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Abstract. The progression of Hugo Riemann’s functional harmonic theories in
Russia is consistently described as going from the proto-functional theories in Niko-
laiRimsky-Korsakov’s textbook in 1885 toa full embraceofRiemann’s functional ideas
by Georgy Catoire in his 1924 textbook.My research attempts to fill in this forty-year
gap by establishing that Sergei Taneev—the lead music theorist at the Moscow Con-
servatory beforeCatoire—was teaching functional elements seen in bothRimsky and
Riemann.Todo so, I explore functional elements inTaneev’s theory of unifying tonal-
ity, as well as statements from his own diaries and from his students that document
his engagement with Riemann’s texts. I conclude that Taneev was the first major fig-
ure to teach elements of functional analysis at theMoscowConservatory and that Ta-
neev serves as a significant intermediary figure between the proto-functional ideas
of Rimsky and the full embrace of Riemann by Catoire.

Keywordsandphrases:SergeiTaneev; functional theory;modulation;Russianmu-
sic theory; Hugo Riemann.

Introduction

Every scholar who has researched the arrival of Rie-
mannian functional analysis in Russia has noted that

it is one of the most impactful and resonant theories in
the history of Russian music theory (Boyarkina 2017; Car-
penter 1983; Ewell 2020a; Starostin 2010, 2013). The pro-
gression of Hugo Riemann’s theories in Russia is consis-
tently described as going from the proto-functional the-
ories in Nikolai Rimsky-Korsakov’s 1885 textbook to a full
embrace of Riemann’s functional ideas by Georgy Catoire
in his 1924 textbook (Carpenter 1988, 577; Ewell 2020a, 62;
Starostin 2010, 49).This conception has a nearly forty-year
gap, which is surprising given that Riemann’s Vereinfachte
Harmonielehre (1893) was translated into Russian in 1901
(along with many of Riemann’s other writings; see Boyark-
ina 2017).This lacuna raises the question: Were any promi-
nent Russian music theorists studying and teaching func-

tional analysis in this over twenty-year gap between Rie-
mann’s translations into Russian and the publication of
Catoire’s textbook?

An obvious person to look at is Sergei Taneev. Accord-
ing to a recent article by Ivan Starostin (2013, 22–23), Ta-
neev was the main theoretical force at the Moscow Con-
servatory before Catoire. Taneev spent nearly thirty years
teaching music theory at the conservatory before Catoire,
becamedirector of the conservatory at twenty-five,andwas
the beloved teacher of many famous Russian composers
and theorists including Alexander Scriabin, Sergei Rach-
maninoff, Reinhold Glière, and Boleslav Yavorsky (Brown
2001). Accordingly, there are multiple Russian books and
articles dedicated to Taneev’s teaching at theMoscowCon-
servatory (Starostin 2013, 2018; Korabel’nikova 1974; Pro-
topopov 1947; Yavorsky 1987, 241–348). This admiration
of Taneev is echoed by Western scholars such as Philip
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Ewell, who writes, “Taneev, through his pedagogical activ-
ities, had a greater impact in late nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century Russia than anyone else” (2019, [3.11]).
Similarly, Gordon McQuere writes, “Taneev was at that
time the dominant music theorist in Moscow and perhaps
in all of Russia” (1983, 160n5). Furthermore, Taneev was
connected to all the earliest figures in the Russian func-
tional harmony tradition, including Rimsky, Catoire, and
Yoel Engel, the main translator of Riemann’s writings in
Russia (Boyarkina 2017).

Despite these connections,most Russian andWestern
scholars do not associate Taneev with functional analysis.
To be explored in depth later,many of the Russian scholars
who specifically study Taneev’s teaching of harmony never
mention Taneev’s teaching of function or Riemann in gen-
eral (Korabel’nikova 1974; Fedorovna 2017; Starostin 2010,
2013, 2018). Instead,most scholars focus onTaneev’s teach-
ing of counterpoint (Segall 2014; Desbruslais 2015; Lukina
2020). However, Taneev himself explicitly refers to func-
tional harmony in multiple places, including in his strict
counterpoint book, in which he writes,

In the free style the use of intervals is entirely different
from that in the strict, and varies according to the har-
monic context. At times their use is in agreement with
the strict style, at other there is more or less departure,
finally all connection with the strict style is broken, as
harmonic function takes control. (1962, 299)

Taneev’s engagementwith functional theory is further sup-
portedby references toharmonic functionbyTaneev’s close
friend, Georgy Conus, who recounts the following about
Taneev’s instruction of Scriabin: “Young Scriabin com-
posed the D-major Prelude Op. 11 in order to prove to his
current (or former) harmony teacher that the forbidden
progression of D–S is legitimate” (Mazel’ 1978, 323).

Correspondingly, there are some Russian and West-
ern scholars who connect Riemann’s harmonic ideas to Ta-
neev’s unpublished theory of unifying tonality. This theory
was developed by Taneev from 1898 to 1912, which lies be-
tween the harmony textbooks of Rimsky ([1885] 2014) and
Catoire (1924). In this theory, Taneev explicitly uses parallel
and relative relationships to extend harmonic function and
stresses the importance of subdominant- and dominant-
functionharmony in establishing tonic.As Iwill show later,
however, these references to Riemannian elements in the
secondary literature either simply note correlations (Car-
penter 1988, 442) or lack supporting evidence showing Ta-
neev’s engagementwith Riemann’s ideas (Arzamanov 1984;
Zenkin 2022, 72).

In this paper, I strengthen the minority opinion that
Taneevwas the firstmajor figure to teach elements of func-
tional analysis at the Moscow Conservatory by expand-
ing on current observations of Riemannian elements in
Taneev’s theory of unifying tonality, exploring Taneev’s

professional and theoretical connections to Rimsky and
his proto-functional ideas, and exploring Taneev’s engage-
ment with Riemann’s writings on functional harmony.
Building on Ellon Carpenter’s (1988, 442) and Fedor Arza-
manov’s (1984, 50) observations, I will show the Riemann-
like elements in Taneev’s analyses of unifying tonalities
and connect them to Taneev’s comments on the impor-
tance of tonic, subdominant, and dominant function in his
writings (Taneev 1952, 246). Next, I will establish Rimsky’s
status as a proto-functional figure in the literature (Car-
penter 1988, 577; Ewell 2020a, 61–62; Starostin 2010, 29),
Taneev’s professional relationship with Rimsky (Taneev
1952, 28–50), andhowTaneev’s teaching reflectedRimsky’s
proto-functional ideas. Finally, I will show that Taneev pos-
sessed, studied, and taught Riemann’s harmonic theories,
and Iwill showhow the key relationships inTaneev’s theory
of unifying tonality closely correlate with the modulation
tables inRiemann’sSystematischeModulationslehre alsGrund-
lage dermusikalischenFormenlehre (henceforth SystematicThe-
ory of Modulation, translated by Engel in 1898) in both con-
tent and theoretical reasoning. These new claims draw on
two sources that are not often discussed in the literature:
(1) Taneev’s diaries, which relay that he possessed many
of Riemann’s writings and attended presentations on Rie-
mann’s harmonic system by Engel (Taneev 1981, 1982, 1985),
and (2) Yavorsky’s “Reminiscences of Sergei Ivanovich Ta-
neev,” which establishes that Taneev was distinct in his ac-
ceptance of Riemann at the conservatory, both in his use
of Riemann’s textbooks and endorsement of Riemann’s in-
versional conception ofminor (Yavorsky 1987, 241–348).1 As
a result of these findings, I conclude that Taneev was the
firstmajorfigure to teach elements of functional analysis at
theMoscowConservatory and that he serves as an interme-
diary figure between the proto-functional ideas of Rimsky
and the full embrace of Riemann by Catoire.

