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Dvorakova Mse D dur
(,Luzanskd“) pro sbor,
varhany, violoncella

a kontrabasy

HAIG UTIDJIAN?

Mée D dur od Antonina Dvoraka vznikla na objednavku jeho pfitele, Ceského architek-
ta a filantropa Josefa Hlavky u prileZitosti zasvéceni kaple Panny Marie na Hlavkové
zamku v Luzanech, kde se 11. zafi 1887 pod vedenim samotného skladatele uskutecnila
premiéra dila.? Nazev tohoto ¢lanku odkazuje na pozdéjsi verzi MSe D dur, v niz Dvorak
pridal party pro violoncella a kontrabasy a kterou nasledné poskytl londynskému nakla-
datelstvi Novello k publikovani. Tato verze se vSak tisku nikdy nedockala, nebot byla ,za-
stinéna“ pozdé&jsi orchestralni verzi a nepravem upadla v zapomnéni. V sou¢asné dobé ji

k tisku® pFipravuje autor predkladaného ¢lanku.

1) Tato studie vySla s podporou Grantové agentury UK v ramci projektu ¢. 1840214 s nazvem Towards a first
edition of the version of the Dvorak Mass in D with organ, violoncello and bass accompaniment, ktery realizoval
Haig Utidjian na Filozofické fakulté Univerzity Karlovy.

Autor je velmi zavazan Davidu R. Beveridgeovi, jehoZ prukopnicky vyzkum inspiroval a umoznil soucasné
badani, Jamesi Rushtonovi z Music Sales Group za jeho laskavé povoleni reprodukovat ukazky z rukopisu dale
uvedenych jakoZto E2 a A2 (ve vlastnictvi Group, zapujceny do British Library), Nicolasi Bellovi z British Library, Ta-
mare Kroupové z Koniasch Latin Press, Katefiné Nové a Veronice Vejvodové z Muzea Antonina Dvofaka, Dag-
mar Rydlové z Nadace ,Nadani Josefa, Marie a Zdenky Hlavkovych“ (dale Hlavkova nadace), Michaelu Ostrzygovi,
varhanistce Laufe Kalniné a souboru Collegium Musicum der Universitat zu Koln, ktefi se pod vedenim Haiga
Utidjiana ujali novodobé premiéry dila ve verzi pro sbor, varhany, violoncella a kontrabasy a svym G¢inkovanim
i velkym nasazenim podpofili jeho zajem o tuto msi a tuto jeji verzi, i Jarmile Gabrielové, Petru Dankovi
a Martiné Piémanové za jejich cenné pripominky.

2) Pro podrobnou rekonstrukci okolnosti kolem premiéry odkazujeme ¢tenare na praci BEVERIDGE, David R.:
Zdenka a Josef Hlavkovi - Anna a Antonin Dvorakovi: Pratelstvi dvou manzZelskych paru a jeho plody v ¢eském
a svétovém umeéni, Studie Narodohospodarského Ustavu Josefa Hlavky 12/2012, Praha, s. 106-107, zejména
poznamka pod ¢arou ¢. 107.

3) TéSi nas, ze odborny zajem o ,LuZanskou“ msi vSeobecné roste. Studie z lofiského roku - CIVIDINI,
lacopo: Fides, spes, caritas: Dvoraks musikalisches Glaubenbekenntnis in der D-Dur-Messe op. 86, in: Musik-
-Konzepte, Neue Folge, Vol. 174, Miinchen, srpen 2016, s. 63-80 - originalnim zpUsobem pojednava aspekty
teologie a hudebniho symbolismu; Haig Utidjian byl nedavno neformainé osloven, aby poradil studentce D.M.A.,
jez nyni dokoncila dizertaci: CHUNG, Audrey: A Conductor’s Guide to the Original Organ Version of Antonin
Dvorak’s Mass in D major, Opus 86, Including a Critical Comparison of the Published Editions, University of
Southern California, 2016.

© 2017 Haig Utidjian, published by De Gruyter Open. This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-Non-
Commercial-NoDerivs 3.0 License.
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RUKOPISNE ZDROJE V HISTORICKEM KONTEXTU

Kompletni skica (S1)

Kompletniskica ,Luzanské“ mse vznikla v obdobi 26. 3. - 26. 5. 1887 a je uchovana v Narodnim
muzeu - Ceském muzeu hudby (dale Ceské muzeum hudby).* Dosud nebyla detailné prostudo-
vana. Obsahuje Cetné opravy, at uz doplnéné inkoustem ¢i odskrabané nozem, a tfebaze se
jedna v mnoha ohledech o dilo jiz zralé, liSi se podstatné od autografu A1 (viz nize).

Fragment fugy (S2)

Dochoval se rovn&Z list papiru (Ceské muzeum hudby, inventarni &islo NM-CMH
S 76/1454), jehoz strana a pul zachycuje ¢ast fugy z véty Credo (na slova et iterum ventu-
rus est); ¢islovani je uvedeno na zadni strané jako 25f (coZ skute¢né odpovida strané 25
v S1). Vzhledem k tomu, Ze opravenou verzi fugy ze skici S1 nachazime v autografu A1,
nem(zeme fragment S2 v celkovém stemmatu ,LuZzanské” s jistotou zaradit.

Autograf varhanni verze (A1)

Autograf verze ,LuZzanské“ mse s doprovodem varhan byl dokoncen 17. Cervna 1887 a je
uloZzen v Ceském muzeu hudby.® AZkoliv zde Dvoréak vétSinou vyuZiva Serveny inkoust pro
text a dynamicka znaménka, je Citelnost tohoto rukopisu ve srovnani s Elsnicovymi opisy

Elsnicovy opisy (E1, E2)
Pisar Jan Elsnic pripravil dva pfesné opisy Dvorakovy mSe - témér jisté vyuZil rukopis A1, i kdyz
Ize najit jisté mensi rozdily.® Tyto kopie, které zde oznacujeme jako E1 a E2, byly dokonceny
1. a 7. srpna 1887.7 Lze predpokladat, Ze by bylo byvalo pro Elsnice rychlejSi a pohodInéjsi
pripravit E2 opsanim E1 a nikoliv méné Citelného A1; situace vSak neni zcela jednoznacna.®
Zvlastni pozornost zasluhuje rukopis E2: Dvofak ho totiz nasledné opravil, anotoval
a pfimo pod varhanni part sam dopsal part violoncellovy a kontrabasovy. Jak pozna-
menal David Beveridge, Dvorak k této Upravé pfistoupil z praktickych ddvodd:® k prvni
verejné premiére ,Luzanské“ mse v Plzni dne 15. 4. 1888 (opét pod taktovkou skladatele)
by se sice nejlépe hodil kostel sv. Bartoloméje, kde se nachazely vyhovujici varhany, ale

4) Inventarni gislo NM-CMH S 76/1453.

5) Inventarni &islo NM-CMH S 76/1452.

6) Na pohlednici adresované Janu Elsnicovi Dvofak urguje pisafe, aby poslal kopii a sadu hlasovych partu
Hlavkovi; viz Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty. Korespondence odeslana 1896-1904, ed. Milan
Kuna et al., sv. 4, Barenreiter Editio Supraphon, Praha 1995, s. 290; citovano v BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit.
v pozn. 2, s. 106.

7) Rukopis E1 je uloZen v Ceském muzeu hudby, inventarni &islo NM-CMH S 226/941. E2 je majetkem Music
Sales Group a trvale zapUjcen do British Library, Music Loan 69/2.

8) Podrobné pojednani o vztahu E2 vici A1 a E1 viz UTIDJIAN, Haig: Towards a stemma of the MS sources of
Dvorék’s Mass in D, in: Czech and Slovak Music, ro¢. 26, 2017, pfijato k tisku.

9) Historické okolnosti jsou dikladné dokumentovany v zasadnim a inspirativnim dile BEVERIDGE 2012,
op. cit. v pozn. 2, zejména na s. 113-117.
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tam se premiéra konat nesméla. Nakonec se uskutecnila v plzenském Méstském diva-
dle, kde vSak varhany nebyly. Misto nich byla poskytnuta dvé harmonia, ale vzhledem
k tomu, Ze harmonium nema pedaly, pfidal Dvorak party violoncella a kontrabasu, které
je mély nahradit; dodané nizSi smycce v E2 skute¢né po vétSinu ¢asu sleduji pedalovou
linku.*® Kromé toho vSak také umoznuji rGzné artikulacni a dynamické efekty* a vyvolavaji
pocit ,vibrujiciho zivého toku“.*? Vysledek byl natolik zdafily, Ze po provedeni téZe verze
v prazském Rudolfinu dne 25. 3. 1889 ji recenzent v ¢asopise Dalibor nazval ,MSe pro
smiSeny sbor s privodem varhan, violoncell a kontrabassiv“,*® prestoze (podle dfivéjsino
¢lanku v Daliboru) byly Sestnactistopé varhany v Rudolfinu povaZovany za ,nastroj prvého
fadu“.** Zda se, Ze skladatel tuto verzi povazoval za definitivni a predlozil E2 londynskému
nakladatelstvi Novello k publikaci. ACkoliv firma za partituru zaplatila, tuto verzi nakonec
nevydala a vyzadala si verzi s orchestralnim doprovodem (zdroj A2 nize).*> Haig Utidjian
proved! prvni moderni obnovenou verzi E2 v Trinitatiskirche v Koliné nad Rynem dne
8. 7. 2014 a jeho nova edice vyuziva jako hlavni zdroj E2.

Vokalni party (V1-V4)

Kompletni sadu Ctyf vokalnich partl, kterad byla nalezena v luZzanském zamku (v ma-
jetku Hlavkovy nadace),*® neni snadné umistit v celkovém stemmatu rukopisnych zdroj(,
nebot postrada dynamicka znaceni a jiné nuance, jeZ by umoznily porovnanis A1, E1 a E2.
Na konci sopranového partu je uvedeno datum 1. 9. 1887 a podpis ,Blecha“, zatimco na
prvni strané je tuzkou pfipsano datum 11. 9. 1887, tedy datum premiéry dila v LuZanech.
Party tak mohly byt pripraveny z E1 nebo E2 (i dokonce z A1) s ¢asovym predstihem,
aby zpévaci méli pfed soukromou premiérou v Luzanech dostatek ¢asu k nacviku dila;
umisténi i datace partli naznacuiji, Ze byly pfi této prilezitosti skute¢né pouzity. Soudé po-
dle zdobnéjSino pisma, zfejmé chyby v titulu prvni ¢asti sopranového partu ,Kirie“ [sic!]
a skutecnosti, Zze pllové noty zde maji krky umistény predevsim vlevo a nikoliv vpravo
od hlavicky, jak je tomu vétSinou v E1 a E2, nelze party nutné a bez pochybnosti povazovat
za Elsnicovu préaci, navzdory Dvorakové korespondenci citované vyse.'’

