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also identifies the constant features of that conception. Helfert conceived of a music museum
(“musical archive™) as a basic institution facilitating work on musical historiography, meaning the
compiling, cataloguing, and protecting of musical artefacts (especially two-dimensional artefacts),
and their presentation of to the expert community.
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Rieger’s and Nejedly’s conception of a musical archive

If we look for the roots of musical museology in the Czech lands, we primarily find, apart
from other less important phenomena, two figures associated with the development of the
National Museum: Frantisek Palacky and Frantisek Ladislav Rieger. We find the first more
comprehensive and coherent conception of musical museology, its purpose, subject matter,
and methods with two of the founders of modern Czech musical historiography, Zdenék
Nejedly and Vladimir Helfert. Rieger, Nejedly, and Helfert — in that order — formulated the
conception of a Czech musical archive. We shall begin with a brief outline of the approaches
of the first two, then we will focus on Helfert’s conception.

We should briefly remind the reader that there was already a plan for establishing
collections of a musical character in the conceptual proposal for the activities of the Patriotic
Museum Society; the beginnings of Czech musical museology can therefore be dated to the
period immediately after 1818, when the Patriotic Museum in Bohemia, the predecessor of
the National Museum, was established. The music collections were to be a component of
the art, industry, and technical production collections. The collection ‘of music (harmony)”
was firstly to contain ‘@ collection of patriotic musical works, both manuscript and printed,
with a permanent emphasis on the Slavic nationalities”, and secondly ‘a collection of musical
instruments that are peculiar to the Slavs”! The necessity of collecting musical works — in the

1) HANUS, Josef: Ndrodni museum a nase obrozeni. Kn. 2, ZaloZeni Vlasteneckého musea v Cechdch a jeho vyvoj do
konce doby Sternberkovy (1818-1841) (The National Museum and Our Revival. Book 2, Founding of the Patriotic
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context of the field known as archaeology — had already been declared by Frantisek Palacky
in his treatise O ricelich viastenského museum v Cechdch (On the Purposes of the Patriotic
Museum, 1841), a text that served as the basis for planning the museum’s development.?

The Patriotic Museum did, in fact, compile artefacts of musical culture, but rather randomly
and unsystematically. There was a clear lack of a conceptual programme as well as of funds
for purchasing artefacts — in this regard, the museum had to rely mostly on donations® that
came to the museum ‘driven by the same motivations as the donors of literary artefacts: for the
preservation of documentation of the nation’s artistic maturity for the future”.* The artefacts of
musical culture that were coming to the museum were both written documents and three-
dimensional objects; by the end of the nineteenth century, a large quantity of items had been
accumulated, and some of them were particularly valuable.> As has been said, however, the
activities fostering the growth of the collection were not systematic, and there was not yet
a separate music department. While the written artefacts (printed and manuscript music, books
on musical topics, librettos, correspondence, and other documentary materials) were kept in the
museum library,* the three-dimensional objects (mostly musical instruments along with various
trophies and iconographical sources — paintings and busts) were sent to the archaeological and
ethnographical collections. This state of affairs prevailed for about a hundred years.

Around the middle of the nineteenth century, the collection of musical artefacts had
grown and acquired such supranational and supraregional importance that Frantisek
Ladislav Rieger proposed the establishing of an independent museum department that
would exclusively document Czech musical culture. This gave rise to the first relatively
systematic and extensive plan for the institutionalisation of a Czech musical archive. In 1854
Rieger published the plan in the journal Lumir under the title Slovo o zalozeni ndrodniho
hudebniho archivu v Cechdch (A Word on the Founding of a National Musical Archive in

Museum in Bohemia and its development through the end of the Sternberk era — 1818-1841), National
Museum, Praha 1923, pp. 90-91.

2) AXMAN, Emil: Hudebni oddéleni (The Music Department), in: Narodni museum 1818-1948 (National
Museum 1818-1948), National Museum, Praha 1949, p. 63.

3) VOJTESKOVA, Jana: Ceské muzeum hudby 200 let po zaloZeni Ndrodniho muzea (The Czech Museum of Music
200 years after the founding of the National Museum), Harmonie, 2018, no. 1, p. 43.

4) BURIAN, Miroslav: Historické védy v Ndrodnim muzeu (The Historical Sciences at the National Museum),
in: 150 let Narodniho muzea v Praze (150 Years of the National Museum in Prague), Orbis, Praha 1968, p. 29.
5) For a basic overview of this period, cf. in particular STEFANCOVA, Dagmar: Ceské muzeum hudby, in: Velka
kniha o Narodnim muzeu, ed. Karel Sklendr, Narodni muzeum, Praha 2016, pp. 185-197. There is also an
English language version of this text: STEFANCOVA, Dagmar: Czech Museum of Music, in: The Great Book of the
National Museum, ed. Karel Sklenar, National Museum, Prague 2016, pp. 191-206. Also see CIZEK, Bohuslav
— FOJTIKOVA, Jana — HALLOVA, Markéta — MOJZISOVA, Olga — STLOUKAL, Milan — TAUEROVA, Jarmila:
Muzeum ceské hudby, historie a sbirky (The Museum of Czech Music, Its History, and Collections), National
Museum, Praha 1999. There are English and German versions of this book as well. Also see KABELKOVA,
Markéta — PAULOVA, Eva: Pocdtky samostatného hudebniho oddéleni Ndrodniho muzea (The Beginnings of the
Independent Music Department of the National Museum), Casopis Narodniho muzea (Journal of the National
Museum). Rada historicka (History Series), vol. 186, 2017, nos. 3-4, pp. 3—-24.