1. Current Literature on Taneev’s
Relation to Riemann
Although they acknowledge the significance of Ta-

neev’s teaching before Catoire, the primaryWestern schol-
ars on Russian functional analysis have only explored how
Rimsky’s proto-functional theories proceeded to Catoire’s
adoption of Riemann’s ideas. As recently as 2020, Ewell
writes,

Rimsky-Korsakov’s Harmony Textbook was the first to
group together families of chords based on common-
tone relationship, which he did eight years before Rie-
mann. Catoire’s Theoretical Course of Harmony was the

1 Since all the dates in the letters and diaries are originally written
according to the Julian calendar, I have preserved the Julian calen-
dar throughout to ensure that dates referenced in the diaries and
letters correspond to the dates they were created.
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first to use the Riemannian designations T, D, and S in
conjunction with harmonic analysis. (2020a, 61–62)

This echoes earlier statements made by Carpenter:

Incipient functionalism in harmony had already
entered Russian music theory through Rimsky-
Korsakov’s textbook, and thus Russian theorists were
congenial to its acceptance. Catoire, though, was the
first Russian theorist to adapt Riemann’s approach to
a practical, pedagogical use, and to publish textbooks
based on it. (1988, 577)

Both of these scholars were well aware of Taneev’s peda-
gogy and the progression of functional harmony in Russia.
Carpenter is the main Western resource on Taneev’s the-
ory of unifying tonality (1983, 265–273), whereas Ewell re-
cently discussed Taneev’s teaching of Yavorsky (Ewell 2019,
[3.11]–[4.8]) and Yavorsky’s exposure to Riemann (Ewell
2019, [9.4]; 2020b). Despite Carpenter’s (1988) claims that
functionalism flowed from Rimsky to Catoire, she does
note that Taneev’s juxtaposition of subdominant and dom-
inant in his (soon to be explored) theory of unifying tonality
“may be related to” (442) the dualistic approaches of Moritz
Hauptmann and Riemann.2 As I suggest later, this simi-
larity is more than coincidental and likely ties to Taneev’s
study of Riemann’s functional writings.

This Rimsky–Catoire link in Western scholarship re-
flects most Russian accounts, including scholars who also
studiedTaneev’s teachingat the conservatory.For instance,
Starostin’s recent article on the history of harmonic in-
struction at the Moscow Conservatory states,

However, the general idea of theTheoreticalCourse—that
is, the functional system of classical harmony—has a
dual origin. Initially, it was adopted by Catoire (as
a methodological principle) from his St. Petersburg
teachers—Rimsky-Korsakov and Lyadov [. . .] and was
subsequently developed by taking into account Rie-
mann’s theory.3 (2010, 49)

NotonlydoesStarostin reaffirmthat the functional ideasof
Rimsky flowed to Catoire, but he goes on to state that this
is in opposition to what occurred during Taneev’s tenure:
“However, we must not forget that representatives of the
Taneev tradition (as well as Lyadov’s) chose very different
paths in creativity, scholarship, and pedagogy” (50). Ac-
cordingly, Taneev is not mentioned as a teacher of func-
tional analysis in most of the Russian writings on Taneev’s
teaching, including Lyudmila Korabel’nikova’s S.I. Taneev
at the Moscow Conservatory (1974), Leonid Sabaneev’s Re-
membrances of Taneev (2003), Protopopov’sMemories of Sergei

2 Carpenter’s comment is limited to a single sentence, and she does
not discuss Riemann again for another two chapters (1988, 520).
3 All translations throughout the paper are my own unless they
come from preexisting translations of entire works (e.g., G. Ackley
Brower’s translation of Taneev’s Convertible Counterpoint in the Strict
Style [Taneev 1962]).

Ivanovich Taneev (1947), and Starostin’s other writings (2013,
2018).

Although there are some Russian scholars that claim
a Riemannian influence on Taneev, they never substantiate
their claims by showing Taneev’s access to (or interest in)
Riemann nor any detailed correlations between Taneev’s
analyses and Riemannian theory. The boldest claim is by
Konstantin Zenkin, who states Taneev “considered himself
a Riemannian” (2022, 72). However, the entire paragraph
housing this claim lacks any citation. The closest citation
comes in the following paragraph, which cites Starostin’s
2018 article on Taneev’s teaching of harmony.4 However,
this source only mentions Taneev’s focus on the “func-
tional T, D, and S triads” and never mentions Riemann
(Starostin 2018, 6). Given Starostin’s recently mentioned
claim that the Taneev school taught differently than Rim-
sky and Catoire, it is hard to claim that Starostin’s singular
reference to T, D, and S meant to convey that Taneev em-
ployed Riemannian functional analysis—especially since
this article never mentions Riemann. The other Russian
scholar claiming a Riemannian influence is the main Rus-
sian source on Taneev’s theory of unifying tonality, Arza-
manov, who writes, “Taneev used the valuable tenets of
Riemannian functional teaching in many aspects of this
theory [of unified modulatory plans]” (1984, 50). However,
the remainder of his discussion of modulatory plans never
mentions Riemann again. Furthermore, none of Arza-
manov’s examples feature any distinctive Riemannian no-
tation (e.g., Sp or T<).More broadly, distinctive Riemannian
notation is not found in any of the other primary or sec-
ondary sources featuringTaneev’s analyses ofunifiedmod-
ulatory plans (Belyaev 1927; Carpenter 1983; 1988; Taneev
1952).

In the following sections, I plan to overturn the broad
consensus that Taneev did not incorporate Riemannian
analysis into his teaching at the Moscow Conservatory.
First, I build on previous discussions of Taneev’s theory
of unifying tonality to show how it reflects two major el-
ements of Riemannian functional analysis: (1) the impor-
tanceof both subdominant anddominant inharmonicpro-
gressions and (2) assigning chords function based on sim-
ilar pitch-class content (Lill 2024, 8–16). I then explore Ta-
neev’s connection to two of the earliest figures in the Rus-
sian functional harmony tradition: Rimsky and Riemann
(via Russian translations of the latter’s works).5

4 Zenkin inadvertently cites a different Starostin article (2010), but
the inclusive pages and content match Starostin’s 2018 article.
5 As shown by Ellen Bakulina (2020), the writers of the “Brigade”
textbook are significant figures in the later standardization of Rus-
sian Riemannian analysis. Although Starostin notes a connection
between the teaching of Taneev’s theory of modulatory plans and
the “Brigade” textbook (2013, 14), a full examination of these links is
outside the scope of this article.
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Example 1. Correlation of Beethoven’s op. 10, no. 3, III, mm. 17–25 to Taneev’s reduction.

2. Riemannian Elements in Taneev’s
Unifying Tonality
The main sources that overview Taneev’s theory of

unifying tonality are Arzamanov (1984) and Carpenter
(1983; 1988, 428–443). In turn, their explorations of Ta-
neev’s theory are primarily based on his letters to Nikolai
Amani and Alexi Stanchinsky (Taneev 1952, 219–249) and
Viktor Belyaev’s secondhand account of Taneev’s twelve-
page notebook containing his analyses of Ludwig van
Beethoven’s piano sonatas (Belyaev 1927). As the name sug-
gests, themain element of the theory is that all keys are re-
lated to a unifying tonality. In this theory, related keys are
defined as being either a diatonic triad or a commonly used
chromatic chord within that unifying key.6 These relation-
ships are primarily shown through harmonic reductions.
One of the clearest examples is his analysis of Beethoven’s
op. 10, no. 3, III,mm. 17–25 (Example 1), which reduces the
score to a four-voice chorale.7 Underneath the score, Ta-
neev lists the tonicized keys with capital and lowercase let-
ters to distinguishmajor andminor, respectively,with note
names in the Germanic system (e.g., h = B minor). Each
key is typically associated with two chords that are brack-
eted together: the first is the applied dominant and the sec-
ond is the tonicized triad.8 Belyaev describes how Taneev’s
analysis shows the unity amongst these keys: “[Example 1]
demonstrates the dominant key playing the role of a unify-
ing tonality.Herewe have the keys of Bminor, Emajor, and

6 Iwill later showhow this definition reflects Riemann’s correlation
of key relationships and extended cadences in his SystematicTheory
ofModulation, trans. Engel (1898).
7 Taneev’s reductionofBeethoven’s op. 10,no.3, III (Example 1) nor-
malizes the bass register and largely ignores the right hand.
8 The only common exception is the opening chord, which is often
the main key of the movement (as seen in Example 2).