10) Sice si samoziejmé nemUizeme byt jisti, Ze violoncellova a kontrabasova linka dodana do E2 je identicka
s partem, ktery zaznél v Plzni, pfinejmensim vSak ho mUdzeme logicky povaZovat za predchldce této linky.

11) Najdeme napf. tremolo, pizzicato, rychle se opakujici stejné tony a rizné ,zpévné“ efekty.

12) Velmi zfetelné to poznal autor predkladaného Clanku jako dirigent novodobé premiéry této verze
v Trinitatiskirche v Koliné nad Rynem 8. Cervence 2014. Kontrapunkt se stava prehledné&jsim a cela konstrukce
ziskava dalSi dimenzi diky tomu, Ze se zaklady akordl nyni projevuji jako samostatna melodie. Smyccovy
part opravdu plyne a zpiva. Nékdy tento efekt atraktivnim zplsobem evokoval starSi nahravky z obdobi
znovuoziveného zajmu o Monteverdiho s jejich objevitelskym pfistupem a s romanticky zpévnou linii continua,
kterou tvofi kombinace sostenuta smyccu s legatem varhannich akord(.

13) HEJDA, Frantisek K.: Z koncertni siné, Dalibor, ro¢. XI, ¢. 14-15, 30. 3. 1889; citovano v BEVERIDGE 2012,
op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 120, poznamka pod Carou 43.

14) Viz BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 120, zejména poznamka pod ¢arou 40.

15) Ibid., s. 145, zejména poznamky pod ¢arou 52 a 54.

16) Autor vdéci Davidu Beveridgeovi za to, Ze ho na tyto hlasy upozornil, a Dagmar Rydlové z Hlavkovy nadace
za laskavost, s niz mu k nim povolila pfistup. Zdroj neni uveden ve Dvorakové tematickém katalogu (viz
BURGHAUSER, Jarmil: Antonin Dvorak. Thematicky katalog. Bibliografie. Prehled Zivota a dila, 2. revidované
a rozsSiteni vydani, Barenreiter Editio Supraphon, Praha 1996).

17) Grafologicka studia by popfipadé tuto zaleZitost mohla ujasnit. RovnéZz musime vzit v Gvahu moznost, Ze
Elsnic zhotovil nékteré exemplare, ne vSak veskeré.
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Autograf orchestralni verze (A2)

Alfred Littleton z nakladatelstvi Novello si orchestralni verzi ,Luzanské“ mse vyzadal
na Dvorakovi pisemné 20. 6. 1890 a opét 16. 10. 1891*°. Dvorak ho nasledné pozadal
o vraceni opisu E2, ktery potfeboval k pfipravé orchestrace® (tato skutecnost naznacu-
je, Ze nemél pristup k A1 nebo E1). Autograf orchestralni verze A2 dokon¢il Dvofak dne
15. 6. 1892 a poskytl ho nakladatelstvi Novello,?! aniz by vSak vratil E2. V dopisu z 16. lis-
topadu 189222 pfipomenul Littleton Dvorakovi navraceni opisu E2, ktery nakladatelstvi po-
trebovalo k pripravé klavirniho vytahu orchestralni verze s vokalnimi party (i kdyZ se nezda,
Ze by ponékud , klaviristicky“ vytah Bertholda Tourse vychazel z varhanniho partu E2). Zaji-
mavé je, ze v A2 Dvorak ponechal nékteré varhanni pasaze jako solo obbligati (zviasté v ¢as-
tech Gratias agimus tibi a Benedictus). DalSi zajimavosti v A2 je dodani dvou Gvodnich takt(
v partu druhych housli a viol na samém zacatku Kyrie,?® a to v podobé prilepeného kousku
papiru, pficemz tato instrumentalni predehra bezpochyby usnadnila nastup sopraniim.
SkuteCnost, Ze se ve vété Benedictus Dvorak pokusil o prepis sélovych varhan pro smycce,
ale na dalsi strané tuto ideu opustil, je rovnéz pozoruhodna. Pri pfipravé A2 proved!| Dvo-
fak také vyrazné zmény dynamiky a Upravy ve sborovych partech.?* Sledujeme-li postup
od S1 do A2, vyvoj skladatelovych mySlenek pred nami vyvstane velmi plasticky. Ackoliv
Dvorak citil, Ze orchestrace dilu prospéla (svému pfiteli Aloisu Goblovi napsal v roce 1892
»myslim, Ze dilo to tim velmi mnoho ziska“),?® zachoval si lasku k pQvodni varhanni verzi,
jak naznacil Ondfreji Hornikovi v roce 1898, kdyz se svéil, Ze by tuto verzi rad znovu slysel.?®

18) Dopis byl poprvé publikovan pravé v Musicaliich - viz BEVERIDGE, David R.: Dvorak, Novello, Alfred Littleton
a britské hudebni festivaly: nové objevena korespondence, nové postiehy / Dvorak, Novello, Alfred Littleton,
and the British Music Festivals: Newly-Discovered Correspondence, New Observations, Musicalia, ro¢. 3, 2011,
€. 1-2, s. 6-26 (Ceska verze), 27-46 (anglicka verze); viz zejména s. 15 a 37.

19) Viz Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty. Korespondence prijata 1885-1892, ed. Milan Kuna
et al., sv. 6, Supraphon, Praha 1997, s. 313, citovan v BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 306. (Tamtéz na
s. 303-306 viz uzite¢nou tabulku korespondence mezi Dvorfakem a jeho nakladateli.) V dalSim textu budou
svazky souborného vydani korespondence a dokumentd citovany jednoduse jako KUNA, rok publikace a Cislo
svazku.

20) V dopisu datovaném 26. 2. 1892 - KUNA 1989 (sv. 3), s. 118; citovan v BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2,
s. 192, poznamka pod ¢arou 20.

21) Také tento autograf nyni patii Music Sales Group a je zapGjcen do British Library, Music Loan 69/3.

22) BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 306; dopis je zahrnut v KUNA 1997 (sv. 6), s. 394, ale vhodnou citaci
z opravené transkripce, pfipravenou pfimo z pdvodniho dokumentu, najdeme v BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2,
s. 198, zejména poznamka pod ¢arou 44. Dopis obsahuje Zadost o navraceni partitury, a to vyjadrenou dost
dlrazné: ,a hned“ (“at once”).

23) Je zajimavé, ze pravdépodobné nékdy poté, co byly tyto dva takty dodany k A2, byly ziejmé doplnény perem
také do E1, na malé misto hned pfed zacatkem Kyrie (nikoliv vSak v E2, ani v Al). Tyto takty se lisi od taktd
v klavirnich vytazich VS1, VS2 (viz nize) a lisi se rovnéz od redukce, kterou Burghauser a Cubr uvedli ve své edici
varhanni verze.

24) Rukopisem A2 (véetné otazek, které ve svych edicich pominuli jak Burghauser, tak Pilkington) se kromé
jiného zabyva ¢lanek UTIDJIAN, Haig: Towards a new edition of Dvorak’s Mass in D, Clavibus unjtis, roc. 5, 2016.
Zminéné edice: Antonin Dvorak: Mse D Dur. Varhanni verze, eds. Jarmil Burghauser - Antonin Cubr, Supraphon,
Praha 1970; Bérenreiter, Praha 2000, dale jen Burghauser. Dvorak Mass in D major, The New Novello Choral
Edition, ed. Michael Pilkington, Novello Publishing Ltd., Londyn 2000.

25) V dopisu z 21. 6. 1892 (tj. brzy po kompletaci A2) - viz KUNA 1989 (sv. 3), s. 131; citovan v BEVERIDGE
2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 193, poznamka pod ¢arou 30.

26) V dopisu ze dne 8. 7. 1898 - KUNA 1995 (sv. 4), s. 137; citovan v BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2,
s. 194, zejména poznamka pod ¢arou 33.
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Klavirni vytah Bertholda Tourse (VS1) vydalo nakladatelstvi Novello v roce 1893; v poz-
déjsi, nedatované verzi?” (VS2) doslo ke zménam v Dvorakové zpivaném textu a odpovi-
dajicim zpUusobem také v hudbé, jak uvidime niZe. Je velmi pravdépodobné, Ze Dvorak
schvalil VS1, ale témér jisté nikdy nevidél VS2.22 Kompletni partitura orchestralni verze
byla publikovana az v roce 1970 soucasné s varhanni verzi.?®

ELSNICUV RUKOPIS S DODANYM PARTEM PRO VIOLONCELLA A KONTRABASY (E2):
CHARAKTERISTICKE RYSY

Nyni vénujme pozornost rukopisu E2 nesoucimu imprimatur skladatele; nékteré prvky
vSak plati pro A1, E1 a v pripadé zpivaného textu také pro A2.

Zvlastnosti zpivaného textu®°

(1) Nachazime gramatické chyby, které sdileji vSechny rukopisné zdroje (s vyjimkou A2,
kde v Casti Gloria Dvorak spravné napsal pater omnipotens namisto pater omnipoten-
tem predchozich rukopist). Latina v obou klavirnich vytazich VS1 a VS2 je vzdy spravna.
(2) Vyskytuji se odchylky od mesniho ordinaria - at uz vynechani textu (nejnapadnéji Et
expecto resurrectionem mortuorum) nebo jeho pozménéni (napf. nahrazenim slova Credo
za slovo et). Tyto odchylky nachazime ve vSech rukopisnych zdrojich a az na jednu malou
vyjimku®! také ve VS1; VS2 byl vSak upraven tak, aby odpovidal standardnimu textu, ¢imz
muselo dojit rovnéz ke zménam v hudbé.

Rysy, které ma E2 spolecné s A1 aE1

Je tfeba poznamenat, Ze dynamika v A2 se znacné liSi od dynamiky v A1, E1 a E2 - nékdy
je dokonce v pfimém rozporu.®? Naproti tomu rozdily mezi A1, E1 a E2 jsou malé a pomérné
nepocetné. V nékterych pripadech byly v E1 a E2 ozfejmény nejasné ¢asti A1 (napfiklad
ve varhanni pasazi Gratias, takt 91 ¢asti Gloria) a rovnéz pozice grafickych znacek pro

27) Autor vlastni nedatovany exemplar, avSak existuji VS2 s datem 1893 na titulni strance, cozZ je zavadéjici
(viz BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 93, poznamka pod ¢arou 58).