6) Cf. VRCHOTKA, Jaroslav: D¢jiny Knihovny Ndrodniho muzea v Praze: 1818-1892 (History of the Library of the
National Museum in Prague: 1818-1892), Stdtni pedagogické nakladatelstvi (State Pedagogical Publishing),
Praha 1967.
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Bohemia). Rieger asserted that the founding and operation of the archive that would collect
‘anything and everything of quality and lasting value that Czech musicianship has produced”
should be under management of the museum, making reference to both the original and the
newer bylaws of the museum society. To be more precise, this was supposed to be a special
department of the museum library that would accumulate all Czech musical printed matter
and manuscripts, meaning both music and studies on music theory. Those things were
still scattered “to the four corners of the earth in church, orchestra, and theatre libraries;
we know nothing about this — we have neglected it”. According to Rieger, it was above all
necessary to compile systematically the works of the Czech masters of the past and present.
He dates the highpoint of the existing development of Czech music to the middle of the
eighteenth century (before the appearance of Smetana!), represented by such composers as
Cernohorsky, Seeger, Benda, Gluck, Brixi, Myslivec¢ek, Gassmann, and Kozeluh. Importantly,
Rieger conceives the Czech identity of the musical artefacts and of the archive in a territorial
rather than an ethnic sense. The planned archive was therefore to bring in all works that
were connected in some significant way with the Kingdom of Bohemia or were written by
composers who had prominent careers there, such as C. W. Gluck. Of course, the purpose of
the entire undertaking was primarily to ensure that the field of human endeavour in which
the Czech nation excelled (and excels) above other nations (i.e. music) would bring deserved
fame to the Czechs and their homeland. Rieger’s understanding of the Czech nation, at least
implicitly (the article dates from the period of absolutism under the interior minister Baron
Alexander von Bach), is more along the lines of belonging to the Czech homeland; he defines
Czech composers as those who are Czech whether “by their homeland or birth’ The use of
musical artefacts to ensure the glory of the Czech nation was not to have been accomplished
principally by their display in a museum, of course, but rather by the facilitation of their
performance: they were not to serve primarily for scholarship, but instead for artistic
purposes. Having defined his purposes, Rieger presents a list of the main composers on
whom attention should focus, with concise information about their works.”

The establishment of what was called the “Music Staft” at the Museum of the Kingdom of
Bohemia in 1873, which was created by the Museum Society at Rieger’s initiative® and was
largely to have been the realisation of his plan, was far from representing a strong a stimulus
for musical museology as it might seem. And this was true in spite of the fact that the staff
members included such figures as the founder of Czech musicology Otakar Hostinsky, the
leading music critic and concert organiser Ludevit Prochdzka, the influential music theorist
and professor at the Prague Conservatoire Frantisek Zdenék Skuhersky, and the composer

7) RIEGER, Fr{antisek] Ladislav: Slovo o zalozeni ndrodniho hudebniho archivu v Cechdch (A Word about the
Founding of the National Musical Archive in Bohemia), Lumit, vol. 4, 1854, no. 27, pp. 639-644; no. 28,
pp. 660-664; no. 29, pp. 691-693; no. 30, pp. 709-716. Among the few existing overviews of Czech musical
museology, this text has been completely disregarded.

8) BURIAN, Miroslav: Historické védy v Ndrodnim muzeu (The Historical Sciences at the National Museum),
in: 150 let Narodniho muzea v Praze (150 Years of the National Museum in Prague), Orbis, Praha 1968, p. 29.
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Josef Drahorad.” And it was also the case
in spite of the well conceived programme,
the goal of which was “to arrange the music
held at the National Museum systematically
in a special department as a music archive,
to compile an inventory that covers all of the
compositions and writings of Czech musicians
and musical authors with information
about where their works are located, and
also, of course, to further expand the music
collection”®

Zdenék Nejedly — who was employed at
the Museum of the Kingdom of Bohemia
as a young man" and who later involved
himself vigorously in fostering the museum
preservation of Smetanas legacy”? -
published an essay in 1907 in which he
formulated the requirements for creating

a modern Czech musical archive. By the

term “musical archive) Nejedly meant

a systematically assembled and organically RGN

e %3 o
e
proportioned collection of musical notation
and of other musicology sources, invoking Zdenék Nejedly (1878-1962)
. , . . Photograph, Josef Mula¢, Prague, 1909 /
Riegers old but still unrealised plan. Fotografie, Josef Mula¢, Praha, 1909
Nejedly’s view of the Czech character of the Masaryk Institute and Archives ot the CAS,
hive differed fi Ri ) ioht Zdenék Nejedly’s fond, photographs, no. 63b-F2
archive diflered Irom RIEGErs, as one MIght —/ n1asarykiiv tstav a Archiv AV CR, fond Zdenék
expect; the difference in their conception Nejedly, fotografie, ¢. 63b-F2
actually corresponds to a great extent to the
development of Czech nationalism during the latter half of the nineteenth century. According
to Nejedly, the Czech-German question did not play an important role until the 1860s, but
after that the music of the Czech lands was clearly divided into Czech and German camps.
Simply put, Czech musical archives should therefore collect music from the first half of the
nineteenth century in a more universal manner (including cases such as “Czechs abroad”

and ‘foreigners in this country”), but newer sources should undergo a stricter selection on the

9) Nejedly explains the lack of success of this undertaking as follows: “It was a period when Czech music
was flourishing, when the present was too powerfully vital for one to be devoting appropriate attention to
old Czech music that was already dead by then.” — NEJEDLY, Zdengk: Cesky hudebni archiv (Czech Musical
Archive), Ceskd revue, vol. 1,1907, no. 1, p. 16 (hereinafter NE]EDLY).

10) Ibid., p. 30.

11) He began working there in 1899 as an archives clerk.

12) MALY, Miloslav: Smetanovskd muzeologie (Smetana Museology), Opus musicum, vol. 14, 1982, no. 4,
pp. 127-128, VII.
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basis of the nationality of the author. Nejedly — an admirer of Mahler’s music! — expressed
this tersely: “Rieger still counts Gluck among the Czech composers, while we now calmly leave
Mabhler to the Germans” Nejedly also deals with the question of how to build up the music
archives (emphasising the need to make copies from foreign libraries),” and especially with the
question of how it would operate: it was primarily to be scholarly, and not artistic as Rieger had
envisioned. According to Nejedly, the building up of music archives is a necessary condition
for the development of Czech musicology and for musical historiography of the 16™ through
the 19" centuries in particular — still a very young field at the time."* ‘It is hard to calculate
what all Czech musicology would gain from the archive,” writes Nejedly, ‘the word that would
best describe it is everything.” The musical archive was also to become an institution for the
upbringing of musicologists of the younger generation and a centre for the development of the
whole field, representing for the Czech nation ‘an eternal gain, but also a moral one’, because
“for the entire field of Czech literature it would correct that superficiality, which is not to its
credit”. In Nejedly’s judgment, however, the two public libraries with the largest quantity of
musical material at their disposal — the university and museum libraries — could hardly serve
as the foundation for such musical archive. What did seem ideal to him along these lines was
the private collection of Ondiej Hornik."