Amajor as representatives of II, V, and I in the key of Ama-
jor, which is the dominant of themain key” (1927, 198–199).
Accordingly, B minor, E major, and A major are part of a
ii–V–I progression of the unifying tonality of A major (the
dominant of the home key of Dmajor).9

However, it is important to note that most of the
keys referenced by Taneev are not what modern scholars
would call modulations because they are often just reso-
lutions of applied dominants. Looking at the previous ex-
ample, B minor and E major occur within a falling fifths
sequence featuring their applied dominants and fall well
short of being considered strong subsidiary keys reinforced
by perfect authentic cadences. Similarly, Taneev’s analysis
of Beethoven’s op. 10, no. 3, II,mm. 34–43 features another
example of applied chords, diminished-seventh chords in
this case, resolving tomajor or minor triads (Example 2).10

The second type of example Taneev employs is a line
graph, which underscores that a modulatory plan should
tonicize both subdominant- and dominant-side keys be-
fore returning to tonic.FromTaneev’s archives,Arzamanov
shows a graph that Taneev provided to his form students as
a general outline for a modulatory plan for a development
section in a C-major sonata (Example 3).11

As Arzamanov notes, Taneev displays the unifying
tonality with a solid horizontal line in the middle and
the progression of tonicizations with a dashed line. The

9 The subsequent arrow to “D” refers to the last clause in Taneev’s
quote that A major is the dominant of Dmajor (Belyaev 1927, 202).
Taneev’s diagrams consistently use arrows to show dominant to
tonic relationships (see Belyaev 1927, exx. 5, 8, 11, 15, 16, 18, and 19.)
10 Translation of Russian in Example 2: “Unifying tonality is D mi-
nor,” and “A [major] equals the dominant of Dminor.”Note that the
use of an apostrophe instead of a hard sign (ъ) is original toBelyaev.
11 Translation of Russian in Example 3: “Tonic” is in parentheses
above “reprise,” signaling the recapitulation following this devel-
opment section.
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Example 2. Taneev’s reduction of Beethoven’s op. 10, no. 3, II, mm. 34–43 (Belyaev 1927, 198, ex. 13).

Example 3. Taneev’s generic modulatory plan for a sonata development (Arzamanov 1984, 64).

vertical placement of the given tonicizations roughly
aligns with their associated key signatures—with relatively
sharp-/dominant-side tonalities placed higher and flat-
/subdominant-side tonalities placed lower.12 Although the
middle keys are unannotated, Taneev specifies the three
major functions at the end with (s), (D), and (tonika) and
maps those designations on to their associated keys of F
major and Fminor, Gmajor, and Cmajor.

Accordingly, this graph appears to employ Riemann-
like T, D, and S symbols to refer to chords with their corre-
sponding functions and illustrates the importance of toni-
cizing subdominant- and dominant-function keys before
proceeding to tonic. This resonance with functional anal-
ysis is supported by Carpenter, who notes,

Taneev clearly depicts the interaction between the
dominant and subdominant “spheres” in the devel-
opment section, which culminates in their juxtaposi-
tion and the aspiration towards tonic. Taneev’s “dual-
istic” approachmay be related to similar approaches by
Hauptmann and Riemann. (1988, 442)

More importantly, Taneev himself highlights the impor-
tance of tonic, dominant, and subdominant function in
modulatory plans in his letter to Stanchinsky, writing,

The prepared tonality acquires the greatest stability
when it is surrounded by keys on both sides: the side
of the subdominant and the side of the dominant, just
as in a sequence of chords where the central (tonic)
chord is a triad that is preceded by its subdominant and
dominant. In this case, the prepared tonality serves the

12 I use the term “roughly” since these line graph are not very pre-
cise.For instance,his prototypical line graph for developments (Ex-
ample 3, see Arzamanov 1984, 64) features two explicit instances of
G major, but the height of the last instance is almost twice as far
from the center line as the first.

goal of the preceding movement of the harmony. [. . .]
All these harmonic functions (funktsii garmonii) intro-
duce life, unity, organic coherence, and meaning into
a composition and are inseparably connected with the
tonal system and cease to operate in its absence. (Ta-
neev 1952, 246)

Furthermore, I suggest that Taneev’s line graphs con-
sistently highlight Riemann-like functional equivalencies
through parallel and relative relationships. Taneev consis-
tently refers to parallel relationships as odnoimennogo (i.e.,
of the samename) and relative relationships as theGerman
cognate parallelnogo throughout both his letters to Amani
and Stanchinsky (Taneev 1952, 219–249) and the footnotes
of his Beethoven analyses relayed by Belyaev (1927). Look-
ing at the previous line graph (Example 3), Taneev equates
the parallel subdominant keys of Fmajor and Fminor even
though their different key signatures would suggest dif-
ferent placements on the line graph. Accordingly, parallel
keys are also placed on the same plane in his other line
graphs, such as in his analysis of the development section
in Beethoven, op. 13, I (Example 4).

Taneev also places the relative keys of E minor and G
major on the same plane in the dominant sphere, which
suggests that they both serve dominant function. In fact,
in his letter to Stanchinsky, Taneev explicitly states that E
minor is able to serve as a dominant in the key of C major
because of its relative relationship to Gmajor (Taneev 1952,
247). In this letter, Taneev comments on the tonicizations
in Stanchinsky’s Fugue no. 1:

In this instance, the first harmony [i.e., E minor] is on
the dominant side (relative to G major), whereas the
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Example 4. Taneev’s line graph of Beethoven’s op. 13, I, with added Riemannian relationships in color (Arzamanov 1984, 65).

Table 1. Key relationships in Taneev’s twelve-page notebook onmodulatory plans (Belyaev 1927) with an additional example (*) from
Arzamanov (1984, 61).13

Major Excerpts
Ex. Key RNs S&D?
2) A V IV I Yes
4) A I ♭VI I No
5) A IV ♭II V I Yes
10) E♭ v IV iv Yes
14) A ii V I IV Yes
16) D I IV vi ♭VI V Yes
19) E I IV ♭II I No
20) C ii iii Yes
21) E♭ I ii No

Minor Excerpts
Ex. Key RNs S&D?
1) Fm III i VI iv V Yes
3) Am III i v V No
6) Cm VI V Yes
7) Am III iv V Yes
8) Cm iv VI i V iv i V Yes
9) Cm iv V Yes
11) Cm III iv i No
12) Am iv III i No
13) Dm III iv V Yes
15) Dm VI iv ♭II III V Yes
17) Dm iv VI ♭II I No
18) A♭m i VI V Yes
* Gm VI iv i V Yes

other three belong to the subdominant group. (1952,
247)

My research also finds that Taneev’s requirement for
tonicizations of both subdominant and dominant seen in
the line graphs carry over to Taneev’s harmonic reductions.
Looking back, there are tonicizations of both subdominant
and dominant keys in both of the previous reductions (Ex-
amples 1 and 2) and in Taneev’s analysis of Stanchisky’s
fugue. In total, roughly 68% of Taneev’s reductions seen in
Belyaev (1927) and Arzamanov (1984, 61) feature toniciza-
tions of both subdominant and dominant keys (Table 1). In
the table below, I show all the keys tonicized in Taneev’s ex-
amples from Belyaev and Arzamanov as roman numerals
and indicate whether the example features both subdomi-
nant and dominant keys. I treat VI in minor as a subdom-
inant and iii in major as a dominant because of their re-
spectively flat and sharp key signatures. This practice fol-

13 For clarity, I only show the keys related to the overall unifying
tonality.Three examples (Belyaev’s examples 2 and 6 and the Arza-
manov example) feature Taneev’s concept of a unifying tonality of
a higher order. For more on this concept, read Carpenter (1983,
269–271), Belyaev (1927, 195–196), and Arzamanov (1984, 56–62).

lows Carpenter (1988, 442) who states that the line graphs
depict flat and sharp keys as existing in subdominant and
dominant zones, respectively.

If tonicizing both subdominant- and dominant-
function harmonies is a significant element in most
reductions, what is the significance of the other 32% of the
reductions? I suggest these remaining reductions may be
meant to illustrate the importance of function-preseving
relationships because they all feature relative, parallel, and
leittonweschel key relationships, save for example 21 (from
Table 1).14 For instance, Taneev’s analysis of Beethoven’s
op. 2, no. 2, IV, mm. 66–74 does not feature a clear
subdominant-function chord but features consecutive
relative and parallel relationships (Example 5).15

In another example, Taneev refers to the substitution of
F major for A minor in his analysis of op. 2, no. 2, IV, mm.
139–148 (Example 6)—which suggests a leittonwechsel rela-
tionship.16 Belyaev relays a footnotebyTaneevwhich states,

14 Belyaev explains that example 21 is Taneev’s example of a direct
juxtaposition of keys without a modulation (1927, 201).
15 Translation of Russian in Example 5: “The unifying tonality = the
main tonality (= Aminor).”
16 Translation of Russian in Example 6: “Exchange of dominants
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Example 5. Taneev’s reduction of Beethoven’s op. 2, no. 2, IV, mm. 66–74 (Belyaev 1927, 195, ex. 3) with annotations by the author in
color.

