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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a modern Czech musical archive. By the

term “musical archive) Nejedly meant

a systematically assembled and organically RGN

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

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

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

10) Ibid., p. 30.

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

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

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

Helfert’s conception of a musical archive

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

musical material from all of Moravia.?®

The musical archive and the music museum

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

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

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

23) Ibid., p. 135.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

39) Ibid, p. 26.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

47) Ibid, p. 25.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

58) Ibid, p. 34.

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

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

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

n, o«

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

institution;” (2) museums focus on three-

two-dimensional.”®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

81) This term has a broader historical context. Today, the Czech phrase in question is “an obsolete term
for institutions that collect, document, and expertly process musicological or music history sources”. In
Helfert’s time, one “customarily [...] also spoke of collections of music as being archives, and this tendency
was strengthened in connection with the growth of interest in music history research turning its attention
to the preserved music collections™. As far as the Musical Archive of the Moravian Museum are concerned,
the legitimacy of the institution’s name “was justified by the systematic nature of the processing of the
collections in its holdings and by respecting of the perspective of provenience”. — [BOZENEK, Karel]: Hudebni
archiv (Musical Archive), in: Slovnik ¢eské hudebni kultury (A Dictionary of Czech Musical Culture), Editio
Supraphon, Praha 1997, p. 297 (hereinafter BOZENEK). Abroad, however, the term “music museum” still
tends to mean museums of musical instruments, while institutions that collect two-dimensional musical
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answer is “yes” Helfert's term “musical archive” means a special kind of museum with activities
encompassing all of the phases of museum work (selection, thesauration, and presentation), so
it corresponds fundamentally to the present-day concept of the music museum in the context of
Czech musicology.® Notwithstanding the orientation on two-dimensional objects, a “musical
archive” approaches the comprehensive music museum of the present (as represented, for
example, by the Czech Museum of Music); its collecting activities encompass artefacts of every
imaginable kind, and it also has the ambition of exhibiting the objects in its collections in the
interest of the intellectual enrichment of the lay public.

Object of museum care: musical artefact, musical source, music collection
For Helfert, anything that is in the holdings or under the care of “musical archives” (whatever
is the object of musical musealisation) is a “musical artefact” (hudebni pamadtka) or a “musical
source”(hudebni pramen). He later had similar thoughts about a “music collection” as an
independent museum entity. Here it is again appropriate to specify Helfert’s conception of
both main terms — artefacts and sources — and their relationship. He basically understood
them as synonyms, but he used them to express two aspects of the same thing: the ontological
and the noetic. A tangible object that has been preserved from the past is a musical artefact
in that it is a tangible relic of musical culture, and it is therefore something that must be kept
and protected in musical archives; at the same time, it is a musical source in that it ‘contributes
towards knowledge of the history” of musical culture.® This relationship is also given by the
dual reasons for the musealisation of the object in question: as a musical artefact it must be
preserved and protected in musical archives because as a tangible thing it is naturally subject
to decay; as a musical source, it must then be preserved and protected at the same place,
because it is valuable in that it makes knowledge possible.

Already by the beginning of the 1920s, Helfert’s understanding of both terms was developing
quickly from a narrow conception including only written materials (mostly materials with
musical notation)** towards a broader conception encompassing both two-dimensional

artefacts are called musical archives. Cf. e.g. LESURE, Frangois — BOWERS, Roger: Archives and music, in: The
New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians, 1. A - Bacilly, Grove, New York 1995, pp. 552-555.

82) Music museum in this context means “the name of museum institutions dealing with a specific focus
on collecting activities in the field of music [...], as well as the scholarly processing of its own holdings of
collections”; “they generally compile, categorise (using scientific methods of evaluation), keep records of,
catalogue, store, preserve and make accessible (both to researchers and — through permanent or temporary
exhibitions — to the broader public) practically all kinds of artefacts and sources involving music and musical
culture. [...] The comprehensiveness of the compiling and processing of artefacts and sources is what
differentiates music museums from music libraries or so-called music archives from true archival institutions
that focus on documentary sources and often the organic collections as well, which arise from the activities of
various (also musical) institutions.” - BOZENEK, op. cit. in footnote no. 81, pp. 320-321.

83) The following definitions are eloquent along these lines: a musical archive is “a concentrated collection
of musical sources, i.e. of anything that contributes to knowledge of music history”; musical archives “have
artefacts in their holdings for their permanent preservation and for making the accessible for scholarly
study”. — HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 158.

84) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv zemského musea mor., op. cit. in footnote no. 27, p. 16.
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(notated music and other written materials relating to music, and later “works on music

theory”)® and three-dimensional objects (iconographic materials and “historically valuable”

musical instruments).* Still, he always gave the greatest weight to materials with notation.””
Soon thereafter, he arrived at a broader conception of musical sources as being ‘everything that

contribute towards the knowledge of music history”™®

and at an analogous understanding of the
musical artefact defined as ‘any document [...] of the musical past”® At the same time, he basically
understood music history as the history of musical cultures, but he put the emphasis on the music
itself (unlike Nejedly or Rolland): research about musical culture and about the life of a composer
brings context to knowledge, allowing for better understanding of the actual movement of music
history — of the development of “musical creativity” or of “musical thinking”*°

We shall now deal in more detail with Helfert's mature conception of a musical source.
To a considerable extent, Helfert understands that the writing of history is a construction or
reconstruction, the creative act of a historian. It overcomes even the narrowly positivistic
relationship between historical knowledge and the source: history is not contained in the
source; the source merely ‘contributes towards the knowledge of history”.

He makes a distinction between musical sources in the broadest sense, i.e. as ‘everything
that contributes towards knowledge of music history”” and musical sources in a narrower
sense, which he understands as sources primarily intended for musical historiographical
research. This characteristic — the ability to help with the knowledge of music history better
than other sources — is given by their belonging to certain source types. These types (and their
order is important) are ‘sheet music, theoretical treatises on music [...J, inventories of music
collections, librettos and synopses and special written records about music (e.g. manuscript
musical chronicles), and musical instruments”®® Helfert makes a distinction for musical
sources of the kinds listed above and ‘general historical” sources, which are analogously the
domain of general historiography, and their status is also given by their belonging to certain

85) HELFERT: Pro soupis, op. cit. in footnote no. 59, p. 537.

86) In 1921 he defines musical artefacts (which the Music Archives collect): “1. Written music [in manuscript]
(in sheets of paper, in notebooks, volumes etc. It does not matter whether they are written in the hand of the
actual composer or are copies.). 2. Written songbooks. 3. Printed music up to ca. 1860. 4. Letters of musicians
and documents concerning musicians. 5. Theatrical posters [for opera performances] and concert programmes
from both the past and the present. 6. Texts of operas and operettas (librettos). 7. Written [manuscript]
catalogues of music collections and libraries. 8. Older musical instruments. 9. Portraits and likenesses of
musicians.” — HELFERT: Dotaznik, op. cit. in footnote no. 51, pp. 38-39. Elsewhere that year: “[...] manuscript
music, letters and documents relating to music, theatrical posters and concert programmes, librettos of
operas and oratorios, manuscript catalogues of music collections and music libraries, likenesses of musicians,
and musical instruments of historical value”. — HELFERT: O ceskeé hudbé, op. cit. in footnote no. 29, p. 29.

87) For written music or material with musical notation, Helfert usually uses the Czech word “hudebniny”
(music) along with “notové zaznamy” (written notation), “notovy material” (notated material), or “hudebni
prameny notové” (sources with musical notation).

88) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 158.

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

90) Concerning the development of these terms in Helfert’s writings, cf. ZAPLETAL, op. cit. in footnote no. 79,
pp. 237-271. There one also finds references to other literature.

91) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 158.