Nejedly’s efforts to create a modern Czech musical archive were not unique at the time;
debates over musical museology had already been taking place here before and immediately
after the First World War."® It was not until the period of the First Republic that the Czech
lands became the real hotbed of more narrowly focused musical museological thinking (on
a Europe-wide scale). In this regard, Vladimir Helfert (1886-1945), the second of the main
figures involved with the birth of modern Czech musicology, was a pioneer.

Helfert’s conception of a musical archive

We should begin by reviewing atleast the basic facts about Helfert’s work in the area of musical
museology. Soon after his arrival in Brno in the summer of 1919, he initiated, together with
his brother Jaroslav, the establishment of the Musical Archive” as an independent institution

13) “One cannot say precisely how [...] music should be collected; it depends upon the circumstances. It is,
however, certain that copies from foreign libraries will play a very important role. [...] Directing the research
of foreign libraries shall be the chief and most important task of the capable administrator of these future
archives.” See NEJEDLY, op. cit. in footnote no. 9, p. 17.

14) Nejedly was appointed as a private lecturer on musicology in 1905, and this meant the de iure and to
a considerable extent the de facto establishment of Czech musicology as a field of university study.

15) See NEJEDLY, op. cit. in footnote no. 9, pp. 16-20.

16) See e.g. HULKA, Karel: O nasich povinnostech k ceské starsi hudbé (On Our Duties to Older Czech Music),
Hudebni matice Umélecké besedy (Music Publisher of the Artists’ Association), Praha 1908; NEBUSKA,
Otakar: Na zdchranu hudebnich pamdtek (For the Rescuing of Musical Artefacts), Hudebni revue, vol. 2, 1909,
no. 6, pp. 314-317; SILHAN, Antonin: Prazské hudebni knihovny (Prague’s Music Libraries), Pfitomnost (The
Present), vol. 10, 1912, pp. 6-7; CMIRAL, Adolf: Cs. hudebni museum (Czechoslovak Music Museum), Cesta
(The Path), vol. 1, 1918-1919, no. 30, pp. 829-831, 857-858.

17) K. R. [RACEK, Jan]: Organisdtor moravského musejnictvi (Organiser of Moravian Museology), Rozkvét
(Blossom), 1933, no. 39, p. 2. It seems that the Helfert brothers were genetically predisposed for museology:
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of the Moravian Museum (MZM)."® The Archive was established ‘as a result of the organised
protection of musical artefacts in the country”,” and it gradually developed into the present-
day ODH MZM.* The administrative authority in charge of the Musical Archive was the
Council, which consisted of conservators of musical artefacts appointed by the Ministry of
Education and National Culture (MSANO). Under Helfert’s leadership, the Council strove
to ‘establish the first exclusively scientifically conceived music archive in Czechoslovakia”*
The creation of this institution overlaps almost perfectly with the creation of the musicology
department at the university in Brno, which Helfert also founded (during the period of Nazi
occupation, after the universities were shut down, the Musical Archive became the only
research centre of Helfert’s school of musicology).

Helfert was the head of the Archive until 1929, when his pupil Jan Racek took over. Soon
after 1922, however, the Archive was de facto under the administration of Helfert’s pupil
Karel Vetterl, and Helferts ‘direct share [...] in the activities of the Archive was gradually
limited in the course of the 1920s”** Still, Helfert systematically organised the activities of the
Musical Archive on a theoretical basis, which he formulated in numerous texts. According

to Pivoda, “it was primarily thanks to” Helfert's “innovative concepts [...] that in the course

already their grandfather Josef Alexander Helfert, an historian, was deeply involved with the preservation
of artefacts. POLEDNAK, Ivan: Helfert, Viadimir [online], in: Cesky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci (Czech
Musical Encyclopaedia of Persons and Institutions) [accessed 7. July 2019]. See WWW: http://www.
ceskyhudebnislovnik.cz/slovnik/index.php?option=com_mdictionary&task=record.record_detail&id=3343
18) As late as 1921 Helfert’s brother Jaroslav was writing about the Musical Archive in an article about the
orientation of the MZM under his leadership not as a fixed organisational unit, but rather as a relative of
institutes or an undertaking dealing with “work on preservation in the field of musical artefacts”. - HELFERT,
Jaroslav: Na nové drdhy: Ndstin minulosti a tikolii zemského muzea moravskeho v Brné (Onto New Paths: A sketch
of the past and of tasks of the Moravian Museum in Brno), Véstnik moravského musea zemského v Brné
(Bulletin of the Moravian Museum in Brno), vol. 1, 1921, no. 4, pp. 53-61.

19) HELFERT, Vladimir — VETTERL, Karel — USAK, Jaroslav: Katalog vystavky Hudebniho archivu Zemského
musea v Brné (Catalogue of an Exhibition of the Musical Archive of the Museum in Brno), Moravské zemské
museum (Moravian Museum), Brno 1930, p. [5] (hereinafter HELFERT — VETTERL — USAK).