Example 6. Taneev’s reduction of Beethoven’s op. 2, no. 2, IV,
mm. 139–148 with added Riemannian annotations in color

(Belyaev 1927, 195, ex. 4).

“Taneev explained this as a relationship of the latter har-
mony (Fmajor)withAminor, the parallel of themain tonal-
ity” (Belyaev 1927, 195). Accordingly, F major is related to A
minor via a leittonwechsel. Because this excerpt does not ac-
tually feature the A-minor tonicization mentioned by Ta-
neev, it appears that he is suggesting an elided leittonwech-
sel-parallel relationship, in which the leittonwechsel relates F
major to the elidedAminor and theparallel relationship re-
lates the elided Aminor back to the main tonic of Amajor.

This A major–(A minor)–F major relationship is repli-
cated in a later example (Belyaev 1927, 200–201) except
in this case the progression relates subdominant-function
chords (i.e., IV–(iv)–♭II). Belyaev writes, “In Example [7],
theminor subdominant (Aminor) is replaced by VI, the key
of F major.”17 As in Example 7, there is no A-minor chord
despite Taneev mentioning a minor subdominant in this
E-major excerpt. Accordingly, this suggests another elided
leittonwechsel-parallel relationship.

In closing, Arzamanov and Carpenter are correct in
noting that some aspects of Taneev’s theory of unify-
ing tonality correlate with Riemannian relationships. My

and tonics” and “dim[inished] seventh chord.”
17 In fact, Taneev’s direct quote (preserved in Belyaev 1927, 202),
does not evenmention Fmajor,writing, “Example [7] is an example
of the juxtaposition of the major andminor subdominants.”

research builds on Carpenter’s claim that Taneev’s line
graphs depict Riemann-/Hauptmann-like juxtapositions
of dominant and subdominant spheres by showing quotes
byTaneev that refer to the importance of surrounding tonic
with subdominant and dominant keys.18 Furthermore, I
demonstrated how Taneev related chords via relative, par-
allel, and leittonwechsel relationships by highlighting these
relationships in Taneev’s line graphs and reductions.

3. Taneev’s relationship to Rimsky and
Riemann
Naturally, showing that some of Taneev’s key relation-

ships are Riemann-like is far from establishing that Ta-
neev knew of Riemann’s theories and was implementing
them in his analyses. However, it does invite an explo-
ration into any connection between Taneev and the early
figures within the Russian Riemannian tradition. In Ta-
neev’s case, he has strong connections to both Rimsky and
Riemann. In this section, I will first establish Taneev’s con-
nection to Rimsky by showing that Taneev’s teaching de-
parted from Tchaikovsky to emulate Rimsky’s dualistic fo-
cus on I, IV, and V and that Rimsky and Taneev discussed
the latter’s theory of modulatory plans. Next, I will show
that Taneev read, studied, and taught Riemannian func-
tional analysis and that Taneev’s theorymore closely corre-
sponds to Riemann’s writings than to the theories of Rim-
sky or other theorists used by Taneev at the conservatory
(Tchaikovsky 1900; Bussler 1884; Prout 1896). The goal of
this exploration is not to pinpoint exactly when Taneev
shifted away from Tchaikovsky, when he may have emu-
lated Rimsky’s pedagogy, or when he incorporated Rie-
manniananalysis. Instead, I intend to alter the current per-
spective that Rimsky’s proto-functional theory prepared
Russians for Catoire’s much later adaptation of Riemann’s
theory of harmonic function bymaking amore direct claim

18 Taneev’s reference to the similar use of dominant and subdom-
inant chords will be explored later on through Riemann’s similar
overlap of key relationships and functional cadential progressions.
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Example 7. Taneev’s reduction of Beethoven’s op. 14, no. 1, III, mm. 88–107 with added Riemannian annotations in color (Belyaev 1927,
200 ex. 19).

that the Rimsky prepared Taneev (and his students) for the
acceptance of harmonic function through his writings and
pedagogical conversations with Taneev. Then, I show that
Taneev started reading Riemann’s functional theories and
incorporating elements from Riemann’s theories into his
upper-division form class. Finally, I suggest that Taneev’s
initial teaching of harmonic function and long friendship
withCatoirepaved theway forCatoire’s full embraceofRie-
mann’s harmonic theories in his textbook. Accordingly, I
suggest that Taneev serves as a likely intermediary between
Rimsky’s proto-functional aspects and Catoire’s adoption
of Riemann that is overlooked by the vastmajority ofWest-
ern and Russian scholarship.

3.1 Rimsky

Taneevwaswell awareofRimsky’s teaching,given that
they discussed pedagogy and curriculum over letters, they
shared pedagogical materials, and Taneev visited the St.
Petersburg Conservatory to oversee exams. Rimsky’s and
Taneev’s tenures at their respective conservatories largely
overlapped, with Rimsky starting at the St. Petersburg
Conservatory in 1871 andTaneev starting inMoscow in 1878;
both ended their tenures in 1905 with each writing a letter
of support regarding the other’s departure (Taneev 1952, 47,
524).19 In addition to multiple personal letters and mutual
piece dedications,Taneev andRimsky often discussed ped-
agogy (Taneev 1952, 28–50). In fact, Taneev’s archives show
that hepossessed andannotatedRimsky’s “Programfor the
Theory of Composition” for the St. Petersburg Conserva-
tory (Korabel’nikova 1974, 104), and Taneev’s diaries show
that he purchased Rimsky’s Textbook ofHarmony for his stu-
dents (Taneev 1982, 168, 8 May 1900).20 Furthermore, Ta-

19 Rimskywas pushed out for his support of his students during the
First Russian Revolution, whereas Taneev resigned primarily due
to the firing of his colleague Georgy Conus.
20 For context, Taneev was working on counterpoint and harmony
with a student named Kolya. After the lesson, Taneev gave the stu-

neev would have witnessed the teaching at the St. Peters-
burg Conservatory firsthand when he helped oversee ex-
ams there in 1898 (Taneev 1952, 37–38).During this trip, Ta-
neev documents that he discussed his modulatory theory
with Rimsky at length on 27 April 1898, writing,

I went to Nikolai Andreevich [Rimsky-Korsakov]’s
house. [. . .]We talked all evening about forms,modula-
tions, and developments. I showed himmymodulatory
plans of Beethoven’s sonatas. (1981, 212)

So,whatwere theproto-Riemannianelements thatTa-
neev would have seen in Rimsky that deviated from prior
Russian pedagogy? Rimsky’s textbook contains two claims
that are related to functional harmony: (1) I, IV, and V gen-
erate themajor scale and (2) vi, ii, and iii are tonic, subdom-
inant, and dominant chords, respectively, based on relative
relationships. Rimsky’s first claim that I, IV, and V create
themajor scale (Rimsky [1885] 2014, 15) canbe seenasa clear
departure from previous Russian music theory because it
drew the ire of Tchaikovsky. When editing Rimsky’s text-
book, Tchaikovsky wrote, “This does not explain anything,
since the entire scale is also contained in the II, V, and VI
chords” (Tchaikovsky 1957, 232–233). As Ewell (2020a, 64)
notes, Rimsky’s idea that I, IV, and V generate the major
scale is a bedrock principle of function theory (cf.Harrison
2004, 11). Although Tchaikovsky’s textbook similarly notes
that I, IV, and V contain all the notes of the major scale, he
gives I, IV, and V special stature based on different criteria:
(1) they are the only major triads in the major scale and (2)
their keys are close to eachother on the circle of fifths (1900,
11). Regarding functional groups, Ewell shows how Rimsky
set chords into functional tonic, subdominant, and domi-
nant groups according to their common tones and relative-
key relationships (Example 8).

