot boast any striver, either amongst its creators or amongst the figures they
created, who can be remotely compared to that striver par excellence, Goethe’s
own Faust. Nor would it do for Schiller to retort that the ‘sentimentalic’ Faust is
Goethe’s ‘naive’ creation, for the poet’s lifelong obsession with his hero cum anti-
hero was a measure of his autobiographical involvement: the more we know about
Goethe, the more we realise how much we can learn about him, the character of his
creative mind, through Faust’s.

Let that pass. Schiller’s illusions about Goethe, his works and his psychology are
one thing; the searching validity of his thesis is another. For he did apply his differ-
ential diagnosis not only to the artist but — aesthetically immeasurably more impor-
tantly — to his art, as witness his very title. And again, the differentiation does not
only apply to Schiller’s chosen art, which is poetry and literature, but also to music.
I would, in fact, go much further than Schiller did, in proportion as [ am more musi-
cal than he was: [ would suggest that his eminently practical theory applies more
purely to music than to any other art — and that it is music, alone among the arts,
which is the ideal touchstone for any aesthetic theory, for the elementary and ele-
mental reason that music cannot contain anything inartistic, extra-artistic, without
ceasing to be music altogether.

So far is music as such removed from any pictorial or conceptual thought that it is
almost impossible to talk about it without distorting it. If, nevertheless, music is a
successful touchstone for Schiller’s theory, his theory must be an equally smooth key
to one particular aspect of music — its aesthetic typology: for once, that is to say, one
may hope that concepts, words, though by their nature static, will not distort the dy-
namic essence of music.
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One aural glance at the best-known part of our history of music convinces us that
an otherwise inexpressible, profound difference between musics and musics suddenly
becomes verbally clear in the warm light of Schiller’s theory, to wit, the fundamen-
tal characterological contrast between Mozart and Haydn or Mozart and Beethoven,
between Bruckner and Mahler, Britten and Wagner, or Stravinsky and Schoenberg —
so much so that one need hardly spell it all out: Schiller’s theory applies without our
having to apply it — which is the highest and rarest compliment we can pay any the-
ory, i.e., the inevitability of its practice. They fall from our ears as if they had been
scales: the music of Mozart, Bruckner, Britten and Stravinsky is ‘naive’, as indeed are
the composers themselves in their creative attitudes; whereas Haydn, Beethoven,
Mahler and Schoenberg are prototypically ‘sentimentalic’.

Nor need readers of this journal be told into which of the two categories its patron
saint falls, and if it be objected that saints tend to be ‘naive’, my rejoinder is that
while St Teresa, revelations and all, may have been ‘naive’, Joan of Arc was a striver,
who’d never have attained her sainthood without striving. It is not suggested, of
course, that the ‘naive’ artist must needs be without striving elements, and vice versa;
and even Beethoven, the striver of strivers, achieved ‘naivety’ at the very end — in his
last quartet and in what was, chronologically, his last quartet movement, the second
finale for Op. 130. Our own composer, likewise, has his ‘naive’ moments, the least
developmental of his symphonies being one of them, but the striving centre of his
creative character remains unaffected by his ‘naive’ insights.

Not by chance did I mention his least developmental symphony (which, inciden-
tally, is the one I least understand): strictly musically, development is indeed the hall-
mark of the striver — and between ourselves, we may remind ourselves that even a
Mozart wasn’t all that fond of it, found various inspired, masterly ways out of it, or
else didn’t even plunge into it in the first place — as, say, in the Figaro Overture. The
‘naive’ composer’s revelations are, naturally, statements (Bruckner’s themes),
whereas the striver’s statements, far from being revelatory, are material for develop-
ment, which is his creativity’s centre of gravity. In this context, it is fascinating to re-
member that our own composer, in an argument about melodic invention, once
asserted that virtually anything can be used as the basis of symphonic momentum.
Beethoven would have agreed; Mozart wouldn’t. There is no argument: the statement
is true for Beethoven, and not for Mozart.?

Its musical applicability apart, [ have one contribution to make to Schiller’s theory: in
the case of the ‘naive’ artist, the relation between the man and his art may be remote or
— as in the case of Mozart — virtually non-existent. If you know the ‘naive’ artist with-
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out knowing his work, it is impossible to make any meaningful guesses about its nature.
In the case of the ‘sentimentalic’ artist, on the other hand, the relation between him and
his creations is intimate: knowing Beethoven the man, one could have got a shrewd idea
about the nature of his art, its ethical and philosophical function. It is, in fact, the striver
who puts his art at the service of something, even though it may not be ‘committed’ art
in the banal sense: that something will be, simply, his philosophy. The ‘naive’ artist, the
‘vessel’, couldn’t care less about commitment; he simply expresses what he has to ex-
press, the way he eats in order to stay alive.

But intimate though the relation is between the striver’s art and his life, his extra-
artistic thought, the entire history of music does not, to my knowledge, show a sin-
gle instance of as close an integration between the two as is our composer, whose
conceptual, verbal articulateness is, of course, an enormous help in this continuing
process of striving integration, and integrated striving. His integrity as a man is quite
exceptional; normally, that is to say, one would expect substantial art, rather than a
substantial man, to show such flawless and consistent integrity. He treats his life with
the uncompromising thematicism of a work of art, and he does not allow his art to
grow without equally rigid reference to the purpose of life. Beethoven would know
what I am talking about; Mozart wouldn’t. Not unnaturally, Simpson’s* understand-

3 A kind of discussion on the matter of the development — with special regard to Mozart’s Figaro Over-
ture — took place in Tonic 1/3, 1981, pp. 11-13 & 1617, with a letter by Brian Duke, the essence of Hans
Keller’s reply (in Tonic 1/4, 1982, pp. 23-24) being the following paragraph: Keller stresses that Duke’s
argument offers ‘me a chance to substantiate it in terms of the polarity between the “naive” Mozart and
the “sentimentalic” Haydn. Mozart’s adventurous wealth of melodies and his conservative economy of
keys and harmonic destabilisations is the “‘naive” counterpart to Haydn’s sentimentalic wealth of keys
and harmonic destabilisations and his conservative thematic economy. Haydn’s developments, even out-
side his development sections, achieve veritable climaxes of instability, just as Mozart’s melodies, his
stable statements even outside his expositions and recapitulations, achieve veritable culminations of sta-
bility. There are in fact outstanding Mozartian development sections which start with the very opposite
of development, i.e., with firmly defined, new tunes in the stressedly confirmed and reconfirmed dom-
inant — statements par excellence. Readers who will immediately think of the opening of the develop-
ment section in the first movement of the “big” A major Piano Concerto [K488] are warned that what |
have in mind are far more outspoken, extended, and extreme contradictions of development — repeated,
complete sentences, periods in fact, 16 bars of them in every instance. Curiously enough, they tend to
happen, most frequently, in the mature Mozart’s Bb [K595] — or rather, in its dominant: hear, for instance,
the opening of the “Hunt’s” development section, or the equally anti-developmental tune at precisely the
same juncture in the second Bb Piano Trio [K502]. There is no conceivable, intra-musical reason why
such statements in the “wrongest” possible place should appear, preferably, in F major: the fact throws
a fascinating light on a genius’ possible subjective associations between certain keys and certain struc-
tural innovations; there is considerable evidence in the works of all the great masters.” [Ed.]
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ing of Beethoven is far more immediate than his understanding of Mozart — though
one quickly ought to add that the striver often admires the ‘naive’ artist (see Schiller’s
vis-a-vis Goethe, Beethoven and Schoenberg vis-a-vis Mozart, or Simpson vis-d-vis
Bruckner), whereas the ‘naive’ artist will do without striving admiration, though he
may admire the striver’s art as art, regardless of its nature and the nature of his own
work. Mozart’s admiration of Haydn’s music is a case in point; it never turned Mozart
into more of a developer.

Other things being equal, this unity between life and art produces developments in
either dimension which would not be possible without it. For the ‘naive’ artist, any
such unity would not only be senseless, but unachievable in the first place: you can’t
treat life as a vessel — and, mind you, the artistic “vessel’ need not happen on Mozart’s
level, but occurs, with crystal-clarity, on less exalted planes of creativity, George Gersh-
win being an outstanding example — whose music, needless to add, Simpson doesn’t
understand at all, though he would violently disagree with my verdict and, instead, rel-
egate the authentic revelations of this minor genius to the rubbish dump of phoney art.

If one knows Simpson the man, then, one knows Simpson the artist — the artist’s
character, anyhow, and if one knows Simpson’s music, one knows more than the
character of the man: one realises the consistency of his words and his actions — some
of which would, without the music, merely seem anti-conventional, rather than pos-
itively subservient to his aims; and the striver’s aims are, inevitably, ideals.

Those of us who have had discussions with Simpson about music in general and,
ineluctably, symphonically striving music in particular, are struck by one word he
never tires of using in this context, a word which seems to have almost magic sig-
nificance for him — and one which, at the same time, is not part and parcel of our nor-
mal critical vocabulary, though I have advisedly used it in the present essay.

It is the word ‘momentum’, and once one knows one’s Simpson well, both musi-
cally and verbally, one realises that it is the ideal word for the kind of intra-musical
striving that lies, or rather moves, at the centre of both his own art and the music he
most admires. The concept not only covers the quantity of motion, but also the prod-
uct of a body’s mass by its velocity: no mass without velocity for Simpson, and no
velocity without mass, without substance. For the truly creative striver, all develop-
ing is transitive: something is being developed, both in the man and his music. Mov-

4 The fact that his name here occurs for the first time is due to an experiment: I am dictating this essay
to a highly musical secretary, whom I wanted to guess which composer I was talking about; it was at this
stage that she guessed — a circumstance which, itself, may be of relevance to the validity (or otherwise)
of my argument.



24 Hans Keller

ing substance is the essence of his art, ever-changing without being transient. And it
is because the man and the artist are so harmoniously striving that one feels his an-
tipathy to ‘naive’ art to be downright creative: there are aggressive elements in Simp-
son’s music which are directed against what he wrongly thinks is the nature of the art
of, say, a George Gershwin. I say ‘Gershwin’ rather than ‘Mozart’, although I would
suspect that even Simpson’s admiration for Mozart is relatively cool — relative, that
is to say, to his boiling identification with Beethoven. For the striver, life is striving;
strifeless life, strifeless art can only be admired to the extent to which anything life-
less can be. So long as he is alive, that is, he can’t identify, though he generously
promises that once he’s dead, he will — even with the superhuman Mozart.

Meanwhile, his art carries an element the ‘naive’ artist’s revelations have to, want
to do without — the element of conviction. A revelation convinces the way a percep-
tion does: it simply is; it is not itself convinced. We may be convinced that this is a
table — but the table doesn’t go out of its way to convince us, nor, therefore, does our
perception of it.

Now, the striving work has to turn the listener into a striver, too; otherwise, there
is no understanding. And in order to make the listener strive, the work has to be con-
vinced of its case and thus convince him of it — its case being, paradigmatically, the
theme and its fate, which is thematic evolution and striving development.

When the man and the music are — almost uniquely — one, the music does not only
carry its own conviction, but insistently reflects the man’s: Robert Simpson’s music
does not persuade, tempt, seduce, as Richard Strauss’ does, for example — that failed
striver’s. In a word, Simpson doesn’t get you round. Instead, he invites you to share
his convictions, confiding to you what convinced him to begin with — which, ulti-
mately, is life as strife.

There is a single, highly significant inconsistency in his life and his output — an in-
consistency that proves that singular consistency of his total personality that is the
subject of my piece. Again and again, Robert Simpson has said that he won’t resume
writing — words, that is; composing will remain his sole mode of expression. And
again and again, his outstanding verbal thought processes are breaking the promise:
the man and the music remain one in the words and the notes — strive as one. In fact,
an important verbal manifesto is about to appear.’

3 The autor here refers to Simpson’s The Proms and Natural Justice, London: Toccata Press, 1981. [Ed.]
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John Underwood

In 1954 or so I was asked by the BBC to play a Sonata by Martint. This pleased me
because I had long been worried that such an admirable and prolific composer was
so seldom heard in this country despite his seven Quartets and a great deal of other
music. I duly turned up to the studios at Maida Vale and for the first time met Robert
Simpson. Immediately I felt at home with his warm and enthusiastic personality: he
had the aura of a person you know you could work with, in, say, a quartet — someone
who thinks along the same wave-length. I had already heard some of his symphonic
writing and was most impressed by the musicality, and — an important point, sadly
lacking these days — the craftsmanship of it. But it was hearing a broadcast from
Birmingham (I think) that I heard for the first time his quartet writing. It was geared
very much to this special medium — music for the instruments rather than against
them. This means that modern devices such as ‘noises’ of an ‘extra-mural’ nature,
padding, in fact, all those things that smack distinctly of lack of knowledge and
artistry, can have no place in his particular scheme of things.

The fact that this Quartet had an immediate rapport with a professional player, that
it was something you had to listen to, put Robert Simpson very high in my book. As you
all know, we have to play and listen to far too much music and this can have an ad-
vantage in that your ears will select only things of an interesting and worthwhile nature.

I shall now jump forward quite a few years to the ’sixties when I realised Bob’s
sympathy for the medium much more; this came about through Haydn. Here is a com-
mon denominator which influences a man like Bob and players like ourselves enor-
mously. His appreciation of this immortal composer is quite extraordinary and, of
course, a player is bound to take advantage of his knowledge in working upon these

! The first third of the text was originally published in Tonic 1/3, 1981, pp. 18-21, the last third in the
Robert Simpson Memorial Book, London: The Robert Simpson Society, 1998, pp. 3—4 and are reprinted
here by kind permission of the author. The second third was written in 1997 but apparently never pub-
lished.
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masterpieces. [’m sure that if [ say the joy of working as interpreters of these works,
composed by the most under-rated of the Classical composers, and feeling involved
with us, really does spark Bob off.

I can illustrate this by a simple story. One day in 1980 we were preparing one of
Bob’s Quartets for performance; and when we reach the 60% stage, we like to ask him
along to rehearsal to clarify points. Having sat through the work and ‘clarified’ vari-
ous points, you would expect that as a busy man he would then want to go home —
but we couldn’t get him to go, because he knew we were rehearsing the Haydn
A major. He insisted on sitting there whilst we rehearsed — of course, his opinion was
constantly sought, and he in his turn was concentrating upon, I think, the methods we
have for ensuring ensemble and a degree of unity of musical thought. At the end of
this, some two hours later, he had become as involved as we were with the music and
remained quite silent and said suddenly in his rather lovely gruff voice: ‘FFFasci-
nating’. Just in passing, I might add that he often shows more interest in, say, Haydn
than his own pieces, which shows how modest (he would say something else) he is
about his own great achievements.

We have now played all his Quartets [up to this date] and I should like to mention a
few thoughts about them. The problems in doing so for the amateur writer are enormous
— it is bad enough for the professionals to try to write about an abstract subject like the
beauty of music.

Nor is it easy for the professional player to write for the amateur reader. Unless
you’re involved in the rehearsal and technical method of preparation (I am now talk-
ing of the actual playing technique), it is practically impossible to understand the
problems. The first thing, of course, when dealing with any composer of note is es-
sentially his style and the musical background from which it has grown. You cannot
perform Simpson without taking into account, from a playing point of view,
Beethoven and Haydn. This means that chording and key relationships must have the
same understanding as in the two composers mentioned — a simple matter if quartet
intonation were tempered like a piano. But it’s not, so one’s attention to key, chord
changes and their intonation becomes a critical part of interpretation. Time to get
around a musical corner might well be governed by a chord change, for example, just
as in any classical piece. Secondly, one must play his music with a beauty of sound
— simply just ‘what comes to hand’ will not do. For instance, Bob always likes a fairly
heavy sforzando sound, even in, say, the slow movement of the Sixth, his third ‘Ra-
sumowsky’. This can take quite a degree of culturing because if you’re not very care-
ful, with just four of you doing it, the result can be crude and ugly, not powerful.
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One’s consideration of these types of problem brings one much closer to the music,
and I think you will see that the soloist or orchestral technique is very different from
that of a quartet. Another point is that the accompanying lines in Bob’s music must
be shaped according to the musical phrase, not merely rhythmic, metronomic
‘chunks’. Once again, the shape of the phrase — where it’s going and where it fin-
ishes — must be considered by everyone in the quartet. Sometimes the same phrase,
for example, if recurring later in the piece, might need reshaping in order to acco-
modate another figure added to it, perhaps something fugal underneath.

Of Bob’s ‘Rasumowskys’, his Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Quartets, the one I prefer at
the moment is No. 6. Perhaps the thoughts and moments in it are more related to
Beethoven Op. 59, No. 3 than the two earlier quartets. One can take the opening In-
troduction, for instance. Knowing of Bob’s interest in the extraordinary sequence of
searching chords at the opening of the Beethoven, I feel his thoughts must have been
kindled by that in his own piece. Just think of the first six bars of Beethoven and then
listen to Bob’s piece. Bob exploits this ‘searching’ in his piece, and he also uses the
‘resolution’ of the chord immediately preceding the Allegro. Thus, as a player one can
identify straightaway with that type of procedure because it is closer, from a musical
viewpoint, to Beethoven’s Third ‘Rasumowsky’ rather than being, perhaps, a musi-
cal comment on an abstract idea inspired by Beethoven.

With all Bob’s Quartets, as in the great classics, one’s musical spirit wanders. At
one time you associate more with one work than another, whereas an academic per-
son will, perhaps, have worked out theoretically which is the best work, and will be
bound by that logic. However, as an interpreter, the one you’re working on will quite
often seem to be ‘the one’. But I must say that we do like Nos. 7 and 8; they are both
fine works that we enjoy playing.