20) For a description of the circumstances of the establishing of the Musical Archive and of Helfert’s role
in the process, see PIVODA, Ondrej: Vladimir Helfert, zakladatel Hudebniho archivu Moravského zemského
muzea (Vladimir Helfert, Founder of the Musical Archive of the Moravian Museum), Musicologica Brunensia,
vol. 51, 2016, no. 2, pp. 127-137 (hereinafter PIVODA). For a basic overview of the history of the ODH MZM
see in particular STRAKOVA, Theodora: Hudebné historické oddéleni Moravského musea v Brmé (The Music
History Department of the Moravian Museum in Brno), in: Ceskoslovensky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci
(Czechoslovak Musical Encyclopaedia of Persons and Institutions), vol. 1., Statni hudebni vydavatelstvi
(State Music Publishing), Praha 1963, p. 505; Moravske zemské muzeum: s ictou k prdci prikopniki, s diky jejich
pokracovateliim (The Moravian Museum: With Respect for Its Pioneers and Thanks to Their Successors), ed.
Rizena Gregorova, Moravské zemské muzeum (Moravian Museum), Brno 2015, pp. 297-316; BRODESSER,
Slavomir — BRECKA, Jan — MIKULKA, Jifi: K pozndni a sldvé zems... De¢jiny Moravského zemského muzea
(Towards the Recognition and Glory of the Country... History of the Moravian Museum), Moravské zemské
muzeum (Moravian Museum), Brno 2002. Also see e.g. ZAHRADKA, Jiti: 201 let Moravského zemského muzea
a 99 let jeho hudebniho oddéleni (201 Years of the Moravian Museum and 99 Years of Its Music Department),
Harmonie, 2018, no. 1, pp. 20-21.

21) According to Pivoda, the Musical Archive presented itself as “an institution with purely scholarly tasks”,
and it defined itself this way “vis-a-vis institutions that primarily served educational purposes, i.e. in particular
vis-a-vis the musical archives at the conservatoires”. — PIVODA, op. cit. in footnote no. 20, pp. 132-133.

22) PIVODA, op. cit. in footnote no. 20, p. 135.
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of the inter-war years, the Archive took its place among the most important and modern
institutions of its kind in Europe”* Soon after 1919 the Musical Archive began vigorously
building up its collections,* records, and catalogues, and for this purpose Helfert conceived
and implemented a system for cataloguing the items in the musical museum collection that
was advanced for its day.®® Progress with presenting exhibitions went much more slowly.
The Archive kept systematic records and documentation of musical artefacts from district
museums and regional archives all over Moravia, and over the years it took over most of the

musical material from all of Moravia.?®

The musical archive and the music museum

A cardinal topic of Helfert’s musical museology that runs through his musicological thinking
like a common thread from 1919 until the end of his life is the term “musical archive” Firstly,
this is the conception for the Musical Archive of the Moravian Museum (hereinafter simply
the “Musical Archive”; when written with lower case letters, the word will refer to such
institutions in general). According to Helfert, however, the Musical Archive was supposed to
serve as a model for other similar institutions that were to assume the chief responsibility for
documenting the musical cultures of the respective territories of Czechoslovakia (besides
Moravia and Silesia as a single region, there was also Bohemia and Slovakia), i.e. platforms
for music history research on the given regions.

Soon after the founding of the Musical Archive in the autumn of 1919, Helfert informed
the public about it in an article in the journal Moravsko-slezska revue (Moravia-Silesian
Revue). Already at that time, he had set the goal of the Musical Archive as “to collect musical
artefacts from Moravia and Silesia, in order that in time, archives would be established there
as a scientific institution for the study of music history” At the same time, he added that “in
cases when it is not possible or even desirable to acquire material for the Musical Archive
(whether as property or on loan) because of musical collections’ local importance, a list shall
be made of such collections, so the Musical Archive can exhibit records of the status of musical
artefacts in Moravia and Silesia and therefore serve as the departure point for further research
on music history”.

Already in 1919, Helfert designated two main functions for the Musical Archive (and by
extension for musical archives in general), then a third was added in 1921.

23) Ibid., p. 135.

24) The music collection from the castle in Strdznice was a major acquisition.

25) RACEK, Jan: In memoriam prof. dra Vladimira Helferta (In Memoriam Prof. Vladimir Helfert), Casopis
zemského musea v Brné (Journal of the Provincial Museum in Brno), vol. 33, part 1, 1946, p. 29 (hereinafter
RACEK). According to Pivoda, records were “kept using catalogue cards with basic information about the
music, with a musical incipit a few notes long for the given composition modelled after modern thematic
catalogues”. — PIVODA, op. cit. in footnote no. 20, p. 133.

26) Perspektivni zamysleni nad jednim jubileem (Prospective Reflection on a Jubilee) [an interview by Alena
Némcova with Theodora Strakova], Opus musicum, vol. 1, 1969, no. 10, pp. 295-298.
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1) First and foremost, there was an “archival” function, i.e. ‘the collecting and scholarly
processing of material”*” To be more precise, this involved collecting ‘endangered musical
artefacts or such artefacts that could be obtained”* “sorting and processing [them] expertly”?
and ‘storing them expertly”*® ‘so that they shall be permanently preserved™ and “be accessible
for scholarly study”>

2) In addition, musical archives have a “conservatorial” function, consisting of the
protection of musical artefacts and especially of musical scores ‘from destruction” In the
early phase of the Musical Archive, however, this primarily involved only the elementary
requirement for their “storage in a safe place’ The state of affairs in 1919 was such that ‘0ld
music” had been ‘little valued, [...] tossed about or burned out of mere ignorance or lack of
comprehension”?* Helfert soon articulated an additional ambition of the Musical Archive as
being “the unifying authority for the work of music conservators in Moravia”>

Helfert later called these two functions “the special activities of a museum”, which basically
take place with the exclusion of the lay public.*® As we can see, for the existence of musical
archives to make sense, the underlying assumption is that it is worthwhile to collect musical
artefacts and to protect them at a single site in fondo.

3) We can call the third function the keeping of records (cataloguing). This involves
‘keeping records of artefacts in cases when it is not possible or even desirable to acquire
material for the Musical Archive” Helfert wrote that

“right from the start, all of the conservators working on organisation [of the Musical Archive]
agreed that it would be neither possible nor desirable to concentrate all of the musical
artefacts from Moravia in Brno. For these reasons, a third task was given to the Musical
Archive: making lists. The goal is to make detailed, scientific listings of musical artefacts in
Moravia and Silesia, so over time a detailed card catalogue can be created at the Musical

27) V. H.[HELFERT, Vladimir]: Hudebni archiv zemského musea mor. (Musical Archive of the Moravian Museum),
Moravsko-slezskd revue (Moravian-Silesian Revue), vol. 15, 1919, no. 1, p. 16 (hereinafter HELFERT: Hudebn/i
archiv zemskeho musea mor.).

