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KATERINA NOVA

ng. Otakar Sourek (1883-1956), hudebni védec, kritik a popularizator, se do pové-

domi odborné i laické verejnosti zapsal predevsim jako predni znalec dila Antonina
Dvoraka a autor ¢etnych publikaci. A¢ vzdélani nehudebniho, byl osobnosti velmi eru-
dovanou, s Sirokym vSeobecnym rozhledem. Jako vystudovany technik zastaval nékolik
Grednickych funkci; lasku k hudbé, zdédénou po rodicich, vSak projevoval svymi aktivita-
mi v rozmanitych péveckych sborech a hudebnich organizacich.

Poz(istalost Otakara Sourka, kteréa je tvofena korespondenci, fotografiemi, nototisky,
Sourkovou knihovnou a dal$imi tisténymi dokumenty, ziskalo Muzeum Antonina Dvoféka
ve dvou vinach jakozZto soucast rozsahlé pozUstalosti Jarmila Burghausera. V roce 1998
byla ¢ast materiald (mj. Sourkova korespondence, archivni materialy a novinové vystfiz-
ky) vénovéana muzeu MUDr. Jarmilou Hnévsovou. Dalsi materiély ze Sourkovy poziista-
losti (pfedevsim knihovna, kterd se po Sourkové smrti stala sougasti knihovny Burghau-
serovy) byly muzeu odkazany Jarmilem Burghauserem v jeho zavéti ze dne 17. 2. 1997
a do vlastnictvi muzea presly v roce 1999. Pozlstalosti obou osobnosti jsou deponovany
v Pamatniku Antonina Dvoréka pod pfirGstkovym ¢éislem 88/98, resp. 1/99.

Vyznamnou soucasti téchto dokumentl a dulezitym svédectvim doby jsou novino-
vé vystfizky Sourkovych recenzi, Gvah a hudebnich rozborti. Od dubna 2010 se autorka
tohoto Elanku zabyvé vystfizky v ramci inventarizace celé pozUstalosti Otakara Sourka
s naslednym cilem vydani tisténého inventaie. V &asti spojené s Sourkovou kritickou
¢innosti bude pripravovany inventar obsahovat informace o nazvu a podnazvu ¢élanku,
nazev rubriky, lokaci a dataci vydani, strucny regest a samoziejmé inventarni a prirQst-
kové &islo. Clanky jsou nyni evidovany v programu Microsoft Office Excel 2007, ktery je

1) STEDRON, Bohumir: Otakar Sourek, in: Ceskoslovensky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci, sv. 2., Statni
hudebni vydavatelstvi, Praha 1965, s. 714-715.
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kompatibilni s dalSimi softwary. Po ukonéeni této prace budou data prevedena do spe-
cialné vytvoreného databazového systému a zacélenéna do SirSiho projektu zpracovani
Sourkovy pozistalosti.

Zminovana c¢ast pozlstalosti, obsahujici recenze, Gvahy, komentare kulturniho déni
a dalsi prispévky do dobovych periodik, je uloZena v deseti Sanonech o rozméru A4.
Jednotlivé ¢lanky jsou chronologicky sefazeny, a to od roku 1907 do roku 1953 véetné.
Clanky vystfizené z novin jsou nalepeny na papir formatu A4, v levém hornim okraji je
strojopisné zapsan zdroj a datace ¢lanku. VySe zminéna fyzicka podoba text(, tedy ¢lan-
kU jiz vystfihanych a nalepenych, neumozniuje detailni popis materialu - nejsou znama
Cisla stranek ani dalSi Udaje, zpfesnujici lokaci. V textech se objevuji i vpisky a korektury
Sourkovou rukou. V sougasné dobé jsou zpracovany prvni dva z deseti svazkd, tedy texty
z let 1907-1922.