No. 7 is in many ways very delicate and, because of this, the more tone colour you
can find in the writing, the better. Blend of musical sound and a controlled imagina-
tion are very important to the interpretation of this piece. In fact, in all Bob’s pieces,
you are allowed (as in Haydn) to use your own fantasy and imagination so long as you
bear in mind that all the time the writing is very definitely ‘quartet’ as an instrument
in itself. The problems arise in that four people are required to play it!

The No. 8 is a robust piece, full of contrast — like we are, sometimes sad, sometimes
very humorous, as in the mosquito-like Scherzo. The writing, of course, is clever and
cultured; the use of the beauty of the instruments has all his usual understanding and,
of course, he uses this to great advantage, building up through contrast, all the way
to the high climax of the last movement — and yes, at the moment it’s my favourite.
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As a quartet we have often discussed the things that might have happened had Bob
been a professional player, as was Suk, for instance, who played second violin with
the Bohemian Quartet for fifty years. Bob seems to be such a musician — some-one
whom we as players would have loved to have had in our side of the profession. But
it was not to be, and I daresay that he might not have had time to write the works he
has, if he had been involved with performance. So we do like to see him at rehearsals
— although there’s one big snag: it makes time pass too quickly.

I have known Bob Simpson for more than forty years. During that long relationship,
music was always the main direction of our conversation. Sometimes religion would
be brought in as a pointer to some work, such as Haydn’s Creation with its wonder-
ful opening number, and Bob’s other interest, astronomy.

In working with Bob, as a quartet player, Haydn was quite inescapable. The enor-
mous respect Bob had for Haydn influenced his thoughts on composition, namely for
three important reasons:—

Firstly — the mood of the movement was vital.

Secondly — the instrument being written for i.e. Quartet, an instrument played by
four people or an orchestra played by sixty.

Thirdly — the fact that a listener should not be aware of the techniques of a com-
position.

I will enlarge a little upon these factors.

Mood obviously must be a large factor in contrast for a composer. Bob greatly ad-
mired the careful technical and musical mood of the first movement of Haydn’s
‘Quinton’ quartet with the unusual idea of the ‘fifths’ to which the instruments are
tuned, yet achieving emotional interest at the same time. The beauty of the slow
movement that contrasts with the country style Menuette. Bob did these sort of things
in his own writing.

He often talked of what I would call a ‘thumping’ sf. If he wished to convey a vi-
olent passage, he would incorporate not only volume but heavy sforzando accentua-
tion. I didn’t always agree with him, for example, in his third ‘Rasumowsky’ second
movement. We argued about this and his reason was that in the course of Beethoven's
melody, the dream-like mood of the listener should be shattered. He had a point but
equally he acknowledged my point about sfs having many levels, from stress points
to accentuations.
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An interpretative musician senses various points in the selection and shaping of a
phrase, and in this discussion Bob would often request us to make a longer phrase
after we had broken it up by a heavy sf— we would then laugh and he would say ‘it
sounded all right on the piano’ which he did not play! Being aware of the instrument
you write for is so important. He maintained that string instruments were melody in-
struments, percussion for effects; winds for melodic colour and so anything other
than a really musical approach was not in his dictionary. Modern gimmicks like scrap-
ing behind the bridge of the instrument or banging the back of it, made Bob go ab-
solutely mad. We often talked about the way Haydn would write for the piano, for
example, which was quite different from a string quartet. Bob’s knowledge in this
respect was the same. The continuity of a line in his quartets was evident in his early
Quartet No. 2 with its long melodic lines and unusual harmony and rhythmic figures.

We talked during our rehearsals about problems of musicality in both quartets
Nos. 8 and 9. No. 9 being palindromic, presenting many technical problems which
Bob relied upon us to solve in order to partly disguise the palindromic means used by
Haydn (in his Menuette) and Bob, in his quartet, to make a satisfactory musical whole,
which would sound more and more beautiful as the work unfolded. We talked about
the sensitivity of performance required to be similar to Beethoven’s 32 Variations on
an Original Theme in C minor, WoO 80 (incidentally, one does not hear much about
emotion or sensitivity these days in music). I had remarked to him that the last quar-
ter of his No. 9 reminded me so much of Beethoven’s Variations. He immediately
agreed and we both noted that the sensitivity in Bob's variations increased in beauty
as the work progressed. He was never too happy to discuss his methods of composi-
tion, maintaining that for the people playing some analytic knowledge might be use-
ful, but using the following analogy, ‘when looking at a great painting, you don’t need
to know about the undercoat’. Of course, this is all relative, when in No. 9 he writes
one note of the theme on each instrument, rather like Beethoven in the Scherzo of his
String Quartet in C4 minor, Op. 131. Ifit is not featured, no one would appreciate what
was going on. However, of paramount importance to Bob was the spirit and commit-
ment of the works in hand. And as musicians, we could not escape from this view.

*

One aspect of a great composer, | am sure, is the lack of interest in his own compo-
sition after the work is finished. I can remember vividly his coming to one of our
rehearsals, to point us in the right direction for a series at Brunel University, where
his Quartets were to be performed. It was with the greatest difficulty that we managed
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to prize him away from listening to one of the more unusual Haydn Quartets (Op. 55,
No. 2) in order to give us advice. He just kept on saying ‘I heard it when I wrote it, I
might not hear this Haydn for a long time’. His modesty was one of his greatest at-
tractions to us, because we knew the immense musicality it was ‘wrapped up’ in.

His ideas for the presentation of music were unusual. We did Beethoven’s ‘Ra-
sumowsky’ Quartet No. 3 with him for TV. In order to make the whole thing com-
prehensible to the audience he arranged the score in four colours, the red line going
through each stave in turn, as the theme took its various routes. This completely
solved the problem of following Beethoven's thoughts, whilst the audience could
watch us playing.

Of course, his work with us on the recordings of his Quartets for Hyperion was in-
valuable. This association with Ted Perry and the Robert Simpson Society is proba-
bly the most useful thing I have achieved in my lifetime! This project has resulted in
allowing us all to have the [near] complete recordings of Bob’s chamber music, which
we in the Delmé regard as being milestones in music for all time.

Recording Robert Simpson
Andrew Keener!

Sometimes, in the noisy aftermath of an orchestral session which has just ended with
seconds to spare, [ find myself marvelling, like the ill-natured Samuel Johnson at
women preachers, that not only do we probably have a good record, but that we have
made one at all. An intermittently grumbling woodwind microphone, a single distin-
guished player having an off-day, audible hailstones on the roof or even cancellations
on the Northern Line may be invoked by the Spirit of Accidents Waiting to Happen
as it looks balefully down on those presumptuous enough to attempt any large-scale
recording to a tight, rehearse-record schedule.

In such circumstances, the otherwise welcome presence of additional interested
pairs of ears in the control room — a soloist’s musically intelligent wife or partner,
or the composer — can dissipate rather than intensify a recording team’s concentra-
tion.

' Andrew Keener, Independent recording producer, was intensely involved in the Hyperion project of
Robert Simpson symphonies.
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Not so with Bob. Sitting beside me at sessions, he invariably brought with him a
reliable memory of what he had written and a complete aural grasp of the score; would
that all composers ‘heard’ what they wrote as accurately as this. Remarks were some-
times dry, often funny, always to the point — and thin on the ground. No wasted cur-
rency here. Thus Bob would immediately make an orchestra well-disposed towards
him. With this trust established, the current of the playing would run high, take after
take, in scores which, like much other cogent and uncompromising music, are from
the inside frequently hard to grasp tonally and architecturally (I can think of no other
magnificently-structured symphonic repertoire which poses this player-listener di-
chotomy to such an extent; perhaps Bruckner).

With such respect, an orchestra will move heaven and earth to make a ‘good show’
under the most unusual of circumstances. I recall the leader of the Bournemouth Sym-
phony Orchestra remembering with affection how, in Southampton at the second per-
formance of Symphony No. 9, Bob appeared without warning (and with corduroys)
on the rostrum to replace an ailing Vernon Handley (knowing of Tod’s health that
week, Angela had jokingly asked Bob whether he would be prepared to conduct. ‘Ab-
solutely not!’, was the shocked reply). Lifting his hands with a murmured apology for
what was to follow, the orchestra responded with an account of this huge work which
passed without serious mishap.

As a former BBC producer, Bob provided a telling balance to my commercial
record producer style during the sessions for the same symphony in Poole a few days
later. Where I became pre-occupied with the intonation of a single woodwind chord,
a voice from my right would remind me plainly but without patronisation of the shape
of the 8-bar phrase that enclosed it. At sessions for the Eighth Symphony eight years
later, the sixth attempt at the difficult crescendo transition to the finale Presto was
becoming progressively less urgent and therefore potentially hazardous to cut in to the
main take that we had recorded three months earlier (discrepancies between parts and
score for this passage had halted proceedings). Phoning Bob in Ireland to make ab-
solutely certain that we were now using the correct version of this transition, he not
only quoted the correct bar numbers off the top of his head, but urged me to make sure
that the passage had the urgency of the previously-recorded (wrong) version. Ill for
the past four years, the equal awareness of detail and the larger sweep had clearly not
deserted him. Yet his comments on a first edit would largely be devoted to what might
best be described as long-term dynamics or pacing: was I able to enhance the dimin-
uendo from bar 40 to bar 100? Was the take which I had chosen of the second Ada-
gio convincingly related to the tempo of the first?
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One thing that rarely needed artificial adjustment from us in the control room was
balance. In this, Vernon Handley, expert orchestral balancer, was helped by the scores
themselves. However dense to the eye, the handwriting fastidious and closely-packed
as if scorning the computer-generated possibility, Bob’s tuttis invariably struck the mi-
crophones with lucidity as well as power.

I know that Matthew Taylor, whose knowledge of these scores is unsurpassed and
who took the composer’s place beside me for the symphony recordings during his last
illness, shares my regret that Bob was unable to be present to ease my task at the dif-
ficult sessions for Symphony No. 8 (Angela’s description — “Bob’s un-eco-friendly
symphony” is as good as any); the more so since I remember his bitter words to me
as he sat, seething, in the emptying Festival Hall stalls after the carelessly-prepared
premiere in London 14 years earlier by Jerzy Semkow and the Royal Danish Or-
chestra. Notwithstanding immeasurably stronger and more sure direction by Vernon
Handley at the recording, the players started to exhibit signs of shell-shock after the
second take of the hammering finale tuttis, merciless to embouchures and bowing
arms as bar numbers run past the thousand mark. No trace of fatigue is evident in the
final result — a tribute to the RPO’s professionalism and the indestructible force of the
music — yet | know that Bob’s un-giftwrapped entreaties down the talk-back would
have added spice and renewed vitality to my more producerly requests for re-takes.

Better, perhaps, to recall the 1994 sessions for Symphony No. 5 to be reminded of
the capacity of Simpson’s orchestral writing to renew and perpetuate energy well past
the point at which good results would seem possible. Every factor seemed to promise
ill: it was a bitterly cold and snowy February day (all warmth inside St Augustine’s
Church in Kilburn rose and collected just below the high, Victorian ceiling), Vernon
Handley was far from well and the whole piece was scheduled to be completed in a
single three-session day (that’s almost nine hours of playing). Afterwards, I returned
to my car with an RPO violinist friend who, bright-eyed and shiny-faced, told me that
he was going to cancel a visit to the gym that evening; the day’s playing had been bet-
ter for him than three work-outs on an exercise bike. The CD of Symphony No. 5 bears
him out: it boasts some of the most single-minded, athletic playing of the cycle.

Alas that Bob’s stroke put paid to his attending more than half of the sessions for
his symphonies. I missed him beside me at the sessions for No. 1, not least because
here was a man who, while at the BBC, worked with and admired Boult, whose quick-
pulsed pioneer recording offers an interesting alternative view to Handley’s graver ap-
proach (would Bob have thanked me for suggesting that two characteristics less in
evidence later on — delicacy and vulnerability — are touchingly present in much of
this work?).
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Looking back over the sessions which Bob did spend at my elbow, [ initially felt a
little dismayed by what seems my poor memory of specific anecdote, the telling turn
of phrase. Then I realised that this is how Bob, master of the written word, was in the
studio. Not unlike Boult who, during his years as chief conductor of the BBC Sym-
phony Orchestra, described himself as “a jobbing conductor; I’'m here to present as
wide a range of music as possible”, Bob was not given to revealing the range of his
character or indulging in quotable quotes when actually at work. Better, perhaps to
venture outside the confines of the orchestral sessions themselves for one of my most
vivid recollections of working with him — to the session which I arranged for the spo-
ken introduction to the Ninth Symphony which follows the complete performance
on the Hyperion CD. Urged to remember that this part of the disc was out with the
overall budget, I made my flat into an improvised recording venue. Bob sat with his
script on the edge of my bed while I and the engineer, crouching over a portable dig-
ital recorder in my living room, shouted through the wall for him to start and stop. I
should have known better than to fear irritation from this former BBC producer. After
all, this was the man who had uncomplainingly sauntered down to his local grocer’s
photocopier in Tralee to supply me with a score to his Seventh Symphony when —
shamefully — his publisher could not.

Working with Robert Simpson'
Matthew Best

Although I met Bob Simpson on only a very few occasions, I was fortunate enough
to enjoy a friendship with him (based round a regular correspondence) that lasted
well over ten years. [ will always regard this friendship as one of the most important
of my life. Although our letters normally started with musical matters that needed to
be discussed, they invariably carried on into a wide range of subjects, and it was as
aresult of going off at various tangents that I was able to catch a few glimpses of what
made Bob tick, most notably his unshakable musical integrity and his deep sense of
fairness and justice for people the world over.

! Originally published in the Robert Simpson Memorial Book, London: The Robert Simpson Society,
1998, pp. 10—11 and here re-published in a version slightly amended by the author.
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I was first introduced to Bob by Ted Perry of Hyperion back in 1986. I had em-
barked on what was to become a Bruckner choral cycle for Hyperion, and I needed
advice on one or two things. Bob was an established authority on Bruckner, and had
just enthused in the press (one of the only ones to do so at the time) over my first
Bruckner recording, so I think that each was quite curious to meet the other. Even
though I misjudged our first meeting completely (Bob seemed rather embarrassed to
be taken out to lunch and would perhaps have preferred a trip to the pub) there quickly
emerged a number of shared musical passions, notably the music of Beethoven and
Bruckner, that were to form the basis for our correspondence over the years. Bob’s
advice was always invaluable, never intrusive — often no more than a passing obser-
vation that would act as a catalyst for a new line of approach — and he was always
hugely encouraging and supportive of all my work.

It was soon after our first meeting that Bob sent me scores of his two choral works,
Media morte in vita sumus and Tempi, immediately dismissing them in his typically
self-effacing way with the claim that he knew neither how to write for voices nor
how to set texts. However, it was immediately clear that although some of the choral
writing was instrumentally conceived and demanding in a rather Beethovenian way,
both works were nonetheless tautly constructed, vigorously written and musically
substantial — a refreshingly far cry from the bland wallpapery nature of much con-
temporary choral music. Media morte, with its accompaniment for brass and timpani,
turned out to be an ideal companion piece for the Bruckner E Minor Mass, and [ was
therefore able to schedule a number of performances with Corydon Singers and Cory-
don Orchestra, including at the 1994 Proms. After some initial suspicion at rehearsal,
both choir and players were quickly won over by the compelling musical argument
and sheer exhilaration of the piece, and it will have a firm place in our repertoire for
many years to come.

Tempi, on the other hand, posed quite a problem. Bob knew just how considerable
the technical difficulties were, but was very keen for Corydon Singers to have a go
at it. However, | was adamant that I would only tackle it when I was sure that I could
secure sufficient preparation time and suitable performance conditions, but these were
impossible to achieve for many years (although a studio recording with the BBC
Singers was a distinct possibility at one point). It will always be a very great disap-
pointment to me that by the time conditions and preparation time were finally
achieved, and both Media morte and Tempi were recorded for Hyperion in October
1997, Bob was unable to hear even an early edit of 7Tempi. My caution continually got
the better of me, and we were just too late.
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After early performances of Media morte 1 approached Bob with the idea of writ-
ing a major work for chorus and orchestra. Bob’s response was that he had had it in
mind to write a choral symphony for many years, that much of it was in his head and
here was the ideal opportunity. So plans for the 12% Symphony were made, even to
the extent of lining up possible premieres at Aldeburgh, first in 1994 and again in
1996. What a work that would have been! Bob was very clear in his own mind as to
the length (approx. 50 minutes) and structure. The work would have been scored for
chorus and Beethoven-sized orchestra, with one soloist (probably bass or baritone)
who would carry much of the text. The text would have been Bob’s own, and would
have had a strongly contemporary relevance, although he was keen that it should be
translated into Latin (as in Media morte) in order that it should be accessible to peo-
ple of all nationalities and backgrounds. I argued that to use an archaic language might
dilute the strength of Bob’s message, but the matter was never resolved. Bob’s stroke
came at quite an early stage of planning, and although we were optimistic for a while
that he would recover sufficiently to be able to commit to paper what had been in his
head for so long, it eventually became clear that this would remain one of the great
unwritten works. I will always feel deeply honoured that Bob had entrusted me with
the premiere, and will continue to treasure his sound advice and encouragement, his
integrity, humanity and wisdom.
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Simpson’s symphonic appetite!
Malcolm MacDonald

If ‘the symphony’ as a form has truly proved a ‘survivor’ in the world of contempo-
rary music, then a most powerful force in that survival has been the symphonic out-
put, and symphonic commitment, of Robert Simpson. There is certainly no unpleasing
irony in the fact that the erstwhile leaders of the British avant-garde (including last
year’s Reith Lecturer, Professor Alexander Goehr) have turned back to that most tra-
dition-encrusted of forms, and with it to tonality, as they attain their years of discre-
tion. But Robert Simpson did not have to rediscover its relevance; he has stuck to it
all through, with the result that his symphonies — nine of them so far, with a tenth in
the offing — now sound rather less ‘anachronistic’ than theirs. It is over 40 years since
he began writing his ‘official’ First Symphony, about the time that his contempo-
raries, the young serialists of Darmstadt, thought they were discovering Webern.
While he was composing it Robert Simpson, instead, discovered Nielsen: and such
was the impact of the great Danish symphonist that he found himself unable to fin-
ish his own work for some time. Later Robert Simpson wrote the first and still the
only authoritative English study of Nielsen;? and people have been seeing Nielsen in
his music ever since. But Nielsen’s example of tonal expansion and organic growth
simply gave him massive confirmation of what he was already doing instinctively.
Robert Simpson’s First Symphony really drew its inspiration from much further back,
and its unhackeneyed blend of almost pure Renaissance polyphony with a Beethoven-
ian rhythmic pulse sounds completely of the 20" century and yet fundamentally time-
less. Listening to it, it is hardly surprising that he was to become one of the most
penetrating advocates for the then unfashionable symphonism of Bruckner.?