28) HELFERT, Vladimir: Evidence hudebnich pamdtek (Records of Musical Artefacts), Véstnik moravského musea
zemského v Brné (Bulletin of the Moravian Museumin Brno), vol. 3,1924, p. 32 (hereinafter HELFERT: Evidence).
29) HELFERT, Vladimir: Hudebni archiv zemského musea v Brné (Musical Archive of the Moravian Museum),
Véstnik moravského musea zemského v Brné (Bulletin of the Moravian Museum in Brno), vol. 1,1921, nos. 1-3,
pp. 27-35. Quotation from HELFERT, Vladimir: O ceské hudbé (On Czech Music), Statni nakladatelstvi krasné
literatury, hudby a uméni (State Publishing of Belles Lettres, Music, and Art), Praha 1957, p. 29 (hereinafter
HELFERT: O Ceské hudbg).

30) HELFERT: O ceskeé hudbé, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, pp. 24-25.

31) HELFERT, Vladimir: Hudebni archiv, in: Pazdirkv hudebni slovnik nau¢ny I. (Pazdirek’s Musical Dictionary),
Ol. Pazdirek, Brno 1929, pp. 158-159 (hereinafter HELFERT: Hudebni archiv).

32) HELFERT: O Ceské hudbe, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, pp. 24-25.

33) HELFERT, Vladimit: Pro hudebni pamdtky (For Musical Artefacts), Hudebni véstnik (Music Bulletin), vol. 19,
1926, no. 1, p. 3 (hereinafter HELFERT: Pro hudebni pamdtky). Emphasis added by M. Z.

34) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, p. 16.

35) HELFERT: O Ceské hudbe, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, pp. 24-25.

36) HELFERT — VETTERL - USAK, op. cit. in footnote no. 19, p. [5].

37) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. in footnote no. 28, p. 32.
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Archive, to provide experts with records of historical musical documents, including those
kept outside of Brno. Adding this task to the mission of the Musical Archive will make it

a true institution for research on the history of music in this country.”*

In 1921 Helfert clarified the relationship between these three functions: ‘archival activity is
actually a consequence of conservatorial activity and a support for the activity of cataloguing,
because in many cases, musical artefacts are best protected when they are kept in a place
where they will be handled with expert care and be processed by scholars”*

Helfert asserts that an institution conceived in this way and performing the interrelated
functions of archiving and preservation would be the first of its kind in all of Europe*® or even
in the world." Of course, the main, superordinate function of musical archives is to serve
musicology and especially musical historiography: all of its tasks are carried out primarily for
the advancement of “music history research”**

Helfert later formulated the ambitions of the Musical Archive even more broadly as the
preservation of musical artefacts in Moravia and Silesia and the keeping of extensive records
of musical artefacts elsewhere in Czechoslovakia and abroad. In this context, we would add
that at the time the Musical Archive was using a method of documentation that was then
new — the microfilming of music, and especially of music from foreign archives; for example,
such a catalogue was made for works by Josef Myslivecek and other composers kept in
foreign collections. The “ultimate goal” of the work of the Musical Archive, said Helfert
in conclusion, is then the “publication of a centralised catalogue of Moravian and Silesian
musical sources”*

In the year of his habilitation (1921), when Czech university studies of musicology
were introduced, Helfert published a more extensive study with the title Hudebni archiv
zemského musea v Brné (The Musical Archive of the Provincial Museum in Brno). In it,
he writes that the existence of musical archives is a basic prerequisite for the development
of musicology, meaning musical historiography.** While there were many analogous
institutions abroad," in Czechoslovakia there were not yet any musical archives in the true
sense of the word; the only larger collection of music that was accessible to the public was
at the National Museum, and apart from that there was also a large private collection at the
Strahov Monastery. In Moravia, the situation was even worse. Under the conditions that
prevailed immediately after the overthrow of Austria-Hungary — when the estates of the
nobility were being abolished — the existence of musical archives was also highly desirable

38) HELFERT: O Ceske hudbé, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, pp. 24-25.

39) Ibid, p. 26.

40) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv zemského musea mor., op. cit. in footnote no. 27, p. 16.

41) HELFERT: O ceske hudbé, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, p. 28.

42) HELFERT: Pro hudebni pamdtky, op. cit. in footnote no. 33, p. 3.

43) HELFERT — VETTERL — USAK, op. cit. in footnote no. 19, p. [5].

44) Cf. HELFERT, Vladimir: Ukoly ¢eské hudebni historiografie (The Tasks of Czech Musical Historiography),
Nase véda (Our Science), vol. 9,1927/1928, pp. 19-27.

45) Helfert had seen many “big, modern musicalarchives in German, France, Italy, and elsewhere”. - PIVODA,
op. cit. in footnote no. 20, p. 131.
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for the preservation of musical artefacts. While artefacts of the visual arts are frequently
preserved in situ, in the case of musical artefacts it is desirable, as was stated above, to
collect and preserve them in fondo.*®

In the same study, Helfert describes the founding of the Musical Archive in 1919 and the
institution’s legal status, whereupon he plans its further development, especially with respect
to its organisation. Helfert explains the concrete case of the connection of the Musical
Archive with the Moravian Museum as follows: ‘the musical archive as a scientific institution
could again take refuge under the protection of an institution with a scientific purpose, such as
a museum”* He also brings to mind the necessity of creating an adequate legal framework
within which the activity of this institution or of similar ones would take place.*®

Helfert also gives a detailed sketch of his organisational plan, according to which there
would be central musical archives operating in each of Czechoslovakia’s three regions. These
three institutions would be organised uniformly using the Musical Archive in Brno as their
model; they would be subordinate to a ‘central council of music archives in Prague, but in
such a way that they would still be allowed complete freedom of initiative for their work”. Their
roles in their respective regions would fulfil all of the functions described above, so work
would be carried out based on a uniform directive in an organised manner while splintering
and overlapping would be avoided within the framework of Czechoslovakia as a whole, and
so everything would move along efficiently, to put it simply.*

That same year, Helfert informed the museum community about a questionnaire
distributed by the Council of the Musical Archive of the Moravian Museum.*® He urged all
individuals and organisations “interested in protecting and learning about musical artefacts”
to look for musical artefacts and to inform the Musical Archive about them. In addition,
the article defined more exactly the plan for the collecting activities of the Musical Archive:
it would be appropriate to look for musical artefacts (in the sense defined below) in the
following places: “I. Church choir lofts and parish offices. 2. Monastery archives and libraries.