28) Viz BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 93, poznamka pod Carou 58. Beveridge presvédcivé dokazuje,
Ze Dvorak s nejvetsi pravdépodobnosti VS1 schvalil. Existuji totiz doklady o tom, Ze skladatel dostal korektury
od Novella, schvalil je a nasledné v roce 1893 poslal zpét. Navic se zda, Ze byl s VS1 dostatecné spokojen;
Beveridge totiz odkazuje na jeden exemplaf VS1, na jehoz titulni stranku Dvofak nadSené napsal ,Praveé vyslal“
a preposlal ho svému pfiteli Aloisu Goblovi - viz BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 200 a poznamka pod
€arou 53. Co se tyCe data vydani VS2, Beveridge jakozto terminus post quem stanovi rok 1903, a to také podle
reklamy na dalsi tituly, otiSténé v prvnim vytisku VS2. Dvorak zemrel 1. kvétna 1904.

29) Viz pozn. 24. Obal vytisku z roku 2000 nese slovo ,Urtext”, zatimco na titulni strané jsou slova ,Kritické
vydani podle skladatelova rukopisu“.

30) Zde pouze strucné, kompletné viz UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. v pozn. 24.

31) Ve VS1 jsou slova Domine Jesu v sekci Gratias pozménéna na Domine Deus (s. 19).

32) VsSeobecné se zda, ze dynamika v A2 vyuZiva postupnou dynamickou gradaci narlstajici béhem delSiho
¢asového Useku, ¢imzZ plsobi trochu wagnerovskym dojmem. Takové efekty jsou dosazitelnéjSi mnohem snadnéji

v orchestru nez na varhany. A2 také poskytuje ponékud detailnéjsi lokalni dynamicka odstinéni. K problematice
estetiky kazdé z téchto verzi viz UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. v pozn. 24.
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crescendo a decrescendo se lehce odliSuje. Rozdily mezi E1 a E2 (pfed Upravami E2) jsou
malé a bylo o nich pojednano jinde.®3

Rukopisy ve vokalnich partech vSeobecné Setfi obloucky. Vezméme napfiklad Kyrie:
jestlize se po strankach se sborovymi melismaty zcela bez oblou¢kl vyskytne oblouéek,
pak upouta pozornost a zaslouzi si vysvétleni. V taktu 27 vSak nemusi mit vyznam: v A1
byl nejprve notovy zapis bez textu napsan tmavym inkoustem a oblouc¢ky mély naznadit
frazovani textu. Slova byla doplnéna pozdéji cervenym inkoustem, ale pouze v soprano-
vém a basovém partu. Dvorakovy obloucky tak pomohly Elsnicovi, ktery je prenesl do
E1 a E2. Prilezitostné je mohl Elsnic sdm doplnit, aby objasnil, které skupiny not jsou
propojeny s uréitou slabikou tam, kde doslo k lehkému posunu textu vzhledem k hudbé
(napfiklad v taktu 29 altového partu: obloucky Ize nalézt v E1 a E2, nikoliv vSak v A1, kde
je text umistén jednoznacné). Obloucky mohly slouZit také k naznaceni urcitého ,efektu
staré hudby*“: rostouciho ddrazu poloZzenim se do noty a naslednym ubranim na dalSi noté:
priklady najdeme v taktu 32 tenorového partu a v taktu 45 altového partu (oba v A1, E1
a E2) a rovnézZ v taktu 46 altového partu (v E1 a E2).3* Obloucky mohly byt také urceny
jako prevence pred nechténym dlrazem tam, kde nasleduje vzestupny skok: napf. takty
36-37, kde je jeden obloucek napadné umistén pres dvé slabiky textu a pét not v sopra-
novém partu (v Al, E1 a E2) a jesSté posilen kratSim oblouc¢kem propojujicim pouze prvni
dvé noty (v E1 a E2).%% DalSi pfiklady najdeme v taktech 91-92 ¢asti Gloria: obloucek pres
slovo Jesu (ij. dvé slabiky) v sopranovém partu je zapsan ¢ervenym inkoustem v A1 a byl
tedy pfidan pozdéji. Odpovidajici oblou¢ek v E2 ma expresivni funkci - spolu s grafickym
znaménkem pro decrescendo témér jisté naznacuje legato, ¢imz zabrani jakémukoliv ne-
dobrovolnému dlirazu na slabou slabiku -su na prvni dobé.

Obsazeni shorovych partii v E2

Ackoli zde (stejné jako v Al a E1) Dvorak oznacuje jednotlivé paséaze rGizné jako solo, solo
sotto voce, solo m. [mezza] voce, m. [voce] a tutti, slovo ,solo” v kombinaci se ,sotto voce*
nebo ,m. voce“ bylo v E2 preskrtano tuzkou a na titulni stranu skladatel ¢ervené napsal
a podepsal: 36

33) Viz UTIDJIAN 2017, op. cit. v pozn. 8.

34) Je vSak nutno pfiznat, Ze posledni dva obloucky (tj. v taktu 45 a 46) pravdépodobné pouze ujasnily
skutecnost, Ze slovo eleison ma byt zpivano nejprve jako slovo o ¢tyfech slabikach a hned nato jako slovo o tfech
slabikach: tedy tak, aby vnéjsi slabiky nejprve obklopily slabiky dvé (-le-i-) a pak jednu (-lei-).

35) Dvorak pokracuje podobnym zpusobem v A2, kde najdeme nékteré, avSak ne vSechny z oblouckl
doloZenych v E2, plus dalSi priklady, které (soudé z jejich kontextu) maji expresivni vyznam a nemohou slouZit
k jakémukoli jinému Géelu. Pfikladem mohou byt takty 17-18 v A2 (s. 2): v ramci sedmiténového melismatu dal
Dvorak obloucky nad tony 2. - 4. a 5. - 7. (coz odpovidajici takty 14-16 v A1, E1 a E2 postradaji), ¢imz tvofi dvé
tfitonové skupiny. V A2 najdeme dalsi obloucky zfejmé umisténé nad dvéma slabikami - napf. v altovém partu
v taktech 30-31 a v sopranovém partu v taktech 30-32: zrovna v tomto pfipadé je vSak mozné, Ze Dvorak byl
prosté nepresny nebo se mylil, kdyZ nékteré obloucky umistil ¢i koncil trochu vic vpravo, nez chtél: toto je obzvlast
pravdépodobné v pripadé tenorového partu v taktu 34 (odpovidajici takt 32 v A1, E1 a E2).

36) V novodobém nastudovani dila pod taktovkou Haiga Utidjiana byla tato instrukce skutecné respektovana.
Celkovy pocCet pévcli presahoval 100; pro tutti pasaze se spojily sily soubord Collegium Musicum der Universitat
zu Koln (pFipravil ho generalni hudebni feditel kolinské univerzity Michael Ostrzyga) a Kammerchor der Universitat
zu Koln (pfipraveny za asistence sbormistra Alexandera Schmitta). Komorni sbor také prevzal pasaze obvykle
svéfené sdlovym pévclm. Vzhledem k bohatym zkuSenostem dirigovani dila v jeho veskerych variantach mize
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Privelkém sboru ¢itajicim alespon 100-200 a vice hlast bude lepsi, kdyz mista ,,Solo“
naznacend zpiva jen mensi shor asi 10 - a né sdm zpévak. Prosim racte tak ucinit.
Dvorak.

Tim také ospravedlnujeme vynechani ,solistd“ v nazvu tohoto ¢lanku.

Disonance Qui venit

Takt 63 véty Benedictus je zajimavym prikladem postupného vyvoje v ramci stemmatu
LLuzanské“ mse. V S1 byly takty 61-64 hrany s6lovymi varhanami bez hlasu; tato varhan-
ni pasaz (takt 3 nas. 37 v S1) byla zachovana beze zmény v Al (s. 42 - navzdory pomérné
nejasnému krizku ¢i pp umisténému bezprostiedné za ¢tvrtovou notou G), ale byl pfidan
altovy part. V taktu 63 byly slabiky ve-nit zpivany na opakované Ctvrfové noty G-G, proti
vzestupnym varhannim ¢tvrtkdm G-A (s podrZzenym pedalovym celym ténem G ze shora
a A predstavujicim pfipravenou disonanci). V opisech E1 a E2 (s. 61) zjistime, Ze varhanni
doprovod byl pozménén - nyni G nahrazuje A;*® altovy part si zachovava opakované G na
slova ve-nit, ale v E2 byla pozdé€ji provedena inkoustem zména ve-nit zpivaného jako A-G
misto G-G,*° coZ mélo za nasledek vznik appoggiatury A ve vokalnim partu. Tato verze
pak byla pfenesena i do A2 (s. 75), i kdyZ s mirnou modifikaci rytmu ve varhannim partu.
Obrazova pfiloha (viz s. 91-92) ukazuje tyto etapy: k puvodné samostatnému sélovému
varhannimu partu s viozenou disonanci (S1; a) byl pfidan altovy part (A1; b); nasledné byla
disonance ve varhannim partu odstranéna, zatimco altovy part byl ponechan (E1 a E2; c);
E2 pak ale pozdéji sam prosSel revizi a disonantni A se vratilo, avSak do altového a nikoliv
varhanniho partu (d); vysledek byl pfenesen do orchestraini verze A2 s malou modifikaci
ve varhannim partu (e).

autor stati dosvédcit, Ze efekt, ktery vznika, jestlize sé6lové pasaze zpivaji mensi skupiny z vétsiho télesa péved,
byva paradoxné intimnéjsi, komornéjsi a radikalné jiny nez ten, ktery dostaneme, kdyz v téchto pasazich Gcinkuje
kvartet solistl stojici pfed orchestrem.
37) Ve zdroji A2 je v anglictiné psano:

Remark! Small chorus means to be sung by 4 voices in each part. Solo would be also all right.