! This illustrated talk, which is available on CD from Divine Art Dunhelm Records (DRD0011), was in a
revised version originally published in Tonic 3/3, 1989, pp. 3-6.

2 Robert Simpson, Carl Nielsen, Symphonist, London: J.M. Dent, 1952, 2nd edition 1979.

3 Robert Simpson, Bruckner and the Symphony, London: British Broadcasting Corporation, 1963, and
The Essence of Bruckner: An Essay Towards the Understanding of His Music, London: Gollancz, 1967,
3rd edition 1992.
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Beethoven, Bruckner, Nielsen: hostile critics (and there have been some) like to in-
voke these names as a sort of Holy Trinity in whose shadow Robert Simpson has con-
ceived his music. He might even agree — though he would probably insist that Haydn
should be named as a fourth guilty party. But he once confessed that his initial, car-
dinal inspiration about symphonic form came from none of these, but from listening
to Schoenberg’s Piano Concerto. A sudden insight — or possibly creative misunder-
standing — about what Schoenberg was or wasn’t doing with a hidden tonal centre led
him to conceive of a work with two opposed tonal centres, a tritone apart, reacting to
one another: and that is one of the things the First Symphony is ‘about’.*

Creative conflict between tonalities became an essential principle of Robert Simp-
son’s long-range structural thinking. And in the foreground it was mirrored by the
moods and textures of the musical events. Right up to today, his music tends to be po-
larised around well-defined extremes: diatonic simplicity against the challenge of
fierce harmonic density; still serenity against furious rhythmic action. There is a very
witty example of these extreme polarities in the second movement of Robert Simp-
son’s Fourth Symphony, a big scherzo with a little trio. The trio is built around an ac-
tual quotation from Haydn — an innocent, carefree scrap of tune from his Symphony
No. 76. Robert Simpson lures it into his symphonic stream only to throw at it much
darker, more dissonant, mid-20" century elements. Yet the tune glides on its way
quite unaffected, or perhaps the right word is ‘uncorrupted’.

The extremes of Robert Simpson’s music are not the sort that lend themselves to
easy, emotive labelling. He has written few works with any overt programmatic in-
tention, and his polarities seldom encompass moods that can crudely be described as
‘despairing’, say, or ‘triumphant’. ‘Despair’, indeed, is never expressed: Robert Simp-
son is no shallow optimist, but admits to being what he calls a ‘ferocious anti-pes-
simist’; and his basically positive stance is embodied in the fact that his music still
discovers enduring value in the essential elements of the symphonic tradition.

What he is passionately concerned with is music as organic growth. Revealingly,
one of his very rare avowed programmes is that for the Sixth Symphony, which he de-
scribes as tracing the evolution of the human organism from the moment of concep-
tion, through birth and childhood, on into vigorous maturity. From this I think it is not
too far-fetched to suggest that Robert Simpson’s music in general, in its constructive
processes, provides a metaphor of the currents of human development — in the indi-
vidual rather than the mass, and in both the physical and spiritual senses. As the most

4 Cf. the contributions by Harold Truscott and Simon Phillippo on the First Symphony, in this volume
pp. 44-56.
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highly-developed instrumental form, the symphony has always been the most ap-
propriate embodiment of this metaphor; and Robert Simpson’s mastery of movement
—not just the extremes of slow and fast, but the gradual transformation of one into the
other, sometimes without perceptible change of pulse — makes him a master of the
symphony’s largest-scale effects: the build-up and release of tension over extended
paragraphs — sometimes enormously extended, as in the vast single movement of the
Ninth Symphony. (With its huge central scherzo and cosmically slow outer sections,
the Ninth seems like an enormous mirror-image of No. 1.)

It is here that the comparisons with Beethoven — not in quality but in method — are
most relevant. Robert Simpson has said that he finds ‘more force of life” in Beethoven
than in any 20%-century composer, and that he would rather learn from him than from
anybody. The debt is often most apparent in the sheer physicality with which Robert
Simpson, like Beethoven, invests his symphonic structures, keeping them in close
contact with the pulse of sheer human excitement. He is fond of very quick, almost
manic moto perpetuo writing, and if his symphonies scorn easy triumph they often
culminate in breathtaking explosions of sheer obstreperous energy.

Until the Eighth and Ninth Symphonies I would have said that Nos. 4 and 5, both
big works, were probably Robert Simpson’s finest achievements. I still think the Fourth
may be my personal favourite: ‘may be’, not because it has been superseded, but be-
cause a few years ago Robert Simpson decided he was dissatisfied with its slow move-
ment — which I, and many other people, thought was one of the most beautiful things
he’s ever written — and he replaced it with a new one. Much as I regret the demise of
that deeply expressive Adagio, he was clearly within his compositional rights in sup-
pressing what he felt to be sub-standard work, and it was none of our affair to protest.

That action was as characteristic of Robert Simpson’s hard-headed adherence to the
highest artistic standards as the occasion on which he returned a commission fee, and
demanded the reciprocal return of his score, when he felt the commissioning body had
reneged on agreements about its performance.

But this uncompromising artistic scrupulousness goes hand in hand with a concern
for human contact In his music: typified by the Eighth Symphony, which was writ-
ten expressly for the enjoyment of a close friend who, at Robert Simpson’s invitation,
provided him with a general outline of the kind of symphony he would like to hear.’

In the past decade or so Robert Simpson has become less interested in large areas of
tonality than in the generative power to be found in the basic intervals of music. In the

3 Cf. the discussion on the genesis of the Eighth Symphony between Michael Oliver and Robert Simp-
son, in this volume pp. 179-183.
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Eighth Symphony nearly all the thematic material seems to grow in a wonderfully or-
ganic way from the simple opening interval of a major second. One of the grounds of
Robert Simpson’s well-ventilated dismissal of Schoenbergian twelve-note technique is
that the twelve notes cannot possibly be equal to one another because of the difference
in intervals between them. Whether twelve-note music is actually governed by a series
of pitches or a series of intervals is a deep analytico-philosophical conundrum that need
not concern us here: but it is undoubtedly a fact that in diatonic music, certain intervals
can be used to create situations where the twelve chromatic notes really are equal — if
you arrange them in a continuous chain of rising fourths, or descending fifths.

Robert Simpson has been showing increasing interest in these special cases. For in-
stance, a chain of twelve rising fourths is a kind of cantus firmus for the first section
of the Ninth Symphony. Descant in fifths is even more ubiquitous. As Robert Simp-
son once memorably said, it doesn’t matter if you, the listener, can’t tell a fifth from
a rissole: but anyone can hear the sense of cadence in a falling fifth, and a chain of
them creates the effect of a continued cadence, each note becoming the dominant of
the one that follows. Robert Simpson’s music is full of such figures and cadences
made up of short chains. And in the finale of the Eighth, there is an extraordinary
passage where the music swings through two-and-a-half complete cycles of perfect
fifths, like some fantastic musical equivalent of a perpetual-motion machine.

It may be felt that so far I have begged some important questions. Can an attach-
ment to a quasi-Beethovenian vitalism and a post-Nielsenesque harmonic vocabu-
lary really make much sense in our contemporary musical world? It is a fair question,
since Robert Simpson has on occasion been a witheringly trenchant critic of many of
contemporary music’s pretentions. But usually questions such as this are debated
more by critics than composers, and in terms loaded with moral implications — ‘re-
sponsibility’ to the audience or to ‘sane values’; ‘realistic acceptance’ of the logic of
history; or a ‘duty’ to explore still further the frontiers of musical experience.

All such debate is essentially cant. True creativity is a matter of appetite. In music,
it’s a matter of discovering the music you enjoy most, feeling there ought to be more
of it in the world, and going ahead and writing it; and if you’re a substantial creative
personality in your own right, the result will be a new and personal thing, whatever
its derivation. In some of his writings Robert Simpson has tended to cast Schoenberg
as a kind of negative pole to the positivism of Beethoven — yet Schoenberg surely
learned as much from Beethoven as Robert Simpson has himself. Maybe he learned
different lessons, or more likely the same lessons, which he interpreted in a wholly
different way. There can be no such thing as an objective assessment of what Beet-
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hoven’s music ‘means’; we all reconstruct Beethoven for ourselves, even if we’re
mere non-performing listeners. There are no objective listeners, any more than ob-
jective analysts or critics; and there was certainly never such an animal as an objec-
tive composer. We shouldn’t ask them to be fair-minded, or responsive to a
non-existent historical logic, but to indulge their creative appetites to the full. Robert
Simpson’s appetite has yielded some wonderfully impressive results, and I, for one,
look forward to the Tenth Symphony with keen anticipation.



The origin of the First Symphony!
Harold Truscott

On Sunday, October 5th 1945, I attended the Stoll Theatre, Kingsway, for the first
public performance in the British Isles of Mahler’s Fifth Symphony, which was
wrested, with blood and sweat, from an unwilling London Symphony Orchestra by
the sheer will-power and determination, coupled with his unshakable belief in
Mabhler’s music, of a very great conductor, Heinz Unger. After that performance the
finale still humming in my brain, I met for the first time Donald Mitchell, who had
also attended. I had for many years been a devoted admirer and student of the music
of Max Reger, and had recently seen a letter in the Musical Times from Mitchell, ask-
ing for any material concerning Reger, since he was planning a biography. I had writ-
ten to him through the Musical Times, and told him that I had no material for him,
except the bulk of Reger’s music, which I assumed (in my innocence) that he would
already know. But I conjured him, when he wrote his book, not to repeat the rubbish
which was the norm for English music critics writing about Reger and a number of
other composers, such as Bruckner and Mahler. (Some of the music journalists who
were at that time most vitriolic on the subject of Bruckner and Mahler, and on any at-
tempt to perform even a single movement from any one of their symphonies, were
later, from what they wrote, among the most devoted admirers of these composers —
but, of course, since the period of their anti-attitude they had, presumably, got to know
some of the music they had so severely castigated; although one cannot be sure. Band-
wagons do not demand knowledge as a password before they begin to roll.)

In the event, Mitchell never wrote his book on Reger; but he wrote to me and said
he would like to meet me, which would be possible if I were going to the Stoll The-
atre on October 5th, which I was; wild horses would not have kept me away. So wit-
ness me wandering round the foyer with the score of Reger’s Op. 141a Flute Serenade
under my arm, so that Donald would know me. We met, and talked, and eventually I

! Originally published in Tonic 1/2, 1981, pp. 11 & 14-16 and republished here by kind permission of
Guy Rickards on behalf of the Harold Truscott estate.



The origin of the First Symphony 45

visited him at his home in Alleyn Park, Dulwich. Among other things, he mentioned
a young man named Bob Simpson, with whom, he said, I should get on like a house
on fire. ‘He’s mad on Bruckner, too,” he assured me. I was prepared to meet and like
anyone who was mad on Bruckner. This sort of thing is the quickest passport to friend-
ship I know, however disparate other tastes may be.?

I met Bob, and we talked until the cows came home. But it was not all talk. I played
to him, on the piano, all sorts of music by composers he had either never heard of, or
had heard of but had heard nothing by them. A great and completely neglected Eng-
lish composer, Algernon Ashton, was one of them. Another was Alkan, of whom Bob
had heard but, as he told me, had nothing of his, and had never imagined that he
would one day be sitting by the piano while someone actually played the four stud-
ies from Alkan’s Op. 39 which form the Symphony. [Havergal] Brian, too, was among
the composers whose music he encountered for the first time. [ played him the Kelly
Variations, a 2-hand version I had prepared myself of Wild Horsemen and the Ballet
of Gargoyles, all from the opera, The Tigers.> None of these Brian extracts, I am
forced to say, seemed to impress him very much; but, to be fair, he was hearing them
on the piano, a medium for which they were neither intended nor suited. I also played
him the Four Miniatures and the Three llluminations, which were designed for piano
(although the second and fourth of the Four Miniatures were rewritings of songs, The
Birds and Land of Dreams). When they came along, later, in 1948 (they were pub-
lished just 24 years after they were composed) I played Bob Brian’s two Preludes
and Fugues, in C minor and D minor, and the Double Fugue in Eb;* these certainly in-
terested him more, which could have been due to their contrapuntal content.

One of Bob’s biggest enthusiasms among the composers to whom I thus introduced
him was Medtner, who had, until then, been a closed book to him. And Schubert

2 To follow up this point: back in the ‘sixties a very fine organist, William O. Minay, used to broadcast
regularly from St Cuthbert’s, Edinburgh. He frequently included one of the mighty organ works of Franz
Schmidt, who had been (and still is) in my estimation one of the truly great composers, without ques-
tion. I taped all Minay’s Schmidt performances, which were superb. Some years ago an organist col-
league of mine returned from a visit to Edinburgh and said that he had met Minay and told him of my
love for Schmidt and for his broadcasts of the latter’s organ works. ‘Tell him that anyone who likes
Schmidt is a friend of mine,” Minay told my colleague, who duly repeated this to me. And, to cap it, a
year or two later, when I was playing for a student in a Trinity College examination, one of the exam-
iners turned out to be Minay, who, when he learned who I was, enthusiastically repeated what he had
told my colleague in Edinburgh.

3 The entire opera The Tigers had been re-orchestrated in 1969, but was premiered only as a BBC stu-
dio production in 1983 (broadcast on 3 May 1983). No public performance of the entire opera has ever
taken place, only orchestral excerpts have been performed in concert and for LP. [Ed.]

4 Harold Truscott transcribed Brian’s Double Fugue in Eb for organ. [Ed.]
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sonatas, especially the great Unfinished C major [D840] of 1825. In 1946, apart for
Schnabel’s advocacy, no-one played Schubert’s sonatas in public as they do auto-
matically today. One of my musician friends lamented the fact that Schubert ‘had
wasted so many fine ideas on a form of music he did not understand’. And he was only
echoing a view which was prevalent at the time and for quite some years afterwards.

I apologise in advance now if I seem to perform a solo on an instrument I do not
really play — that is to say, blow my own trumpet. It is not done for its own sake, but
because it has a bearing on my subject. It has to do, also, with the fact that the only
instrument Bob plays (or did play) is a trumpet — his own, only in the sense that he
owned it. The piano he did play, although I once caught him finding his way through
some of the first movement of that Schubert Unfinished C major Sonata, rather in
the manner of someone fighting their way through a thick jungle. The point, is, as he
said, that meeting me stimulated his interest in the piano. Piano music, such as the
Beethoven and Mozart sonatas, later on Schubert, he enjoyed listening to, but the
piano as a medium for his own composition he had not thought about before. Now he
did. He wanted to provide some music for me to play. And this is where my own
trumpet, blown in as subdued a manner as possible, comes in. One of the things I
have been able to ever since I could play a piano at all, from about the age of eight,
is to sight-read any piano music | came across, or arrangements of orchestral and
chamber music, accurately and at about the speed the music demanded. Stumbling
through fast music, hesitantly and at about a quarter of the proper speed, which usu-
ally passes for sight-reading, is simply not sight-reading at all, any more than crawl-
ing along, like a tired snail, can be called running a cross-country race. When I was
10, I made a vow to myself that I would never play at sight any fast music slower than
the tempo which I judged was right for it, or slow music faster than it should be; ei-
ther, so far from being sight-reading, is a distortion of the music, and therefore not that
piece. I have kept that vow. Now, this fascinated Bob; he had never met anything like
it before. The immediate effect was shown in two ways: he began to write a piano
sonata in E major, and he also began to devise all sorts of pieces and passages, de-
signed to test my sight-reading powers. On one occasion, when his Variations and Fi-
nale on a Theme of Haydn,> dedicated to me, were broadcast, he talked about them
first, referred to my sight-reading and his attempts to beat it and admitted that he
never succeeded. My trumpet-blowing is over.

5 The Variations and Finale on a theme of Haydn for piano (1948) was apparently not premiered by
Harold Truscott but rather only on 14 December 1955 in a BBC broadcast by Lamar Crowson. [Ed.]
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The important point is that all this stimulated Bob’s imagination. He finished the
sonata, of which I gave the first performance;® I also recorded it for him. Later it was
played by Ronald Smith. It is a very fine work, and the fact that its texture is largely
contrapuntal hides the further fact the Bob’s writing for the piano is not the most pi-
anistic one could imagine. The same is true, mainly, of the Variations. But the music,
as such, is splendid, and with a good contrapuntal style one can get away with a lot
— and Bob did. But one does not always write contrapuntally for piano — even Hin-
demith did not always. Sooner or later the lack of a real piano technique, which
means, for the composer, an intimate knowledge of the piano keyboard, which, in the
last resort, can only be garnered from actual experience of playing the piano, all let
one down. And there came a time when it let Bob down. He rang me one day in a state
of great excitement. He had begun a new sonata for piano, and wanted me to try what
he had written; when could I come over? [ was as excited as he was and I got across
to Crofton Park (I lived then in Ilford, Essex) as soon as I could. I played what he had
written, about a couple of pages of manuscript, stopped and thought about it; I played
it again, and yet a third time. He was listening and watching my face, I could feel it.
At last I shook my head. It was magnificent, I told him, but not for piano. The kind
of power it required the piano could not give, not the best instrument one could find.
That sort of power the piano has not got. I had often played through the abominable
two-hand arrangement of Bruckner’s Eighth Symphony by August Stradal, because
I loved the music so much, and there was little or no chance of hearing it being per-
formed; the result was like trying to paint a great mural with the kind of small brush
with which flowers are painted on china. I had the same feeling playing Bob’s open-
ing for this sonata; the difference was that it did not go on so long; there was con-
siderably less of it. I demonstrated it to him, and sadly he agreed; it was not piano
music. So what could he do with it? I thought about this a lot during the next few days,
and at last the nature of the music gave me an idea; it was not only orchestral power
that was wanted, but it was symphonic.” Now, when I first met Bob he had been work-

¢ The Piano Sonata of 1946, Simpson’s first surviving composition, was dedicated to the composer’s first
wife, Bessie Fraser. Harold Truscott premiered the work in 1947 in Simpson’s own Exploratory Con-
certs Society. [Ed.]