Na zakladé detailniho precteni a zhodnoceni vice nez Sesti set ¢lank(l je mozné zobec-
nit urdita fakta, charakteristicka pro Otakara Sourka jakozto hudebniho kritika. Sourek
byl nesmlouvavym a pfisnym recenzentem s vytfibenym jazykem, ktery od svych ¢tenarud
vyzadoval jistou davku vzdélani a vSeobecného rozhledu. Jeho kritiky jsou typu estetic-
kého a historicko-vyvojového, reflektuji tedy uméleckou a estetickou hodnotu dila a jeho
G¢inku na posluchace. VSimaiji si také postaveni dila v kontextu uméleckého, stylového
a spolegenského vyvoje. Frekvence Sourkovych pfispévkil dennim listiim byla ohromu-
jici: nebylo snad vecera, kdy neshlédl koncert i operu, jeZ pak hodnocenim pribliZoval
¢tenariim Sesti ¢eskojazyénych periodik - Venkov, Samostatnost, Rozvoj, Lidové noviny,
Narodni listy a Narodni obzor.2 Pod svym celym jménem publikoval Sourek jen zfidka, vét-
Sinou pouzival zkratku O. S. a vyjimeéné akronym Sk. (v brnénskych Lidovych novinéch,
v nichz referoval o hudebnich udalostech z Prahy). BEhem let 1907 -1922 prispél do tisku
615 clanky. V letech prvni svétové valky piSe spiSe pfileZitostné (resp. v jeho pozlstalosti
se dochovalo pouze velmi malé mnoZstvi &lankd), v roce 1919 si viak Sourek toto ,ml-
¢eni“ vynahradil 117 ¢lanky, tedy v priméru jednim ¢lankem za tfi dny. V dal$im roce se
pocet prispévkl jesté zvysil, a to na 124 ¢lank(l za rok. Na musku si bral zvlasté dle jeho
nazoru pokleslou dramaturgii Méstského divadla na Kralovskych Vinohradech, prede-
vSim operety, dale pak neprogresivni dramaturgii Narodniho divadla, finanéni a personal-
ni situaci Ceské filharmonie &i nizkou naroénost prazského hudebniho publika. Naopak
ve svych textech kladné hodnotil skladatele tzv. Ceské moderny, tedy Vitézslava Novaka,
Josefa Suka nebo Josefa Bohuslava Foerstera a povzbuzoval mladé autory.

Nejvétsi ¢ast tisténé pozlstalosti tvofi recenze. VEtSina z nich ma klasickou struktu-
ru: na pocatku je kratce predstaveno dilo, autor ¢i hudebni udalost, nasleduje zpravidla
nejrozsahlejsi ¢ast - rozbor a kritika hrané skladby; konec recenze je vénovan jen velmi
struéné kritice interpretace samotné. Pouze u notoricky znamych dél, jako napt. skladeb
Beethovenovych ¢i Mozartovych, je podstatna ¢ast vénovana kritice interpretace a popis
dila prakticky vynechan. Nepomérné mensi ¢ast novinovych vystfizkd tvofi texty véno-

2) Sourek dale prispival napt. do dasopisli Smetana a Hudebni revue, kde plsobil také jako redaktor, tyto
texty vSak nejsou soucasti pozlstalosti.
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vané jubileu vyznamnych osobnosti & instituci. V takovychto pfipadech Sourek shrnuje
jejich dosavadni hudebni plisobeni, jeZ vzapé&ti kladné& hodnoti. Jen zlomek Sourkovy po-
zUstalosti vytvareji recenze nové vydanych skladeb u Hudebni matice Umélecké besedy.
Zde vzdy rozsahle hodnoti skladby mladych autor( (napf. K. B. Jirdka, B. Vomacky, L. Vy-
cpalka, V. Petrzelky ad.), zminuje jejich dosavadni tvorbu a vyrkne sviij odhad na budouci
vyvoj téchto umélcl.