Jak inkoust, tak rukopis a lingvisticky styl angliétiny implikuji vlastni ruku skladatele. Cesky Ize pfeloZit pFiblizné
takto:

Pozndmka! Maly sbor znamena, Ze to ma byt zpivano 4mi hlasyv kazdém partu. Solo by také bylo v poradku.
38) Nabizi se otazka, z ¢i autority si Elsnic pfi pofizovani E1 a E2 na zakladé Al dovolil odstranit disonantni ton
A z varhanniho partu. Dvofak mozna mohl ovlivnit proces pripravy opist E1 a E2; anebo pfipadné mohl existovat
néjaky zprostredkujici dokument mezi A1 a E1. Je moZné (byt podle naSeho nazoru nepravdépodobné), Ze Elsnic
odstranil disonantni ton A z varhanniho partu omylem: ale je napsan velmi jasné v A1; navic se da predpokladat,
Ze by v pfipadé pouhého omylu Dvorak zvolil pfimou opravu chyby, misto aby ménil sborovy part. Na druhou
stranu vSak existuji konkrétni pfipady (jako napf. takt 312 ¢asti Credo), kde chyba v E2 zplsobena Elsnicem (jenz
Spatné interpretoval dvojvyznamnost v A1) byla nasledné odstranéna Dvorakem prostfednictvim Gplné nového
feseni, tj. feSeni, kterym se odchylil ze své vlastni, puvodni verze v A1l (koneckoncl jiz nemél k rukopisu Al
pfistup). Mimochodem, skutecnost, Ze zde byla verze Al spravné realizovana Elsnicem v E1 a ne v E2, poukazuje
na to, Ze Elsnic E2 kopiroval z A1 a nikoliv z E1 (alespon v dané ¢asti E2). Podrobné k tomu viz UTIDJIAN 2017,
op. cit. v pozn. 8.

39) Podobnym zpusobem byla nékym slabou tuzkou dodana Ctvrtka A vedle originalniho G v altovém partu v E1.
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Strucna kategorizace znaceni, oprav a tprav provedenych riznymi barvami v E2

Autor tohoto ¢lanku pfipravil podrobny inventar, jehoz analyza je dostatecné zajimava, aby
si zaslouzila samostatny prispévek. Zde zatim jen letmo naznaci zpUsoby, jakymi byl E2
upraven.

(i) Maly pocet zasahu byl proveden ¢ervenym inkoustem, z nich tfi jednoznacné odpo-
vidaji Dvorakové rukopisu. To samo o sob& nemusi nutné znamenat, Zze vSechny zmény
cervenym inkoustem byly provedeny stejnou rukou; existuji vsak dalsi dikazy, diky nimz je
muzeme pripsat Dvorfakovi, jak uvidime nize.

(i) Cetné opravy byly provedeny tmavym inkoustem, podobnym inkoustu pouZitému
v hlavnim textu rukopisu. Z vétsi ¢asti se jedna o korekce ocividnych chyb provedenych
pisafem; tyto opravy je nutno pfijmout bez ohledu na to, kdo je udélal (je vSak pravdépo-
dobné, Ze to byl sam skladatel). VloZeny list s opravenymi poslednimi dvaceti takty varhan-
niho partu ¢asti Credo (tento list je spolu s violoncellovym a kontrabasovym partem v E2
unikatni) byl napsan tymz inkoustem. Je velice nepravdépodobné, Ze by se kdokoliv jiny
neZ Dvorak ujal takové re-kompozice, jelikoZ pUvodni varhanni part byl zcela adekvatni
a jeho nova verze nevznikla z nutnosti, nybrz jako ovoce tviréi fantazie t€zko pochazejici
z jiné mysli nez skladatelovy.*®

(iii) Dvorak provedl zmény modrou tuzkou ve vokalnich partech v pasazi Crucifixus
(s. 36) a tyto zmény byly také preneseny do autografu A2. Navic poznamka v dolnim pra-
vém rohu uvadi ,tenor a bas/jsem zménil/tenor f —“, pficemz rukopis je oCividné Dvora-
klv. Navic si Ize téZko predstavit, Ze by kdokoliv jiny neZ skladatel mél dlivod a mozZnost
provést takové zmény v E2 po vzniku A2.% DalSi Ctyfi takty sborového Crucifixus byly po-
dobné upraveny, ale ¢ervenym inkoustem (modra tuzka byla ponékud tupa a poufziti cer-
veného inkoustu umoznilo jasnéjSi opravy); pasaz zacinajici slovy ,passus” (s. 37-38) byla
rovnéz upravena, tentokrat obycejnym tmavym inkoustem. Rlizna vyrazna znaceni modrou
tuzkou se zdaji byt urcena dirigentim (nékdy pouze zesiluji ¢i zvétSuji stavajici znaménka
nebo je modifikuji); srovnatelné znacky se také objevuji v A2.

(iv) Kromé jasnych korekci nebo modifikaci provedenych obyéejnou tuzkou (nejprav-
dépodobnéji skladatelem) se v E2 vyskytuje fada opatrnych znacek slabou tuzkou, véet-
né anglickych preklad(l,*? a provizorni opravy doprovazené otaznikem, které, zda se, byly
zaneseny zaméstnanci nakladatelstvi Novello. Samotna skutecnost, Ze editofi ve firmé
Novello zachazeli s Dvorakovymi rukopisy velmi opatrné, naznacuje, Ze opravy, které byly
provedeny pevnou rukou a nesmazatelné, Ize pfipsat skladateli.

40) Rozbor E1 a A2 ukazuje, Ze redaktofi z firmy Novello respektovali s Gctou a az puntiCkarsky skladatelovy
rukopisy, které nakladatelstvi vlastnilo - viz téZ (iv) nize.

41) Je nepravdépodobné, Ze by kdokoliv jiny nez sam skladatel mél dlivod Ci pfileZitost aplikovat zmény zpétné
na rukopis E2 (tj. vnucovat varianty z A2, které by si prece skladatel pro provedeni mSe bez orchestru mozna ani
nepfral). Dle naseho nazoru (1) jsou zmény skuteéné od Dvoraka a (2) Dvorak nejprve proved! tyto zmény na E2
a pozdéji je prenesl do A2.

42) Napriklad zkracené slovo ,Sept” bylo na titulni stranu dodano pod ¢eskym ,zafi“; kolmo k vodorovnému
Ceskému textu a zcela slabé Ize precist ,for voices and organ / composed for the consecration of the*, coz je
Castecny preklad ¢eského ,pro smiSeny sbor s priivodem varhan ku zasvéceni“ (chramu Pané v LuZzanech).
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(v) Nakonec jeSté zminme, Ze v nékterych pfipadech, kdy to bylo povazovano za nezbyt-
né k zajisténi dostatecné srozumitelnosti, byla plivodni verze odskrabana pomoci ostrého
noze. Obvykle vSak i v takovych pfipadech je smazana verze jasné rozeznatelna.

MUzZeme tedy dospét k zavéru, Ze znacna Cast oprav a Gprav v E2 by méla byt zahrnuta
v novém pfipravovaném vydani ,LuZzanské“ mse. Vyjimky z toho byly jasné identifikovany;
v nékterych pripadech bude verze pred revizi uvedena explicitné v komentafi a (vyjimecné)
prezentovana v hlavni ¢asti partitury jako ossia pasaze.

PROC NOVE VYDANi VARHANNI VERZE ,LUZANSKE“ MSE?

Nejstarsi tiStény zdroj VS1 (a jak jsme vidéli také jediny, ktery pravdépodobné schvalil
skladatel) témér vSude zachovava Dvorakulv zpivany text, pouze opravuje idiosynkrazie
v latinském textu. Pro provedeni varhanni verze mse je vSak VS1 nevhodny, protoZe byl
uréen pro orchestralni verzi a jako takovy reprodukuje sborové party a dynamiku prave této
verze a jeho klavirni doprovod je spiSe zredukovanou orchestraci nezli originalnim varhan-
nim partem (s vyjimkou kratkych varhannich solo obbligato pasazi). Jedinymi relevantnimi
modernimi tiSténymi vydanimi varhannich verzi jsou Burghauserova edice a Pilkingtonova
edice. Velmi podrobna kritika téchto vydani s mnozstvim pfiklad( se objevuje jinde;*® zde
se omezime pouze na stru¢né shrnuti nasich zavéru.

Burghauser a Cubr pfi pfipravé své edice - ktera byla v své dobé velkym predélem,
nebot jako prvni usiluje o vérné zachovani Dvorakovych zamér( - neméli k dispozici E1
nebo E2, a proto toto vydani postrada mnohé dulezité informace. Dynamika v této edici je
jakousi smésici orchestralni a varhanni verze mse; tam, kde doSlo ke konfliktu mezi témi-
to verzemi, byla priorita ¢asto dana orchestralni verzi. Na zakladé nespravné domnénky,
Ze VS2 - ktery editor nevédomky zaménil za VS1 - mohl byt schvéalen skladatelem, text
pozménény bez autorizace (a s nim spojené hudebni zmény) se vyskytuje v celé edici.
Nejedna se o ,Urtext“: Burghauser ucinil vlastni redakéni zmény, a ackoli ¢tenar mize
najit mnoho z nich popsanych v komentafi, v hlavnim textu neni vzdy uvedeno, co bylo
zménéno (nékteré zmeény byly dokonce provedeny navzdory vSem zdrojim A1, E1, E2, A2,
VS1 a VS2). Prestoze toto vydani stale zUstava nejlepSim z hlediska srozumitelnosti a pre-
hlednosti, z hlediska zdrojli, které mame v soucasné dobé k dispozici, jiz nelze tuto edici
povazovat za dostatecné vérnou skladatelovym zamériim ani v jedné z jeho verzi.

Pilkington pfi pfipravé své edice vyuZil E2, ale neuvédomil si, Ze dodany smyccovy part
vySel z Dvorakovy ruky.** Editor neproved! porovnani s A1 nebo E1, které by mu byvaly
pomohly spravné interpretovat detaily nejasné v E2,*® a nékteré podrobnosti v E2 zce-
la prehlédl. Ackoliv se jedna o nejaktualnéjsi verzi ,Luzanské“ mse, kterou mame nyni

43) Viz UTIDJIAN 20186, op. cit. v pozn. 24.

44) Jeho skepticismus nebyl z nékolika ddvodu namisté: Pilkington neanalyzoval styl rukopisu, ani nezkoumal
historii E2 vCetné detaill okolnosti, za nichZ Dvofak sam poskytl partituru firmé Novello, ani nebral na védomi
explicitni odkazy k dodanému partu, jako napt. Dvorakav vlastni dopis Simrockovi ze dne 7. 7. 1889, v némz
skladatel konstatoval ,Kontrabasse und Celli habe ich zur Verstarkung zugefugt” - viz KUNA 1988 (sv. 2), s. 376;
citovan v BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. v pozn. 2, s. 121, poznamka pod ¢arou 44.