7 This may ring a bell with some readers. In Monsieur Croche the Dilettante Hater, Debussy puts in M.
Croche’s mouth the words! ‘Beethoven’s sonatas are very badly written for the piano; they are, partic-
ularly those that came later, more accurately described as orchestral transcriptions’ (Dover, 1962). RS
is in good company. [Martin Anderson, editor of Tonic in 1981.] Harold Truscott replied to this note in
a letter to the editor in Tonic 1/3, 1981, pp. 25-26: [...] you quote Debussy, via M. Croche, as saying
that Beethoven’s piano sonatas are very badly written for the piano, and that they are more accurately
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ing slowly on an orchestral piece which he called, tentatively, ‘Cathedral Music’. It
was not finished; indeed, it was a wandering fragment, for it had no proper beginning,
either, as yet. I thought of both these things: the symphonic nature of that ‘sonata’ be-
ginning and the hazy ‘Cathedral Music’. In the event, as it happened, there was no
need for me to mention it first. He, too, had been thinking hard about this, and he had
thought of the connection, too. It did not happen all at once, but this is what it came
to eventually. That ‘sonata’ beginning became the beginning of Robert Simpson’s
First Symphony, and, with extension, gave way to the ‘Cathedral Music’, which at last
found its rightful home, in a work the completion of which was still quite a long way
ahead. It was the result of his desire to provide me with a second sonata, when in
fact, his orchestral mind, which was much more natural to him, took over.

described as orchestral transcriptions. I take it that this, with its concluding remark “RS is in good com-
pany”, was meant jokingly, but there is a serious point behind it. To take the last item first: others have
had the idea that some, at least, of Beethoven’s piano music would find its most fitting home on the or-
chestra — Weingartner, for instance, who orchestrated Op. 106, with the noble idea of liberating this
masterpiece from its piano shackles, only to have to admit that he was wrong and that Beethoven actu-
ally knew what he was doing in the first place. As for the rest, when Beethoven wrote badly for the
piano, he did so from the standpoint of an expert pianist, not from that of one who is not a pianist, and
this makes all the difference. (Badly, here, = unusually, and, as with Schubert’s piano writing, it also
means that bunglers are not encouraged — except, of course, by those who continue to set such works as
examination and competition test pieces.) Last point: Debussy was an expert in his own brand of pianism
which was a million miles away from any classical or German romantic concept — not better, but just
different; and there is plenty of evidence in his comments on the classical sonata to show that that he
never understood it, and that, being human, he damned what he did not understand. But this does not
make his observations on either the sonata or those who did understand it authoritive, but merely the ir-
ritable outburst of one who knows he does not understand.’



Symphonic momentum and post-tonal dramas:
Simpson’s First Symphony!
Simon Phillippo

Robert Simpson died on 215 November 1997, leaving behind him an impressive body
of works. At its core are eleven symphonies and fifteen string quartets; also three
concertos, two string quintets, sonatas, some choral music, even some much admired
pieces for brass band. While a thoroughly individual, music-as-process modernism
imbues all he wrote, the prevailing image of Simpson is that of the conservative clas-
sicist, clinging to the apparent certainties of antiquated forms and diatonic tonality —
a view that begins to some extent with the composer himself. He is widely known for
his influential writings on Beethoven, Nielsen, and Bruckner among others; writings
that, along the way, fiercely and polemically extol the enduring virtues of symphonic
composition, manifestly swimming against the tide of contemporary music of the
mid-century. Simpson’s symphonism was always ideologically opposed to the post-
war trends towards total mechanization, as much as to the experiments with extreme
irrationality and chance in the 1960s.

His crusade did not stem, as might be assumed, from a personal need to defend
any cosy traditionalism in his own music. True enough, Simpson was most interested
in predominantly classical media, quartets, sonatas, and so forth; and certainly the
rhetorical stock is that of the Beethovenian symphonic model. But the appropriation
of these historical elements is not entirely a reactionary, or, as Simpson himself often
put it, a ‘conservationist’ enterprise; there is no bland filling-in of historical forms
with modern notes. When modelling of any kind takes place, there is an active dia-
logue with the sonata tradition, motivated above all by a desire to create for his large-
scale designs a sense of structural dynamism, a logic of temporal unfolding that
so-called post-tonal music finds very difficult to convey (if indeed it is even con-
cerned to, which is another matter altogether). This he developed into a concept of

! Originally published in Tempo 209, 1999, pp. 2—6, and reprinted in Tonic 15, 2005, pp. 13—18. Re-
produced with acknowledgement to Cambridge University Press, the current publishers of Tempo.
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modern symphonism, at the heart of which lay the metaphor of organicist evolution
taken to extremes, the apparent inner conviction and self-motivation of the musical
work. His emphatically linear symphonic paradigm differs markedly from the essen-
tially rounded forms of classical models, and also in respect of the single-mindedness
of the musical process, with its relative lack of surface contrast. To stand still and
enjoy a sound, a texture, or a tune for its own sake would run counter to Simpson’s
musical aims, and would interrupt the teleological effort (which may, of course, be en-
joyable in itself). Such things must form a suitable link in the ‘evolutionary’ chain:
we might say that the ‘development section’ has become the whole form.

Simpson’s structural goals may appear to be eminently apropos, even retrospec-
tively inevitable, but in post-classical symphonism a work’s conclusion is in no sense
preordained: within certain generic limitations, anything could happen. So teleology
as such is illusory, yet faith in it remains crucial to our mode of listening, implicated
as it is by the classical-tonal symphonic tradition that forms the background to these
new pieces. Directed motion is not necessarily progress towards a goal, but it may
nevertheless remain as an aesthetic characteristic. Particularly in Simpson’s later
music, it is the movement itself that matters, the ‘striving’ that Hans Keller recognized
as the life-blood of Simpson’s art:

‘[...] “momentum” ... is the ideal word for the kind of intra-musical striving which lies, or rather moves,
at the centre of [...] his [...] art [...]. The concept not only covers the quantity of motion, but also the prod-
uct of a body’s mass by its velocity: no mass without substance for Simpson, and no velocity without
mass, without substance. [...] Moving substance is the essence of his art, ever-changing without being
transient.’?

Simpson’s later music, in the creation of the teleological illusion, might be said to es-
sentialize the structural and expressive properties of tension and release inherent in
traditional tonality; while the music he composed between 1946 and 1956, compris-
ing his first two symphonies and first three string quartets, is more overtly key-ori-
entated, and the dialogue with the sonata tradition more explicit and more intense. Yet
the standard assessment of Simpson’s tonal language in his early works, the notion
that specific tonal oppositions fuel the momentum and generate a sense of teleology,
is seriously problematic. In post-tonal music, in which no common-practice harmonic
procedure supports the individual work, tonal structure, as well as form, must be in-
vented anew for each piece. Even then, it is doubtful that in music as harmonically
wide-ranging and often ferociously chromatic as Simpson’s any background structure

2 Hans Keller, ‘The man and the music’, in this volume p. 23.
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will have prolongational value, in the Schenkerian sense. Once obscured, an initial
tonic can no longer be said to underpin the diversity of harmonic activity on the
music’s surface. It may be reinstated, or it may never return. The logic of either op-
tion will emerge only in retrospect, and we can only hope to claim that, given suffi-
cient strength of recurring tonal patterns within a piece, a tonal-structural resolution
is the most likely out of a number of possible outcomes. Contrasting key areas will
still be valuable as a means of architectural organization, but the difficulty lies in re-
garding these notional tonal antagonisms as dialectically active, as harbingers of
large-scale closure, and thus as the source of the all-important momentum.

Simpson’s single-movement First Symphony (1951) makes use of A and Eb as
counter-tonalities, and is generally considered a prime example of his use of oppos-
ing keys. Yet there is not the same ‘vivid expression of energy’ in this tritonal dual-
ity as Simpson finds in Nielsen’s Third Symphony, due simply to the fact that
Simpson’s music, with all its chromatic and whole-tone possibilities, may connect
these two pitches by step with no difficulty whatever. The tonics A and Eb are alter-
natives, not active opponents. If there is any real dynamism to be heard in Simpson’s
tonal relationships, as the motivation for a teleological structure, its agents are to be
found in middleground intervallic tensions. The antagonism lies less in the tritone
separating A and Eb than in the semitonal dissonances between constituent pitches of
the triads on these roots. As the following voice-leading analysis will reveal, this
symphony may be summarized more precisely, not as a dramatic conflict of A and Eb,
but of A and its flattened supertonic, Bb.

This opposition comes into focus gradually in the First Symphony, though the use
of the semitone as a disruptive force is immediately apparent: the opening Bb flour-
ish is met with a grim Bj in bar 2. Not until bar 25 is A declared the tonic, from which
point a large-scale progression towards Eb takes place, cadencing on this new ‘tonic’
at bar 171. This remains the pitch centre for the start of the ‘slow’ section which fol-
lows, but is left for C by bar 260, a minor-third shift which is then repeated, return-
ing to A in time for the change of metre at bar 286. Instead of regarding this whole
series of deep-structural pitches as an elaboration of A, it is preferable to refer to such
a background process as an ‘excursion’, implying the departure from and return to a
single pitch centre, the route of which is mapped out through successive middle-
ground reductions. Example 1 gives an outline of the First Symphony’s tonal excur-
sion thus far.
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Example 1

In conferring any real tonicity upon a particular pitch, either as a goal tonic or as a
suitably stalwart counter-tonic, the cadential definition provided by the dominant
proves to be very helpful in this music. In fact, as an active tonicity marker, a prop-
erly articulated dominant can become more important than the tonic itself, assuming
that the context does not exclude such a harmonic possibility. (More commonly in
20%-century music, tonicity comes of sheer insistence, rather than this kind of ca-
dencing.) The two parallel cadences on A and Eb in the first ‘movement’ of the sym-
phony are each prepared by their respective dominants. But in such an ‘excursive’
tonal structure as this, neither a perfect cadence alone nor any number of them will
be sufficient to end the work in a state of tonal security. Such final closure must be
unequivocal in all respects, if the possibility of continued vagrancy (beyond the end,
as it were) is to be disallowed. The symphony moves towards a definitive use of both
the perfect cadence, with its inherent leading-note resolution, and the »*2-—"1 pro-
gression. Their suitability at the critical moment depends on effective contextual
preparation, to ensure that these devices do not sound disingenuous. The main tonal
business of the ‘finale’, then, is to establish the means of its own ending.

Example 2 (p. 53) consists of two successive middleground reductions of this fi-
nale, beginning at bar 439. This shows only the bass line, and so is far from being a
thorough explication of the music’s processes; however, the sketch contains all the
major progressions and is quite sufficient as a basis for tonal investigation here. (Sur-
prisingly perhaps, the bass seems to retain its syntactical privilege in all of Simpson’s
early tonal works, despite such contrapuntal and chromatic complexity, as the prin-
cipal means of harmonic and linear definition.) Occasionally this connective line may
be conceived as migrating into other voices, as in the fugue from bar 903; the graph
at this point plots the successive entries, the means here of sequential organization,
rather than the bass.

The finale may be divided conceptually into two parts. In Example 2, the upper
graph shows groupings into numbered sections, 1 to 3 comprising the first part, 4 to
7 the second. Each section in the first part corresponds to its equivalent number in part
2: sections 1 and 4 involve a movement away from the tonic to the dominant, and a
perverted stepwise return in both cases; 2 and 5 broadly consist of a movement from
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A to Bb; and 3 and 6 effect a return from Bb to A. The sections of part 2 are more con-
cise than those of part 1, in keeping with the usual practice of structural contraction
in the latter stages of a large-scale work. But the second part also functions as a
restoration of order to certain features of part one: the A-Bb—A excursion of sections
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2 and 3 involves a complex series of linear connections, often far from clearly audi-
ble. Furthermore, the arrival of Bb at bar 710 is a misfiring attempt to recapitulate the
opening of the symphony. In part 2, the excursion is effected through more familiar
sequential methods, culminating in the fugue from bar 903, and Bb’s appearance at bar
865 at last forms a successful reprise of the opening material.

The significance in the finale of Bb—A is suggested at the outset, by the violas’
melodic incipit at bar 286 (see Example 3).

Example 3

The flattened leading note, G, is also present here; Simpson is partial to such Phry-
gian-mode flavouring, though in this work the voice-leading neutrality of Gy is later
called to account. The sharpened leading note, essential for a perfect cadence, is not
provided at the return to A at bar 744 (a moment of understated significance in any
case). Neither is a G4 in the ‘perverted stepwise return’ to A of section 4. The per-
version is diatonically rectified only at the very end of the symphony, as the domi-
nant’s G is supplied in a marked mutation of the fugue subject, at bar 1034, and a
major-key diatonic *5—"6—"7-"8 effects the work’s closing progression (above a tonic
pedal — a genuine prolongation). The structural obfuscation of this standard device,
along with the surface proliferation of Phrygian sevenths, creates a tonal ‘need’, such
that the provision of the leading note becomes a major telos of the finale. Bb itself has
been a central player throughout the work, and this movement in particular. The final
sidestep onto this pitch, following the double-speed return of the first movement’s
memorable cadence figure (bar 1045), is heard against a pounding tonic on the tim-
pani. The gravitational pull of the b"2-—"1 progression is by now deeply established
as the symphony’s primary cadence. Once this has been provided, and the seventh
sharpened again in bar 1067, the D-F dyad from the symphony’s very first bar is fi-
nally integrated within A major, the Fy, turned into F# to form a 143, signifying the
thorough defusing of the work’s main structural dissonance.

But one further process is completed in these closing bars, providing a third source
of resolution and finality. The fugue has passed through a virtually complete cycle of
fifths, arranged in the second reduction of Example 2 to reveal a conceptual whole-
tone progression from A at bar 919. Missing from this progression is Eb, the ‘key’
which began the ‘slow movement’, only heard later at bar 1062, by which time A is
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so securely in place that Eb is not the danger to it that it might have been, had it been
included within the harmonic cycle of the fugue. The completion of this whole-tone
linear progression, the return to A via a descending fourth (D provided by an inner
voice), may be heard in the closing five bars of the symphony.

These tonal processes are given further driving force in the First Symphony by the
work’s virtuosic demonstration of ‘composed flexible pace’.* The initial crotchet pulse
is maintained throughout, though it undergoes two transformations: becoming a subdi-
vision of the minim in the alla breve slow movement, and of the dotted minim in the one-
in-a-bar finale. Such tempo relationships are nothing new within single movements, and
have even been suggested as a means of unifying the numerous movements of entire
symphonic works.* In the First Symphony, however, Simpson not only maintains a com-
mon pulse for his material, with all its apparent variety of tempo, but uses this to gener-
ate a kind of sophisticated metric counterpoint at both ends of the finale.

Although the swift 3/4 begins at bar 286 with the return of A, as early as bar 328
the slow movement material returns at its original tempo, and the triple-time of the
finale literally recedes to niente. This coincides with the return of Eb as tonic, com-
bining to suggest that, in fact, the finale began prematurely, and has been no more than
an interpolation, a larger version of the intrusion of finale material heard between
bars 246 and 258. The finale proper begins at bar 439.

The lack of a clear start to the finale not only helps the symphony to resist easy di-
vision into movements (a subtlety Christopher Ballantine overlooks in his somewhat
bland description of the work as a ‘compound sonata form”),’ it also establishes a
regime of metric overlapping. At bar 865, the material from the very start of the sym-
phony returns at its original speed, but this time the finale continues against it, with-
drawing slowly only once the mammoth fugue has got under way, from bar 903. Solid
V-I harmonic functionality is adumbrated throughout this section in the sequence of
fifth-related fugal entries, a contrast to the quicksilver stepwise motion of the rest of
the finale that suits the monolithic expansiveness of this fugue. The return of the char-
acteristic +.o% rhythm, supplied by the timpani, coincides precisely with the sym-
phony’s tonality-defining perfect cadence and adds to its dynamism. The reprise of
the weightier first-movement material has temporarily sapped the energy of this fi-

3 Robert Simpson, ‘Introduction’, in The Symphony, ed. Robert Simpson, vol. 1, Harmondsworth: Pen-
guin, 1966, p. 13.

4 See David Epstein’s ‘temporal umbrella’ theory in Beyond Orpheus: Studies in Musical Structure,
Cambridge (Massachusetts): MIT Press, 1979, p. 78.

3 Christopher Ballantine, Twentieth-Century Symphony, London: Dobson, 1983, p. 119.
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nale, and the reversion to the livelier rhythmic state is felt to be desirable — the sym-
phonic ‘carrot’, as it were.