92) HELFERT: Stdtni hudebné-historicky tistav, op. cit. in footnote no. 65, p. 18.
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typical classes (vital records, property records, accounting records etc.). Of key importance
is Helfert’s assertion that even if general historical sources contain “mention of music or
musicians’, they are ‘objects of general historical interest”, and they are therefore ‘set aside” in
his conception of musical museology.”® In addition, he sometimes contrasts “musical sources”
(primarily meaning notated music, which represents the domain of musical historiography)
with biographical sources (which he calls “biographical material’), which were plentifully
used by such earlier musicologists as Dlaba¢, Hostinsky etc.”*

For Helfert’s conception of museology, the definition of a musical source (in the narrow
sense) he gave in Pazdirek’s Dictionary is characteristic: ‘@ musical work or manuscript or
printed work in the original edition, opera and oratorio librettos, reports about music and
musicians, documentary and pictorial material relating to music” In the dictionary, he also
treats musical instruments as a special kind of musical source, but he writes that “if they
constitute an independent group, they tend to be objects kept in the custody of museums”>®

We may be surprised to find that there is no discussion here of sound recordings in view
of the fact that Helfert was working at the time at the State Institute for Folksong, where he

took part in the making of numerous phonographic recordings.”®

It is also surprising when
we consider that by that time, such important institutions as the phonogram archives in
the Berlin or Vienna had already long been in existence, as Helfert was undoubtedly aware.
This was not, however, a question of his conception: it is much more likely that Helfert was
describing the existing practice of the Musical Archive in Brno. By contrast, he later placed
great emphasis on audio recordings, especially in connection with the plans for a State
Institute of Music History.

On the basis of the order in which Helfert mentions individual kinds of musical sources,
beginning with the most important, we can see clearly the gradations of importance he
assigned to individual kinds of sources (while according to him, the importance of all kinds
of sources increased even more depending on their authenticity):

1) sheet music

2) librettos

3) literary sources

4) iconographic sources
5) musical instruments

One sees clearly the traditional philological nature of the conception of musical
historiography and by extension of musical museology as an auxiliary profession.
Helfert’s definition can even be interpreted as meaning that the degree to which writing is

93) Ibid, pp. 18-19.

94) EITNER, op. cit. in footnote no. 53.

95) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, pp. 158-159. As far as musical instruments are
concerned, there is another characteristic dictionary entry about the Musical Archive of the Moravian Museum
written by Karel Vetterl, Helfert’s pupil and co-worker from the Musical Archive. It explicitly emphasises that
althoughtheinstitution is called anarchive, it collects “all music artefacts (including instruments)”. - VETTERL,
Karel: Hudebni archiv zemsk. musea, in: Pazdirkiv hudebni slovnik naucny, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 159.
96) PROCHAZKOVA, op. cit. in footnote no. 78, pp. 139-156, and in particular p. 149.
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present in the individual kinds of sources is decisive; or even more precisely, what is decisive
is the degree to which the visual code being use approaches the ideal of “writing”:

1) musical writing

2) literary writing

3) literary writing

4) pictographic “writing”

5) no writing

Specifically for musical historiography, musical writing, i.e. notation, is therefore
superordinate to literary writing, which is the domain of general historiography.

In order to understand Helfert's conception and his thinking on musical museology in
general (and in particular the emphasis placed on editorial work), the following insight made
by Nicholas Cook is of key importance. The musicology of the nineteenth century was based
methodologically upon philology, which was the strongest of the humanities at the time. This,
then, was the source of the “traditional musicological emphasis on editing”, as an effort to ‘arrive
back at the original’, as well as the ‘emphasis on musical works rather than the patterns of social
usage through which they acquire meaning”. Thirdly, the original, philological orientation of
musicology implies the idea of “music as [...] a form of writing” and of musical works as texts.”

Helfert ties musical sources in the narrow sense of the word to musical historiography,
i.e. to the mere (although dominant) discipline of musicology, and not to musicology as
a whole as it was at the time.”® Because a musical source is something that enables learning
about music history better than other things do, a musical source in the most particular
sense of the word is notated material — in the best case a score, and ideally brought to life
in a stylistically appropriate performance.”” Sheet music in fact allows the most graphic,
almost direct knowledge of classical music history. The indicated relationships explain why
materials with musical notation have a special standing in “musical archives”

At the same time, these relationships largely explain the little theoretical attention Helfert
paid to caring for musical instruments, which are of interest to musical archives only to the
extent that they can be a source of musical historiography or to the extent that organology
can be an auxiliary science to musical historiography. According to Helfert, musical archives
should therefore collect only “historically valuable” or ‘older” musical instruments (by contrast,
an organologist would also be interested in the instruments of the present for something
other than their “historical” value), while for other kinds of sources (even posters for opera
performances, for example), he also recommends collecting contemporary specimens.

Helfert's conception of a musical source, and thus also of an object of musical museology,
does not reflect the question of what actually constitutes their essence: it simply does not

97) COOK, Nicholas: Changing the Musical Object: Approaches to Performance Analysis, in: Music’s Intellectual

History, ed. Zdravko Blazekovi¢, RILM, New York 2009, p. 777.

98) The ties of musical sources to a specific discipline are further enhanced by synonyms Helfert uses for the
expression “musical sources”: “music history materials” or “music history sources”.

99) Like Helfert, his colleague and cohort Cernu$ak understood “musical artefact” basically as written sources
for musical historiography, and especially those involving musical notation. [CERNUSAK, Gracian]: Pamdtky,

in: Pazdirk(v hudebni slovnik naucny, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 296.
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explain when and how something becomes documentation of the music of the past, when
and how it can contribute to knowledge of such music (whether in and of itself or as a part
of a structure of other objects, and within the framework of a definite system of knowledge),
and why the particular kinds of objects mentioned should have a privileged standing in the
respect in question. Helfert’s idea about the inherent musical nature of certain artefacts has
persisted to this day in Czech and Slovak museum practice and in its theoretical reflections
(see e.g. the commonly used term “collection objects of a musical character” etc.).!°

In later years, Helfert also contemplated the separately existing music collections as
awhole as individual artefacts. When he writes about their concentration in regional musical
archives, he does not fail to comment that it is important ‘for the collection to be kept together
at its new location and also for it to be inventoried so as to preserve permanently its individual
character’™ and he clarifies their specific value as follows: “Where an important music
collection is intertwined historically with the whole environment of a provincial town, where it
was not accumulated randomly, but instead arose organically as an outgrowth of the musical
and cultural history of that town, where it constitutes an integral part of the town’s overall

history, and where taking it away would be an impoverishment of the entire region."**

Conclusion

We can historically understand Helfert's conception of a “musical archive” primarily
within the framework of three contexts, namely: (1) awareness of the need to organise the
preservation of musical artefacts within the territory of Czechoslovakia after the First World
War; (2) the needs and methodological and ideological departure points of Czech musicology
in the interwar period; (3) discussion of the conception of Czech musical museums and their
central institutions through 1919. The introduction to this study sketched out the third of
these contexts, so we will also conclude with a reference to it.

Following Rieger’s conception from 1854, which focused on the collection of music of
Czech provenience in the interest of the artistic exaltation of the Czech nation, Nejedly’s 1907
conception brought a turn towards the modern conception of a musical museum, which
serves science first, and the arts only secondarily. At the same time, that service also
encompasses the role of the main Czech museum of music in the nation’s emancipation.
Nejedly’s ideas were also more pointed with respect to nationality: of the musical culture of
the Czech lands after 1860, according to the thinking of that time, only the music of “Czech”
composers was to be the subject matter of Czech musical historiography — and therefore
also of a Czech musical museum.

Helfert conceived of a “musical archive” as a museum that focused primarily on sheet music
and other documents, but that would also care for three-dimensional artefacts. Its chief function

100) Cf. e.g. KALINAYOVA-BARTOVA, Jana: Uvod do hudobnej muzeoldgie (Introduction to Musical
Museology), KHV FiF UK, Bratislava 2010, pp. 46-48.

101) HELFERT: Stdtni hudebné-historicky tistav, op. cit. in footnote no. 65, p. 40.

102) Ibid, p. 37.
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was to be scholarly, but its work was to have an impact on society as a whole: it was to contribute
towards the spiritual enrichment of the broadest possible strata of society, primarily through its
aforementioned main function, and also as an institution of musical culture with influence over
contemporary musical life, including through exhibitions and other presentations.

As far as the aspect of nationality is concerned, Helfert’s conception reacted only to
a certain extent to Czechoslovakia’s new statehood and to the official nationalism of the
First Republic (the concept of a “Czechoslovak nation”). He did strive for the establishment
of central musical archives for documentation of the musical culture of Slovakia and
Subcarpathian Ruthenia. Otherwise, he made a major effort to have the musical archives
contribute towards the most comprehensive possible knowledge of the music of the past and
present in the respective territories and regions of Czechoslovakia (the Musical Archive in
Brno was to serve as a platform for music history research in Moravia and Silesia, and other
central and regional institutions modelled on the Brno archive were to have been established
subsequently in Prague, Bratislava, and provincial cities). Of course, the Czech identity of
composers played an important role for Helfert in the case of “musical emigration” His
thinking about museology then assumed a more sharply nationalistic character, meaning
a “Slavic” orientation, during the Nazi occupation.