45) Nékterymi potizemi (v pfipadé varhanniho partu zejména znaky pro frazovani, obloucky, ligaturami
a dynamickymi znaménky) se detailné zabyval UTIDJIAN 20186, op. cit. v pozn. 24.
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k dispozici, neni bohuZel vhodna pro praktické pouziti: ve snaze vérné reprodukovat
dynamiku E2 a A2, které jsou nékdy vzajemné protichlidné, vyuziva systém, v némz jsou
rizné znacky zapsany v hranatych zavorkach ¢i vertikalné preskrtnuty anebo oboji, a to
nékdy ve velmi prepinéném prostoru. Pro Ctenare sice miZe byt uZitecné sledovat, jak
se napfriklad ,posunulo“ dynamické znaceni (porovname-li varhanni a orchestralni verze),
vysledek se vSak muZe stat jakymsi nesrozumitelnym spletencem. Rovnéz Pilkington ne-
védomky zaménil VS2 za VS1.46

Obé edice postradaji nékteré prvky, které s jistotou mizeme pfipsat Dvorakovi (chybi
napfiklad verze Dona nobis pacem [takty 54-56] obsazena v A1, E1 a E2).#” Obé edice
také zaménily VS2 za VS1. Dvorakovy expresivni obloucky v hlasovych partech jsou zcela
vynechany nebo ponékud znehodnoceny standardnim vyuzitim - automaticky oznacuji
vSechny pfipady, kdy je tfeba zpivat vice nez jednu notu na slabiku. Obé vydani nevyhnutel-
né obsahuji nepfesnosti a obé jsou riizné ,kontaminovana*“ orchestralni verzi. A kone¢né,
obé usiluji 0 nemozné: vytvorit jednu edici, ktera by slouzila jakozto klavirni vytah jak pro
orchestralni provedeni, tak pro varhanni. Nicméné obé edice byly pfipraveny svédomite,
pragmaticky prijaly hudebné smysluplné kompromisy a splnily stanovené cile na zakladé
informaci, které méli prislusni redaktofi ve své dobé k dispozici.

Vychodiska, ktera jsou zakladem nasi nové pripravované edice Dvorakovy MSe v D dur,
byla prezentovana jinde.*® Celkovym zamérem bylo dosahnout co nejpresnéjsiho vydani,
které by odrazelo Dvorakovy zralé myslenky v souvislosti s neorchestralnim provedenim
mse (tj. pred zkomponovanim orchestralni verze na zZadost nakladatelstvi Novello). Nova
edice vychazi z konecné podoby E2 a rozsah prijatych zmén a jejich forma jsou podloZeny
dikladnou analyzou; nicméné A1l a E1 jsou vzaty v Gvahu pro objasnéni (a velmi pfileZi-
tostné pro doplnéni) podrobnosti v E2 tam, kde to bylo nutné. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze edice
je uréena jako ,Urtext”, usiluje o dostatecnou prehlednost a srozumitelnost, aby mohl ¢te-
nar na prvni pohled identifikovat v§e, co nepochazi z primarniho zdroje E2. Vznik takovych
prvkl je vysvétlen v komentafi, ktery rovnéz predstavuje nejvyznamnéjsi varianty pred
provedenim zmén v E2. Nova edice také zahrnuje varianty varhanniho partu pred jeho
(byt velmi omezenou) modifikaci spojenou s dodanim violoncellového a kontrabasového
partu a je tedy vhodna pro provedeni s varhannim doprovodem i za nepfitomnosti nizSich
smyccl. Dle naseho nazoru by méla byt orchestralni verze povaZovana za samostatnou
verzi a jeji dynamické a jiné nuance by nemély byt zpétné aplikovany na E2; proto bylo
rozhodnuto, Ze nova edice nebude slouZit jako klavirni vytah pro orchestralni provedeni.
Mame-li zUstat vérni Dvofakovym zamér(im, bude nutno vytvorit samostatny klavirni vytah,
ktery by doprovazel nové vydani orchestralni verze Mse D dur.

(Cesky preklad: Martina Picmanova)
E-mail: hutidjian@yahoo.com

46) Dukazy pro toto tvrzeni jsou prezentovany v UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. v pozn. 24.
47) Podrobné viz UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. v pozn. 24.
48) UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. v pozn. 24.

90 B Musicalia 1-2 / 2017



Dvorakova Mse D dur (,,Luzanska“) pro sbor, varhany, violoncella a kontrabasy

Vyvoj pasaze Qui venit / Development of the passage Qui venit
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HAIG UTIDJIAN?

vorak’s Mass in D was commissioned by the Czech architect and visionary Josef

Hlavka for the consecration of the chapel of his mansion in Luzany; the premiére
of the original version of the work was given at a private service on 11 September,
1887. However, the focus of the present article is on a version of the work subsequently
prepared by Dvorak, incorporating an added part for violoncello and bass, and submitted
by him to the publishing house of Novello. Though it came to be overshadowed by the later
orchestration of the work, it possesses virtues worth cherishing. Haig Utidjian conducted
the first modern revival of this version in Cologne on 8 July, 2014 and is currently preparing
a critical edition for publication. A thorough critical investigation of all extant manuscript
sources (some hitherto neglected) is seen to shed light on the composer’s thinking and to
help clarify his intentions more generally.

Antonin Dvorak - 19™-century music - mass settings - Czech music - Mass in D (“LuZan-
ska”) - liturgy - critical edition - stemma codicum - Josef Hlavka

The Mass in D was the result of a commission from the Czech architect, contractor
and philanthropist Josef Hlavka, for the consecration of the chapel of his stately home in
Luzany, dedicated to the Virgin Mary; the premiére of the composition was thus given at

1) This publication was supported by the Grant Agency of Charles University as part of Project No. 1840214
entitled Towards a first edition of the version of the Dvorak Mass in D with organ, violoncello and bass
accompaniment, realised by Haig Utidjian at the Faculty of Arts at Charles University.

The author is greatly indebted to David R. Beveridge (whose pioneering research inspired and enabled the present
endeavour), James Rushton of the Music Sales Group (who graciously permitted the reproduction herewith of
images from the manuscripts (referred to as E2 and A2 below) in the possession of the Group and loaned to the
British Library), Nicolas Bell of the British Library, Tamara Kroupova of Koniasch Latin Press, Katefina Nova and
Veronika Vejvodova of the Dvorak Museum, Dagmar Rydlova of the Hlavka Foundation (Nadace ,,Nadani Josefa,
Marie a Zdenky Hlavkovych“ - Josef, Marie, and Zdenka Hlavka Endowment Foundation), Maestro Michael
Ostrzyga, the organist Laura Kalnina and the Cologne University Collegium Musicum (who enabled and took part
in the first modern revival of the work in its version for chorus, organ, violoncello and double-bass, under the
direction of the author, and were unstinting in their contributions towards his advocacy of the version and of the
Mass in D), Jarmila Gabrielova, Petr Danék and Martina Picmanova, for their invaluable assistance.

© 2017 Haig Utidjian, published by De Gruyter Open. This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-Non-
Commercial-NoDerivs 3.0 License.
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a private service on 11 September 1887, under the direction of the composer.? However,
the title of this article refers to a version of the work subsequently prepared by Dvorak with
an added part for violoncellos and double-basses, and submitted to the firm of Novello for
publication. In the event this version was never published (having been overshadowed by
the later orchestral version) and unjustly fell into oblivion. The present writer is currently
completing an edition of this version for publication.®

THE MANUSCRIPT SOURCES IN AN HISTORICAL CONTEXT

Continuous sketch (S1)

A continuous sketch of the work was embarked upon by the composer on 26. 3. 1887 and
completed on 26. 5. 1887. It is kept at the National Museum - Czech Museum of Music,*
and awaits detailed study. The sketch itself bears numerous corrections (added in ink or
scratched away with a blade) and revisions, and though it seems relatively mature in many
ways, nonetheless the autograph manuscript of the complete work (A1 below) does differ
rather substantially from this sketch.

Fragment of fugue (S2)

An additional sheet of paper survives (Czech Museum of Music, inventory no. NM-CMH
S 76/1454), of which one side and a half include part of the fugue from the Credo of the
Mass set to the words et iterum venturus est; the recto side bears the pagination 25f, and
the starting-point does indeed correspond to p. 25 of S1. However, the corrected version
of the fugue in S1 is that which was carried over to the autograph score Al (below), so it is
not easy to place this fragment in the overall stemma.

Autograph of organ version (A1)

The autograph manuscript of the version with organ acommpaniment was completed on
17 June 1887, and is preserved at the Czech Museum of Music.® Though for the most part
employing red ink for verbal underlay and dynamic markings, it is not as easy to read as
the Elsnic fair copies (below).

2) For a detailed reconstruction of the circumstances surrounding the premiére, the reader is referred to
BEVERIDGE, David R.: Zdenka a Josef Hlavkovi - Anna a Antonin Dvorakovi: Pratelstvi dvou manZelskych paru
a jeho plody v ¢eském a svétovém uméni (Zdenka and Josef Hlavka - Anna and Antonin Dvorak: A friendship of
two married couples and its fruits in Czech and international art), in: Studie Narodohospodarského Gstavu Josefa
Hlavky (Studies of the Economic Institute of Josef Hlavka) 12/2012, Prague, pp. 106-107, esp. footnote 107.
3) Itis pleasing to note growing scholarly interest in the Mass in D in general. A very recent study is: CIVIDINI,
lacopo: Fides, spes, caritas: Dvoraks musikalisches Glaubenbekenntnis in der D-Dur-Messe op. 86, in: Musik-
-Konzepte, Neue Folge, vol. 174, Munich, August 2016, pp. 63-80, addresses aspects of theology and musical
symbolism in an original way; and the present writer was recently called upon informally to offer advice to
a D.M.A student, who has now completed a dissertation: CHUNG, Audrey: A Conductor’s Guide to the Original
Organ Version of Antonin Dvorak’s Mass in D major, Opus 86, Including a Critical Comparison of the Published
Editions, University of Southern California, 2016.

4) Inventory no. NM-CMH S 76/1453.