3. Castle archives and libraries. 4. Museum collections. 5. Private collections”™

46) HELFERT: O Ceské hudbé, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, pp. 22-34.

47) Ibid, p. 25.

48) In the context of the establishment of Czechoslovakia in 1918 and of the settlement of property issues
associated therewith at the time (on the basis of the decree dated 10 Feb. 1919), the Ministry of Education and
National Culture had a department for musical artefacts, an advisory authority that “appointed conservators
of musical artefacts and also issued special instructions for cataloguing music and musical instruments. The
activities of conservators were formulated primarily as reporting and cataloguing. Their task was to present
information about their discoveries and endangered artefacts, to take rapid initiative towards intervention
[...] or towards the obtaining of endangered artefacts and to catalogue historically valuable music and musical
instruments through the year.” — PIVODA, op. cit. in footnote no. 20, p. 131.

49) HELFERT: O Ceské hudbé, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, p. 29.

50) The questionnaire was distributed to “the administrations of regional and municipal museums, church
choir directors, parish offices, the administrations of large manors, and the administrations of municipal
schools, public schools, and secondary schools”. — PIVODA, op. cit. in footnote no. 20, p. 133.

51) [HELFERT, Vladimir]: Dotaznik o hudebnich pamdtkdch (Questionnaire on Musical Artefacts), Véstnik
moravského musea zemského v Brné (Bulletin of the Moravian Museum in Brno), vol. 1, 1921, nos. 1-3,
pp. 38-39 (hereinafter HELFERT: Dotaznik).
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In 1924 Helfert emphasised the need for the third function of musical archives, that
of keeping records. Backwardness in this area was already greatly limiting Czech musical
historiography dealing with the “modern era” (from the seventeenth century). What solution
to this sad state of affairs did Helfert offer? One could no longer go down the path of
Dlabac¢’s Dictionary, as Hostinsky had considered doing. Modern musical historiography must
be based primarily upon music rather than “biographical material’. It was therefore absolutely
necessaryto keep records of music: “Itis therefore necessary to carry out the systematic, exhaustive
cataloguing of musical artefacts from public libraries, at castles and monasteries, and in church
choir lofis”* He gives as a model the many catalogues and lists of music then in existence in
France, Great Britain, Germany, and elsewhere, as well as of Eitner’s Quellen-Lexikon.>

Helfert’s proposed working system, described above, was to have performed all three basic
functions and was to have been realised in Moravia by the Musical Archive with the assistance
of'a network of conservators (among whom, as Helfert emphasised, there would also be more
than a few Germans).** It was also meant to be unique on a worldwide scale. Unfortunately, the
support of the Ministry of Education and National Culture was not secured. In 1924, Helfert
even complained that ‘absolutely nothing has been done in this country since 1920 in the entire
question of the cataloguing and conservation of musical artefacts”> In spite of this, the Musical
Archive continued working on realising the plan as described, but using its own resources,
without the network of external conservators, so the work was going much more slowly than
planned. The institution created a ‘thematic card catalogue” of its own collections, and using
the same system and methods, a thematic catalogue of ‘other music collections in Moravia”>®
According to Helfert’s plan, this would lead over time to the creation of an ‘expertly prepared
catalogue of all musical artefacts in Moravia”® The same methods were then to have been
employed in Bohemia. In 1924, Helfert urged all of the provincial museums to begin making
records of the musical artefacts in their collections as well. The Musical Archive would assist
them in this activity by providing expert advice, and would accept from them ‘“materials
relating to music history for identification, processing, or even safekeeping”>®

A year later, he repeated this appeal elsewhere, and he added that it was necessary that the
entire undertaking on a nationwide scale — including Subcarpathian Ruthenia — be organised,
coordinated, and of course also funded by the Ministry of Education and National Culture.” In
1926 he again repeated the appeal (turning to different circles each time), in this case reaching

52) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. in footnote no. 28, p. 32.

53) EITNER, Robert: Biographisch-Bibliographisches Quellen-Lexikon der Musiker und Musikgelehrten I-X.,
Breitkopf und Haertel, Leipzig 1900-1904 (hereinafter EITNER).

54) Today the use of word “conservator” with this meaning is unusual, but at the time the term was in common
use for museum operations, and it even had a legal framework.

55) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. in footnote no. 28, pp. 32-33.

56) One of the first results was a card catalogue of the Kroméfiz Music Archives made using Helfert’s system.
The author of the catalogue was Helfert’s pupil and co-worker Karel Vetterl; it is now kept at the ODH MZM.
57) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. in footnote no. 28, p. 33.

58) Ibid, p. 34.