Helfert did not conceive of musical museology as an independent, specialised activity, but
rather as a fundamental organisational area and field of research of musical historiography. To
him, “music archives” were basic institution enabling the work of music historiographers by
gathering musical artefacts and by cataloguing and preserving them and presenting them to the
community of experts. By analogy, his musical museology was not an independent discipline
of general museology, but rather an auxiliary science of musical historiography: a theory and
methodology of a “musical archive” Helfert's conception of a musical archive underwent
bountiful theoretical and practical development, especially through his pupil Jan Racek'” and
others. We can regard it as the beginnings of Czech and Slovak musical museology.

Address: Milos Zapletal, Masarykova tfida 343/37, 746 01 Opava, Czech Republic
E-mail: m.zapletal1987@gmail.com

103) See in particular RACEK, Jan: Organisace a védecké posldni moderniho hudebniho archivu (Organisation and
Scientific Mission of a Modern Musical Archive), Zemské museum (Provincial Museum), Brno 1937. Also see
e.g. —ek [RACEK, Jan]: Hudebni archiv Zemského musea v Brné (Musical Archive of the Provincial Museum in
Brno), Musikologie, vol. 1, 1938, pp. 145-149; RACEK, Jan: Organisace hudebné-védeckého bdddni na Moravé
(Organisation of Musicology Research in Moravia), Tempo, vol. 15, 1935-1936, no. 11, pp. 122-124; RACEK,
Jan: Hudebni véda na Moravé, jeji tikoly, cile a snahy (Musicology in Moravia, Its Tasks, Goals, and Efforts),
Tempo, vol. 18, 1946, nos. 2-3, pp. 69-71; RACEK, Jan: Oddeéleni hudebné historické (The Music History
Department), Casopis Zemského musea v Brné (Journal of the Provincial Museum in Brno), vol. 1, 1946,
pp. 22-24; RACEK, Jan: Hudebni inventdre a jejich vyznam pro hudebné historické bdddni (Musical Inventories
and Their Importance for Music History Research), Casopis Moravského musea (Journal of the Moravian
Museum). Védy spolecenské (Social Sciences), vol. 47, 1962, pp. 135-162. Also cf. interview with Racek:
STRANSKY, Zbynék Z.: Hudebni muzejnictvi v dile Jana Racka (Musical Museology in the Works of Jan Racek),
Muzeologické sesity (Museology Booklets), vol. 6,1976, pp. 193-198.
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vevs

Palackého a Frantiska Ladislava Riegera. Prvni ucelenéjsi a souvislejsi koncepce hudebniho
muzejnictvi, jeho smyslu, predmétu a metod, nachdzime pak u dvou zakladatelskych po-
stav moderni ¢eské hudebni historiografie, Zdenka Nejedlého a Vladimira Helferta. Rieger,
Nejedly i Helfert — v tomto poradi — formulovali koncepce ¢eského hudebniho archivu.
Nejprve kratce nastinime pristupy prvych dvou, poté se zaméfime na pojeti Helfertovo.

Pripomenme zde ve vsi stru¢nosti, ze plan budovani sbirek hudebniho charakteru se
nachazel jiz v ideovém navrhu cinnosti Spolecnosti Vlastenského musea; pocatky ceského
hudebniho muzejnictvi tak lze klast uz do doby tésné po roce 1818, kdy vzniklo Vlastenské
museum v Cechéch, predchiidce Narodniho muzea. Hudebni sbirky mély byt soucasti fondt
umeélecké, pramyslové a technické vyroby. Sbirka ,umeéni hudebniho (harmonie)“méla zaprvé
obsahovat ,sbirku viasteneckych dél hudebnich, rukopisnych i tisténych a to se stdlym zretelem
k ndaroditm Slovanskym®, zadruhé pak ,sbirku hudebnich ndstrojit, jen Slovaniim viastnich“!
Nutnost sbéru hudebnich dél — v souvislosti s oborem umélecké archeologie — proklamoval
i Frantigek Palacky v pojednani O wcelich viastenského museum v Cechdch z roku 1841, jez se
stalo programovym textem rozvoje Muzea.?

Vlastenské museum tedy shromazdovalo i pamatky hudebni kultury, ovéem spise nahod-
né a nesystematicky. Chybéla jasnd programova koncepce, jakoz i finance na ndkup artefak-
ta — muzeum bylo v tomto ohledu odkédzano prevazné na dary,’ které prichazely do Muzea
»ze stejnych pohnutek, jakymi byli vedeni ddrci literdrnich pamdtek: aby pro budoucno byly
zachovdny doklady kulturni vyspélosti ndroda“* Pamatky hudebni kultury sméfujici do mu-
zea byly pisemné i trojrozmérné; do konce 19. stoleti se jich nahromadilo velké mnozstvi

1) HANUS, Josef: Ndrodni museum a nase obrozeni. Kn. 2, Zalozeni Vlasteneckého musea v Cechdch a jeho vyvoj do
konce doby Sternberkovy (1818-1841), Narodni museum, Praha 1923, s. 90-91.

2) AXMAN, Emil: Hudebni oddélent, in: Narodni museum 1818-1948, Narodni museum, Praha 1949, s. 63.

3) VOJTESKOVA, Jana: Ceské muzeum hudby 200 let po zaloZeni Ndrodniho muzed, Harmonie, 2018, & 1, s. 43.

4) BURIAN, Miroslav: Historické védy v Ndrodnim muzeu, in: 150 let Narodniho muzea v Praze, Orbis, Praha
1968, 5. 29.
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a nékteré byly zvlasté cenné.® Jak jsme rekli, tato sbirkotvorna ¢innost ovsem postradala sys-
tematicky charakter a samostatné hudebni oddéleni dosud chybélo. Zatimco pisemné ar-
tefakty (hudebniny tisténé i rukopisné, knihy s hudebni tematikou, libreta, korespondence
a jiné listinné materialy) byly ukldddny v muzejni bibliotéce,® trojrozmérné predméty (ze-
jména hudebni nastroje, dale razné trofeje, ikonografické prameny — obrazy a busty) smé-
fovaly do sbirek archeologickych a etnografickych. Takovyto stav panoval zhruba sto let.
Okolo poloviny 19. stoleti se uz sbirka hudebnich artefaktt rozrostla a nabyla nadnarod-
niho a nadregiondlniho vyznamu natolik, Ze Frantisek Ladislav Rieger navrhl zalozeni sa-
mostatného muzejniho organu, jenz by dokumentoval vyhradné ¢eskou hudebni kulturu.
Vznikl tak prvni pomérné systematicky a obsahly plan institucionalizovani ¢eského hudeb-
niho archivu. Rieger jej roku 1854 publikoval v ¢asopisu Lumir pod nazvem Slovo o zalozeni
ndrodniho hudebniho archivu v Cechdch. Rieger tvrdi, ze zalozeni a provozovani archivu, jenz
by sbiral ,vsecko, cokoli hudebnost ceskd kdy zdarilého a trvalého vyvedla“, by mélo byt v gesci
Muzea, odvolavaje se pritom na ptivodni i novéjsi statuty muzejniho spolku. Presnéji receno
by se mélo jednat o zvlastni oddéleni pfi muzejni knihovné, jez by shromazdovalo véechny
¢eské hudebni tisky i rukopisy, a to jak ve smyslu hudebnin, tak i hudebnich teoretik. Ty
jsou zatim roztrouseny ,po vsech koncindch svéta v bibliothekdch kostelnich, kapelnich a di-
vadelnich, my o tom nevime, — o to nedbdme”. Podle Riegera je predevsim tfeba systematicky
shromazdit dila velkych ¢eskych mistrtt minulosti a soucasnosti. Dosavadni vrchol ve vyvoji
¢eské hudby klade do poloviny 18. stoleti (pripomenme, ze se tak déje jesté pred vystou-
penim Smetanovym!), reprezentuji jej skladatelé jako Cernohorsky, Seeger, Benda, Gluck,
Brixi, Myslive¢ek, Gassmann a Kozeluh. Ceskost hudebnich pamétek i samotného archivu
— to je velmi dulezité — Rieger pojimd ve smyslu zemském, nikoliv ndrodnostnim. Do plé-
novaného archivu tak maji smérovat véechna dila néjakym vyznamnym zptisobem se pojici
k Ceskému krélovstvi nebo napsana skladateli, kteti zde vyrazné pasobili, jako tieba Ch. W.
Gluckem. Ovsem ano, smysl celého podniku spocivéd v prvé radé v zajisténi toho, aby obor
lidské ¢innosti, ve kterém praveé cesky ndrod nad jiné vynikal a vynika — tedy hudba —, pfinesl
tomuto narodu a jeho vlasti zaslouZenou slavu. I ¢esky narod vsak Rieger chape, alespon
explicitné (¢lanek pochazi z doby Bachova absolutismu), mnohem spise ve smyslu prina-
lezitosti k ¢eské vlasti; za ¢eské skladatele tak povazuje ty, kteif jsou Cechy at uz ,domovem
nebo rodem”. Vyuziti hudebnich pamatek k zajisténi slavy ¢eského naroda nema ovéem pro-
bihat v prvé fadé jejich muzealizaci, nybrz umoznénim jejich provozovdani: nemaji slouzit