Otakar Sourek byl bezesporu &lovékem vzdélanym, s velkym prehledem a znalostmi
nejen hudebnimi. Snil o idealnim vefejném hudebnim Zivoté, kde by kritériem nebyla
navstévnost, trzba ¢i osobni zajmy, ale kvalita hudebniho projevu, at uz skladatelské-
ho nebo interpretaéniho. Z mnoha Sourkovych Gvah a narazek také vysvita jeho nazor,
Ze pro zdravy kulturni Zivot je tfeba adekvatni vzdélani. Pravé v nizké drovni hudebni
vychovy vidél zdroj nepfilis vytfibeného vkusu hudebniho posluchacstva - ,Vlastni Wein-
gartnerova skladba ... byla jen dokladem, jak vynikajici tento umélec reprodukéni, tak
Uzkostlivé prisny vici hodnotam ciziho dila ... dovede byti ku podivu shovivavy a nekritic-
ky k projeviim vlastniho ducha, ma-li viibec odvahu chlubiti se takovymto vytvorem pred
cizim obecenstvem u prilezitosti ojedinélych zajezdl koncertnich. (Ovsem zase toto obe-
censtvo projevuje pramalo vkusu, vdéci-li se z pozornosti k hosti pravé za takovéto dilo
nejnadsenéjSim potleskem a vynuti-li si dokonce opakovani jednotlivych jeho ¢asti.)“®
| kdyZ Sourek svymi postoji nevyboéoval z fad ostatnich hudebnich recenzentti, nebal se
nazor vyjadrit leckdy i ostrym jazykem, nikdy vSak vulgarné ¢i zlomysiné. PrestoZe tepal
nesSvary hudebni verejnosti a kulturniho Zivota, své texty vzdy kongil pozitivné a vyjadre-
nim viry v lepsi budoucnost.

Otakar Sourek
Fotografie / Photograph, nedatovano / undated
NM-CMH-MAD, &. pf. / Acquisition No. 88/98

3) SOUREK, Otakar: Felix Weingartner s Ceskou Filharmonii, Venkov 30. 12. 1921.
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O k S k the goal of publishing a printed inventory. In its section devoted to Sourek’s activity as
ta ar Oure a critic, the inventory will give the titles and subtitles of the articles, headings of the

° columns, places and dates of publication, brief summaries of content, and of course

aS a JOUI‘[ I allst inventory and acquisition numbers. These entries are written in Microsoft Office Excel

d Music Criti
A Prelimi
( e a y Otakar Sourek is deposited in ten A4-size binders. The individual articles are arranged chronologically,
Fotografie / Photograph, 1905

2007, which is compatible with other types of software. When work is complete the data

will be transferred to a specially-created database system and incorporated into the

R t NM-GMH-MAD, &. pf. / from 1907 to 1953 inclusive, and the newspaper clippings are pasted to A4-size sheets
e p O r O n an Acquisition No. 88/98 of paper. The source and date of the given article is typewritten in the margin at the upper

left. This physical form of the texts, i.e. articles already clipped and pasted, does not

broader project of cataloguing all the museum’s materials from Sourek’s estate.
[ ]
I I |Ve I I tOI'y ]_ I I PI‘O gre S S) allow a detailed description of the material: page numbers and other data specifying the

commentary on musical happenings, and other contributions to periodicals of his time

The portion of the materials from Sourek’s estate comprising reviews, essays,
source more precisely are not known. One also finds annotations and corrections to the