The resolution of the semitone, and of Bb to A in particular, is also set up by the slow
movement. This section, with its archaic polyphonic style, makes use of a cadential
cliché involving a 4-3 appoggiatura, and as this is first heard on the supertonic of Bb
at bars 190 and 191, the pitches in question are bb’ and a’:
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Such an unproblematic, easily assimilated use of this figure not only gives a clear
hint of the later structural use of this same resolution, but it neatly reverses the ten-
dency of the first movement to subvert such expectations.

In post-tonal symphonic music, to talk of tonal oppositions as the engines of a tele-
ological structure is to assume too easily the intrinsic potency of such relations. Deep-
structural voice leading, as this brief analysis of Simpson’s First Symphony has
shown, provides a stronger tonal reading than those which assume the continued suf-
ficiency of traditional, triad-orientated tonal procedures in 20"-century music. Yet
pitch structure will still not manage it alone. Style, metre, and rhythm are also es-
sential factors in generating a telos of resolution for the primary dissonance, the timely
fulfilment of which provides the work with a convincing, ‘inevitable’ conclusion.



The sources of Simpson’s Third Symphony:
a reconstruction of the earliest stage of composition
using Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony as a model
Martin Ratcliffe

Investigation of the Third Symphony’s manuscript and printed sources presents a
unique starting point for examining typical and atypical aspects of the composer’s
style by identifying particular musical influences upon Simpson’s revisions, and to
shed light on both the internal features of the work in isolation (e.g., how one passage
relates to another), and external ramifications (e.g., whether the revisions and other
evidence in the manuscripts suggest a relationship with another work or works). From
an analysis of the modelling of the first movement of Simpson’s Third Symphony
upon the first movement of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, this study offers a recon-
struction of music lost from the earliest stage of composition.

1.1 The manuscript and printed sources

Some might doubt the value of manuscript investigation to an understanding of Simp-
son’s Third Symphony: the composer himself vigorously maintained, for example, that
the final version of any work, rather than the earlier rejected attempts, should be the cri-
terion by which the earlier efforts, the composition itself, and its relationship with other
works, are judged.? This ideal, however, raises questions about the status of the most re-
cent published version of the Third Symphony as a representation of the work itself.
Although it is convenient to equate this most recent version of the Third Symphony
with the ‘work’, this source, like any other written version, is merely a set of in-
structions. These instructions indicate particular sounds and silences. Performers, for

! This text is partly based on research undertaken in connection with the author’s Robert Simpson's Third
Symphony: sources and influences, Ph.D thesis, Royal Holloway, University of London, 1998.
2 Telephone conversation between author and composer, 20" August 1992.
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example, must execute their interpretation of the music, and the listener must inter-
pret what the performers play. The latter aspect involves more subjectivity than the
former. The ‘Third Symphony’ is, therefore, more than any notated version, as is ap-
parent already in the inconsistency between the durations of its two commercial
recordings.?

More seriously still, it is impossible to know the accuracy of the final text as a
representation of Simpson’s conception. Many passages in the manuscript and
printed sources reveal minor inconsistencies (inconsistent accents, rests, and dy-
namics, for example, are particularly common). These features undermine, albeit to
a small degree, the authority of even the most recent score. It should therefore first
be remembered that what one calls the ‘Third Symphony’ is not only its latest phys-
ical source, but also the realization of subjective processes of interpretation. These
processes transcend written formulation. Secondly, just as there is no ideal per-
formance, so there is no ideal written representation of the work either. However,
the most recent physical source is the most legitimate witness of Simpson’s text of
the work, and each of the earlier scores represents a particular stage in that text’s
gestation.

The non-equivalence between the ‘Third Symphony’ and its most recent notated
version helps one to appreciate the significance of the work’s physical sources and
the alterations which occurred while the symphony was being composed. More-
over, there is no other Simpson work with either this richness of different manu-
script and printed sources, or alterations written by the composer. The revisions
reveal ideas formulating in Simpson’s mind, help us to understand Simpson’s com-
positional processes, and indicate features of structure which Simpson considered
important. One can therefore assess Simpson’s ways of improving — at least in his
own eyes — his music. The highest authority for assessing these improvements is the
most recent physical source, even though this score is not a complete representa-
tion of the ‘work’.

3 On the UKCD 2028 recording — Unicorn Records, London Symphony Orchestra, conducted by Jascha
Horenstein, 1990 — the first movement lasts for 15 min. and 1 sec., and the second movement lasts for
15 min. and 53 sec. However, the corresponding times of the CDA66728 recording — Hyperion Records,
Royal Philharmonic Orchestra, conducted by Vernon Handley, 1994 — are 14 min. and 36 sec., and 16
min. and 9 sec.
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1.1.1 Source A!

The earliest autograph of the Third Symphony is now part of the Robert Simpson
Collection at the British Library, a photocopy of it being located at the Robert Simp-
son Archive at the Bodleian Library Oxford.* I have labelled this manuscript A' —
‘Symphony No. 3, first autograph’. The source is unbound, but contained within a
folder. A! primarily comprises irregularly gathered sheets of gatefolded, eighteen-
stave manuscript paper. Each opening is noted, and consists of two consecutively
numbered pages. The page numbers, which are encircled, are written in the upper
right-hand corner of recto pages, and in the opposite corner of verso pages. The first
movement is written on pages 1-105. The second movement occupies pages 106-206.
The inscriptions on the first and last pages of the first movement reveal that Simpson
began writing this source on 22" April 1961, and finished the first movement at 12.05
a.m. on 27" December 1961; the inscription at the end of the second movement shows
that A! was finished at 12.55 a.m. on 12" November 1962 at Cedar Cottage, Chears-
ley, near Aylesbury, Buckinghamshire. The contents of A! are written in pencil —
Nielsen’s gold propelling pencil which was given to Simpson by Nielsen’s daughter
when Simpson visited Denmark in 1952. A! is the earliest complete record of Simp-
son’s thoughts.

Source A! represents two stages of composition. This situation is suggested pri-
marily by the deleted music written on the verso of A'/10.° This verso, which will be
identified as A!/10", may have survived either because of a temporary shortage of
paper, or because it seemed too extensive to erase, and contained, on its recto, music
which Simpson wished to retain, but which he did not wish to write out again. Al-
though there is a crossed-out page number 13 on A!/10Y, the music on this page nei-
ther follows logically from the music on A!/12, nor leads to the music on A'/14.
Instead, the music on A!/10¥ passes to the music on A'/10 in the same manner as the
corresponding bars — numbers 43—44 — of the later sources. It is thus likely that both
A'/10" and A'/10 are remnants of an earlier working. This situation is confirmed by
consecutive, deleted page numbers (13 for A!/10¥ and 14 for A!/10). The fact that
A'/11-26 were also originally four numbers higher suggests not only that Simpson

4 Most of the surviving autographs of other works (e.g., Symphonies Nos. 1-5) are now in the British
Library Robert Simpson Collection, although some of them have remained with the dedicatees to whom
Simpson had given them. The autograph of Simpson’s Sixth Symphony (1976), for example, is in pos-
session of the gynaecologist, Professor lan Craft.

> A'/10 denotes page 10 of stage A'.
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had proceeded as far as page 30 of the earlier stage before renumbering his pages, but
also that A!/11-26 were once part of the same earlier working as A'/10" and A'/10.
This first stage of composition revealed by source A' will be subsequently identified
as A, and the lost music on A%1-12 as [A].

Stage A° pre-dates stage A' by days or weeks, rather than by months or years. This
hypothesis is suggested by the following facts. First, there is no evidence to suggest
that composition of the symphony was interrupted for any substantial duration of
time. Secondly, Simpson usually composed one work at a time. Finally, Simpson
clearly reorganized the gatherings between stages A° and A!, rather than beginning the
work again: A° comprised A!/10" (this page was originally A%13) and the ensuing
seventeen pages — A%14-30 (these pages were renumbered, and became A!/10-26).
The lack of revisions to the page numbers of A!/1-9 confirms that these pages were
replacements for A%1-13.

The relative locations of the pages between stages A° and A! are suggested by A!/10
and A'/10". Because Simpson wrote out the instruments of his orchestra on the left of
the inner verso of his folios at stage A!, the lack of any such designation to the left of
A'/10" suggests that this page was originally the outer recto of a bifolio. This con-
clusion is supported by the location of the crossed-out page number in the upper right-
hand corner of A!'/10Y, and the frayed edging of the side of the paper to the left of the
music. Because A!/10 was originally A% 14, and stage A° thus comprised four extra
pages of music prior to the music written on A!/10, A%1 was the outer recto of the first
manuscript sheet of stage A°, as was A!/1 at stage A'. (See Diagram 1.)

The first exception to the continuity of the music at stage A' results from the fact
that A'/9 — the last page which replaced A% 1-13 — contains only two, rather than the
usual five, bars of music, and lacks any music on its left inner verso. The introduc-
tion of this single bifolio caused Simpson to consider how to eradicate the three empty
bars and the blank page without altering the pagination. This concern with the musi-
cal continuity is evident in two ways. First, a horizontal arrow on the seventh stave
from the top of A'/9 indicates that the three empty bars should be bypassed. Secondly,
a cross written above the topmost stave between bars 45 and 46 marks the end of the
third bar of A'/10, the last bar of music which should have fitted into the three empty
bars on A'/9.

Having inserted A'/9, Simpson altered the pagination in order to maintain the sem-
blance of consecutive folios. He attached the folio which contained A!/10 and A%13
to A'/9, so that the blank verso of A!/9 lay against A%13. This attachment is revealed
by impressions from paper clips not only on A!/9 and A'/10, but also on the pages
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Diagram 1: Comparison between the organization of the pages of stages A° and A
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which lie next to them in the source — A!/8 and A!/11. Simpson then began to divide
up the bifolios which contained A'/10-20 into single sheets, so that each page of A!
could be moved forwards by a single face relative to its original position. The divi-
sion of the bifolios was to be completed on reaching the single, blank, inner-verso
folio attached to A'/33. However, having divided up the bifolios from pages 9-20 —
A'/20 is the last single sheet of this group — Simpson decided to stop cutting the bi-
folios in half, perhaps fearing that he might increase the risk of losing pages if he
produced too many unattached, single folios. Although Simpson was still left with the
three empty bars on A'/9, the following objectives were achieved. A%13 could not be
seen, but it was available for his subsequent reference; the music on A!/10 did not
have to be rewritten; and, both the continuity of the music and the semblance of con-
secutive folios were maintained.

The second exception to the continuity of the music results from the absence of
A'/99-102. These pages, which contained the original version of the music found in
bars 474-492 of the later sources, were missing before A' was deposited in the
archive. It is possible that Simpson deliberately discarded these pages because of an
error — perhaps the pacing of the brief accelerando through this music caused him
problems. It is likely, however, considering the predominant continuity of the re-
mainder of the source, that Simpson replaced these pages with a corrected version at
some stage. The lack of revisions in the corresponding bars of the next stage of the
symphony’s genesis, moreover, suggests that this music had already been finalized at
stage A'. Because there are no paperclip impressions on A'/98 and A!/103, one rea-
son for this loss could be that A'/99-102 comprised a bifolio which was not gathered
within other pages; another is that pages 99—102 were individual folios from differ-
ent bifolios — perhaps the right-hand sheets which were once attached to A'/1-4.

The third and final discontinuity was responsible for the reorganization of the pages
of the second movement into irregularly gathered bifolios. This reorganization is ev-
ident from paper clip impressions on A'/136-140. In his efforts to conceal the sub-
stantial crossing out of bars 203-242, on pages 137-141, Simpson inadvertently
joined two bars of music together with paper clips, bars which he intended to retain
(bars 201-202). The paper clip impressions on A'/135 and A!/142 are therefore from
the paper clips which joined A!/136 to A'/137, and A!/140 to A'/141, rather than from
any sheets which were attached to pages 135 and 142 themselves.
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1.1.2 Source A?

The second archive source, S3-A2, which I shall abbreviate to A2, is a fair copy of the
symphony, copied by Simpson from A!, and written in ink. A? contains fewer revi-
sions than A'. It is undated and bound.® In addition to the page numbers of the source
itself, some folios of A% contain different page numbers above the topmost staves.
These integers, which are either encircled, underlined, or bracketed, denote the page
numbers of the published scores. A? contains 106 pages of 26-stave manuscript paper.
The first movement occupies pages 1-52; the second movement is written on pages
53-106. Both movements contain not only corrections, but also memoranda above
and below the topmost and lowest staves respectively.

1.1.3 Published scores

There are two published versions of the symphony. The first — Lengnick, 1972 —
which I have labelled S3-P! — ‘Simpson’s Third Symphony, first published version’ —
but which will be abbreviated to P!, is a facsimile of A%, which Simpson sent for pub-
lication. The revised published version (Lengnick, 1974) — S3-P? — which will be
subsequently referred to as P2, emends P! with handwritten corrections in red ink in
the score and a summary of these corrections on an errata sheet attached to the verso
of the title-page. These corrections were made after the symphony’s premiere.

1.2 Interpretation of the sources

Simpson likened composition to improvisation on paper. He used neither sketches
nor drafts when composing, writing straight into orchestral score. Simpson erased
small errors immediately. Although he joked that his manuscripts often contain a
greater amount of rubber than pencil,” a comparison between the number of impres-
sions from erased pencil marks and the amount of music which was not revised re-
veals a fundamentally lucid train of thought.

¢ The binding of A2 took place in 1984, after the source had been deposited in the archive; funding was
provided by the Robert Simpson Society.

7 Answer to question from Lionel Pike during the Robert Simpson Seminar, held at Siochain, Killelton,
near Camp, Tralee, County Kerry, Eire, 25" July 1989.
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The heaviness of Simpson’s hand often sends the manuscript into relief, causing im-
pressions to show through. The piccolo parts of the first movement in bars 85-86 and 83—
84 of stage A°, on pages 18 and 17 respectively, reveal this tendency. The dark lead of
Simpson’s pencil, moreover, causes writing to be offset between manuscript faces which
lie adjacent to each other when the source is closed. The music for the strings in bars 142—
144 of the first movement, at A%29, and in bars 137-139, at A%28, is an example.

Deletions occur when a passage of music which Simpson deemed unsatisfactory is
too substantial to be erased. The music which is to be revised may comprise a whole
bar (e.g., A!, first movement, bar 486) or bars (e.g., A!, second movement, bars 241—
242) of orchestral score. Such alterations occur at stages A%, A!, and A% Simpson
used one, or several, straight or wavy lines to cross out music. Both methods appear
to denote a degree of frustration. Should and entire page be deleted (e.g., A*/66) it is
seldom discarded, and retains its original place in the page sequence. In this way
Simpson’s crossings out provide a reference for the reworking. The revised version
is then written in the following bars.

This interpretation concerns three principal areas: deciphering music which was
revised, interpreting the temporal process of making revisions, and reconstructing
discarded music. Each approach is more problematic than the preceding one, and ev-
idence from all of the physical sources must be constantly considered in order to
reach the correct, or at least most plausible, interpretation. Reconstruction, for ex-
ample, is facilitated considerably by the striking fundamental similarity between the
music at every stage of the symphony’s genesis. This situation indicates that an ad-
vanced stage of general consistency of musical thought had been achieved prior to the
writing of the earliest stage. It is because of this consistency that, where appropriate,
reconstructions in one particular source have been made not only with reference to the
musical structure of corresponding passages in the other sources, but also, as I hope
to show, from comparisons with Beethoven.

2.1 The extent to which similarities and analogies between Simpson’s and
Beethoven’s first movements are relevant at stage A°

Reconstruction of the music from stage [A°] of Simpson’s symphony can be made,
arguably, from the movement’s musical similarities with the first movement of
Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony. This reconstruction of [A°] is governed by one or other
of two fundamental assumptions: either Simpson decided to write the Third Sym-
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phony’s first movement using Beethoven’s as a model before he began writing [A°];
or he realised during the process of composition that the music which he had com-
posed already possessed some of the fundamental features (e.g. thematic and melodic)
that characterize the Beethoven movement.

The connection between the first movements of Simpson’s Third and Beethoven’s
Ninth Symphonies was revealed by Pickard in 1989, when it was described by him
as an analogy which is ‘not merely gestural’.® Table 1 summarises the principal sim-
ilarities and analogical connections between the opening musical paragraphs of the
two sonata form movements. (Subsequent references to A! will use Simpson’s bar
numbering.)

Table 1: Comparison between Simpson: A', bars 1-44 and Beethoven: bars 1-62

Beethoven
Bars 1-16:

Pedal, increase in dynamic (pp to ff) and instru-
mentation.

Increasingly frequent repetition and expansion
of a musical cell.

Tonal ambiguity: the music is in neither A major
nor A minor, but on the dominant chord of D
minor.

Harmonic ambiguity: the sustained pitch classes
A and E produce major/minor chord ambiguity
because of the absence of the third from the
chord.

Eight-stage entry of woodwind and brass in-
struments which gradually anticipates the tonal-
ity of the next section by predominantly
ascending perfect fourths and perfect fifths.

Simpson
Bars 1-17:

Pedal, increase in dynamic (pp to ff) and instru-
mentation.

Increasingly frequent repetition and expansion
of a musical cell.

Tonal ambiguity: the music may be in
C major/minor, or on the enhanced dominant
chord of Bbminor.

Harmonic ambiguity: pitch class C (bars 1-11)
is accompanied in bars 3—5 by both the major
and enharmonic minor mediant of C.

Two semitonal lines, the second of which enters
imitatively a minor third lower in bar 6, ascend
through six perfect fifths (eight perfect fifths
would reach pitch class C and its leading note,
B). This process is an attempt to progress from
the mediants of C major/minor to pitch classes
G and Ab. It is foiled by the gradual progress of
the second line, by perfect fifths and at four

8 John Pickard, The symphonies of Robert Simpson, Ph.D thesis, University of Wales (Bangor), 1989,
p- 80; John Pickard, ‘Simpson’s Third Symphony — an analysis’, in this volume p. 133 (Tonic p. 6).
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Movement within stasis created through a sex-
tuplet tremolo which doubles the pedal. This
tremolo suggests 6/8 time within the simple
duple time signature.