5) Pro zakladni pehled tohoto obdobi srov. zejm. STEFANCOVA, Dagmar: Ceské muzeum hudby, in: Velkd kniha
o Ndrodnim muzeu, ed. Karel Sklenar, Narodni muzeum, Praha 2016, s. 185-197. Existuje téz anglicka verze
tohoto textu: STEFANCOVA, Dagmar: Czech Museum of Music, in: The Great Book of the National Museum,
ed. Karel Sklena¥, National Museum, Prague 2016, s. 191-206. Srov. téz CIZEK, Bohuslav — FOJTIKOVA,
Jana — HALLOVA, Markéta — MOJZISOVA, Olga — STLOUKAL, Milan — TAUEROVA, Jarmila: Muzeum ceské
hudby, historie a sbirky, Narodni muzeum, Praha 1999. Kniha existuje téz v anglické a némecké verzi. Dale srov.
KABELKOVA, Markéta — PAULOVA, Eva: Poédtky samostatného hudebniho oddéleni Nérodniho muzea, Casopis
Ndrodniho muzea. Rada historickd, ro¢. 186, 2017, & 3-4, s. 3-24.

6) Srov. VRCHOTKA, Jaroslav: D¢jiny Knihovny Ndrodniho muzea v Praze: 1818-1892, Statni pedagogické
nakladatelstvi, Praha 1967.
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primarné véd¢, ale uméni. Po tomto vymezeni Rieger predkladd seznam hlavnich skladateld,
na néz je treba se zameérit, se stru¢nymi informacemi o jejich dilech.”

Vznik tzv. Hudebniho sboru pii Museu Krélovstvi ¢eského v roce 1873, jenz byl ziizen
Spole¢nosti musea z Riegerovy iniciativy® a do zna¢né miry mél byt realizaci jeho planu,
nepredstavoval pro hudebni muzejnictvi zdaleka tak silny stimul, jak by se mohlo zdat.
A to navzdory tomu, Ze jej tvorily takové postavy jako Otakar Hostinsky, zakladatel ces-
ké muzikologie, Ludevit Prochdzka, tehdy celny hudebni kritik a organizator, Frantisek
Zdenék Skuhersky, vlivny hudebni teoretik a profesor prazské konzervatore, a skladatel
Josef Drahorad.’ A navzdory dobie koncipovanému programu, jehoz cilem bylo , hiudebniny
chované v Ndrodnim museu systematicky usporddat ve zvldstnim oddélent jakozto hudebni
archiv, sestavit repertoirium, v némz by byly zachyceny vsechny skladby a spisy ceskych hudeb-
nikit a hudebnich spisovatelil s uddnim, kde se jejich dila nachdzeji, a ovsem ddle rozmnozZovat
hudebni sbirku "

Zdenék Nejedly — jenz byl v mladi zaméstnan v Museu Krélovstvi ceského' a pozdéji
energicky zasahl do smetanovského muzejnictvi’? — publikoval v roce 1907 programovou
esej, v niz formuloval pozadavek vytvoreni moderniho ¢eského hudebniho archivu. Pojmem
shudebni archiv® Nejedly mini systematicky budovanou a organicky rostlou sbirku notopisti,
potazmo i jinych prament hudebni védy. Odvolavd se pritom na stary, avsak dosud stéle
nenaplnény plan Riegertv. Nejedly pohlizi na ¢eskost archivu — veelku ocekavatelné — jinak
nez Rieger; rozdil jejich pojeti vlastné do zna¢né miry odpovida vyvoji ¢eského nacionalismu
v druhé poloviné 19. stoleti. Podle Nejedlého do Sedesatych let 19. stoleti nehrala ¢esko-né-
mecka otazka zasadni roli, pak se ovéem hudba v Ceskych zemich jednoznac¢né rozdélila
na ¢eskou a némeckou. Jednoduse fec¢eno ma proto ¢esky hudebni archiv sbirat hudebniny
pochézejici z prvni poloviny 19. stoleti utrakvisticky (a to véetné piipadi typu ,Cech v cizi-
né“a ,cizinec u nds"), novéjsi prameny je vsak treba prisné selektovat na zakladé narodnosti
jejich autora. Nejedly — obdivovatel Mahlerovy hudby! — to lapidarné vyjadril vétou: , Rieger
jesté pocitda mezi ceské skladatele Glucka, my uz klidné prenechdme Némciim Mahlera.” Dale
se Nejedly zabyva otazkou zptsobu budovani hudebniho archivu (pti¢emz zdarazinuje nut-
nost porizovat opisy ze zahranic¢nich knihoven),” a predevsim otdzkou jeho funkce: ta md
byt primarné védecka, nikoliv umélecka jako u Riegera. Vybudovani hudebniho archivu je

7) RIEGER, Fr[antisek] Ladislav: Slovo o zaloZeni ndrodniho hudebniho archivu v Cechdch, Lumir, rot. 4, 1854,
C. 27, s. 639-644; C. 28, s. 660-664; ¢. 29, s. 691-693; ¢. 30, s. 709-716. V nékolika malo existujicich
prehledech ceského hudebniho muzejnictvi zistavd tento text Gplné stranou pozornosti.

8) BURIAN, Miroslav: Historické védy v Ndrodnim muzeu, in: 150 let Narodniho muzea v Praze, Orbis, Praha
1968, s. 29.

9) Nejedly vysvétluje nevelky dspéch tohoto podniku slovy: ,,Byla to doba rozmachu nasi hudby, kdy vse u nas
Zilo pfitomnostf pF@ié mocné, nez aby se vénovala ndleZitd pozornost staré, tehdy uz mrtvé nasi hudbé. -
NEJEDLY, Zdenék: Cesky hudebni archiv, Ceska revue, roc. 1,1907, ¢. 1, s. 16 (ddle NEJEDLY).

10) Ibid., s. 30.

11) Nastoupil sem roku 1899 na misto archivniho trednika.

12) MALY, Miloslav: Smetanovskd muzeologie, Opus musicum, ro¢. 14, 1982, &. 4, s. 127-128, VIL.

13) ,Zpiisob, kterym by se [...] hudebniny mély sbirati, nelze ovSem pesné naznacit; ddn jest okolnostmi.
Jisto vsak jest, ze velmi dilezitou dlohu budou hrat opisy ze zahraniénich knihoven. [...] Riditi vyzkum cizich
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podle Nejedlého nutnou podminkou rozvoje ¢eské muzikologie, zejména vsak hudebni his-
toriografie 16. az 19. stoleti — tehdy jesté velmi mladého oboru.* ,Co by ceskd hudebni véda
archivem vsechno ziskala, lze tézko vypocitati, pise Nejedly, ,nejlépe jest naznaciti to slovem:
vsechno. Hudebni archiv by se mél stat rovnéz instituci vychovavajici muzikologicky dorost,
centrem rozvoje celého oboru, jenz by tak pro cesky ndrod predstavoval ,zisk vécny, avsak
téz mravni’, a to proto, ze ,odstranil by z celého oboru naseho pisemnictvi povrchnost, jez mu
neslouzi ke cti”. Nejedly vsak soudi, ze obé verejné knihovny disponujici nejvétsim poctem
muzikalii — knihovna univerzitni a muzejni — se tézko stanou zakladem takovéhoto hudeb-
niho archivu: idedlni se mu v daném sméru jevi soukroma sbirka Ondreje Hornika.”