Despite Taneev’s continued use of Tchaikovsky’s text-
book (Starostin 2013, 17), Taneev emulated these two func-

dentmoney to buy Rimsky’s textbook and keep the change.The ad-
joining footnote by the editor confirms that it was Rimsky’s har-
mony textbook (1982, 396n94).
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Example 8. Ewell’s depiction of Rimsky’s functional
relationships between I and VI, IV and II, and V and III (Ewell

2020a, 66).

tional elements from Rimsky by (1) initially restricting stu-
dents to I, IV, and V in his teaching and (2) considering vi,
ii, and iii to have tonic, subdominant, and dominant func-
tion, respectively. Starostin conveys that Taneev’s focus on
I, IV, and V clearly departed from Tchaikovsky’s teaching,
writing,

As a student of Tchaikovsky, Taneev was guided by the
principles of his harmony textbook, but in his practi-
cal teaching he adhered to his own principles. Thus,
the initial stage of harmony training under Taneev
was associated withmastering the functional triads T–
D–S—in contrast to Tchaikovsky, who accustomed his
students to the full rangeof diatonic triads.21 (Starostin
2018, 188)

This focus on the main functional triads is supported by
Taneev’s student Yavorsky, who claims that Taneev prior-
itized I, IV, and V and considered vi as a tonic and iii as a
dominant, writing,

According to Taneev’s concepts, tonalitywas defined by
a clear juxtaposition of the first, fourth, and fifth de-
grees in all their triad and seventh-chord forms. [. . .]
The sixth degree was freely tolerated as an interruption
after the dominant or as an extension of the progres-
sion from the tonic to the subdominant; the third de-
gree was tolerated in its dominant position before the
tonic.22 (Yavorsky 1987, 269)

Naturally, there are also instances where Taneev’s
theory departs from Rimsky. Most notably, even though
Taneev and Rimsky specifically met to discuss Taneev’s
modulatory plans of Beethoven (Taneev 1981, 212), they
have distinctly different theories of key relationships.
The main point of intersection between Rimsky’s and
Taneev’s theories of modulatory plans is that they sought
to avoid abrupt modulations. However, Rimsky is more
focused on smooth paths between keys, whereas Taneev
is more focused on each key’s relationship to the unifying
key. As shown by Larisa Jackson (1996, 48–97), Rimsky
states that modulations should only occur between closely
related keys—specifically his notion of first-degree key

21 Although Tchaikovsky introduces I, IV, and V before vi, ii, and
iii in his textbook (1900, 11), Tchaikovsky’s opposition to Rimsky’s
focus on I, IV, and V reinforces Starostin’s claim that Tchaikovsky
likely presented all diatonic triads together in his teaching.
22 Yavorsky also notes that Taneev approved of Rimsky’s complex
consonance sequences (Yavorsky 1987, 269).

Example 9. Selectedmodulatory plans betweenmajor keys from
Rimsky’s Prakticheskii Uchebnik according to Jackson (1996,

69).

relationships. For Rimsky, a first-degree key relation-
ship is a major or minor triadic subset of the presiding
scale—which includes the chromatic minor subdominant
and the major dominant from Rimsky’s harmonic major
and minor scales, respectively. Therefore, to get to more
distantly related keys, onemust develop amodulatory plan
that traverses a series of closely related keys. Shown above,
Rimsky’s first example of a more distant modulation
features increasingly sharp keys, followed by a second one
featuring increasingly flat keys (Example 9). The last two
examples feature significantly more extended series of
modulations incorporating the major dominant in minor
(#11: D minor to A major) and the minor subdominant in
major (#12: B♭major to E♭minor).

In this respect, Rimsky’s modulatory plans are like
nautical maps, in which one ventures to more distant
realms through a series of intermediary destinations. In
contrast, Taneev’s theory promotes modulations that are
all related to a unifying key by being diatonic chords or
commonly used chromatic chords within that unifying
key.23 Taneev’s insistence that keys be related to the unify-
ing tonality not only set his theory apart from Rimsky but
mostof the theoristsTaneev referencedat theMoscowCon-
servatory (e.g., Tchaikovsky 1900; Bussler 1884; Prout 1896;
see Yavorsky 1987, 258–259), who all allowed for modula-
tions a tritone away.24

In summary, there are two functional aspects in Rim-
sky’s theory that correlate with documented aspects of
Taneev’s teaching: (1) focusing on I, IV, and V in a way
that contrasts with Tchaikovsky and (2) assigning differ-

23 A notable difference between Taneev and Rimsky is how closely
they consider parallel keys. Because the minor tonic is a common
chromatic chord in major, Taneev considers it a closely related key
(Carpenter 1983, 268). In contrast, Rimsky considers both I → i and
i → I to be second-degree relationships (Jackson 1996, 69–70).
24 To be clear, Taneevwas aware of howother theoristsmodulated a
tritone away and an example of him showing a tritone modulation
can be found in Starostin 2018, 187. However, Taneev’s theory of
modulatory plans certainly did not showcase tritone modulations.
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ent chords into tonic, subdominant, and dominant groups.
However, there is also clear evidence that Taneev’s the-
ory employed functional elements that go beyondRimsky’s
proto-functional theory. Kaja Lill isolates two aspects of
Riemann’s theory of harmonic function that can be used
to compare Rimsky’s and Taneev’s theories: (1) assigning
chords function based on pitch-class content and (2) as-
signing chords a particular location in a harmonic progres-
sion (Lill 2024, 9).25 In regard to the first element, Rimsky
only assigns harmonies into function groups based on rel-
ative relationships. In contrast, Taneev’s theory of modu-
latory plans also relates harmonies by parallel and leitton-
wechsel relationships (Examples 5, 6, and 7). Regarding the
second element,Rimsky does not claim that passagesmust
feature subdominant anddominantharmony for cadences.
Instead,Rimsky’s discussion of cadences primarily focuses
on the final two chords in a phrase ([1885] 2014, 33–56).
In contrast, Taneev constantly emphasizes the importance
of featuring both subdominant and dominant keys in his
modulatory plans—particularly in his line graph examples.
Looking beyond function, Taneev also deviates from Rim-
sky in terms of modulation (despite both discussing their
similarly named modulatory plans) by requiring all keys to
be closely related to a unifying tonality.

3.2 Riemann

I suggest that Taneev’s use of extended common-
tone relationships, his insistence on subdominant- and
dominant-function tonicizations, and his view of key re-
lationships reflect his broad study of Riemann’s theoreti-
cal works—particularly SystematicTheory ofModulation (Rie-
mann 1898, trans. Engel). To support this claim, I will es-
tablish that Taneev had access to many of Riemann’s writ-
ings and that he studied and taught Riemann’s harmonic
theories. I will then show that Taneev’s key relationships
closely resemble the modulation tables in Riemann’s Sys-
tematic Theory of Modulation (1898), that Taneev had access
to this work at the onset of his theory of unifying tonal-
ity, and that both Riemann and Taneev rationalize their key
relationships by referencing functional harmonic progres-
sions (i.e., cadences). Finally, I will explore the other theo-
rists Taneev references at the Moscow Conservatory to see
how their key relationships compare with Taneev’s related
keys.

As shown in his diaries, Taneev possessed many of
Riemann’s writings and he even attended meetings dedi-
cated to discussing Riemann’s harmonic theories. Accord-
ing to the editor of Taneev’s diaries (Korabel’nikova in Ta-

25 Lill also highlights voice leading, which is not a relevant element
in Taneev’s theory of modulatory plans (Lill 2024, 9–10).

neev 1981, 1982, 1985), Taneev possessed over twenty of Rie-
mann’s books (Taneev 1982, 286n175, 24 November 1901).26

Although these books are never listed in their entirety, the
diaries do mention Taneev studying Riemann’s Lehrbuch
des einfachen, doppelten und imitierenden Kontrapunkts (1888),
Katechismus der Fugenkomposition (1890a), Katechismus der
Harmonielehre (1890b), andMusik-Lexicon (1882).27 Further-
more, Taneev’s diaries reveal that he attended multiple
meetings on Riemann’s harmonic system in 1903 led by his
former student Engel (1985, 89, 101) who translated Rie-
mann’sVereinfachteHarmonielehre in late 1901 andRiemann’s
SystematicTheory ofModulation in 1898.The latter text seems
important within Taneev’s sphere of influence because it
was not only translated by Engel, but also by another of Ta-
neev’s students, Yavorsky, in 1899 (Ewell 2019, [9.4]).28