Bars 17-27:

Presentation of the melodies which are the ori-
gin of all of the subsequent material of the
movement.

These melodies derive both rhythmically and
intervallically from the musical cell, particu-
larly through the use of the perfect fourth/fifth.

The melodies descend and then ascend, are pri-
marily rhythmical, and are presented fortissimo
in octaves.

This tune comprises three sections — x (bars 16—
18), y (bars 19-20) and z (bars 21-27). These
parts are presented one after the other.

Unexpected IV—II change of harmony on the
second quaver of bar 24, when a G-minor chord
might have been expected for the duration of
bar 24. This is a transposed, harmonic anticipa-
tion of the modulation between the first- and
second-subject groups.

The syncopation of the IV-bII progression
causes the strong macrorhythmic® stress to be
lost, because the music in bar 25 cannot be rec-
onciled aurally within a two-bar subdivision of
the macrorhythm. This effect is prolonged by
three features. First, there is ambiguity as to
whether the music of bar 27 is a continuation of
the preceding music, or an anticipation of the
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beats’ distance, from the supertonic and mediant
of Bbminor towards Bb’s tonic and leading note.

Movement within stasis created by semitone-
orientated crotchets and a tremolo. The triple-
time organization of Simpson’s music for the
strings in bars 12—17 anticipates the 3/2 metre
of bars 18ff.

Bars 18-21:

Presentation of the melodies which are the ori-
gin of all of the subsequent material of the
movement.

These melodies derive both rhythmically and in-
tervallically from the musical cell, particularly
through the use of the tone.

The melodies descend and then ascend, are pri-
marily rhythmical, and are presented fortissimo
in octaves.

Simpson presents x and y in counterpoint (bar
18), and concludes x and y with z (bar 19).

The first statement of x, y, and z ends on the
dominant chord of Bb minor (i.e., F major), the
tonic-major chord of the second-subject group.
y is then repeated one tone higher, and x a minor
third higher, so that the pitch classes C and C4 —
the enharmonic, flattened supertonic of C —
sound simultaneously.

Simpson inserts a bar’s rest for every instrument
after the repetition of x, y, and z, and obscures
the next strong macrorhythmic stress at the be-
ginning of bar 26 in three ways. First, there are
ties from the final two beats of bar 25. Secondly,
the next melody begins on another weak beat —
the last minim beat of bar 25. Thirdly, subse-
quent syncopations occur in bar 26.

° ‘Macrorhythm’ denotes rhythm perceived not within individual bars, but covering groups of bars. A
strong beat of a macrorhythm often coincides with a strong pulse.
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music which follows. Secondly, the sforzandos
in bars 31-33 obscure the strong beats. Thirdly,
the moment of cadence at the beginning of bar
35 is obscured by both the return, in bar 34, of
the sextuplets from the beginning of the move-
ment, and the descending violin demisemiqua-
vers of bars 34-35.

Bars 27-30:
These melodies are based on the musical cell.
Bars 31-35:

Three bars of syncopation (bars 31-33) which
anticipate the sextuplet compound motion with-
in the simple duple time of the movement at bar
34.

The melody descends by step through a twelfth.

The demisemiquavers of bars 3435 are a rapid
version of the descending part of z. If one agrees
with Schenker that this melody is a composed
out portamento,'” then this material is derived
from the musical cell.

Bars 35-50:

The opening figurations are repeated in the
tonic.

Semiquaver repetitions of pitch class D (bars
49-50) anticipate the return of x, y, and z, and
emphasise that the music does not reach the
tonic key at the end of the passage, passing in-
stead to Bbmajor.

67

Bars 22-25:
These melodies are based on the musical cell.
Bars 25-27:

One bar of syncopation (bar 26) in which
crotchet motion anticipates the C time signature
from bar 27.

The lower melody descends stepwise through
the inversion of a twelfth: an eleventh.

The melody in the lower brass, which begins at
bar 25, begins with the same four intervals
which comprise z. All of the melodic material of
this section derives from the musical cell.

Bars 27-40:

There are three sustained pitch classes: C
(C major is the tonic at the end of the finale), Bb
(Bbmajor/minor is the tonic at the end of the first
movement) and B (pitch class B lies midway be-
tween C and Bbin the circle of fifths).

Semiquaver repetitions anticipate the return of
x, y, and z, and emphasise that the music does
not reach pitch class C at the end of the passage.

10 See Heinrich Schenker, Beethoven's Ninth Symphony, a portrayal of its musical content, with running
commentary on performance and literature, translated and ed. by John Rothgeb, New Haven: Yale Uni-

versity Press, 1992, p. 37.
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This passage is a reference to bar 24 be-
cause the harmonic progression between
chords which have their roots a major
third apart reveals the same relationship
as the tonics of D minor and Bb major,
the respective keys of the first- and sec-
ond-subject groups.

Bars 51-62:

By sounding x, y, and z on Bb, Beethoven
anticipates the key of G minor, the key
of his Development in bars 179-201,
using a harmony whose root is a minor
third above the tonic of G minor.
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Having possibly expected the same number of ascents
from the semitonal lines of bars 1-17 as Beethoven’s
number of pitch changes by the woodwind and brass
in bars 1-16, one might expect Simpson’s crotchets in
bars 2740 to rise by nine perfect fifths, because this
total would then be consistent with Beethoven’s num-
ber of pitch changes by the woodwind and brass in bars
35-50. Simpson’s semitonal lines of bars 27—40 could
therefore have passed from Bb, the pitch class with
which they begin, via F, C, G, D, A, E, B, and F4, to
C4, the dominant of the key in which the next statement
of x, y, and z begins.

The sustained pitch classes C, Bb, and B, however,
suggest that a passage centred on F might occur from
bar 41. F, after all, lies diametrically opposite B, and
halfway between C and Bb, in the circle of fifths. Simp-
son repeated x a semitone higher than expected in bars
20-21, sounding pitch classes C and Cj together in bar
20, after using a chord of F major to suggest a connec-
tion between bar 19 and the key of the second-subject
group. His reintroduction of x, y, and z in bars 41ff. not
only a semitone higher than expected, but also a major
third below the pitch of the melodies’ initial statement
in bars 18ff., is therefore no facile gesture to Beet-
hoven’s statement of x, y, and z in bars 51ff. a major
third lower than the pitch at which his principal
melodies were presented in bars 17ff. It is also a refer-
ence both to bars 20-21 of his own movement and to
bar 24 of Beethoven’s movement. This process results
from the imitation of the motile line a semitone higher
than expected (i.e., at a major third rather than at a
minor third), and the orientation of Simpson’s Transi-
tion around ascending semitones. The revised interval
of imitation, moreover, decreases the number of as-
cending perfect fifths required within the process,
thereby shortening the second musical paragraph, and
producing an analogy to Beethoven’s compression of
the musical pacing of bars 1-16 in bars 35-50.

Bars 41-44:
Simpson’s enharmonic composition of the second

phrase of y in bar 43 harmonically anticipates Abminor,
the key of Simpson’s Development in bars 203-225.
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As Pickard observes,!! similarities between the two movements occur less frequently
after the Expositions because the material of each movement, and therefore the way
the movements develop, is different. However, the extent of the musical similarities
and analogies between the earliest stages of the two movements, as outlined above,
offers a model against which a reconstruction of the music from stage [A°] of Simp-
son’s symphony can be made.

Simpson deemed the music of A%14-30 — that is, almost the entire Exposition —
worthy of direct transference into source A' (i.e., A'/10-26). It is possible, therefore,
that his decision to write a movement using this Beethoven model was made as late
as writing A'/10. Nevertheless, Simpson’s principal melodies in bars 45 of A%13
sound a major third below the movement’s eventual tonic. This fact suggests that
Simpson already envisaged, subconsciously at least, a definite structural parallel. The
parallel lies in the fact that, in the passage with which the surviving music on A%13
formally corresponds, Beethoven also repeats unaltered, in bars 51ff., the melodies
of bars 17ff. a major third below the tonic. This feature suggests that Simpson was
composing at stage A° the same process that is revealed in the later sources. Thus in
order to reconstruct the music of [A°] we may refer to source A'.

This close analogical resemblance between bars 1-44 of the first movement of
Simpson’s Third Symphony at stage A' and bars 1-62 of the first movement of
Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony permits one to attempt a reconstruction of [A°] on the
basis of the music which survives on A%13. Nevertheless, any such reconstruction
must be subject to certain limitations. Although Simpson repeats his principal
melodies a major third below their initial pitch (cf. Beethoven, bars 511f. and 171f.),
and such repetition appears to have been a feature of A, for example, it cannot be as-
sumed that all of the non-structural pitch relationships were treated thus. In any case
Simpson uses different tonalities and harmonies from Beethoven’s.

Reconstruction of the orchestration of most of [A’] is impossible because the con-
nection between Simpson’s and Beethoven’s movements does not extend to detailed
instrumentation. Simpson’s orchestration, moreover, had already changed between
A%13 and the formally corresponding music on A'/8 and A'/9. It will be possible,
nevertheless, to reconstruct some of the instrumentation owing to the nature of the sur-
viving music.

Reconstruction of the momentum of [A°] is possible, because the relationship be-
tween the momentum of formally corresponding passages between Simpson’s and

' John Pickard, The symphonies of Robert Simpson, op. cit., p. 87; ‘Simpson’s Third Symphony — an
analysis’, in this volume p. 140 (Tonic p. 10).
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Beethoven’s movements is typically similar (if one understands by this the rates of
harmonic change, dynamics, general instrumentation, and phrasing). This is clear if
one compares bars 2-3 of A%13 with bars 39-40 of A!, or bars 4-5 of A%13 with
bars 4142 of A.

Because there are melodic analogies between the Simpson and Beethoven move-
ments, it is possible to reconstruct the melodies of the [A°] pages. These reconstruc-
tions can be realized because of the presence of Simpson’s analogy in the fourth and
fifth bars of A%13 to Beethoven’s melodically unaltered repeat in bars 51ff. of x, y,
and z. This consistency suggests that Simpson’s music in bars 4 and 5 of the deleted
page also comprised his version of x, y, and z at stage A°. Most of the [A°] melodies
can be reconstructed owing to the A° principal melodies’ analogical relationship with
Beethoven’s themes; this fact has implications for shorter melodic subdivisions such
as phrases, motifs, and cells: they can also be reconstructed analogically.

2.2.1 The content of A%/13

The musical content of A%13 varies considerably from the version of this music in the
later sources (A!, bars 38-42; A%, P!, and P?, bars 39-43; cf. Examples 1 and 2,
pp. 71-73). This inconsistency has implications for the reconstruction.

The first bar of A%13 contains a unique feature: a sustained chord which comprises
three superimposed perfect fifths above pitch class G. This figuration was to have
been played by the upper woodwind and upper strings. The fact that this chord had
begun prior to the first bar of A%13 is attested by the ties which precede the first semi-
breve in each part; so the original duration of this chord cannot be known. It could
have begun at any particular moment between the [A°] music which formally corre-
sponded with the music found at bar 27 of A! (i.e., the beginning of the second mu-
sical paragraph) and the last bar of [A°]/12. It could even have entered in stages, as
occurs in bars 454-467 of the first movement of source A!, for example. (In these
bars a twelve-note dissonance is gradually formed by the successive entries of notes
a fifth apart.) The crotchet figurations in the first bar of A% 13 will be examined later.

The second and third bars of the deleted page contain two further melodic frag-
ments. Both figurations are unique to stage A’. The subsidiary idea, played by the
horns, bassoon(s), contrabassoon, tuba, cellos, and double basses, is a slower-paced
variant (in minims, in contrast to crotchets) of the motile figurations of the first bar
of the page. The subsidiary semitone-orientated melody of bars 2—3 appears to have
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Example 1: Symphony No. 3, A%13
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Symphony No. 3, A'/8-9

Example 2
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been anticipatory. On A%13, for example, using the leading note and the enharmonic
versions of both the tonic and flattened supertonic of Bbmajor/minor, it anticipates the
return of x, y, and z, when the principal melodies sound a major third below the key
in which they were presented. Moreover, in bars 132—134 and 408410 of A!, where
the subsidiary melody was deleted both times, it anticipated the final cadence of the
Exposition and Recapitulation, also using the tonic and flattened supertonic. The pres-
ence of this semitonal figuration on A%13 was rejected in favour of the sustained b/b’
in the second and fourth horn parts of bars 30-35 of stage A', and the more rhythmi-
cally active version of pitch class B, forming part of the musical cell, in the lower
strings, lower woodwind, trumpets and timpani in A', bars 35-40. This alteration ren-
ders more obvious the presence of the degree a semitone above the tonic.

The more prominent thematic idea in bars 2-3 of A%13 was written for the upper
woodwind and upper strings. It is also anticipatory, because it is not only rthythmically
quicker than the subsidiary melody, but is also orientated around the dominant and
flattened submediant of F4 minor, the tonality at the end of the passage. This figura-
tion was replaced after stage A° by semitonal music primarily in semiquavers. These
semiquavers are organised around the natural and sharpened submediant of F# minor.
See, for example, the flute, oboe, and violin parts of A!, bars 39-40.

Bar 4 of A%13 has the most implications for the ensuing reconstruction. The later
version of this bar (i.e., A!, bar 41) comprises a repetition, transposed a major third
lower, of x and y, but the version on A%13 contains only y. The absence of x deprives
stage A° of one of the principal melodies from which subsequent melodic material is
derived.'?

2.2.2 Consequences of the absence of x from A%13

The absence of x from bar 4 of A%13 was not an accident: Simpson inserted rests in the
upper woodwind and upper string parts, the instruments which would eventually play
this melody. Moreover, in bar 20 of stage A! —a later point during the movement’s gen-
esis when x was written down — the melody was written over semibreve rests in the
parts for the flutes, clarinets, violas, and cellos. Simpson may have considered simply
deleting the rests before writing x, as the rest in the clarinet parts appears to have been
crossed out. The fact that not all of the instruments in bar 20 (most obviously the oboes,
bassoons, and violins) contain similar rests, however, indicates further indecision about

12 The final bar of A% 13 was written enharmonically in the later versions. However, this alteration does
not affect the reconstruction.
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the inclusion of x. The rests in bar 20 may signify that Simpson considered an echo be-
tween the music of bars 1819 and 20-21 of A! by reducing the instrumental forces. This
possibility seems unlikely, however, for four reasons. First, echo effects within such a
short space of time do not occur elsewhere during any stage of the movement’s com-
position. Secondly, there is no evidence that the accompaniment to x —y — was also to
be presented as an echo. Thirdly, the different instrumentation and dynamic levels of the
echo would not match Simpson’s treatment of Bb (bars 18—19) and C (bars 20-21) as
equally justifiable tonics in the movement. Finally, Simpson does not usually subdi-
vide large sections of the orchestra (e.g., the entire woodwind or string sections) into
smaller instrumental combinations in order to play passages in octaves. However, the
absence of any trace of semibreve rests in the instrumental parts of bar 18 of A! — the
first time x was written during this stage — could also suggest that, although Simpson
had already conceived x, he chose not to write it into bar 18 because he had not yet de-
cided how to achieve his analogy with Beethoven’s IV-bII progression of bar 24.

It is possible that Simpson did not conceive x until he had written out almost the
entire Exposition — that is, until the end of stage A°. This chronology seems evident
because the conclusion of this formal section, particularly the music of bars 3—4 of
A%30, is the next occasion after the F§-minor statement of x, y, and z when Simpson’s
analogy to Beethoven’s descending major third, and hence the return of music initially
connected with x, is necessary.

It is most likely that x was not conceived until bars 41 and 43 of stage A!, because
these are the first bars in which there is no apparent reason for, nor any evidence of,
any revision of x. Simpson then turned to A'/4 and inserted x into bars 18 and 20,
without erasing from the latter bar the semibreve rests of his earlier working. Simp-
son was not concerned about inserting x into bar 4 of A%13, because the genesis of
the work had already progressed beyond stage A°. Nevertheless, the characteristics of
x were probably inspired by the melodies of the woodwind and strings in bars 4-5 of
A%15 and bars 1-2 of AY16.

The conception of the musical cell — the music from which x is derived — was most
likely to have occurred, like the conception of x, after stage A°. Unlike the later ver-
sions of this passage (e.g., A!, bars 39-40), the cell is absent from the corresponding
bars — page 13, bars 2-3 — of A°. This absence casts enough doubt on the possibility
that this figuration was conceived by stage A°, for one to refrain from suggesting any
derivations from it in any of the reconstructions.

It is likely, according to the nature of the analogical connection between Simpson’s
and Beethoven’s movements, that Simpson originally intended the melodic material of
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his opening movement, and perhaps of the entire symphony, to be derived from a pro-
totype musical cell and melodies y and z alone. Having decided that this material was
inadequate for subsequent development, he felt the need to introduce another melody
and another musical cell, that is, music which was more conducive to development.
The absence of x has implications for y. If x had not been conceived at stage A°,
could y have been the A° equivalent of x, and were, therefore, those A! derivatives of
x actually derived from y at stage A°? This situation seems unlikely because the figu-
rations unique to A° in bars 2—-3 of page 13 are no more closely related to y than to x.