Nejedlého snahy o vytvoreni moderniho ¢eského hudebniho archivu nebyly ve své dobé
ojedinélé, debaty o hudebnim muzejnictvi zde probihaly jiz pred prvni svétovou valkou
a tésné po ni' Pravou lihni Gzeji zaméfeného hudebnémuzeologického mysleni (v celo-
evropském méiitku) se véak Ceské zemé staly az v dobé prvni republiky. V tomto ohledu
bylo pielomové plisobeni druhé hlavni postavy stojici u zrodu moderni ¢eské muzikologie,
Vladimira Helferta (1886-1945).

Helfertova koncepce hudebniho archivu

Pripomenme si tvodem alespon zakladni fakta tykajici se Helfertova ptisobeni v oblasti hu-
debniho muzejnictvi. Zahy po svém prichodu do Brna v [été 1919 spolu s bratrem Jaroslavem
inicioval vznik Hudebniho archivu'” coby samostatného tstavu Moravského zemského mu-
sea (MZM),"® jenz se zrodil , jako vysledek organisovini ochrany hudebnich pamdtek v republi-

“9

ce az néjz se postupné vyvinulo dnesnif ODH MZM.*° V ¢ele Hudebniho archivu stala Rada,

knihoven bude hlavnim a nejduileZit&jéim tkolem schopného sprdvce tohoto budouciho archivu.® Viz NEJEDLY,
op. cit. vpozn. 9, s. 17.

14) Nejedly byl jmenovan soukromym docentem hudebni védy roku 1905, ¢imz de iure a do znacné miry i de
facto zalozil Ceskou univerzitni muzikologii.

15) Viz NE]EDLV, op. cit. vpozn. S, s. 16-20.

16) Viz napt. HULKA, Karel: O nasich povinnostech k ceské starsi hudbé, Hudebni matice Umélecké besedy,
Praha 1908; NEBUSKA, Otakar: Na zdchranu hudebnich pamdtek, Hudebni revue, ro¢. 2, 1909, ¢. 6, s. 314-317;
SILHAN, Antonin: Prazské hudebni knihovny, P¥tomnost, rof. 10, 1912, s. 6-7; CMIRAL, Adolf: Cs. hudebni
museum, Cesta, ro¢. 1,1918-1919, ¢. 30, s. 829-831, 857-858.

17) K. R. [RACEK, Jan]: Organisdtor moravskeho musejnictvi, Rozkvét, 1933, ¢. 39, s. 2. Zd4 se, ze bratfi Helfertové
byli k muzejnictvi rodové predurceni: uz jejich déd Josef Alexander Helfert se coby historik hojné zabyval
pamétkovou pédi. POLEDNAK, Ivan: Helfert, Vladimir [online], in: Cesky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci
(Czech Musical Encyclopaedia of Persons and Institutions) [cit. 7. 7. 2019]. Dostupné z WWW: http://www.
ceskyhudebnislovnik.cz/slovnik/index.php?option=com_mdictionary&task=record.record_detail&id=3343
18) I kdyz jesté v roce 1921 o Hudebnim archivu pise Helfertlv bratr Jaroslav v programovém clanku
o smérovani jim fizeného MZM nikoliv jako o pevné organizacni jednotce muzea, ale jako o pfibuzném dstavil
¢i podniku, zabyvajicim se ,,ochrannou praci na poli pamatek hudebnich. — HELFERT, Jaroslav: Na nové drdhy:
Ndstin minulosti a ukolii zemského muzea moravskeho v Brné, Véstnik moravského musea zemského v Brné,
ro¢.1,1921, ¢. 4, s. 53-61.

19) HELFERT, Vladimir — VETTERL, Karel — USAK, Jaroslav: Katalog vystavky Hudebniho archivu Zemského
musea v Brné, Moravské zemské museum, Brno 1930, s. [5] (dale HELFERT — VETTERL — UéAK).

20) Okolnostivzniku Hudebniho archivu a Helfertovu roli v tomto procesu popisuje: PIVODA, Ondrej: Vladimir
Helfert, zakladatel Hudebniho archivu Moravského zemského muzea, Musicologica Brunensia, roc. 51, 2016,
¢ 2,s.127-137 (déle PIVODA). Pro zékladni piehled o d&jinich ODH MZM viz zejm. STRAKOVA, Theodora:
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spravni organ, slozeny z konzervatorti hudebnich pamatek jmenovanych Ministerstvem
$kolstvi a ndrodni osvéty (MSANO). Usilim Rady, pod Helfertovym vedenim, bylo ,vybudovd-
ni prvniho vylucné védecky koncipovaného hudebniho archivu v Ceskoslovensku“* Vznik toho-
to ustavu se casoveé takika dokonale kryje se zrodem brnénské univerzitni muzikologie, jejimz
zakladatelem byl rovnéz Helfert (v obdobi nacistické okupace se Hudebni archiv po uzavieni
vysokych skol stal jedinym badatelskym strediskem Helfertovy muzikologické skoly).

Vedoucim archivu byl Helfert do roku 1929, kdy tuto funkci prevzal jeho zdk Jan Racek.
Fakticky ale uz brzy po roce 1922 archiv spravoval Helferttiv zak Karel Vetterl, a Helferttv
Wprimy podil [...] na Cinnosti archivu se v prithéhu 20. let postupné omezil“* Aktivity
Hudebniho archivu ovéem Helfert systematicky organizoval na teoretickém zakladé, jejz
formuloval v ¢etnych textech. A jak pise Pivoda, ,predevsim zdsluhou“Helfertovy ,inovativni
koncepce [...] se archiv v mezivdlecnych letech zaradil mezi nejvyznamnéjsi a nejmodernéj-
i instituce svého druhu v Evropé’ Zihy po roce 1919 zacal Hudebni archiv vyvijet ¢ilou
sbirkotvornou,? eviden¢ni a katalogizac¢ni ¢innost, pro kteryzto acel Helfert vymyslel a apli-
koval dobové pokrokovy systém katalogizace hudebnémuzejnich sbirkovych predméta.”
Podstatné pomaleji probihala ¢innost vystavni. Muzeum systematicky evidovalo a doku-
mentovalo hudebni pamatky celé Moravy z okresnich muzei a oblastnich archiviia v prabé-
hu let prevzalo vétsinu hudebniho materialu z celé Moravy.?®

Hudebni archiv a hudebni muzeum

Kardindlnim tématem Helfertovy hudebni muzeologie, jez se od roku 1919 az do konce Zivo-
tajako ¢ervend nit vinulo jeho myslenim muzikologickym, je pojem ,hudebni archiv*”. Jednak
se jednd o koncepci samotného Hudebniho archivu MZM (déle jen ,Hudebniho archivu®;
tvar s minuskuli bude odkazovat na obecny typ pamétové instituce). Podle Helferta mél vsak
Hudebni archiv slouzit jako model pro jiné obdobné ustavy, které se mély stat ustrednimi
institucemi dokumentujicimi hudebni kultury pifslusnych zemi Ceskoslovenska (kromé

Hudebné historické oddéleni Moravského musea v Brné, in: Ceskoslovensky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci,
sv. 1., Statni hudebni vydavatelstvi, Praha 1963, s. 505; Moravské zemské muzeum: s tictou k prdci prikopnikii,
s diky jejich pokracovatelim, ed. Rizena Gregorova, Moravské zemské muzeum, Brno 2015, s. 297-316;
BRODESSER, Slavomir — BRECKA, Jan — MIKULKA, Jiti: K pozndni a sldvé zemé. .. Déjiny Moravského zemského
muzea, Moravské zemské muzeum, Brno 2002. Dale viz napf. ZAH RADKA, Jifi: 201 let Moravského zemského
muzea a 99 let jeho hudebniho oddéleni, Harmonie, ¢. 1, 2018, s. 20-21.

21) Podle Pivody se Hudebni archiv profiloval jako ,,instituce s ukoly Cisté védeckymi‘, a vymezoval se tak ,vici
institucim, které plnily v prvé fadé tkoly vychovné, tj. zejména vii¢i hudebnim archiviim pfi konzervatorich®. -
PIVODA, op. cit. v pozn. 20, s. 132-133.

22) PIVODA, op. cit. v pozn. 20, s. 135.

23) Ibid., s. 135.

24) Zékladni akvizici byla hudebni sbirka straznického zamku.