5) Inventory no. NM-CMH S 76/1452.
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Elsnic’s fair copies (E1, E2)

The copyist Jan Elsnic prepared two fair copies of the score, almost certainly based on Al
(albeit with certain minor differences).® These copies, which we shall designate as E1 and
E2, were completed on 1 August and 7 August 1887, respectively.” It would have been
reasonable to suppose that, for speed and convenience, Elsnic would have copied E2 from
E1, and not from the less easily legible A1; but the situation is not straightforward.®

Especial interest attaches to manuscript E2: Dvorak subsequently corrected and an-
notated it, and himself wrote in a part for violoncello and double-bass directly below the
organ part. As David Beveridge has argued, Dvorak was initially driven to introduce such
a part out of practical necessity:® the first public premiére, in Plzen on 15. 4. 1888 (and
likewise conducted by the composer), could not be held in the Church of St. Bartholomew,
which alone had an organ of sufficient quality, and had to be held at the Municipal Theat-
re, which was without an organ altogether. Two harmoniums were provided instead, but as
these lack pedals, Dvorak added a line for violoncellos and double-basses as a substitute
for the pedal part; the line in E2 does follow the pedal part much of the time.*° However,
it also makes imaginative use of various effects of articulation and dynamic,** and a par-
ticular sense of “flow” accrues from the presence of a vibrant section of lower strings.!?
The result must have been so attractive that in the review in the journal Dalibor following
the performance in Prague’s Rudolfinum on 25. 3. 1889, the work was entitled MSe pro
smiseny sbor s priivodem varhan, violoncell a kontrabasstyv (Mass for mixed choir accom-
panied by organ, violoncellos and double-basses),** even though (according to an earlier
account in Dalibor) the organ at the premises was considered “a first-class instrument”,
and was endowed with sixteen-foot pedals.’* The composer appears to have conside-
red this version as definitive at this time, and submitted E2 to Novello for publication.
The publishers paid for the score, but refrained from publishing this version, requesting

6) In a postcard from Dvorak addressed to Jan Elsnic, the composer urges the copyist to send a copy and
set of parts to Hlavka; see Antonin Dvorak: Korespondence a dokumenty (Antonin Dvorak. Correspondence
and Documents. Correspondence dispatched 1896-1904), ed. Milan Kuna et al., vol. 4, Barenreiter Editio
Supraphon, Prague 1995, p. 290; cited in BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 106.

7) E1lis kept at the Czech Museum of Music, inventory no. NM-CMH S 226,/941. E2 belongs to the Music Sales
Group, and is on permanent loan to the British Library, Music Loan 69/2.

8) For a detailed discussion of the relation of E2 vis-a-vis A1 and E1, see UTIDJIAN, Haig: Towards a stemma of
the MS sources of Dvorak’s Mass in D, in: Czech and Slovak Music, vol. 26, 2017, accepted for publication.

9) The historical circumstances have been thoroughly documented in the seminal study by BEVERIDGE 2012,
op. cit. (footnote 2), esp. pp. 113-117.

10) Though we cannot, of course, be certain that this line is identical to that which appears in E2, at the very
least the former may reasonably be considered the antecedent of the latter.

11) These include tremolo, pizzicato, reiterated notes and various “cantando” effects.

12) This was highly apparent to the present author in conducting this version in its first modern revival, at the
Trinitatiskirche in Cologne on 8 July, 2014. The string part truly flows and sings, the counterpoint is clarified, the
horizontal sense of the vertical foundation of the whole edifice affords an additional dimension. The effect at
times was deliciously reminiscent of recordings of early revivals of Monteverdi, with their sense of discovery and
romantically singing continuo line associated with sostenuto strings in combination with legato organ chords.
13) HEJDA, FrantiSek K.: Z koncertni siné (From the concert hall), Dalibor, vol. XI, nos. 14-15, 30. 3. 1889; cited
in BEVERIDGE, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 120, footnote 43.

14) See BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 120, esp. footnote 40.

Musicalia 1-2 / 2017 B 95




Haig Utidjian

instead a version with orchestral accompaniment (source A2 below).*® Haig Utidjian con-
ducted the first modern revival of the E2 version, at the Trinitatiskirche in Cologne on
8. 7. 2014, and his forthcoming edition uses E2 as its principal source.

Vocal parts (V1-4)

A complete set of four vocal parts was discovered in Luzany, and is in the possession of
the Hlavka Foundation.'® It is not easy to position this source in the stemma, since it lacks
dynamic markings and other nuances that could have allowed fruitful comparison with A1,
E1 and E2. At the end of the soprano part the date 1. 9. 1887 and signature “Blecha” may
be found, whilst the date of the premiére in Luzany, namely 11. 9. 1887, has been pen-
cilled on the first page. The parts could have been produced from E1 or E2 (or even from
A1), and copied out in time to allow the singers to prepare and rehearse prior to the private
Luzany premiére; this, coupled with their geographical provenance, strongly suggests that
they may indeed have been used for the premiére. Judging from the rather flowery script
of the verbal underlay, the fact that minims here tend to have their downward stems to the
left of the circular part of each note (and predominantly to the right in E1 and E2) and the
blatant error in the title to the first movement on the soprano part “Kirie” [sic!], it cannot
be taken for granted that the copyist was necessarily Elsnic - the correspondence by Dvo-
fak cited above notwithstanding.'’

Autograph of orchestral version (A2)

Alfred Littleton of Novello requested that Dvorak produce an orchestral version of the
Mass (in writing, on 20. 6. 1890® and again on 16. 10. 1891%°). Dvorak had to ask him?°
for the return of E2 so that he could use it to prepare the orchestral version (a fact which,
significantly, suggests that he did not have access to Al or E1). He completed the auto-

15) Ibid., p. 145, esp. footnotes 52 and 54.

16) The author is grateful to David Beveridge for drawing this source to his attention, and to Dagmar Rydlova
of the Hlavka Foundation for her kindness in allowing him access to it. The source may not be found in the
Burghauser Thematic Catalogue (see BURGHAUSER, Jarmil: Antonin Dvorak. Thematicky katalog. Bibliografie.
Prehled Zivota a dila (Antonin Dvorak. Thematic Catalogue. Bibliography. Survey of Life and Work), 2. revidované
a rozsiteni vydani (second revised and expanded edition), Barenreiter Editio Supraphon, Prague 1996).

17) Graphological studies may yet serve to clarify this matter. The possibility must also be allowed that Elsnic
provided some exemplars but not all the copies.

18) Letter first published in Musicalia - see BEVERIDGE, David R.: Dvorak, Novello, Alfred Littleton a britské
hudebni festivaly: nové objevena korespondence, nové postrehy / Dvorak, Novello, Alfred Littleton, and the
British Music Festivals: Newly-Discovered Correspondence, New Observations, Musicalia, vol. 3, nos. 1-2, 2011,
pp. 6-26 (Czech version), 27-46 (English version); see esp. pp. 15 and 37.

19) See Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty. Korespondence prijata 1885-1892 (Antonin Dvorak.
Correspondence und Documents. Correspondence received 1885-1892), ed. Milan Kuna et al., vol. 6,
Supraphon, Prague 1997, p. 313, cited in BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 306. (For a helpful table
charting the correspondence between Dvorak and his publishers, see BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2),
pp. 303-306.) The volumes will henceforth be referred to simply as KUNA, followed by year of publication and
volume number.

20) In a letter dated 26. 2. 1892 - KUNA 1989 (vol. 3), p. 118; cited in BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2),
p. 192, footnote 20.
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graph of the orchestral version (A2) on 15. 6. 1892 and made it available to Novello,?
without, however, returning E2 to the company. Littleton had to remind him (on 16. 11.
1892)?2 to return E2, since Novello required it as an aid towards the preparation of a pia-
no reduction for a vocal score of the orchestral version (although, in the event, the rather
pianistic reduction by Berthold Tours seems to owe little to the organ part). E2 was then
returned to Novello. Interestingly, Dvorak retained certain passages for organ by way of
solo obbligati (over substantial portions of the Gratias agimus tibi and Benedictus). Fur-
ther points of interest are the addition of two introductory bars scored for the second vio-
lins and violas at the very beginning of the Kyrie in A2 (no doubt to allow the sopranos to
pitch their opening note in the presence of an orchestra), through the simple expedient of
overlaying a rectangular piece of paper with adhesive.?® The composer’s abortive attempt
to transcribe the solo organ opening of the Benedictus for strings - abandoned on the
second page of the movement - is also notable. In preparing A2, Dvorak also made very
substantial alterations to the dynamics, and prominent changes to the choral parts.? In
general, scrutinising the progression from S1 to A2 provides a vivid and graphic insight
into the evolution of the composer’s thinking. Finally, though Dvorak felt that the work had
gained much from the orchestration (writing to his friend Alois Gobl in 1892 “myslim, Ze
dilo to tim velmi mnoho ziska”),?® he retained an affection for the organ version, indicating
to Ondfej Hornik in 1898 that he would have liked to hear it again.?®

Berthold Tours’ vocal score was published by Novello in 1893 (VS1); a later version
of uncertain date® (VS2) bowdlerised Dvorak’s verbal text and accordingly amended the
music (as will be seen below). There are grounds for considering it very likely that Dvorak
approved VS1, but improbable that he ever saw VS2.22 The full score of the orchestral

21) Ittoo now belongs to the Music Sales Group, and is on loan to the British Library, Music Loan 69/3.

22) BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 306; the letter may be found in KUNA 1997 (vol. 6), p. 394, but
a pertinent citation from a corrected transcription, prepared directly from the original document, may be found
in BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 198, esp. footnote 44. The letter is fairly strongly worded, requesting
the return of the score “at once”.

23) Interestingly, the two introductory bars for violins and violas in the orchestral version appear to have been
inserted by pen (probably at some stage after they were added to A2) in a reduction for keyboard, in the small
space available just before the beginning of the Kyrie in E1 (but not in E2 or A1). These bars differ from those in
the first vocal score VS1 (see below) and also differ from the reduction provided by Burghauser und Cubr in their
own edition of the organ version.

24) A discussion of the latter (including instances neglected by Burghauser/Cubr and Pilkington in their
editions) may be found in UTIDJIAN, Haig: Towards a new edition of Dvorak’s Mass in D, Clavibus unitis, vol. 5,
2016. For particulars of the aforementioned editions: Antonin Dvorak: MSe D Dur. Varhanni verze, eds. Jarmil
Burghauser - Antonin Cubr, Supraphon, Prague 1970; Bérenreiter, Prague 2000. Dvorak Mass in D major, The
New Novello Choral Edition, ed. Michael Pilkington, Novello Publishing Ltd., London 2000. (The cover of the 2000
reprint, in the possession of the present writer, bears the word “Urtext”, whilst the title page includes “Kritické
vydani podle skladatelova rukopisu” - appearing in English on the facing page as “Critical edition based on the
composer’s manuscript”).