59) HELFERT, Vladimir: Pro soupis hudebnich pamdtek (For a Catalogue of Musical Artefacts), Casopis Matice
Moravské (Journal of the Moravian Foundation), vol. 49,1925, no. 1-4, p. 537 (hereinafter HELFERT: Pro soupis).
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out to a wider public: “Save musical artefacts from destruction! Store them in a dry, safe place,
protect them from direct sunlight, and dust them carefully”® In 1930 he reached out to the widest
public: “There are certainly many hidden cultural treasures from our history, namely shelved and
unnoticed old musical artefacts. You will be saving these artefacts if you hand them over to us or
if you call our attention to them promptly!”" In addition, Helfert wrote articles informing both
experts and laypersons about new acquisitions in the collection of the Musical Archive.**

By these appeals, Helfert was trying to get the Czech public and possible owners of
musical artefacts to view such material as even being something worth preserving. We
see in this a parallel to the influence exerted on the public by the expansion of regional
and ethnographical museology at the end of the nineteenth century.®® This may also have
involved some kind of defensive reaction to the increasing lack of interest in the Musical
Archive on the part of the Ministry of Education and National Culture.**

Helfert gave a proper definition to the term “musical archive” in the relevant entry in
the first volume of Pazdirkitv slovnik (Pazdirek’s Dictionary), which appeared in 1929.°
According to him, the term “musical archive” means ‘the systematic collection of musical
sources, i.e. of everything that contributes towards knowledge about the history of music [...],
retaining such artefacts, so they might be permanently preserved, and making them accessible
for scholarly study”® If there is discussion here and elsewhere of musical sources in general,
what is meant, quite understandably, is sources that are ‘domestic in particular”*” Here, too,
a “systematic approach’, as Helfert said repeatedly, was intended to be a key property of all
of the activities of musical archives. In the cited dictionary entry, Helfert goes on to define

n, o«

musical archives in relation to the term “music library”: “The term musical archives is often

60) They can be “either donated or handed over on loan with the right of ownership.” — HELFERT: Pro hudebn(
pamdtky, op. cit. in footnote no. 33, p. 3.

61) HELFERT — VETTERL — USAK, op. cit. in footnote no. 19, p. [6].

62) Thus, for example, in 1927 he reported to readers of the journal Casopis Matice Moravské that part of the
music collection of the church choir of St James’ Church in Brno had been turned over to the Musical Archive
on loan; he also urged other church choirs to follow this example. - V. H. [HELFERT, Vladimir]: Hudebni archiv
zemského musea v Brné (Musical Archive of the Provincial Museum in Brno), Casopis Matice Moravské (Journal
of the Moravian Foundation), vol. 51, 1927, p. 369. Besides the other text mentioned here, he apparently also
wrote this brief informational paragraph: [HELFERT, Vladimir?]: Hudebni archiv (Musical Archive), in: Privodce
po sbirkach Mor. zemského musea v Brné (A Guide to the Collections of the Moravian Museum in Brno), ed.
Jaroslav Helfert, Moravian Museum, Brno 1924, p. 74.

63) Cf. e.g. SPET, Jii: Prehled vyvoje Ceského muzejnictvi L. (do roku 1945) (Overview of the Development of Czech
Museology I — until 1945), Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi (State Pedagogical Publishing), Praha 1979,
especially p. 46.

64) This occurred after 1921. - PIVODA, op. cit. in footnote no. 20, p. 135.

65) For the sake of comparison, we would point out that towards the end of his life, to Helfert, musical archive
was “a scientifically organised set of musical sources”. — HELFERT, Vladimir: Stdtni hudebné-historicky ustav
(The State Music History Institute), Uméleckd beseda (Artists’ Association), Praha 1945, p. 19 (hereinafter
HELFERT: Stdtni hudebné-historicky tstav).

66) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, pp. 158-159.

67) HELFERT — VETTERL — USAK; op. cit. in footnote no. 19, p. [5].
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used incorrectly to indicate libraries that serve the routine needs of borrowers,” while archives,
as has been said, “make [sources] accessible for scholarly study”.®

Helfert differentiates musical archives in the narrow and broad sense of the term. In the
narrower sense, musical archives have ‘their own specialised scholars in management” There
were three such institutions in Czechoslovakia at the time: at the Moravian Museum, the Strahov
Monastery, and the Prague Conservatoire. More broadly speaking, musical archives would
encompass all more extensive collections of musical sources. Defined this way, according to
Helfert the term would also refer to the collections of the National Museum, Prague’s university
library, the Artists’ Association, Prague’s metropolitan library, and the many rare collections
owned by the church or aristocracy but not under the administration of experts.*

Helfert later called archives that have their own scholarly administration “live’; and other
archives were called the opposite, “dead” The use of both metaphors is eloquent: musical sources
are alive only if they can speak, and they can only speak if, to use today’s terminology, they
become collection objects, i.e. if the basic conditions for their existence are provide for, if they
are organically incorporated into the structure of a relevant sub-collection (creating a functional
relationship with other objects in the collection), if records are kept of them and they are
catalogued, and if their presentation is made possible at least to the community of experts.

More than one reader might wonder whether Helfert ever used the term “music museum’,
and how he understood it in relation to the “musical archive” In fact, Helfert never used
that term, and it should be added that its use was not at all common back then. Helfert
actually did not write the entry in Pazdirek’s Dictionary dealing with “museums’, but for
comparison it is interesting because it had to fit in with Helfert’s conception — and it did so,
logically speaking.” The entry deals with ordinary museums that have musical artefacts and
in particular — characteristically — musical instruments. The entry also mentions “special
museums’, which we would now call “monographic museums’, i.e. memorials and memorial
halls for individual composers etc.”

The relationship between a “musical archive” and a “(music) museum” as defined by both
dictionary entries largely corresponded to the then existing state of affairs of musical museums
in Czechoslovakia. A musical archive (with notated music) constituted a part of the National
Museum Library, while three-dimensional objects and musical instruments in particular
were found in archaeological and ethnographic collections; there was not yet an independent
music department. We are not, however, surprised that Helfert classifies the Music Archive
of the National Museum (hereinafter the NM) among archives in the broader sense, when we

68) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, pp. 158-159. In a separate entry, he defines a music
library as “a collection of music for live use”. — HELFERT, Vladimir: Knihovna hudebni (Music Library), in:
Pazdirktiv hudebni slovnik naucny, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 206.

69) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, pp. 158-159. For example, this involves the music
collections at Roudnice, éesky Krumlov, Ndmést nad Oslavou, Kroméfiz, Staré Brno, the Cathedral of St Vitus
in Prague, etc. HELFERT: Stdtni hudebné-historicky tistav, op. cit. in footnote no. 65, p. 19.