25) RACEK, Jan: In memoriam prof. dra Vladimira Helferta, Casopis zemského musea v Brné&, rod. 33, ¢ast 1,
1946, s. 29 (dale RACEK). Jak piSe Pivoda, evidence byla ,vedena pomoci katalogovych karet se zdkladnimi
Udaji o hudebning, k nimz byl pripojen nékolikataktovy hudebni incipit dané skladby po vzoru modernich
tematickych katalogii“. — PIVODA, op. cit. v pozn. 20, s. 133.

26) Perspektivni zamysleni nad jednim jubileem [rozhovor Aleny Némcové s Theodorou Strakovou], Opus
musicum, ro¢. 1,1969, ¢. 10, s. 295-298.
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Moravy se Slezskem, coby jedné oblasti,
také Cech a Slovenska), tedy platforma-

HUDE BN[’ ARCHIV mi hudebnéhistorického badani o danych
MOR. ZEM. MUSEA. regionech.

Zadhy po zalozeni Hudebniho archi-

] vu na podzim 1919 o ném Helfert infor-

i . moval vefejnost prostiednictvim ¢ldnku

v Moravsko-slezské revue. Jiz tehdy vytknul

Letterhead, “Musical Archive of the Moravian za cil Hudebniho archivu ,sbirati hudebni
Museum”, used by Helfert in 1923 /

Hlavi¢kovy papir “Hudebni archiv Mor. zem.
musea”, pouZity Helfertem v roce 1923 zde vznikl archiv, jenz by byl védeckou insti-
NM-CMH G 11044

pamdtky z Moravy a Slezska, aby tak casem

tuci pro studium déjin hudby*. Pricemz do-
dal, ze ,tam, kde neni mozno, nebo neni ani
radno vzhledem k lokdlnimu vyznamu hudebnich sbirek materidl ziskati pro Hudebni archiv
(at jako majetek, nebo jako depositumy), porizuje se soupis takovych sbirek, aby tak Hudebni
archiv vykazoval stav hudebnich pamdtek na Moravé a ve Slezsku a byl tak vychodiskem dal-
siho hudebné-historického baddni”.

Helfert jiz v roce 1919 urc¢il dvé hlavni funkce Hudebniho archivu (potazmo hudebniho
archivu), k nimz v roce 1921 pribyla treti.

1) Zaprvé a predevsim se jedna o funkci ,archivni“ (sbératelskou), tedy ,sbirdni a ve-
decké zpracovdni materidlu“?* Presnéji feceno jde o to, sbirat ,ohrozené hudebni pamdtky

nebo takové, které je mozno ziskati“*® ,odborné [je] tridit a zpracovat® a,odborné je uschovd-

@] “32

vat“? ,aby byly trvale zachovany™" a ,aby byly pristupny védeckému studiu”.

2) Kromé toho ma hudebni archiv funkci ,,konservatorskou“ (ochrannou), spocivaji-
ci v ochrané hudebnich pamatek, hlavné notovych materialt, ,pred nicenim“* V rané fizi
Hudebniho archivu se véak jednalo v prvé fadé o elementarni narok na jejich , ulozenti na bez-

pecném misté”. Situace totiz byla v roce 1919 takova, ze ,staré hudebniny*byly dosud ,mdlo
cenény, [...] pohazoviny nebo pdleny z pouhé neznalosti a nedostatku porozuméni“** Zahy

27) V. H.[HELFERT, Vladimir]: Hudebni archiv zemského musea mor., Moravsko-slezska revue, roc. 15,1919, ¢. 1,
s.16 (ddle HELFERT: Hudebni archiv zemského musea mor.).

28) HELFERT, Vladimir: Evidence hudebnich pamdtek, Véstnik moravského musea zemského v Brné, roc. 3,
1924, s. 32 (dale HELFERT: Evidence).

29) HELFERT, Vladimir: Hudebni archiv zemského musea v Brné, Véstnik moravského musea zemského v Brné,
ro¢.1,1921, ¢.1-3, s. 27-35. Cit. dle HELFERT, Vladimir: O ¢eské hudbé, Statni nakladatelstvi krdsné literatury,
hudby a uméni, Praha 1957, s. 29 (dale HELFERT: O Ceskeé hudbe).

30) HELFERT: O Ceskeé hudbe, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 24-25.

31) HELFERT, Vladimir: Hudebni archiv, in: PazdirkGv hudebni slovnik nau¢ny I., OL. Pazdirek, Brno 1929,
s.158-159 (dale HELFERT: Hudebni archiv).

32) HELFERT: O Ceské hudbeé, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 24-25.

33) HELFERT, Vladimir: Pro hudebni pamdtky, Hudebni véstnik, roc. 19, 1926, ¢. 1, s. 3 (dale HELFERT: Pro
hudebni pamdtky). Zvyraznil M. Z.

34) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 16.
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Helfert vyslovil ambici Hudebniho archivu byt nadto ,jednoticim orgdnem hudebné konser-
vdtorské prdce na Moravé">

Tyto dvé funkce Helfert pozdéji oznacil jako ,viastni ¢innosti muzedini®, jez v podstaté
probihaji s vylouc¢enim laické vefejnosti.*® Jak vidime, pro smysl existence hudebniho archivu
je urcuyjici predpoklad, ze hudebni pamatky je zdhodno shromazdovat a chranit na jednom
miste, in fondo.

3) Treti funkci mizeme nazvat evidencni (soupisovou). Jde o to, ,vésti v evidenci tako-
vé hudebni pamdtky, které neni mozno nebo ani neni zdahodno ziskati pro hudebni archiv*?>

Helfert napsal, Ze

yhned od pocdtku vsichni konservdtori, kteri pracovali na organisaci [Hudebniho archivu],
byli jednotni v tom, Ze nebude ani mozno ani radno vsechny hudebni pamdtky z Moravy
soustredovat v Brné. Z téchto ditvodii vytéen hudebnimu archivu tieti tikol: price soupi-
sovd. Cilem jejim je, poridit podrobny, védecky soupis hudebnich pamdtek na Moravé a ve
Slezsku, aby v hudebnim archivu vznikl casem podrobny listkovy katalog téchto pamdtek
tak, aby hudebni archiv poskytoval odbornym pracovnikiim evidenci o historickych hudeb-
nich dokumentech, a to i téch, jez budou schovdany mimo Brno. Tim vikoly hudebniho archivu

doplni se tak, ze stane se skutecnym tistavem pro bdddni o domdcich déjindch hudby:®

V roce 1921 Helfert upresnil vztah mezi zminénymi tfemi funkcemi nasledovné: ,shéra-
telskd cinnost je viastné diisledkem cinnosti ochranové a na podporu cinnosti soupisové, nebot
v mnohych pripadech se hudebni pamdtky nejlépe zajisti, kdyz se ulozi na misté, kde se jim
dostane odborného osetieni a védeckého zpracovani*

Helfert tvrdi, Ze ustav koncipovany naznacenym zptisobem a plnici takto provézané funkci
archivni a ochrannou, je prvnim svého druhu v celé Evropé,** ba na svété.* Ovsem hlavni, nad-
razenou funkci hudebniho archivu je sluzba hudebni védé, predevsim hudebni historiografii:
véechny jeho tkoly jsou plnény primarné pro rozvoj ,udebneé-historické[ho] baddani“*

Pozdéji Helfert formuloval ambice Hudebniho archivu jesté siteji jako ochranu hu-
debnich pamatek na Moravé a ve Slezsku a rozsihlou evidenci hudebnich pamétek jinde
v Ceskoslovensku i v ciziné. Dopliime v této souvislosti, Ze Hudebni archiv pouzival tehdy
novou dokumentacni metodu — porizovani mikrofilmit hudebnin, a zejména pravé hudeb-
nin ze zahrani¢nich archiviy; takto byl napt. vytvoren katalog v zahrani¢i ulozenych skladeb
Josefa Myslivecka a dalsich. , Konecnym cilem* prace Hudebniho archivu, uzavird Helfert, je

pak ,vyddni vstiedniho katalogu moravskych a slezskych hudebnich pramenii“*

35) HELFERT: O Ceskeé hudbé, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 24-25.

36) HELFERT - VETTERL - USAK, op. cit. v pozn. 19, s. [5].

37) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. v pozn. 28, s. 32.

38) HELFERT: O ceske hudbé, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 24-25.

39)Ibid., s. 26.

40) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv zemského musea mor., op. cit. v pozn. 27, s. 16.
41) HELFERT: O Ceske hudbé, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 28.