25) In a letter dated 21. 6. 1892 (that is, soon after his completion of A2) - see KUNA 1989 (vol. 3), p. 131;
cited in BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 193, footnote 30.

26) In a letter dated 8. 7. 1898 - KUNA 1995 (vol. 4), p. 137; cited in BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2),
p. 194, esp. footnote 33.

27) The author is in possession of an undated exemplar, but batches of VS2 do exist that somewhat misleadingly
bear the year 1893 on the title page (see BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. [footnote 2], p. 93, footnote 58).

28) See BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 93, footnote 58. Beveridge argues that Dvorak is very likely
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version was not published until 1970, when it appeared in an edition by Burghauser and
Cubr, concurrently with their edition of the organ version.?

The Elsnic manuscript with the added part (E2) - salient features

Henceforth we turn our attention to the E2 manuscript, which bears the unquestionable
imprimatur of the composer; but (as we shall see) much of the discussion is applicable
also to Al and E1, and - in the case of the verbal text - to a very large extent also to A2.

Peculiarities in the verbal underlay:
Here we merely summarise:3°

(1) There are grammatical errors, which all the manuscript sources share (with the
partial exception of A2, where, in the Gloria Dvorak correctly wrote pater omnipotens
instead of the pater omnipotentem in the previous manuscripts). Both VS1 and VS2 have
correct Latin throughout.

(2) There are deviations from the Ordinary of the Latin Mass - by virtue of text having
been omitted (most strikingly Et expecto resurrectionem mortuorum) or changed (e.g.
substituting the word Credo for et). These are shared by all manuscript sources and (with
one minor exception)®* by VS1; but VS2 has been altered to conform to the standard text,
also enforcing changes to the music.

Characteristics of E2 in common with A1 and E1:

It is interesting to note that the dynamics in A2 differ considerably from those in A1, E1
and E2, and are at times even in direct contradiction to (and therefore incompatible with)
them.®? In contrast, differences between A1, E1 and E2 are minor and comparatively
rare. In some instances, puzzling readings in Al (such as in the Gratias organ part, in bar
91 of the Gloria) have been clarified in E1 and E2, and the position of certain dynamic
hairpins is subtly different. Divergences between E1 and E2 (prior to the corrections and
additions made to E2) are minor (though of undoubted interest), and have been dealt
with elsewhere.®®

to have approved VS1, since it is documented that he received proofs from Novello and approved them, sending
them back to Novello in 1893. Moreover, he must have been sufficiently pleased with VS1; Beveridge refers to
one exemplar of VS1 which Dvorak enthusiastically inscribed on the title page “Pravé vysla!” (“Just published!”)
and posted to his friend Alois Gébl - see BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2), p. 200 and footnote 53. Likewise,
through an examination of advertisements of other titles included in the earliest print of VS2, Beveridge argued
for 1903 as a terminus post quem for the publication of VS2; but Dvorak passed away on 1 May, 1904.

29) The latter will henceforth be referred to simply as “the Burghauser edition”.

30) For a full list see UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. (footnote 24).

31) In VS1 Domine Jesu in the Gratias section has been changed to Domine Deus (p. 19).

32) In general, it would seem that the dynamics of A2 exploit the slow dynamic gradations achievable by an
orchestra far more readily than on an organ, inculcating longer-range overall build-ups (conducing as they might
to a slightly more Wagnerian impression); A2 also provides rather more detailed local dynamic shading. For
a discussion of the respective aesthetics subscribed to by either version, see UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. (footnote 24).
33) See UTIDJIAN 2017, op. cit. (footnote 8).
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The manuscripts make sparing use of slurs over vocal parts. Consider the Kyrie: following
pages with the choral melismata wholly devoid of slurs, they do make odd appearances.
In bar 27 these need not necessarily be significant: in AL music was first written in dark
ink, in the absence of the verbal underlay, and the slurs were intended to indicate how
the underlay should fit. Words were later added, in red ink, but only in the soprano and
bass parts. Dvorak’s slurs will thus have helped Elsnic - who reproduced them in E1 and
E2. Occasionally they may have been introduced by Elsnic himself - merely to clarify the
grouping of notes associated with a particular syllable, where he had slightly misaligned
the underlay with the music (such as in bar 29 of the alto part; here the slurs may be
found in E1 and E2 but not in A1, where the verbal text is unambiguously positioned). But
slurs may serve as a means of promoting legato, or, conceivably, a certain “early-music”
effect of growth-related stress - a certain “leaning on the note” - and then tapering off
on the second note: examples are the slurs in the tenor part in bar 32 and in the alto part
in bar 45 - both found in A1, E1 and E2; and in the alto part in bar 46 - in E1 and E2).3
Slurs may have also been intended to guard against an accent where an upward leap is
involved: consider bar 36-37, where a single slur is suggestively placed over two syllables
of text over five notes in the soprano part - in A1, E1 and E2 - reinforced by a shorter
slur connecting the first two notes alone - in E1 and E2).3® For a further example see
bars 91-92 of the Gloria: the slur over the word Jesu in the soprano part is in red ink in
A1 and was thus added later; it too embraces two syllables. Thus, the corresponding slur
in E2 can only serve an expressive purpose - almost certainly indicating (in tandem with
the decrescendo hairpin) a legato effect, forfending any involuntary accent on the weak
syllable -su on a downbeat.

Choral scoring in E2:

Though here (as in A1 and E1) Dvorak variously marks particular passages as solo, solo
sotto voce, solo m. [mezza] voce, m. [voce], and tutti, the word “solo” when in combination
with “sotto voce” or “m. voce” has been obliterated by pencil in E2; and on the title page
the composer has written and signed the following instruction,®® in red ink:

34) Admittedly, however, the latter two slurs (in bars 45 and 46) may have been intended merely to clarify that
eleison is to be sung first as a four-syllable and then as a three-syllable word - with the outer syllables of the word
embracing two syllables -le-i- and a single syllable -lei-, respectively.

35) Dvorak continues in the same vein in A2, where we find some but not all of the slurs encountered in E2,
as well as further examples, which (judging from their context) must have expressive significance and can serve
no other purpose. Consider bars 17-18 of A2 (p. 2): over an eight-note melisma Dvofak has chosen to envelope
notes 2-4 and 5-7 with slurs (which the corresponding bars 14-16 in A1, E1 and E2 all lack), thus creating
two three-note groups. In A2 there are further slurs that seem to be across two syllables, such as in the alto part
across bars 30-31 and over the soprano part over bars 30-32 - although admittedly here Dvofak may have
been imprecise, perhaps inadvertently placing or ending some slurs slightly further to the right than he may have
intended: this seems particularly likely to be the case in the tenor part in bar 34 (corresponding to bar 32 of A1,
E1land E2).

36) The instruction was indeed observed during the first modern revival of the work under the direction of the
present writer. The total number of singers exceeded 100, with tutti passages employing the combined forces
of the Collegium Musicum of Cologne University (prepared by the General Music Director of Cologne University:
Michael Ostrzyga) and the University Chamber Choir (prepared by the assistant chorus master, Alexander
Schmitt), and with the latter performing the passages usually given to solo voices. Having extensive experience
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For choruses of at least 100-200 or more voices, it will be better if a smaller choir of
10 or so, and not individual singers, sing passages marked “Solo”. Please be so good
as to do so. Dvorak.

This is our justification for eschewing reference to “soloists” in the title to the present
article.®

Qui venit dissonance:

Consider bar 63 of the Benedictus. This bar evolves as we proceed along the stemma of
the piece. In S1, the passage now known as bars 61-64 was played by solo organ with
no voices; this organ part (bar 3 of p. 37 in S1) was retained with no alteration in Al
(p. 42 - notwithstanding the rather unclear sharp sign or pp marking placed immediately
after the crotchet G), but an alto part was added. In bar 63, the syllables ve-nit were sung
to repeated crotchets G, G, against the ascending organ crotchets G, A (with a held pedal
semibreve G from above, the A constituting a prepared dissonance). By the time we reach
E1 and E2 (p. 61) we find that the organ accompaniment has been altered - now a G
replaces the previous A;®® the alto part retains the repeated G on the words ve-nit, but
in E2 this has subsequently been altered in ink,*® with ve-nit now sung to A, G instead of
the G, G prior to the alteration - in effect, introducing an appoggiatura A in the vocal part.
This version is carried over to A2 (p. 75), albeit with a slight modification of rhythm in the
organ part. These various stages may be demonstrated in the illustrations section (see
pp. 91-92): the development whereby the self-sufficient solo organ part with its embedded
dissonance of S1 (a) was retained, with the addition of a (consonant) alto part in Al (b);
the organ dissonance was ironed out whilst the alto part was retained in E1 (c) and E2; but
then E2 itself underwent revision and the dissonant A now returned, albeit now appearing
in the alto part (d); the result was carried over to the orchestral version, A2, with a minor
modification to the organ part (e).

of conducting the work in its various versions, the author can testify that the effect associated with solo passages
being sung by smaller groups from within the larger body of singers was, paradoxically, one of greater intimacy,
verging on the chamber-like, radically different from that resulting when a quartet of solo opera singers stands in
front of the orchestra to perform the passages.

37) In A2 we find: “Remark! Small chorus means to be sung by 4 voices in each part. Solo would be also all
right.” Ink, handwriting and English linguistic style are all suggestive of the composer’s own hand.

38) The question arises on whose authority Elsnic removed the dissonant A from the organ part in producing E1
and E2 on the basis of A1. Dvorak may have been in a position to influence the process of preparation of the fair
copies E1 and E2; or else (conceivably) some intermediate documentary witness of some sort between A1l and
E1 might have existed. It is conceivable (but in our judgement rather unlikely) that Elsnic would have removed the
dissonant A from the organ part in error: it is very clearly written in A1, and we may reasonably suppose that, had it
indeed been an error, Dvofak would have chosen to make a direct correction, rather than altering the choral part.