70) Helfert was the editor-in-chief of the dictionary together with Cernusak.

71) AXMAN, Emil — [CERNUSAK, Gracian]: Musea (Museums), in: Pazdirkiiv hudebnf slovnik nauény, op. cit.
in footnote no. 31, pp. 250-251.
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consider that since 1913 it had been under the
administration of an expert — the composer
and musicologist Emil Axman. We have
discussed the situation of the Musical Archive
of the Moravian Museum above. In addition,
there were two monographic museums, the
Bedrich Smetana Museum and the Mozartian
Bertramka.”” Some steps were taken towards
the establishment of a music museum in
Slovakia,” but it is not discussed in either
of the entries. Besides that, music, musical
instruments, and other kinds of “musical
artefacts” could also be found in the collections
of many other museums, of course.”

There are principally two aspects that
differentiate the understanding of the terms
“archive” and “museum” (1) museums

are primarily intended for the enjoyment
and education of the broader lay public,

while archives are primarily a scholarly Vladimir Helfert (1886-1945)
Photograph, Robert Smetana, ca. 1930s /

. ) . ) Fotografie, Robert Smetana, cca 30. éta 20. stoleti
dimensional objects, and archives on the NM-CMH F 11744

institution;” (2) museums focus on three-

two-dimensional.”®

Another apparent reason for this dichotomy was the fact that the individual sub-
collections for various fields at the Moravian Museum concentrated on three-dimensional
objects, whether of a natural or cultural character, and this was likewise the case with the
art history department to which the Music Archive belonged. For this reason, a museum

72) See the relevant entries: AXMAN, Emil: Smetanovo museum (Smetana Museum), in: Pazdirkiv hudebni
slovnik nauény, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 375; FIALA, Jaroslav: Mozartova Obec v CSR (Mozart Community
in Czechoslovakia), in: Pazdirkiv hudebni slovnik naucny, op. cit., p. 249.

73) Above all, after 1921 it was Dobroslav Orel at the Faculty of Arts, Comenius University, Bratislava, who
began to accumulate documents on music history, creating a musical archive analogous to those that existed
in Prague and Brno. See e.g. BUGALOVA, Edita: Pociatky hudobného miizejnictva na Slovensku (The Beginnings
of Musical Museology in Slovakia), Mizeum (The Museum), vol. 64, 2018, no. 2, p. 1.

74) Their collection was or should have been a component of the collecting activity of regional museums; see in
particular LABEK, Ladislav: Néstin praktické museologie pro krajinskd musea vlastivédnd (An Outline of Practical
Museology for Regional Ethnology Museums), Narodopisna spolecnost Ceskoslovanska (Czechoslovak
Ethnology Society), Praha 1927, pp. 7, 51, 55.

75) Helfert characteristically asserted that “a musical archive is not [...] just a collection of museum objects;
it is an institution for the study of sources on domestic music history”. The primary orientation of all functions
of an archive in service of the scholarly community is clearly formulated: everything is done primarily “for the
needs of researchers”. - HELFERT — VETTERL — USAK, op. cit. in footnote no. 19, p. [5].

76) Helfert likewise used a dichotomy between “archival” and “museum” as an adjective (or “in the character
of a museum™) for the designation of two kinds of documents or collection objects.
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division specialising in two-dimensional object had to define itself terminologically in
relation to the other departments.

In Helfert’s thinking, museum presentations in the narrower sense of the word — as a service
for the lay public — still remained marginal both in his theory of a musical archive and in
the practice of the Musical Archive. In 1930, however, Helfert wrote in connection with an
exhibition put on by the Musical Archive that the institution “is planning a succession of similar
exhibitions of the rest of its artefacts in order to draw our public’s attention to this important
and still very neglected field of collecting””” Thus he had plans for presentations in the narrower
sense of the word, but he deferred them until after the completion of basic, necessary work in
the areas of selection, accumulation, and presentation to the scholarly community.

In his museological thinking and plans, Helfert did not give much consideration or
attention to types of music museums other than “musical archives’, although at the time there
were already first-rate institutions abroad focusing on organology or ethnomusicology (he
was also engaged in an ethnomusicological institution — the State Institute for Folksong)™ as
well as many monographic museums. This seems to have been because of his fundamental
professional grounding in musical historiography” instead of organology or ethnomusicology.
He nonetheless devoted considerable practical care to the music department of the Music
Archives. Along these lines, Jan Racek significantly recalls that Helfert

“was never [...] satisfied with mere exhibits of instruments as dead [sic!] museum material

for the purpose of display; he always insisted that instruments be restored, so as to adapt
them for musical performing. He was primarily interested in the reconstruction of the
historical sound of the instrument, because his ultimate wish was to preserve not only
a composition, but also its original sound.”*’

In any case, Helfert's musical museology was essentially a theory of a “musical archive” One
naturally wonders whether a musical archive in his conception is actually a museum.*" The

77)HELFERT - VETTERL - USAK, op. cit. in footnote no. 19, p. [6].

78) Cf. PROCHAZKOVA, Jarmila: Vladimir Helfert ve Stdtnim tistavu pro lidovou piseri (Vladimir Helfert at the State
Institute for Folksong), Musicologica Brunensia, vol. 51, 2016, no. 2, p. 139-156 (hereinafter PROCHAZKOVA).
79) His conception of music historiography was more modern and broader than was usual before the First
World War; cf. e.g. POLEDNAK, Ivan: K metodologické problematice dila Viadimira Helferta (On Methodological
Issues in the Work of Vladimir Helfert), Opus musicum, vol. 7, 1975, no. 10, pp. 290-292; ZAPLETAL, Milos:
Promeény a konstanty Helfertova psani o Jandckovi (Transformations and Constants in Helfert’s Writings about
Janacek), Musicologica Brunensia, vol. 51, 2016, no. 2, pp. 237-271 (hereinafter ZAPLETAL).

80) RACEK, op. cit. in footnote no. 25, p. 30.

81) This term has a broader historical context. Today, the Czech phrase in question is “an obsolete term
for institutions that collect, document, and expertly process musicological