In his “Reminiscences of Sergei Ivanovich Taneev,” Ya-
vorsky confirms that Taneev taught from Riemann’s text-
books in his formclass and that Taneev acceptedRiemann’s
inversional conceptionofminor (1987,241–348).29 First,Ya-
vorsky establishes that Taneev used textbooks by Riemann
(amongst others) in some of his classes, writing,

These same considerations guided [Taneev] in his se-
lection of textbooks.He settled on the works of Bussler
andBellermann,aswell as those ofRiemannandProut,
which had already appeared during his teaching career
and sought to blaze new trails in the area of construc-
tive foundations ofmusical thought.He did not use the
textbooks of A. B. Marx, Lobe, Jadassohn, Richter, and
other theorists, widely known in Western Europe, al-
though he knew themwell.30 (Yavorsky 1987, 258–259)

Yavorsky then goes on to clarify that these authors were
used in Taneev’s counterpoint and form classes and relays
Taneev’s appraisals of each author. At first, Yavorsky es-
tablishes that Taneev preferred some theoretical aspects

26 I am currently unable to directly confirm these contents due to
travel restrictions to Russia.There appear to be no digital archives
and my attempts to directly contact the managers of the archive
have not received a reply.
27 The diary also mentions Riemann’s “Harmony” book (Taneev
1982, 102), but it is not clear whether it is Skizze einer neuenMethode
der Harmonielehre (1880), Handbuch der Harmonielehre (1887), or an-
other reference to the Katechismus der Harmonielehre (1890b). Since
it is dated 6 November 1899, it does not reference Engel’s transla-
tion of Vereinfachte Harmonielehre, which occurred in 1901.
28 Ewell notes that Yavorsky completed his translation at twenty-
two years old (2019, n. 49), suggesting a date of 1899. I assume that
Yavorsky never published this translation because Engel published
a translation of the exact same text a year earlier.
29 As mentioned by Starostin (2013, 17), Taneev’s harmony classes
continued to use Tchaikovsky’s harmony textbook.
30 An important “other theorist” would be François-Joseph Fétis,
who is repeatedlymentionedbyTaneev regardinghis theoryofuni-
fying tonality (1952, 230–231; 1962, 19). Although Fétis’s derision of
omnitonality correlates with Taneev’s theory that all keys should
be related (Fétis 2008), I do not reference Fétis further because he
never establishes a theory of closely related keys. Formore on Fétis
and Taneev, read Carpenter (1983, 266–267).
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from Ludwig Bussler and Ebenezer Prout over Riemann
because Riemann attempted to subject counterpoint and
nineteenth-century harmony to an underlying diatonic
framework:31

When selecting textbooks on strict and free styles and
forms, [Taneev] settled upon the works of Bussler,
as they afforded the greatest freedom of thought; in
the strict style, they rejected the formulaic rigidity of
“white-key” major tonality, whereas in the free style,
they gravitated toward Bach-style voice leading. Sub-
sequently, for these very same reasons, he preferred
the textbooks of Prout to the works of Riemann—who
sought to subject the strict style, the fugue,and themu-
sic of the nineteenth century alike to a rationalistic “di-
atonic” formula and claimed the primacy of meter over
rhythm.32 (Yavorsky 1987, 251)

However, this criticism of Riemann is immediately fol-
lowed by Taneev’s praise for other (unnamed) aspects of
Riemann’s theories:

Despite this rejection of these fundamental principles
of Riemann’s musical thinking, there coexisted in Ta-
neev an exceptional acknowledgment of the scholarly
valueofRiemann’sworks. In this regard, inTaneev’s es-
timation, Prout could not compete with Riemann. (Ya-
vorsky 1987, 251)

Because the earlier quote primarily focused on counter-
point, fugue, rhythm, and meter,33 I suggest the latter
part of this quote refers to Riemann’s other theoretical
contributions—namely his theories of modulation, form,
function, and dualistic harmony. In fact, Taneev’s approval
of some of Riemann’s dualistic ideas is relayed in a later
quote by Yavorsky, who writes, “[Taneev] accepted Rie-
mann’s interpretation of the minor scale as an inversion of
themajor scale and in other difficult situations relied on it”
(1987, 269–270).

Although Vereinfachte Harmonielehre is arguably Rie-
mann’s most influential harmonic text for music theory
in general, I suggest Riemann’s Systematic Theory of Modu-
lation was the most influential text for Taneev’s theory of
unifying tonality for two reasons: (1) its earlier translation
aligns with the onset of his theory of unifying tonality, and
(2) its subject matter aligns with Taneev’s upper-division

31 Rather than ascribing to a universal approach tomusic, Taneev is
associated with delineating musical styles into historical time pe-
riods (Korabel’nikova 1974, 39; Starostin 2010, 48, 54; 2013, 17; Ya-
vorsky 1987, 301).
32 Yavorsky’s framing suggests that Bussler’s textbookwas used for
the strict and free styles, whereas Prout’s and Riemann’s textbooks
were used for form.
33 Riemann’s theories on rhythm and meter were rejected by Ta-
neev’s close colleagues,Conus andCatoire—the latter ofwhichwas
otherwise one of the most notable advocates for Riemann’s theo-
ries in Russia (Carpenter 1983, 308). Conus and Catoire are two of
the most mentioned figures in Taneev’s diaries (1981, 1982, 1985).
Conus has over 300 pages worth of entries, and Catoire has 135
pages worth of entries.

formclass inwhichTaneev’s theory ofunifying tonalitywas
taught. As discussed earlier, Engel’s translation of Verein-
fachte Harmonielehre was not published until late 1901, and
Taneev only mentions studying Riemann’s harmonic the-
ories at meetings hosted by Engel in 1903. Given Taneev’s
departure from the conservatory in 1905, it leaves very lit-
tle time for Riemann’s mature harmonic concepts to be in-
corporated into his form class (Zenkin 2022, 72). In con-
trast, Riemann’s Systematic Theory of Modulation was trans-
latedbyEngel in 1898,which chronologically alignswithTa-
neev’s first mention of his analyses of modulatory plans in
Beethoven sonatas with Rimsky and the beginning of Ya-
vorsky’s time at the conservatory.This earlier text also cor-
relates with Taneev’s distinct teaching of key relationships
in his form class.34 Arzamanov specifically highlights Ta-
neev’s focus onmodulatory plans in his formclass,writing,

The theory of the tonal plan—which unifies keys—was
fully developed in Russia for the first time by the re-
markable scholar and pedagogue S. I. Taneev. By in-
corporating this theory into the curriculum formusical
forms, Taneev once again approached the subject in a
creative and innovative manner. (Arzamanov 1984, 15)

Furthermore, Yavorskymentions Taneev’s teaching of Rie-
mann’s inversional conception ofminor (seen in Riemann’s
use of “o”notation forminor, e.g., og=Cminor) and the im-
portance of T–S–D–T progressions, which are present in
this earlier text (Riemann 1898, 25). Conversely, Riemann’s
Systematic Theory of Modulation does not contain some of
Riemann’s most distinct functional designations seen in
later Vereinfachte Harmonielehre (e.g., Tp), which correlates
with the lack of this notation in Taneev’s writings. Finally,
Taneev specifically advised students to study form with
Riemann as they traveled abroad, writing, “I am advising
[Alexander Kartsev] to study free counterpoint with Glière
or [Pavel] Juon in Berlin, and thenmusical forms with Rie-
mann” (1985, 317–318, 2 May 1907).35

In Systematic Theory of Modulation, Riemann creates
modulation tables that are related to functional harmonic
progressions (i.e., Riemann’s cadences). Riemann clearly
lays out that these modulation tables are the most impor-
tant aspect of this text in the conclusion of this book, writ-
ing,

I shall limit myself merely to reiterating the signifi-
cance of the tables of key relationships (p. 195 et seq.)
and to most emphatically draw the reader’s attention
to the fact that these tables comprehensively cover ev-
erything that is musically conceivable in this regard.

34 Beyondkey relationships,Taneev’s programforhis formclass in-
cluded the study of sentences and periods, phrase expansions and
extensions, song forms,minuet and trio form, rondo form, sonata
form, and cyclic forms (Arzamanov 1984, 18).
35 In an earlier diary entry, Taneev encourages another student
(Azanchevsky) to “study theory” with Riemann while living abroad
(Taneev 1985, 106, 11 January 1904).
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Table 2. Riemann’s modulation table for Cmajor from
SystematicTheory of Modulation (1898, 196).