On the other hand, there is admittedly a concrete instance (bar 312 of the Credo) where an error in E2 by Elsnic
- who misconstrued an ambiguity in A1 - was subsequently removed by Dvorak by means of a new solution that
departed from A1 (for which, after all, the manuscript was no longer at his disposal). Incidentally, the fact that
the version of A1 was nevertheless correctly realised by Elsnic in E1 - and not in E2 - strongly suggests that, at
least for this part of E2, that in writing E2 Elsnic was copying from A1 and not from EZ1. For a discussion of further
examples of the above observations, see UTIDJIAN 2017, op. cit. (footnote 8).

39) Similarly, a pencil has lightly added a crotchet A adjacent to the original G in the alto part of E1.
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A brief categorisation of markings, corrections and revisions undertaken by various
writing implements in E2:

A detailed inventory has been prepared by the present writer, and its analysis is of
sufficient interest to warrant publication in a future contribution. Space permits a mere
outline of the means of intervention deployed upon E2:

(i) A small number of interventions were undertaken in red ink, of which two are clearly
associated with Dvorak’s handwriting and one with his signature. Now this need not in
itself necessarily mean that all changes in red ink would have been undertaken by the
same hand; but there is further evidence attributing them to Dvorak, as we shall see
below.

(ii) Numerous corrections were made in dark ink similar to that used for the main body
of the manuscript. A high proportion are mere corrections of obvious errors made by the
copyist - trivial but necessary; they need to be embraced irrespective of who undertook
them, but are likely to have been made by the composer. An inserted sheet bears a revised
organ part for the last twenty bars of the Credo (unique to E2 and concomitant to the
addition of the violoncello/bass part) also in such ink. It is highly unlikely that anyone other
than Dvorak would have undertaken such re-composition, since the original organ part is
wholly adequate, and the version created to replace it is not a matter of necessity, but the
fruit of creative imagination of the sort which is unlikely to have been countenanced by the
Novello editors had it originated from any hand but the composer’s own.*°

(iii) Dvorak made a change in blue pencil in the distribution of parts in the Crucifixus
(p. 36 of the score), of a sort unlikely to have occurred to anyone other than the composer
himself, and it was carried over in his own authograph A2. Moreover, a note states “tenor
a bas/jsem zménil/tenor f " (“The tenor and bas/| have changed/tenor f ") at the
bottom right-hand corner of the page. The handwriting appears to be Dvorak’s; nor is it
likely that anyone (other than Dvorak) would have cause or opportunity to impose such
changes on E2 after A2 came about.* The next four bars of the choral Crucifixus (p. 37)
have been similarly modified, but in red ink (the blue pencil was rather blunt, and the use
of red ink may have facilitated clear correction); the passage commencing with the words
passus (p. 37-38) has been similarly altered, but now in ordinary ink.

Various prominent markings in blue pencil seem intended for conducting purposes
(sometimes merely reinforcing or enlarging existing markings, or modifying them in ways
subsequently carried over to A2); comparable marks also appear in A2.

(iv) In addition to corrections or modifications made by a firm hand in ordinary pencil
(attributable to the composer), a number of cautious (well-nigh faint) pencil markings -

40) Inspection of E1 and A2 suggests that the Novello editors were scrupulous in their respect for the
composer’s manuscripts in their possession (see also (iv) below).

41) It is thus unlikely that anyone other than the composer would have cause or opportunity to impose them
retrospectively onto E2 (that is, unwittingly imposing variants associated with A2 that the composer may not have
wished to see in non-orchestral performances of the Mass). Our view is that (1) the changes are Dvorak’s own,
and (2) he first made them in E2, later carrying them over to A2.
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including English translations,*? and a tentative correction accompanied by a question mark
- may be found, plausibly attributable to Novello’s staff. The very fact that Novello’s editors
appear to have been careful (indeed, reverential) with the master’'s manuscripts in itself
suggests that corrections made boldly or indelibly are likely to be attributable to his own hand.

(v) Finally, we note that, occasionally - where this was deemed necessary to ensure
sufficient clarity - superseded versions were scratched out with the aid of a sharp blade.
However, even in such instances it is usually possible clearly to discern the version so
obliterated.

We were able to conclude that a very high proportion of the corrections and revisions
in E2 thus warranted adoption into the main body of our forthcoming edition. Exceptions
to this have been explicitly acknowledged; in certain cases versions prior to revision have
made explicit in the Commentary, and (exceptionally) presented in the main body of the
score as ossia passages.

WHY A NEW EDITION OF THE ORGAN VERSION?

The earliest printed source, VS1 (and, as we saw, the only one likely to have been
approved by the composer) largely adheres to the verbal text set by Dvorak, correcting
only idiosyncracies in the Latin; but is unsuitable for use in connection with performances
of the organ version, since, being intended for use in performances of the orchestral
version, it reproduces the vocal writing and dynamics associated with that version, and
its keyboard part is a pianistic reduction of the orchestral accompaniment rather than the
original organ part (except for the brief obbligato solo organ passages). The only modern
printed editions of the organ version worthy of consideration are the Burghauser organ
version and the Pilkington edition. A very detailed critique of these editions, based on
a substantial number of adduced examples, appears elsewhere;*® only a brief summary of
our conclusions will be presented here.

The Burghauser edition, though a landmark in its time (being the first serious attempt
faithfully to preserve Dvorak’s intentions), was made without reference to E1 or E2, and is
thus deprived of much vital information. Its dynamics are an implicit hybrid of the orchestral
and organ versions; in particular situations of conflict precedence was tacitly given to
the orchestral version (through a misplaced belief that VS2 - which the editor confused
with VS1 - may have been approved by the composer). The bowdlerised verbal text (and
concomitant musical alterations) were adopted almost throughout. The edition is not an
“Urtext”: Burghauser changed readings, tacitly making his own editorial emendations, and
though a suspicous reader may find many of them reported in the Commentary, there
is nothing in the main body of the score to indicate what has been altered (sometimes
notwithstanding the weighty authority of A1, E1, E2, A2, VS1 and VS2 against the reading

42) For instance, on the title page “Sept” has been added below the Czech “zafi”; and, perpendicularly to
the horizontal writing in Czech (and rather faintly) we may discern “for voices and organ / composed for the
consecration of the”.

43) See UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. (footnote 24).
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adopted). Though it still remains the best edition in terms of clarity of presentation, in the
light of the sources currently at our disposal the score can no longer be considered to be
a sufficiently faithful representation of the composer’s intentions of any one version.

Although Pilkington made use of E2, he failed to realise that the added string part was
Dvorak’s own.** The editor did not consult A1 or E1, and was thus denied useful clues that
could have helped him correctly interpret details unclear in E2;*® and some details from E2
have been overlooked altogether. Though the most up-to-date edition now available, it is
unfortunately unsuitable for practical use: it attempts faithfully to reproduce the dynamics
of both E2 and A2 (which are sometimes mutually contradictory), using a system whereby
markings are variously in square brackets, endowed with “cut” lines, or neither or both,
sometimes in a very crowded space. Whilst this can sometimes be of value in allowing the
reader to see at a glance how (for instance) the position of dynamics “shifted” from the
organ version to the orchestral, the result can become a well-nigh unintelligible tangle.
Incidentally, Pilkington too unknowingly conflates VS2 with VS1, assuming the former to
be the latter.*®

Both editions miss some information directly attributable to Dvorak (lacking, for
example, the version of Dona nobis pacem [bars 54-56] found in A1, E1 and E2).#” Both
appear to have mistaken VS2 to be VS1. Dvorak’s expressive slurs in the vocal parts
have been completely eschewed (or rather devalued - in favour of the standard usage
whereby slurs automatically indicate all instances where more than a single note is to be
sung to a syllable). Both editions have their inevitable share of inaccuracies, and both are
variously “contaminated” by the orchestral version. Finally, both appear to strive for the
impossible - to create a single version that can serve as a vocal score in connection with
orchestral performances, as well as for performance with organ alone. Nonetheless, both
were prepared conscientiously, fulfilling their set objectives on the basis of the information
available to their respective editors at the time, and with pragmatic and musically sensible
compromises.

The rationale underlying our forthcoming edition of the Mass in D has been presented
elsewhere.*® The overall intention was to arrive at the most accurate possible edition in
our judgement, reflecting Dvorak’s most mature thinking in connection with non-orchestral
performances of the Mass (that is, prior to his embarking on an orchestral version at the
request of Novello). The edition is based on E2 in its final form, and the extent to which

44) There are several reasons why his scepticism was misplaced: Pilkington had not analysed handwriting, or
traced the history of E2, including Dvorak’s own submission of the score to Novello, nor taken note of explicit
references to the added part (such as Dvorak’s own letter to Simrock, dated 7. 7. 1889, where the composer
stated “Kontrabasse und Celli habe ich zur Verstarkung zugefugt” - that is, that he had added double-basses and
‘cellos by way of reinforcement - see KUNA 1988 (vol. 2), p. 376; cited in BEVERIDGE 2012, op. cit. (footnote 2),
p. 121, footnote 44.

45) A discussion of some of the difficulties (particularly in the organ part - entailing phrasing-marks, slurs and
ties and dynamic hairpins) may be found in UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. (footnote 24).

46) Evidence for this assertion is presented in UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. (footnote 24).

47) A full discussion may be found in UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. (footnote 24).

48) UTIDJIAN 2016, op. cit. (footnote 24).
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interventions made on the manuscript are adopted, and their manner of presentation,
are underpinned by a thorough analysis of our inventory of the various corrections and
revisions to which E2 was subjected; but A1 and E1 are taken into account to clarify (and,
very occasionally, complete) readings in E2 wherever these are unclear. As the edition is
intended as an Urtext, it is uncluttered, and clear enough to enable the reader to identify at
a glance anything extraneous to the primary source E2. The provenance of such elements
is explained in the Commentary, which also includes an exposition of the more significant
variants prior to the interventions E2 underwent. The edition also includes variants of
the organ part prior to its (very limited) modification associated with the addition of the
violoncello/double-bass part, and is therefore equally suitable for performances with organ
accompaniment in the absence of strings. In our view, the orchestral version ought to be
treated as a separate version in its own right, and its dynamic and other nuances should
not be applied retrospectively onto E2; accordingly, the decision was taken to refrain from
producing a score that could at the same time be pressed into service as a vocal score
for use in connection with orchestral performances. In our view, if justice is to be done to
Dvorak’s intentions, recourse to a separate vocal score will be required - one that could
accompany a new edition of the orchestral version of the Mass in D.

E-mail: hutidjian@yahoo.com

Crucifixus
E2,s./p. 36

104 W Musicalia 1-2 / 2017