KATERINA NOVA texts in Sourek’s hand. Catalogued to date are the first two of the ten binders, covering
the years 1907-22.
Otakar Sourek (1883-1956), musicologist, critic, and writer on music for the broad Based on detailed reading and evaluation of more than six hundred articles we can
public, made his name with both professionals and the public at large primarily as establish certain general traits that are characteristic of Sourek as a music critic. He
the leading expert on the life and work of Antonin Dvofak and the author of numerous was an uncompromising and strict reviewer with a refined writing style, who expected
publications on those topics. Although his formal education was not in music, he was very a certain measure of education and general knowledge from his readers. His reviews
erudite and had a broad general range of knowledge. With a degree in engineering, he are of the type that deals with aesthetics and historical development, i.e. reflecting on
held several positions working for the government, but he expressed his love for music, the artistic and aesthetic value of a work and its effect on the listener, while also noting
inherited from his parents, through his activities in diverse choirs and other musical its position in the context of artistic, stylistic, and social development. The frequency
organizations.! of Sourek’s contributions to daily newspapers is overwhelming: there was perhaps not
Sourek’s papers, consisting of correspondence, photographs, music prints, his library, a single evening when he did not attend a concert or an opera performance which he then
and other printed documents, were acquired by the Antonin Dvorak Museum in two described in his evaluation to readers of six Czech-language periodicals - Venkov (The
stages as part of the extensive papers of Jarmil Burghauser. In 1998 a portion of these Countryside), Samostatnost (Independence), Rozvoj (Development), Lidové noviny (The
materials, including Sourek’s correspondence, archival documents, and newspaper People’s News), Narodni listy (National News), and Narodni obzor (National Horizon).2
clippings, was donated to the museum by Jarmila Hnévsova. Additional materials from Only rarely did he publish under his full name; mostly he used the abbreviation ‘0. S.’,
Sourek’s papers including above all his library, which after his death had became part of and exceptionally - in Lidové noviny of Brno, where he reported on musical events in
the library of Jarmil Burghauser, were bequeathed to the museum by Burghauser himself Prague - ‘Sk’. From 1907 through 1922 he contributed 615 printed articles. During the
in his will of 17 February 1997 and passed into the museum’s ownership in 1999. Today years of World War | he wrote only occasionally (or at any rate only a very small number
the papers of both Sourek and Burghauser are deposited in the Antonin Dvofak Memorial of articles are preserved in the materials from his estate), but in 1919 he compensated
in Nelahozeves under acquisition numbers 88/98 and 1/99. for this ‘silence’ with 117 articles, thus averaging one every three days., and from the
A substantial portion of these documents, providing important testimony concerning following year we have even more: 124 articles. He took aim especially at what he
their time, consists of newspaper clippings of Sourek’s reviews, essays, and musical considered the poor programming of the Municipal Theatre in the Kralovské Vinohrady
analyses. Since April 2010 | have been studying these clippings in the course of district of Prague, especially of operettas, as well as the unprogressive programming of
cataloguing the Dvofak Museum’s entire set of materials from Sourek’s estate, with the National Theatre, the financial and personnel situation of the Czech Philharmonic,
1) STEDRON, Bohumir: ‘Otakar Sourek’, in Ceskoslovensky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci (Czechoslovak 2) Sourek also contributed to such journals as Smetana and Hudebni revue (The Musical Review), where he
Musical Dictionary of Persons and Institutions), Vol. 2, Statni hudebni vydavatelstvi, Prague 1965, pp. 714-15. even served as an editor, but these texts are not part of the materials from his estate.
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and the low demands of Prague musical audiences. By contrast he evaluated positively
composers of the ‘Czech modern’ group, for example Vitézslav Novak, Josef Suk, and
Josef Bohuslav Foerster, and encouraged composers of the younger generation.

Reviews account for the largest portion of the printed matter in the materials from
Sourek’s estate. Most of them have the traditional structure. The beginning gives a brief
introduction to the work, the composer, and/or the musical event. Then as a rule comes
the longest section - an analysis and critique of the work performed. The end of the
review is devoted to a very brief assessment of the performance. Only in the case of well-
known works such as pieces by Beethoven or Mozart is a substantial portion devoted
to evaluation of the performance, with description of the work practically omitted.
A much smaller portion of the newspaper clippings consists of articles devoted to major
anniversaries or birthdays of important institutions and persons. In such cases Sourek
summarizes their musical activities to date, which he then evaluates favourably. Only
a small fragment of the materials from his estate consists of reviews of compositions
recently published by Hudebni matice Umélecké besedy (the Music Fund of the Artists’
Society). Here he always gives an extensive evaluation of works by young composers such
as K.B. Jirak, Boleslav Vomacka, Ladislav Vycpalek, and Vilém Petrzelka, mentioning their
previous output and estimating their future development.