2.3 The significance of A, bar 22.

Reconstruction of [A°] begins from A!/10", but it is affected by A'/5. Because A!/10¥
was originally A%13, there must have been twelve pages of [A’] music which pre-
ceded it. Simpson’s tendency to write five bars of music upon each page suggests
that there were sixty bars (i.e., 12 x 5 bars) of music which preceded the first bar of
AY13. This total is twenty-three bars more than the formally corresponding point of
the musical process in A — the latter is reached after thirty-seven bars. The real dif-
ference between the number of bars, however, is twenty-two. This discrepancy re-
sults from the insertion of an ‘extra’ bar 22 during stage A'. The bar was indicated
above the topmost stave and below the lowest stave of A!/5, but was not accounted
for in the pre-written bar numbering. In order, therefore, to account for the surplus two
bars of music from the four extra pages of manuscript paper, it is likely that the music
in two of the sixty bars of [A°] comprised at least a single deleted bar. This deletion
was then rectified in the following bar or bars.

24 Limitations of the reconstruction

Although there is no foundation for reconstructing much of the [A] instrumentation,
harmonies and tonalities (as yet), or the melodies derived either from x or from the
musical cell, the analogical consistency between the music which survives on A%13
and the formally corresponding music of the first movement of Beethoven’s Ninth
Symphony can be used to reconstruct, from bars 1-40 of A!, not only the melodies
derived from y and z, but also the general momentum of [A°], as this has been defined
above.
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3.1 Reconstruction of the [A"] version of A, bars 27-40
3.1.1 The [A"] version of the violin music of A!, bars 27-40

Extrapolation from the motile crotchet figurations found in the first bar of A%13 is
possible because of the similarity between the location of this bar’s phrase marks,
and phrasing for the first oboe, first horn, and violin parts in the corresponding bars
of A! (bars 38 and 39). There remains some ambiguity, however, as to whether the A°
phrase marks began on the preceding page. This uncertainty arises because of the
stress above the first crotchet of the bar (stresses are not written out — though they are
implied — within these phrases from A' onwards), and the fact that in many cases,
though not in every case, phrase marks or ties between different pages are written so
that they precede the staves.

The instrumentation of the surviving motile figurations cannot be absolutely certain,
for two reasons. First, Simpson did not specify the instruments on the surviving page.
Secondly, Simpson often writes not only his bassoon and contrabassoon parts, but also
his trombone and tuba parts, on the same staves in source A'. The semibreve rest above
the first bar of the twelfth stave from the top of the page suggests that this music was
played not by the third trombone, but by the tuba. This intention is confirmed by the
“Trb III” indication two bars later. It is also likely that the contrabassoon (the seventh
stave from the top of the page) was intended, because this instrumentation then bal-
ances the lower sonority of the double basses. This deployment of the instruments is
comparable with the manner in which the voices of a motile line balance each other —
the voices exchange not only pitch classes at stage A°, but also actual pitches from
stage A' onwards. The music on the eighth and ninth staves from the top of the page,
moreover, belonged to the first and third horns, rather than their full complement.
This organization is confirmed by the ‘a 2’ indication for the last bar of the page.

The motile voices on A%13 do not continue for a consistent amount of time com-
pared with the revised version of this music; at stage A! half of the motile voices are
curtailed before bar 39, and half continue for another two bars (bars 39—40). This
curtailment results from the introduction of the semiquaver figuration in bars 39—40
of stage A'. However, one assumes that every pair of semitone-orientated voices is ho-
mologous, because neither voice occurs independently elsewhere in the movement in
any other manuscript or printed edition. The motile voices in bars 39—40 of stage A'
were therefore curtailed merely in order to enhance the anticipation of the return of
x, v, and z two bars later, using semiquavers.
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Each motile line is subdivisible into two voices. These voices both overlap each
other at the distance of a semitone, and ascend sequentially. One voice begins with a
descending semitone. The semitone of the other voice begins by ascending. The first
bar of A%13 contains the last three or four notes' of the two parts: g—f¥—b—a# (horns
1 and 3, doubled by cellos and double basses) and fi—g—at—b (bassoon(s), contrabas-
soon, and tuba).™

The A! version of this passage (bars 27—40), which contains complete motile lines
similar to those at the beginning of the symphony, is shown below. The return of these
figurations at the beginning of the Development has not been used as a reference here,
because the intervals and direction of the motile lines differ from those in the first-
subject group. (See Example 3, pp. 79-81.) A motile line and each of its two voices
have ascending ‘connecting’ sections and ‘stationary’ sections. Two ‘connecting’
voices, for example, combine to form a ‘connecting’ part of one motile line. In motile
lines and in their voices, a connecting unit typically links two stationary units a per-
fect fifth apart. Similarly, the number of successive crotchets in the stationary part
varies between six (e.g., piccolo 1, bars 16—17), ten (e.g., flute 2, bars 6-8), and twenty-
two (e.g., violins, bars 27-32); the connecting part consists of seven crotchets when
passing to a different figuration (e.g., violins, bars 37-38) and eight crotchets when
connecting two stationary parts with the same figuration (e.g., clarinet 1, bars 5-7).

It remains unclear whether the notes of the motile voices in the first bar of A%13 orig-
inally comprised part of a seven- or eight-note line, however. Although these voices
lead to different music, the figurations in the following two bars are not entirely new
(they are still orientated around the semitone), nor are they the same as other station-
ary figurations, because the rhythm is both augmented and diminished. Nevertheless,
the similar location of the phrase marks in the first bar of A%13, compared with those
in bar 39 of A, indicates that each surviving four-note voice of A° formed part of a ris-
ing seven-note line, ending with b and a4. The final a# and b of the bar comprised the
eighth note, as the two voices cross. This eighth note falls outside the phrase mark.

Having established that the crotchets in the first bar of A%13 were part of an as-
cending connecting unit of a motile line, that this connecting unit lasted for eight suc-
cessive crotchets, that a motile line is divisible into two overlapping voices a semitone

13 This ambiguity depends on the possibility of the final crotchet of the bar (a#/b) belonging inside, or
outside, the phrase mark of the preceding group of ascending crotchets.

!4 The double basses and contrabassoon sound an octave lower than written. Further discussion about
the music for these instruments, therefore, will concern their written pitches, unless otherwise stipu-
lated.
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apart, and that each voice consists of both a regular sequence of intervals and an un-
changing rhythm, an attempt can be made to extrapolate backwards the preceding
notes in this line, according to the intervallic composition of each voice.

For the voice in which the semitones descend, the first flute part of bars 36—37 and
the first violin part of bars 37-38 of A! have been chosen as the model for the re-
composition, because they are closest to the pertinent bars of [A°] in terms of both the
point at which they were composed, and their position within the movement’s form.'s
By applying the intervals between the connecting notes of these passages to the four
surviving notes of this voice on A%13, an extrapolation occurs as shown in Recon-
struction 1.

Reconstruction 1: Extrapolation of [A°] music using Symphony No. 3, stage A, first
movement, bars 3637, first flute part

Line rises through a perfect fifth.

O/ \ r 36 i | L 37 r /[ 1\
o 1 I I I I I n 1! I T r A Ty | . 1
P | Gt s = 5o == te &
. e t—1—+o H‘i T 1 i T T T/
) ~ - cresc. - -
tone } minor 2"% diminished 4™ 1 minor 2"d¢ minor 3 4 minor 2™ | perfect 4" 4 minor 2™ | tone |,
€ — — m m e m m m e = 2 1 )
Intervals used for the extrapolation of [A°] Voice which begins with a descending semitone
Line rises through a perfect fifth.
T —— )
§ L
[ NC = P (kg ™ /4 |
Cellow. Syt HE—F— 5 e e e
Hns. 1.3, Ao fre—T—0® d i A — T T I I
Basses LWL LA i I } } I I I ¥ T I
P - - cresc. L 4
i o . ard o . 4 semi s hoA
tone 1 semitone | major3 4 semitone | minor 3 semitone |, perfect 4 4 semitone | tone |
el 1 )
Extrapolation of [A°] Voice which begins with a descending semitone

( ) : Notes which lie outside the reconstruction
[ l : Interval between the reconstruction and the preceding / following unit
sk : This progression is absent from bars 1-2 of A°%13; A°/13 has a crotchet a# passing to a minim bb .

©: Some intervals have been simplified enharmonically

A second assumption can now be made. Within the musical paragraph which begins
at bar 27 of A!, there are two connecting motile units in this voice, because the music
ascends through two perfect fifths (e.g., A!, bars 2734, violins, passing to flute 1
and clarinets, bars 33—40). As Reconstruction 1 represents the second connecting part
of this voice, it can be concluded, by extrapolating the first note (c4) through a fur-

15 The diminished third between the second and third crotchets in the flute 1 part of bar 39 of A'is atyp-
ical of the other connecting lines. (The interval is typically a major third.) This voice has therefore not
been used here as a source of reference.
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ther descending perfect fifth, that the original stationary part of this voice began not
with bb”’, moving between bb™’, a”’, and bb™’, as occurs with the revised version of this
music (cf. A!, bars 27 ff., violin 1), but with F#, moving between F#, E and F# (see Re-
construction 2).

Reconstruction 2: Extrapolation of [A°] music using Symphony No. 3, stage A, first
movement, bars 32—34, first violin part

Line rises through a perfect fifth.
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Intervals used for the extrapolation of [A°] Voice which begins with a descending semitone

Line rises through a perfect fifth.
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Extrapolation of [A°] Voice which begins with a descending semitone

For the meaning of( ) ,| | and ©, see Reconstruction I.

An extrapolation can also be made of the voice which begins with an ascending semi-
tone. The second violin part of bars 32-34 and 37-38 of A' has been chosen as the
model for this recomposition, again because this extract occurs so near to the A° pas-
sage.!® An extrapolation from the intervals between the connecting notes of the parts

mentioned above and the four surviving notes of A° into the preceding bars, is shown
in Reconstruction 3.

16 The interval represented by the first crotchet of bar 33 in the second violin part of P'/P2, for example,
is atypical, as the first note is usually identical with the last note of the preceding stationary voice. This
inconsistency occurred at stages P'/P?, when bb’ became a’, and is probably a copying error.
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Reconstruction 3: Extrapolation of [A°] music using Simpson’s Symphony No. 3,
stage A!, first movement, bars 37-38, second violin part

Line rises through a perfect fifth.

r 1
ok
ra 3 TRy —— > 9 4,
—H — T f f = - 2 i. s —
V1n421’\'\ 17 I T i T .| i & - T T 1 | e 1 7
AN 7 WL T Y P A | - T T 1 T 7
© v 7 C T C T 7
unison semitone 4 tone A4 minor 2" 4 semitone A4 minor 2"4 minor 3" A semitone
(octave) J’ ¢ ¢ T T T T f
“« — — — - - - - - - L J
Intervals used for the extrapolation of [A°] Voice which begins with an ascending semitone
Line rises through a perfect fifth.
(o 1
(8%basso — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — = — o )
- r *
RN . e I 4 g P YRR
Bsn(s)., 3¥y— T T T T Py e r #® i} - ey
Tt e : ! HEH
C.bsn. —— T T T L -  — . —
unison  semitone 4 tone 4 semitonc® 4 semitone 4 semitone 4 minor 3 4 semitone 4
- .l L )
Extrapolation of [A°] Voice which begins with an ascending semitone

sk : This progression is absent from bars 1-2 of A°/13; A°/13 has a crotchet b, followed by a minim b.
It has again been assumed that each voice comprises two connecting motile units,
and therefore rises through two perfect fifths, as is the case in this musical paragraph
from stage A! onwards. If so, one can conclude that the original stationary part of
this motile line began not with a’, bb’, a’, the notes of the revised version of this music,
but with F, F4, and F. The extrapolation which demonstrates this organization is
shown in Reconstruction 4.

Reconstruction 4: Extrapolation of [A°] music using Simpson’s Symphony No. 3,
stage A!, first movement, bars 32-34, second violin part

Line rises through a perfect fifth.
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To the connecting units mentioned above can be added the stationary sections. These
stationary sections can also be reconstructed from the passage of stage A' which re-
lates most closely to them, whether formally or temporally. For the stationary section
which precedes the second connecting unit of this line, bars 34-36 (violins 1 and 2,
ten crotchets) and bars 33-35 (flute 1, clarinets 1 and 2) may serve as examples. Bars
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27-32 (violins 1 and 2, 22 crotchets) provide an example for reconstructing the first
stationary unit (see Reconstructions 5 and 6).

Reconstruction 5: Extrapolation of [A°] music using Simpson’s Symphony No. 3,
stage A!, first movement, bars 34-36, first and second violin parts
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Reconstruction 6: Extrapolation of [A°] music using Simpson’s Symphony No. 3,
stage A', first movement, bars 27-32, first and second violin parts
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3.1.2 The [A"] version of the music played by the first flute, clarinets, and vi-
olas in A', bars 33-40

From stage A' onwards, the intervallic relationship between Simpson’s two motile
lines in this formal section is atypical of the intervals between stationary sections
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within a motile line. When the first flute, clarinets, and violas enter at bar 33 of A!,
for example, their pitch classes (Gband F) are not a perfect fifth above Bband A, the
pitch classes which begin the paragraph at bar 27, but a semitone higher instead. It
seems that Simpson intended to create the impression that the motile crotchets within
this passage twice ascend by perfect fifths, thereby recalling the process of the be-
ginning of the work, for two reasons. First, the violins in bars 27ff. of A' ascend from
bb”’/bb’ to 7/, the sequential ascent from the latter two pitches being curtailed on
the note preceding the expected arrival on ¢’’/c’. (The registral change from ¢’ to ¢’
is a consequence of the transposition of the second violin part down an octave be-
tween bars 36-37 of stage A'.) Secondly, the motile line which enters in bar 33 of A!
also rises through two perfect fifths, and overlaps with the ascent through the first per-
fect fifth by the violins (A!, bars 27-34). Simpson is associating the imitative entry,
a semitone higher than expected, with the apparent failure of the violin sequence to
reach pitch class C, harmonized by Ab, when x, y, and z are restated at A!, bars 41—
44. This association is intensified when the violins begin in bar 39 of A! the more ob-
viously semitone-orientated semiquaver figuration which is unrelated to any further
ascent towards the pitch class C. In this way bars 27-40 of A! mirror the first para-
graph, where similar figurations lead the music away from C.

The motile line which enters at bar 33 of A! must have been played by the trum-
pets and trombones during [A°], because all of the remaining instruments were already
playing in the first bar of the crossed-out page. Moreover, these [A°] brass parts must
have been subsequently curtailed before reaching the deleted page. The voice which
begins in bar 33 of stage A' with a descending semitone (i.e., gb’/gb—f"/f, played by
the flute 1 and violas, but to be transposed, and transferred to the trumpet 1 and trom-
bone 1 of [A?]) is located not only a major tenth, but also a major seventeenth, below
the first violin part of A!, bar 27. The upper pitch of the violin part — bb”” — has already
been transposed into the cellos, first and third horns, and double basses of [A°] as F#.
Similarly, the voice which begins in bar 33 of A! with an ascending semitone (i.e.,
f*/f—gb’/gb, played by the clarinets, but to be transposed, and transferred to the trum-
pet 2 and trombone 2 of [A’]) lies both a major third and a major tenth below the sec-
ond violin part of A', bar 27. The lower pitch of this violin part —a’ — has already been
transferred into the bassoon(s), contrabassoon, and tuba parts of [A°] as F (see Re-
constructions 7 and 8).
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Reconstruction 7: First reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 33-40, viola and first flute music

Hns. 1,2, Cellos, Basses; first note of [ A°] reconstruction

Major 10™ (transposed)
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Working out of the music which immediately preceded A°/13 Represents a theoretical scenario, owing to the inclusion
of bar rests for the first 3 bars of A%13

Reconstruction 8: First reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 33—40, first and second clarinet music

Bsn(s)., Tuba, C.bsn.; first note of [A°] reconstruction

Majlor 10™ (transposed)
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T

Represents a theoretical scenario, owing to the inclusion

Working out of the music which immediately preceded A°/13
of bar rests for the first 3 bars of A°/13

Reconstructions 7 and 8 are problematical because the trumpet and trombone notes
cannot by deduced on the premise that the register in which they begin is a major
third, a major tenth, or a major seventeenth, below the original version of the violin
parts of bar 27 of A'; because, with these violin parts transposed down into the reg-
ister of the horns, cellos, bassoons, contrabassoon, tuba, and double basses in [A°],
the notes a major third/major tenth/major seventeenth below F and F# now lie below
the range of the trumpets and trombones.

It could be surmised that the parts which enter at bar 33 of A! began with d’, c#’,
and d’ (trumpet 1, sounding pitch) and c#’, d’, and ¢4’ (trumpet 2, sounding pitch)
during [A?], and that these [A°] voices were doubled at the octave below by the trom-
bones. According to this assumption, the intervallic relationship of the major third and
major tenth remains constant between the entries of each motile line, but the music
falls in the most comfortable register for those instruments.
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It is also possible that the motile voices which commence at bar 33 of A! began with
bb and a in the trumpet parts of [A°]. If so, the intervals of the major tenth and major
seventeenth are used as a major third, and the first trumpet notes are worked out from
above, rather than below, the F/F#. This possibility is less likely than Reconstructions
7 and 8, however, because the lower note one octave below the trumpet part, for ex-
ample, is beyond the range of the tenor trombone, the instrument which would have
doubled the trumpet parts (see Reconstructions 9 and 10).

Reconstruction 9: Second reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 33—40, viola and first flute music

Trp.1 (sounding pitch), Tbn.1 (8*bassa).
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Working out of the music which immediately preceded A°/13 Represents a theoretical scenario, owing to the inclusion
of bar rests for the first 3 bars of A%/13

Reconstruction 10: Second reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Sym-
phony No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 33—40, first and second clarinet music

Trp.2 (sounding pitch), Tbn.2 (8" éassa).
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of bar rests for the first 3 bars of A°/13
3.1.3 Re-evaluation of Reconstructions 1-10

The initial extrapolations were made on the assumption that the incomplete motile line
which survived in the first bar of A%13 was part of the original version of the music
for the violins in A', bars 27-40. From this point it was assumed that the [A°] version
of the first flute, clarinet, and viola parts in bars 33-40 of A! was played by the trum-
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pets and first and second trombones. It is also conceivable, however, that these details
of instrumentation were reversed between [A°] and A'. If so, the eight surviving A°
notes of the motile line in the first and third horns, bassoon(s), contrabassoon, tuba,
cellos, and double basses were part of the original working of the first flute, clarinet,
and viola parts in bars 33—40 of A!. The violin parts in bars 27-40 of A' therefore
would have originally been written for the trumpet and trombone parts on [A®]/12.
Moreover, the atypical connecting unit in bars 38-40 of A' — the interval between the
third and fourth crotchets of the clarinet parts in bar 39 is a unison, rather than a tone
— may have also been present in the [A°] music.