42) HELFERT: Pro hudebni pamdtky, op. cit. v pozn. 33, s. 3.

43) HELFERT - VETTERL - USAK, op. cit. v pozn. 19, s. [5].
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V roce své habilitace (1921), jiz byla v Brné ustanovena ¢eska univerzitni hudebni véda,
Helfert publikoval obsdhlejsi studii nazvanou Hudebni archiv zemského musea v Brné.
V ni piSe, ze existence hudebniho archivu je zdkladni podminkou rozvoje hudebni védy,
mysleno hudebniho déjepisectvi.** Zatimco v ciziné je obdobnych instituci mnoho,*
v Ceskoslovensku dosud zadny hudebni archiv v pravém slova smyslu neexistuje; jedinou
vetsi verejnosti pristupnou sbirkou hudebnin disponuje Narodni muzeum, kromé ni je zde
také velkd soukroma sbirka strahovského kldstera. Na Moravé je situace jesté horsi. V tésné
poprevratovych podminkach — kdy se rusi slechtické velkostatky — je existence hudebniho
archivu zéroven vysoce zadouci z diivodu ochrany hudebnich pamatek. Zatimco vytvarné
pamatky jsou namnoze chranény in situ, u hudebnich pamatek je, jak jsme zminili vyse, Za-
douci je shromazdovat a ochranovat in fondo.*®

V téze studii Helfert popisuje vznik Hudebniho archivu v roce 1919 a jeho pravni status,
nacez planuje jeho dalsi rozvoj, zejména po strance organiza¢ni. Konkrétni pripad spoje-
ni Hudebniho archivu s MZM Helfert vysvétluje tak, ze ,hiudebni archiv jakozto instituce
védeckd mohl se uchylit opét pod ochranu tistavu s tikoly védeckymi, jimz jest museum"”
Pamatuje i na nutnost vytvoreni adekvatniho pravniho ramce, v némz by probihala ¢innost
této instituce i instituci podobnych.*

Helfert dale podrobné nastinuje sviij organiza¢ni plan, podle néjz bude v kazdé ze tii ob-
lasti Ceskoslovenska fungovat centralnf hudebni archiv. Tyto tfi instituce budou organizova-
ny podle jednotného, brnénského vzoru; podléhat budou ,istredni radé hudebnich archivii
v Praze, ovsem tak, ze tim budou mit stdle naprostou volnost iniciativni a pracovni. Jejich
roli v prislusné zemi bude plnit véechny zminéné funkce, a to tak, aby se pracovalo podle
jednotné direktivy, organizované, aby v ramci celého Ceskoslovenska nedochazelo k tiisténi
a prekryvani, aby vse probihalo jednim slovem efektivné.*

V témze roce Helfert informoval muzejni obec o dotazniku, ktery rozeslala Rada
Hudebniho archivu MZM.*® Vyzyval véechny jednotlivce i organizace, ,kteri se o zajisténi
a pozndni hudebnich pamdtek zajimaji‘, k patrani po hudebnich pamatkach a informova-
ni Hudebniho archivu. Tento ¢lanek nadto presnéji vymezuje plan sbirkotvorné ¢innosti

44) Srov. HELFERT, Vladimir: Ukoly Ceské hudebnf historiografie, Nade véda, ro¢. 9,1927/1928, s. 19-27.

45) Helfert sam mnoho ,,velkych modernich hudebnich archivii v Némecku, Francii, Italii aj.“ poznal. —
PIVODA, op. cit. v pozn. 20, s. 131.

46) HELFERT: O Ceské hudbé, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 22-34.

47)Tbid., s. 25.

48) V souvislosti se vznikem nového statu v roce 1918 a s nim spojenymi majetkoprdvnimi pohyby v té
dobé (na zakladé vynosu z 10. 2. 1919) existoval pfi MSANO tzv. hudebné pamatkovy sbor, poradni orgén,
jenz ,,jmenoval konzervatory hudebnich pamatek a zaroven vydal specidlni instrukce pro soupis hudebnin
a hudebnich néstrojti. Cinnost konzervatort byla formulovana predevéim jako zpravodajska a soupisna. Jejich
tkolem bylo poddvat informace o nalezech a ohrozenych pamatkach, poskytovat rychlou iniciativu k zakroceni
[...] nebo k ziskani pamatky ohrozené a porizovat soupis historicky cennych hudebnin a hudebnich nastroji do
roku 1860.“ — PIVODA, op. cit. v pozn. 20, s. 131.

49) HELFERT: O Ceské hudbe, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 29.

50) Dotaznik byl rozeslan ,,spravam krajinskych a méstskych muzei, rediteldim kdrd, farnim dradim, spravam
velkostatk(, spravam mé&tanskym, obecnych i stfednich $kol“. — PIVODA, op. cit. v pozn. 20, s. 133.
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Hudebniho archivu: hudebni pamatky (ve smyslu vymezeném nize) je zdhodno hledat na
téchto mistech: ,1. Kostelni kiiry a farni uifady. 2. Kldsterni archivy a knihovny. 3. Zdmecké
archivy a knihovny. 4. Sbirky musejni. 5. Sbirky soukromniki*

V roce 1924 Helfert zdtraznoval nutnost tfeti hlavni funkce hudebniho archivu, evidenc-
ni. Zaostavani v této oblasti zna¢né limituje a brzdi ¢eskou hudebni historiografii zabyvajici
se ,novou dobou” (od 17. stoleti). Jaké feseni trudné situace Helfert nabizi? Nelze jiz pokraco-
vat cestou Dlabacova lexikonu, o niz uvazoval Hostinsky: moderni hudebni historiografie se
musi primarné opirat nikoliv o ,biograficky materidl®, nybrz o hudebniny. Ty je proto tieba
nezbytné evidovat: , Je nutno provésti soustavnou a vycerpavajici katalogisaci hudebnich pa-
mdtek v knihovndch verejnych, v zamcich a kldsterich a na kostelnich kiirech”>* Jako vzor uva-
di ¢etné v té dobé existujici katalogy a soupisy hudebnin ve Francii, Velké Britanii, Némecku
ajinde, jakoz i Eitneruv Quellen-Lexikon.>

Helfertem navrzeny pracovni systém, popsany vyse, jenz by plnil tfi zakladni funkce
a jejz by na Moravé realizoval Hudebni archiv za pomoci sité konzervatort (mezi nimiz by
bylo, jak Helfert zduraznuje, i nemalo Némct),** mél byt ojedinély v celosvétovém meritku.
Bohuzel se jej véak nepodaiilo na MSANO prosadit. V roce 1924 si tak Helfert dokonce
stézoval, ze ,v celé véci evidence a ochrany hudebnich pamdtek se od r. 1920 nestalo u nds vii-
bec nic”> Navzdory tomu Hudebni archiv pracoval na uskute¢néni popsaného planu, avsak
vlastnimi silami, bez sité venkovskych konzervatort, a tudiz podstatné pomaleji. Vytvarel
jednak , listkovy thematicky katalog” vlastnich sbirek, jednak — stejnym systémem a metoda-
mi — tematicky katalog ,jinych hudebnich sbirek na Moravé“>® Tim mél byt podle Helfertova
planu ¢asem vytvoren ,odborné zpracovany katalog vsech hudebnich pamdtek na Moravé">
Podle stejné metody se pak mélo postupovat i v Cechach. Helfert roku 1924 naléhave vyzyval
vsechna venkovska muzea, aby se i ona zacala zabyvat evidenci hudebnich pamatek ve svych
sbirkach. V této ¢innosti jim Hudebni archiv bude napomocen odbornou radou a bude od
nich prijimat ,materidlie hudebné-historické na urcent, zpracovani, nebo i k ulozeni>®

O rok pozdéji tuto vyzvu opakoval jinde, a pripojil, ze je tfeba, aby byl dany podnik v celo-
republikovém méritku — i na Podkarpatské Rusi — organizovan, koordinovan a ovsem také fi-
nancovan MSANO.* V roce 1926 vyzvu znovu opakoval (pokazdé se obracel na jiné kruhy),

51) [HELFERT, Vladimir]: Dotaznik o hudebnich pamdtkdch, Véstnik moravského musea zemského v Brné,
ro¢.1,1921, ¢. 1-3, s. 38-39 (dale HELFERT: Dotaznik).

52) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. v pozn. 28, s. 32.