Otakar Sourek was indisputably well-educated, with a wide range of knowledge
pertaining not only to music. He dreamed of an ideal public musical life where the
criterion would not be size of audiences, box office receipts, or personal interests, but
the quality of musical expression by both composers and performers. Also evident from
many of Sourek’s reflections and allusions is his opinion that a healthy musical culture
requires appropriate education. It was in the low level of music education that he saw the
source of the not-very-refined taste of musical audiences:

Weingartner’s piece itself [...] was only proof of how this outstanding performing artist,
so painstakingly strict towards the values of works by others [...], can be surprisingly
tolerant and uncritical concerning expressions of his own spirit, if he has the courage
to boast of such a creation at all before a foreign audience on the occasions of rare
concert trips. (However, this audience for its part shows very little taste when, out
of politeness to the guest, it shows its appreciation for such a work by applauding
enthusiastically and even forces repetition of some portions thereof.)®

Sourek did not diverge from the ranks of other music critics in his attitudes. But he was
not afraid to express his opinion with a sharp tongue at times, though never in a vulgar
fashion or with malicious intent. He criticized the bad habits of the musical public and
cultural life, but always ended his articles positively, with an expression of faith in a better
future.

3) SOUREK, Otakar: ‘Felix Weingartner s Ceskou Filharmonii’ (‘F.W. with the Czech Philharmonic’), Venkov
30 Dec. 1921.
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Jana Ludevita
Prochazky'

JANA VOJTESKOVA

Ludevit Prochazka

Fotografie / Photograph, E. Bieber,
Hamburg, 80. |Iéta 19. stoleti / 1880s
NM-CMH-MBS E XVl 24

prilezitosti 20. vyro¢i Gmrti Ludevita Prochazky byl v roce 1908 publikovan v ¢aso-

pisu Hudebni revue rozsahly clanek s nazvem Prvni apostol hudby Smetanovy. Jeho
autor Jan Loewenbach? ho vénoval pamatce muze, bez néhoz by uméni Smetanovo sotva
bylo dosahlo tak zahy onoho vitézstvi, jeZ se stalo epochou moderni hudby ¢eské.® Autor
zdlraznil Prochazkovy zasluhy o rozvoj hudebniho Zivota v Praze a jak napovida nazev
¢lanku, soustredil se hlavné na Prochazkdv vyznam pfi prosazovani Smetanovy hudby,
ktera se orientovala na moderni evropské trendy a pfitom tvrdé narazela na domaci kon-
zervativni prostredi. Pfed Loewenbachovym prvnim rozsahlejSim zhodnocenim vyzdvihl
vyznam Prochazkovy osobnosti v nekrologu Otakar Hostinsky.* Oznacil Prochazku jako
Clovéka s neobyCejnym vzdélanim, pronikavym duchem a vzacnym lsudkem, ¢lovéka,
ktery stal dlouhou fadu let v popredi ¢eského hudebniho Zivota a neohroZzené hajil Sme-
tanQv ideal moderni ¢eské narodni hudby.

V roce 1908 doslo v souvislosti s Prochazkou jesté k jiné udalosti: v Berliné v aukénim
domé Stargardt byla vydraZzena jedna z nejcennéjSich soukromych hudebnich sbirek teh-
dejSiho Rakouska-Uherska - sbirka Friedricha Donebauera. Mezi cennymi drazenymi pa-
matkami bylo také album dr. Ludevita Prochazky, které obsahovalo 170 dopisd vyznam-
nych osobnosti hudebniho a uméleckého Zivota. ProtoZe verejné instituce tehdy nemély
potfebnou financni ¢astku, podstatna ¢ast Donebauerovy shirky presla do soukromého

1) Tato studie vznikla v ramci grantu Narodniho muzea s podporou MK na pfipravu kritické edice alba dr. Lu-
devita Prochazky. Dékuji vSem, ktefi mi pomohli pfi pfipravé edice i této studie - zvlasté Davidu R. Beveridgeovi,
Jané Fojtikové, Jarmile Gabrielové, Milanu Pospisilovi, Vlasté Reittererové a Dagmar Stefancové.

2) Psal se téz Lowenbach, viz pozn. 35.

3) LOEWENBACH, Jan: Prvni apostol hudby Smetanovy, in: Hudebni revue, ro¢. |, ¢. 7, 1908, s. 329-355.

4) Dalibor, ro¢. 10, 1888, ¢. 33 (s. 262), €. 37 (s. 294-295), ¢. 38 (s. 303) a &. 39 (s. 310-311). Bez uvedeni
autora. Nekrolog byl v podstaté prevzat ze Svétozoru, kde je autor uveden.
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