Table 3. Riemann’s extended cadence table from Systematic
Theory of Modulation (1898, 197).

If a student has not yet acquired sufficient fluency in
navigating all the various keys, a single glance at these
tables—or at a quickly sketched chart of keys related to
a chosenone—can,at times,proveof inestimable value.
(1898, 227–228)

After showing Arthur von Oettingen’s Tonnetz, Riemann
displays a modulation table for C major that is based on
nearby tones in the Tonnetz (Table 2).

In this table, C major (i.e., c+) is placed in the cen-
ter with the subdominant and dominant chords of F ma-
jor and G major placed on the left and right, respectively.
Above and below, Riemann places major keys a major third
away from the central major chords. Finally, many chords
feature minor-chord-producing inversions around their
(Riemannian-conceived) roots by also having the “o” symbol
to the left (e.g., oc forFminor).36 Afterpresenting this table,
Riemann almost immediately shows a similar modulation
table based on the extended cadence in Cmajor,which Rie-
mann refers to as a “somewhat different form”of the earlier
modulation table (Table 3).Theonly differences are that this
second one includes Dminor and Dmajor while excluding
E♭major.

Following Lill (2024, 8–61), I suggest that the pitch-
class relations of the first table correspond with the
cadence-based relationships in the second table. Below, I
give a table reflectingRiemann’sfirstmodulation tablewith
roman numerals (Table 4). The only addition is the mi-
nor supertonic (i.e., ii), which appears in Riemann’s ex-
tended cadence, in addition to being prominently featured
in his later writings on modulation (e.g., Katechismus der
Harmonie- undModulationslehre [1906, 184]).

36 The use of both symbols to signify two distinct chords (e.g., oc+
signifies both F minor and C major) is supported later in the text
(1898, 229), in which Riemann also writes out both the minor and
major chords in prose.

These keys in Riemann’s modulation tables are far
closer to Taneev’s related keys than they are to the sys-
tems of key relationships seen in the other theorists Ta-
neev referencedat the conservatory.AlthoughTaneevnever
lists the entirety of his closely related keys, he did fea-
ture many key relationships in his analyses that are subse-
quently confirmed by Yavorsky. Table 5 shows all the toni-
cizationswithin amajor key in Taneev’s analyseswith their
number of instances below.

Although the parallel minor tonic is never featured as
a tonicization, Taneev claims that the parallel minor tonic
commonly substitutes for the main major tonality (Exam-
ple 10).37 For example, Taneev’s analysis of Beethoven’s op.
2,no. 3, IV inCmajor showsCminor serving as the unifying
tonality for mm. 143–167 (shown at the bottom of the score
with “C-moll”), which is explicitly stated by Taneev accord-
ing to adjoining footnote relayed by Belyaev (1927, 197). Ac-
cordingly, every tonicization in this section is diatonically
related toCminor (the parallel of themain key of themove-
ment, C major) except for the common appearance of the
major dominant at the end.38

From these analyses, we can produce Table 6a, a list of
related keys seen in Taneev’s analyses, which closely cor-
respond to Yavorsky’s recollection of Taneev’s related keys
(Table 6b). To show how these keys relate to Riemann’s
closely related keys, I have preserved the progression of
chords seen inTable 4 (withmissing chordsdenotedby “x”).

Theonly difference is that Yavorsky also adds in III and
♭III (also seen in Riemann, Table 4 above) as well as ♯v (en-
harmonic parallel of ♭VI). Furthermore, Yavorsky empha-
sizes that “Taneev was especially fond of major on the low-
ered second degree (in C major: D♭)” (Yavorsky 1987, 269).
This inclusionof ♭II sets Taneev apart fromevery other con-
temporary writer he references on key relations—except
Riemann. As seen below, the other writers on key relation-
ships Taneev referenced at the Moscow Conservatory both
avoid ♭II and feature far less overlap with Taneev than Ta-
neev does with Riemann (Table 7).39

Having discussed Rimsky’s key relationships earlier, I
will only discuss thenature ofTchaikovsky’s andProut’s key
relationships here. Although Tchaikovsky spends most of
his time discussing closely related triads, he does mention
that the “normal course” for modulations was based on the

37 Translation of Russian in Example 10: “Unifying tonality: C mi-
nor,” and “G (=the dominant [of C]minor).”AsCarpenter (1983, 268)
notes, the parallel tonic is themost common unifying tonality out-
side of the main tonic.
38 Cmajor returns at the beginning of the refrain inm. 181,which is
shown in Taneev’s example with an arrow pointing to Cmajor (i.e.,
capital “C”).
39 As described earlier, these figures often allowed for distantmod-
ulations up to a tritone away. Accordingly, this example shows each
figure’s related keys, not which keys are allowed for modulation.
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Table 4. Riemann’s keys from his modulation tables.

I i ii ♭II iii III ♭III IV iv V vi VI ♭VI VII

Table 5. Tabulation of key relationship in Taneev’s twelve-page notebook onmodulatory plans (Belyaev 1927).

RNs I ii ♭II iii IV iv V ♭VI vi ♭III & i
Instances 12 6 1 5 7 2 5 2 1 0

Example 10. Taneev’s reduction of Beethoven’s op. 2, no. 3, IV, mm. 143–167 (Belyaev 1927, 197, ex. 8).

Table 6a. Modulations featured in Taneev’s analyses of Beethoven for major (Belyaev 1927).

I i ii ♭II iii x x IV iv V vi x ♭VI x

Table 6b. Taneev’s related keys for major according to Yavorsky (1987, 269).

I i ii ♭II iii III ♭III IV iv V vi х ♭VI х
(♯v)

Table 7a. Tchaikovsky’s and Prout’s related and nearly related keys for major (Tchaikovsky 1900, 11; Prout 1896, 38).

I x ii x iii x x IV x V vi x x x

Table 7b. Rimsky’s first-degree relations for major ([1885] 2014, 69).

I x ii x iii x x IV iv V vi x x x

circle offifths (1900,68),which I realize as the keys aperfect
fifth above and below tonic and their relative keys.40 Prout
alternatively bases his key relationships on intervallic rela-
tionships in which IV and V are closest because “their ton-
ics form perfect consonances with [I],” whereas vi, ii, and
iii are nearly related because they are relative keys of I, IV,
and V (1896, 38).41

40 My reading reflects Tchaikovsky’s opening exploration of the es-
sential major triads (I, IV, V) and their relative chords (vi, ii, iii),
which Tchaikovsky also relates to the circle of fifths (1900, 11).
41 Adding in Prout’s second-degree relationships brings it much
closer to Taneev and Riemann by adding in III, ♭III, iv, VI, and ♭VI
(Prout 1896, 38–39). Accordingly, there would not have been much
conflict in Taneev’s utilization of both Prout and Riemann. Prout

Not only do Taneev’s key relations closely match those
in Riemann’s modulation tables, but both figures also sim-
ilarly assign these keys subdominant, tonic, and dominant
function. Because of their key signatures, Taneev’s theory
would designate the diatonic keys of IV and ii as subdomi-
nant, I and vi as tonic, andV and iii as dominant. Similarly,
Riemann assigns F major and D minor as subdominant, C
major and A minor as tonic, and G major and E minor as
dominant in his modulation table and extended cadence
for C major (Tables 2 and 3).42 This correlation continues
to their functional designations of chromatic keys. As seen

also similarly advised against distant modulations like Taneev de-
spite showing tritone modulations (1896, 51).
42 In Riemann’s laterwriting on key relationships inKatechismus der
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in Examples 6 and 7, Taneev shows examples where major
triads can be substituted with major triads a major third
below—specifically F major in A major.43 Tonic is substi-
tuted with ♭VI in Example 6, whereas subdominant is sub-
stitutedwith ♭II in Example 7. Similarly, Table 2 shows that
Riemann places ♭VI and ♭II respectively in the tonic and
subdominant columns of his modulation table for C major
(i.e., as+ and des+).The only functional deviation between
Riemann’s modulation table and Taneev’s analyses is that
Riemann’s table shows F minor and C minor (i.e., oc and
og) as being in the tonic and dominant columns, whereas
Taneev’s exampleswould assign these chords subdominant
and tonic function because of their parallel relationship (cf.
Examples 3 and 4).44

Looking at broader theoretical relationships, both fig-
ures similarly correlate key relationships with functional
chord progressions (i.e., cadences). In his letter to Amani,
Taneev states that the key relationships for C major are
based on “cadences” (i.e., functional cadential progres-
sions), writing,

In other words, what brings connection to the keys to
which we modulate? Just as a key brings connection
and unity to a series of chords belonging to it, so can a
series of keys can be united by a key of a higher order.
Let us call such a key a unifying tonality.