Another possible reconstruction of the motile voices on [A°]/12 would, therefore,
involve transposing the first flute part of bars 33—40 of A! down a minor fourteenth.
This interval occurs between the last note of the first flute part in bar 40 of A! (i.e.,
g#”) and the last note of the first bar of A%13 in the first and third horns, cellos, and
double basses, (i.c., at). The voice which begins with a descending semitone is shown
in Reconstruction 11.

Reconstruction 11: Third reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 33—40, viola and first flute music

(8%bassa _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o o o o o o _ -

FIGL Vias, >
0 34 35 36— 3  ~ 38 9 0> sHe

(5 > b 2 = T T T
: A T 1 T
Um H cresc. ﬁ.

Minor fourteenth

Extrapolation of notes compirsing the motile line of [A°] Voice which begins
with a descending
semitone

The voice which begins with an ascending semitone (cf. A%13, barl, bassoon(s), con-
trabassoon, and tuba parts, and A', bars 33-40, clarinets) can be similarly constructed,

as shown in Reconstruction 12.
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Reconstruction 12: Third reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 3340, first and second clarinet music
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»p cresc. ﬂ

Extrapolation of notes compirsing the original motile line of [A°] Voice which begins
with an ascending
semitone

The final phrase marks in each reconstruction include eleven notes. This arrange-
ment of the phrasing is taken from the parts for the first flute, clarinets, and violas in
bars 38—40 of A!, rather than from the eight-note phrasing of connecting lines else-
where.

From Reconstructions 11 and 12, the original version of the notes played by the vi-
olins in bars 27-33 of A' can be extrapolated into the [A°] trumpet and trombone
parts. These were the only instruments available during [A°] to play these notes. The
motile voice which begins with a descending semitone (i.e., the violin 1 music in bars
27-33 of A!, which is to be transposed, and transferred to the trumpet 1 and trombone
1 parts of [A"]) lies a major tenth above the first note played by the first flute and vi-
olas in bar 33 of A'. The voice which begins with the ascending semitone (i.e., the vi-
olin 2 music in bars 27-33 of A!, which is to be transposed, and transferred to the [A°]
trumpet 2 and trombone 2 parts) is similarly a major tenth above the first clarinet part
of Al, bar 33 (see Reconstructions 13 and 14).

Reconstruction 13: The [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony No. 3, stage A!, first
movement, bars 27-33, first violin music

Trp.1 (sounding pitch), Tbn.1 (8§"bassa).
> >

y 4
y 4
1y

l\:’lajor 10t

Hns.1,3, Cellos, Basses; first note of [A°] reconstruction
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, > L etc.
Working out of the music which immediately preceded A°/13 Represents a theoretical scenario,
owing to the inclusion of bar rests
for the first 3 bars of A%/13
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Reconstruction 14: The [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony No. 3, stage A', first
movement, bars 27-33, second violin music

Trp.2 (sounding pitch), Tbn.2 (§*éassa).

Ma\jcr 10"
Bsn(s)., Tuba, C.bsn.; first note of [A°] reconstruction

Working out of the music which immediately preceded A°/13 Represents a theoretical scenario,
owing to the inclusion of bar rests
for the first 3 bars of A%/13

3.1.4 Comparison between Reconstructions 1-10 and 11-14

The two complete reconstructions of the passage are given as Reconstructions 15
(i.e., Reconstructions 1-10, p. 92-95) and 16 (i.e., Reconstructions 11-14, pp. 96-99).
According to the principles governing Reconstruction 16, the notes played by the
trumpets and trombones lie in the register which is most comfortable for them, with-
out the necessity for any octave transpositions. Since this is not so in Reconstruction
15, Reconstruction 16 may seem more plausible than Reconstruction 15.

The notes which begin the two semitonal lines in Reconstruction 15 produce a
D-major/minor sonority (F#—d’, F—c#’). This sonority was retained at stage A! prior
to the C-major/minor chord cadence at bar 27, because bars 25-27 of A' comprise a
sustained pitch class A, and this A is heard as a dominant when it combines with the
prominent pitch classes F and Bb. In Reconstruction 16, however, the first notes of the
two semitonal lines outline an incomplete Ab-major chord (Ab—c’) and an incomplete
G-major chord (G-B) in alternation. In this way G major, the dominant chord of the
key in which the symphony began, is associated with Ab major, the dominant of the
Neapolitan. This connection is intensified by the sustained chord in the highest reg-
ister of the orchestral texture. This chord comprises four notes which rise by perfect
fifths from the dominant of C. The prominence of all these pitch classes indicates a
similar, prominent pitch relationship to the rising (enharmonic) perfect fifths between
Bb, F, and the approach to C, and Gb, C4, and the move towards Ab, in the formally
corresponding music — A!, bars 27-40.

The entry of the second, imitative crotchet line of Reconstruction 16 exactly two
bars in advance of that in Reconstruction 15 results from the fact that, at stage A°, the
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Reconstruction of the music which immediately preceded A°/13
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Reconstruction 15: First reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony

No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 27-40
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Music which survives on A°/13
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Reconstruction 16: Second reconstruction of the [A°] version of Simpson’s Sym-
phony No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 27-40

Reconstruction of the music which immediately preceded A°/13
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motile lines had ended on the last beat of the first bar of the deleted page. At stage
A', however, the imitative motile line (flute 1, clarinets, and violas) continues for two
further bars (bars 39—40). This discrepancy adds further credence to Reconstruction
16 because the point at which the music on A%13 begins is two bars later within its
process than the formally corresponding music at the beginning of A!'/9. Recon-
struction 16 may therefore explain why A!/9 contains only two bars of music. These
two bars were necessary in order to connect the music of [A°]/12 (i.e., the music
which corresponded formally with the music on A!/8) with the music of A'/10. Re-
construction 16 may even represent a revision on the composer’s part of Recon-
struction 15.

3.2 Reconstruction of the [A’] version of A!, bars 25-27

The [A°] version of the music found in bars 25-27 of A! can be reconstructed, in part.
Simpson’s melody for the brass derives more obviously from y, whereas Beethoven’s
derives more clearly from z. However, the initial part of both melodies, and perhaps
therefore the remainder of Simpson’s, also derives partially from z (see Diagram 2).

Diagram 2: Comparison between the origins of the melodies in Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 25-27, and in Beethoven’s Symphony No. 9,
first movement, bars 30-35

g - - ; - ¥
sf s s
f f S,f §f . derives from
musical cell |
2 3 N4 '
ATy —f— — —
Vin.l fosb7£ — e o e
})y x 1 1 1 é
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‘,' 2 I T
Basses 5 £ t
L 3 1 - I

*k: One particular instrument, or set of instruments, has been chosen for the diagrams, but not the reconstructions.
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The composed out portamento (Beethoven: violin 1 and violas; Simpson: lower
woodwind and lower strings) cannot be reconstructed with certainty: in both move-
ments it derives most obviously from the musical cell (and in Simpson’s movement
in particular, from x). Simpson’s syncopated accompaniment (upper woodwind, brass,
and strings) cannot be reconstructed either, because it is derived in both movements
from the musical cell. This reconstruction is shown as Reconstruction 17.
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Reconstruction 17: The [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony No. 3, stage A', first
movement, bars 25-27
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33 Reconstruction of the [A’] version of A, bars 22-25

Extensive derivations from the musical cell are responsible for problems in recon-
structing the [A°] version of bars 22-25 of A!, although relationships between
Beethoven’s music at bars 27-30, Simpson’s music in bars 22-25 of A!, and either
melody y or z, might serve as the basis for a reconstruction. Beethoven’s melody
played by the woodwind and lower brass, for example, like Simpson’s corresponding
melody, can be derived from z, because a large portion of z comprises each com-
poser’s musical cell (see Diagram 3).

Diagram 3: First comparison between the melodic origins of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A', first movement, bars 22-25 and of Beethoven’s Symphony No. 9, first
movement, bars 27-30
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One can therefore conclude that Simpson’s melody in bars 22-23 and 24-25 of A' was
present in the [A°] music.

Reconstructions of the [A°] version of the melodies other than those played by the
lower woodwind and brass cannot, however, be made. One could relate the rhythm
of Simpson’s descending crotchets (upper woodwind and brass) in bars 22-25 of A!
to the thythm of his woodwind figurations at the beginning of the movement. Simp-
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son’s presentation of his musical cell’s quaver in bars 23 and 25 in retrograde, how-
ever, reveals a relationship with the retrograde organization of the dotted-rhythm
component of his musical cell. The prominence of the tone within both of Simpson’s
melodies reinforces this connection. A similar relationship is less obvious in
Beethoven’s corresponding figurations (strings, bars 27 and 29). (See Diagram 4.)

Diagram 4: Second comparison between the melodic origins of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 22-25, and of Beethoven’s Symphony No. 9,
first movement, bars 27-30
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The two-quaver phrase in the brass and percussion (A!, bars 23 and 25) might be con-
sidered a curtailed version of the middle part of z, but is more readily interpreted as
a derivative of the musical cell. Our inability to reconstruct either this melody, or
those shown in Diagram 4, is further aggravated because Beethoven’s corresponding
music (strings, bars 27-30) has a different origin — the final note of z (see Diagram
5). Moreover, Simpson’s shorter phrases (strings, lower woodwind, and percussion in
A', bars 22-23 and 24-25), might have been derived from a retrograde version of the
middle part of z. These phrases’ curtailed, retrograde rhythmic relationship with the
musical cell, however, is all the more fundamental.
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Diagram 5: Third comparison between the melodic origins of Simpson’s Symphony
No. 3, stage A!, first movement, bars 22-25, and of Beethoven’s Symphony No. 9,

first movement, bars 27-30
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This reconstruction is shown in Reconstruction 18.
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Reconstruction 18: The [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony No. 3, stage A!, first

movement, bars 22-25
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34 Reconstruction of the [A’] version of A!, bars 18-21

Reconstruction of the [A°] version of bars 18-21 of A' (later sources, bars 18-22)
comprises an exact repetition a major third higher of the music of A%13, bars 4-5. The
final bar’s rest (A2, P!/P?, bar 22) was added at stage A', and must not therefore be in-
cluded in this reconstruction. (See Reconstruction 19, p. 107.)

35 Reconstruction of the [A’] version of A!, bars 1-17

The [A°] version of the music in the first seventeen bars of A' can be reconstructed,
in part. Although the presence of the musical cell and music derived from it in bars
1-17 of A! renders impossible the reconstruction of these figurations, the two rising
semitonal lines can be reconstructed. The fact that these lines existed in the [A’] music
is confirmed by the presence of the crotchets in the first bar of A%13, when these fig-
urations, if the analogy with Beethoven’s movement is to be trusted, occurred for the
second time. Simpson’s motile figurations in bars 1-17 of A' would therefore have
been analogically consistent with the anticipation of the music of bars 35-50 during
the first sixteen bars of Beethoven’s work. In contrast to Reconstructions 1-16, how-
ever, the pitches of the semitone-orientated voices at the beginning of [A°] cannot
yet be determined. It is evident, nevertheless, that the opening figurations would have
risen through six perfect fifths. This situation would be consistent not only with the
stages of composition of this passage from A' onwards, but also with Simpson’s anal-
ogy to the number of woodwind entries in bars 1-16 of Beethoven’s movement. (See
Reconstruction 20, pp. 109-111.)

3.6 Re-evaluation of Reconstructions 1-20

The extrapolations presented above of all of the [A°] music according to the model
provided by Beethoven still suffer from a fundamental flaw. Of the lost sixty bars of
music, only thirty-seven have been accounted for. The [A°] music must therefore have
occupied twenty-three more bars than the music which preceded bar number 38 of A'.
Because of the consistency between Simpson’s and Beethoven’s movements from
stage A' onwards, it is most likely that the discrepancy between the number of bars
of [A°] and A! can be explained in terms of music unique to [A°]. This situation ne-
cessitates reconsideration of the music of A%13, bars 2-3.
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Reconstruction 20: The [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony No. 3, stage A', first
movement, bars 1-17
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The two melodies in bars 2-3 of A%13 are the original version of bars 39-40 of A'.
It is unlikely, however, that the two melodies in the A° bars are an [A°] version of a
prototype x, even though the semiquaver figuration in bars 39-40 of A' is derived
from x; indeed, no other evidence proves conclusively the existence of x at stage A°.
Moreover, the two melodies in bars 2-3 of A%13 probably had no connection with a
prototype musical cell either, even though this cell comprises part of the slower fig-
uration in bars 3940 of A!, because the A° melodies are orientated exclusively around
the semitone. Ironically, the faster-moving music of these two A° bars bears greater
similarity, because of its rhythm, to the A! musical cell. The figurations in bars 2-3
of A%13 are unrelated to the figurations in the corresponding bars of A! therefore,
and merely intensify the semitone-orientated lines of the immediately preceding bar.

Simpson’s preference for semitones, both melodic and harmonic, in bars 2—3 of
A%13 is evident from a closer examination of the first bar of the page. This bar con-
tains two voices — the last eight crotchets of a single semitonal line. However, one
would expect four voices of two semitonal lines had the second line entered imita-
tively (cf. A%13, bar 1 and A', bar 38). There must have been only a single semitonal
line immediately preceding A%13, and this explains not only why Simpson felt the
need to incorporate more semitones in bars 2—3 of A%13 than in bars 39—40 of A!, but
also the unlikely curtailment at the bar before A%13 of the second motile line in the
first set of reconstructions (see Reconstructions 15 and 16).

The similarities between the music of [A], A% A!, and Beethoven’s movement sug-
gest that Simpson’s semitonal lines of [A°] must have ascended in a manner analo-
gous to Beethoven’s formally corresponding entries in the woodwind and brass of
bars 1-16 and 35-50, even though there is only one semitonal line in the first bar of
AY13. In this situation lies the fundamental difference between [A’] and A'. A! com-
prises imitative entries of the rising semitonal lines, and these lines eventually com-
bine simultaneously. [A°], however, contained no imitative entries. Instead, the
semitone-orientated lines entered successively. Simpson must have decided to pres-
ent his semitonal lines in stretto, therefore, at stage A'.

Difficulties remain in reconstructing the semitonal lines of [A°] with reference to
similar figurations at stage A'. The final ascending, perfect fifth-orientated phrase
(i.e., from c#”/ct’ and bg”’/b#’ in A!, bars 38-40) has a stationary part six crotchets
shorter than its full theoretical complement, for example. In bars 15-17 of A! also, the
unit of stationary crotchets, which begins with eb’’/d’”, is not followed by a con-
necting section. It therefore contains only ten notes, and is eight crotchets short. One
cannot know whether these decisions were made during, or before, composition of A'.
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Moreover, the music which sounds simultaneously with the eb”’/d”” line — it com-
prises the notes b#” and c¢”” — contains only six crotchets, and is therefore twelve
crotchets short. This music should not be included in any reconstruction because it is
an enharmonic repetition of bar 6 of A! (i.e., the flute 2 and clarinet 2 parts), and is
not part of the analogy with Beethoven’s movement.

It is now possible to revise all of the reconstructions listed above: to allow the semi-
tonal lines to enter not imitatively, but successively, and to insert the bar numbers.
(See Reconstruction 21, pp. 114—124.) It is apparent from this reconstruction that as
few as two extra bars of music may have existed at [A’]. However, the discrepancy
may have been larger than this. In addition to the two extra bars already identified,
there could have been as many as six crotchets (1-5 bars) from the possible curtailment
of the original stationary part of the semitonal line of bars 38—40 of A! (i.e., [A°],
bars 57-58). There could have also been eight crotchets (2 bars) from the possible cur-
tailment of the original connecting part of bars 15-17 of A! (i.e., [A?], bars 30-31).
There were therefore between two and five-and-a-half (2 + 2 + 1 -5) extra [A°] bars
which cannot yet be accounted for. An extra half bar is most unlikely to have existed,
owing to Simpson’s tendency not to delete, and then rewrite, corrections of a bar’s
length or less. Thus Simpson’s decision to curtail his stationary group of bars 38—40
of A! to six crotchets was probably taken whilst writing [A°], after he had written out
this group as ten crotchets, and the total discrepancy is unlikely to have been more
than four bars. Indeed, it was likely to have been only one, or more probably two, bars,
deleted and subsequently rewritten in the following bars. Owing to the rhythmic and
intervallic consistency with which the semitonal lines and voices were conceived, it
is most likely that these surplus bars concerned the duration of the initial ¢”’/c”,
played by the violins, at the very beginning of the work.

3.7 Physical evidence in favour of Reconstruction 21

Confirmation that Simpson curtailed the stationary group of bars 38—40 of A' at
[A°], and deleted the first two bars of [A’], is revealed by the physical relationship
between [A°] and A'. Because the semitonal lines entered not contrapuntally, but
successively at [A’], the beginning of the fourth stationary section of the first semi-
tone-orientated line can be located. This section begins with ¢’/c#’. At this point,
Simpson must have decided against allowing the semitonal lines to enter succes-
sively, for the ¢//c#/-orientated figuration represents the first notes of the second line,
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Reconstruction 21: The [A°] version of Simpson’s Symphony No. 3, stage A', first

movement, bars 1-40
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