For example, in a cadence inCmajor, if wemakemodu-
lations in a key corresponding to its individual chords,
then these keys will preserve the same connection
among themselves as the chords of the cadence had,
and their unifying tonality will be C major. (Taneev
1952, 226)

This resembles Riemann’s connection of the keys re-
lated within his modulation table (Table 2) to the chords
within the extended cadence in C major (Table 3). In
addition, Taneev similarly uses the term “cadence” to
refer to an extended harmonic progression, rather than

Harmonie- und Modulationslehre (1906, 184), he features a different
set of diatonic relationships in which they can have multiple func-
tions (e.g., vi could be either Tp or S<).
43 Taneev’s preserved commentary on this example (from Belyaev
1927, 202) draws specific attention to F major being a major third
below tonic, writing, “In example [6], there is a modulation to the
major key that lays a major third lower, which can be explained as
the harmonic desire of the unifying tonality to be like the parallel
minor [i.e., A minor].”
44 As shown in Table 6, there are no examples of Taneev discussing
the functional associations of the other keys shown in Riemann’s
modulation table for Cmajor (i.e., III, ♭III, (♮)VI, and (♮)VII).

a two-chord closing harmonic formula. This contrasts
with Tchaikovsky, who typically refers to “cadence” as
a two-chord closing formula, although Tchaikovsky
also refers to a prototypically four-chord “extended
cadence” (rasprostranennoy kadentsiyey) that also goes
tonic–subdominant–dominant–tonic (1900, 57).

Furthermore, this interrelation of functional caden-
tial progressions and modulation can be seen in both Ta-
neev’s and Riemann’s views on form. As mentioned ear-
lier, Taneev taught his theory of unifying tonality in his
upper-division form class (Zenkin 2022, 72). Accordingly,
each of Taneev’s line graphs depicts a development sec-
tion in a Beethoven sonata ending with a S–D–T progres-
sion of keys (Examples 3 and 4; see more line graphs in
Arzamanov 1984, 65). Similarly, Riemann connected mod-
ulations and functional cadential progressions with form.
The connection of modulation and form is given in the
full title of his work: Systematic Theory of Modulation as the
Basis of a Theory of Musical Forms (1898). Early in the text,
Riemann identifies the two factors that combine to cre-
ate form: “These two factors—the harmonic construction
of cadences and rhythmic symmetry—together constitute
what is known in music as ‘form”’ (Riemann 1898, 8). De-
spite mentioning rhythmic symmetry, however, Riemann
primarily focuses on the formation of cadences (i.e., T–
S–D–T; chap. 1–3) and modulation techniques (chap. 4–7)
with only one subsection devoted to rhythm (sec. 19). Ac-
cordingly, Riemann almost exclusively discusses the har-
monic construction of phrases (i.e., microform) and key
relationships—thus avoiding anymeaningful discussion of
small or large forms. Similarly, all of Taneev’s harmonic re-
ductions focus on the harmonic relationship between keys
in phrases.

Conclusion
Despite the widespread consensus that Russian func-

tional theory flowed from Rimsky’s proto-functional the-
ories to a full embrace of Riemannian functional analysis
by Catoire, I showed that Taneev was teaching elements of
functional harmony at the Moscow Conservatory decades
before Catoire and that he was well aquainted with the
writings of both Rimsky and Riemann. To show this, I first
built on the observations of Arzamanov (1984) and Carpen-
ter (1983, 1988) that highlight Riemann-like juxtapostions
of subdominant and dominant harmonies and function-
preserving key relationships in Taneev’s theory of unifying
tonality. Next, I showed how Taneev’s theory connects to
the proto-functional aspects of Rimsky’s writings by show-
ing that Taneev frequently discussed pedagogy and cur-
riculumwithRimsky and emulated his focus on I, IV, andV
in a distinct departure from Tchaikovsky. Finally, I showed
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that Taneev read Riemann’s functional writings and taught
Riemann’s functional ideas inhis classes,and I isolated cor-
respondences between Taneev’s theory of unifying tonal-
ity and Riemann’s Systematic Theory of Modulation involving
both content and theoretical reasoning. These new find-
ings partially came from referencing two sources that are
not often discussed in the literature: (1) Taneev’s diaries,
which show that Taneev possessed and studied Riemann’s
harmonic theories, and (2) Yavorsky’s “Reminiscences of
Sergei Ivanovich Taneev,” which states that Taneev taught
Riemann’s theories and that Taneev accepted some of Rie-
mann’s harmonic ideas.

Accordingly, I show how Taneev can be seen as an im-
portant figure between the proto-functional elements of
Rimsky andCatoire’s later adoption of Riemann. Following
Carpenter (1988, 577), I find that Rimsky opened Russians
up to the idea of functional relationships which were sub-
sequently implemented by Catoire through his adoption of
Riemann.Myresearch simplyadds thatTaneev servedasan
important intermediary between these two figures by be-
ing the first to introduce Riemann’s functional ideas into
the Moscow Conservatory. Noting Taneev’s role in intro-
ducing Riemann to the Moscow Conservatory does little
to diminish Catoire’s significance because Taneev’s use of
Riemann appears to be more limited and less focused than
Catoire’s.That is, Taneev referenced a wide variety of well-
known scholars throughout Europe and Russia, including
Tchaikovsky,Rimsky, François-Joseph Fétis, Prout,Bussler,
Heinrich Bellermann, A. B. Marx, Johann Lobe, Salomon
Jadassohn,Ernst Richter, and others—including Riemann.
In contrast, Catoire served an important role in elevating
Riemannian functional analysis by primarily focusing on
adapting Riemann’s functional ideas. In short, Taneev was
more focused on combining Riemann’s ideas with other
contemporary theories (including his own) than prioritiz-
ing Riemannian functional analysis.

I hope this research spurs further study into Taneev’s
theory and its impact on his students. As mentioned by
Arzamanov, the Tchaikovsky State Memorial Music Mu-
seum inKlin containsmany additional line graphsmade by
Taneev that may shed new light on his theory (Arzamanov
1984, 65). In addition, many famous composers who stud-
ied with Taneev have not been examined through his the-
ory of unifying tonality, including Scriabin, Rachmaninoff,
Nikolai Medtner, and Glière. In particular, Scriabin would
be an ideal case study because it is already documented
that he applied Taneev’s theory to his personal study of
Beethoven’s sonatas (Belyaev 1927, 203).

In closing, the arrival ofRiemannian functional theory
in Russia is consistently viewed as one of the most signif-
icant moments in Russian music theory (Boyarkina 2017;
Carpenter 1983; Ewell 2020a; Starostin 2010, 2013). De-
spite previous scholars stating that Riemann’s ideas were

not prevalent until Catoire’s Riemann-based textbook in
1924, I have suggested that aspects of Riemann’s theory
were present over twenty years earlier through the teaching
of Taneev. This raises multiple questions regarding what
happened during this over twenty-year gap between Ta-
neev’s teaching of Riemann and Catoire’s textbook. Did
Riemann’s ideas impact the theories of Taneev’s theory stu-
dents such as Yavorsky? Did Taneev’s use of Riemann in
the teaching of form continue after he left the conserva-
tory in 1905? Did Taneev andCatoire’s constantmeetings—
which lasted from the onset of Taneev’s theory of unifying
tonality until Taneev’s death—impact Taneev’s teaching
or Catoire’s later adoption of Riemann?45 These questions
must wait for another study. What is clear is that Taneev’s
impact on Russianmusic pedagogy goes beyond hismuch-
discussed teaching of counterpoint. Starostin states that
Taneev’s teaching elicited high praise for not only counter-
point,but for harmony and formaswell (Starostin 2013, 17).
This study shows that Taneev’s practice of reading a wide
variety of scholars to develop novel approaches tomusic in-
struction is not limited to counterpoint. Taneev was study-
ing and teaching themost recent theories on harmony and
form from throughout Russia and Europe—introducing
the momentous theories of Riemann in the process.
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