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

54) Pro nas dnes v daném smyslu neobvykly vyraz ,,konservator® byl v té dobé pojmem nejen v muzejni praxi
bézné pouzivanym, ale rovnéz pravné zaklinénym.

55) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. v pozn. 28, s. 32-33.

56) Jednim z prvnich vysledkd byl listkovy katalog Kromérizského hudebniho archivu, zpracovany Helfertovym
systémem, jehoz autorem byl Helfert(iv zak a spolupracovnik Karel Vetterl; dnes je ulozen v ODH MZM.

57) HELFERT: Evidence, op. cit. v pozn. 28, s. 33.

58) Ibid., s. 34.

59) HELFERT, Vladimir: Pro soupis hudebnich pamdtek, Casopis Matice Moravské, ro¢. 49, 1925, ¢. 1-4, s. 537
(dale HELFERT: Pro soupis).
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volaje zde k $irsi verejnosti: ,Chrarite hudebni pamdtky pred nicenim! Chovejte je na suchém
a bezpecném misté, chrante pred slunecnim svétlem a zbavujte je opatrné prachu.*® V roce
1930 pak oslovuje nejsirsi verejnost: , Je jisté jesté mmnoho kulturnich hodnot nasi historie skry-
tych v odlozenych a nepovsimnutych starych hudebnich pamdtkdch. Zachrdnite ty pamdtky,
kdyz nam je odevzddte, nebo kdyz nds na né véas upozornite! Kromé toho Helfert svymi
¢lanky informoval odborné i laické kruhy o prirtstcich do sbirky Hudebniho archivu.®?

Helfert se témito vyzvami snazil zapusobit na ¢eskou vefejnost i na potencidlni vlastni-
ky hudebnich pamatek, aby vibec spattili v hudebnich pamétkach véc hodnou uchovani.
Vidime v tom obdobu vlivy, kterym na verejnost ptsobilo rozmahajici se vlastivédné a na-
rodopisné muzejnictvi na konci 19. stoleti.®® Snad se téz jednalo o jakousi obrannou reakci
viici vzristajicimu nezdjmu MSANO o Hudebni archiv.*

Radnou definici pojmu ,hudebni archiv* podal Helfert v piislusném hesle z prvniho dilu
Pazdirkova slovniku, jenz vysel roku 1929.%° Hudebni archiv je podle néj ,soust/avnd] sbirka
hud. prameniy, t. j. vSeho, co prispivd k pozndni déjin hudby |[...], uschovdvd takové pamdtky,
aby byly trvale zachovdny a cini je pristupnymi védeckému studiu"*® Je-li zde i jinde fe¢ o hu-
debnich pramenech obecné, mini se tim vcelku pochopitelné prameny ,zvidsté domdci“®
I zde zminénd ,soustavnost” méla byt, jak Helfert opakované pripominal, stézejni vlastnosti
véech ¢innosti hudebniho archivu. Helfert v citovaném slovnikovém hesle dale vymezuje
hudebni archiv vzhledem k pojmu ,hudebni knihovna“: ,Casto se jménem hjudebni] afrchiv]
mylné oznacuji knihovny, ktleré] slouzi bézné potrebé vypujcovatelii,“ zatimco archivy, jak bylo
feceno, ,cini [prameny] pristupnymi védeckému studiu %

Helfert rozlisuje hudebni archiv v uzsim a $irsim slova smyslu. Hudebnimi archi-
vy v uzsim slova smyslu jsou ty, které maji ,viastni odborné védecké vedeni“. Takové tehdy
vCeskoslovensku existovaly toliko tii: pii MZM, strahovském klasteru a prazské konzervatofi.

60) Mozno je ,,bud vénovati, nebo odevzdatijakozto depositum s pravem vlastnictvi®. - HELFERT: Pro hudebn/
pamdtky, op. cit. v pozn. 33,s. 3.

61) HELFERT - VETTERL - USAK, op. cit. v pozn. 19, s. [6].

62) Tak napt. v roce 1927 zpravil ¢tenaie Casopisu Matice Moravské, 7e ¢ast hudebni sbirky kiru sv. Jakuba
v Brné byla predana jako depozitum Hudebnimu archivu; a vyzyval, aby tento priklad ndsledovaly i dalsi kiiry.
— V. H. [HELFERT, Vladimir]: Hudebn/ archiv zemského musea v Brné, Casopis Matice Moravské, ro¢. 51, 1927,
s.369. Kromé jinych zde zminénych text(i zfejmé napsali tento kratky informacni pasus: [HELFERT, Vladimir?]:
Hudebni archiv, in: Priivodce po sbirkach Mor. zemského musea v Brné, ed. Jaroslav Helfert, Moravské zemské
museum, Brno 1924, s. 74.

63) Srov. nap¥. SPET, Jiii: Pehled vyvoje Ceského muzejnictviI. (do roku 1945), Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi,
Praha 1979, zejm. s. 46.

64) K nému dochazelo po roce 1921. — PIVODA, op. cit. v pozn. 20, s. 135.

65) Pro srovnani zde uvedme, Ze na sklonku Zivota byl Helfertovi hudebni archiv ,védecky organisovanym
souborem hudebnich prament. — HELFERT, Vladimir: Stdtni hudebneé-historicky tstav, Umélecka beseda,
Praha 1945, s. 19 (dale HELFERT: Stdtni hudebné-historicky ustav).

66) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 158-159.

67) HELFERT — VETTERL — USAK, op. cit. v pozn. 19, s. [5].

68) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 158-159. V samostatném hesle pak definuje hudebni
knihovnu jako ,,sbirku hudebnin k zivé potrebé®. — HELFERT, Vladimir: Knihovna hudebni, in: Pazdirkiv hudebni
slovnik naucny, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 206.

36 Musicalia 1—2/ 2019



Helfertova teorie hudebniho muzea (,,hudebniho archivu®)

Hudebni archiv v sirsim slova smyslu oznacuje vSechny obsahlejsi sbirky hudebnich prame-
nd. Do takto vymezeného pojmu tehdy podle Helferta nalezely i sbirky Narodniho muzea,
prazské univerzitni knihovny, Umeélecké besedy, prazské metropolitni knihovny, a ddle mno-
hé vzacné sbirky ve vlastnictvi cirkve nebo $lechty bez odborné spravy.®

Archivy, které maji vlastni védeckou spravu, Helfert pozdéji nazyval ,Zivé", opakem mu
byly archivy ,mrtvé". Pouziti obou metafor je vymluvné: hudebni prameny ziji pouze tehdy,
mohou-li mluvit, a mluvit mohou pouze tehdy, stanou-li se — feceno dnes$ni terminologii —
muzejnimi sbirkovymi predméty, tedy jsou-li zajistény zdkladni podminky jejich existence,
jsou-li organicky zaclenény do struktury prislusné podsbirky (¢imz se vytvareji funkéni vzta-
hy s jinymi sbirkovymi predmeéty), je-li zajisténa jejich evidence a katalogizace a je-li umoz-
néna jejich prezentace, alespon odborné vefejnosti.

Nejednoho c¢tenafe zfejmé napadla otdzka, zda viibec Helfert pouzival pojem ,hudebni
muzeum’, a jak jej pfipadné chapal ve vztahu k ,hudebnimu archivu®. Nuze, Helfert tento
pojem vubec nepouzival, a tieba dodat, Ze jeho uzivani tehdy viibec nebylo bézné. Heslo
pojednavajici o ,museich” v Pazdirkové slovniku sice nenapsal sim Helfert, ovsem pro srov-
ndni je zajimavé, nebot muselo souznit — a také logicky vzato souznélo — s Helfertovym po-
jetim.” Pise se v ném o muzeich obecnych, ktera disponuji hudebnimi pamatkami, zejména
— prizna¢né — hudebnimi nastroji. Kromé toho jsou v hesle zminéna tzv. ,musea specialni®,
dnes bychom rekli monografickd, tedy pamétniky a pamétni siné jednotlivych skladatelt
apod.”

Vztah ,hudebniho archivu” a ,,(hudebniho) muzea’, vymezeny obéma slovnikovymi hes-
ly, do zna¢né miry odpovidal tehdy existujicimu stavu ceskoslovenského hudebniho mu-
zejnictvi: Soucasti knihovny Narodniho muzea byl Hudebni (notovy) archiv, kdezto troj-
rozmérné predméty, zejména hudebni nastroje, se nachazely ve sbirkach archeologickych
a etnografickych; samostatné hudebni oddéleni zde zatim neexistovalo. Piekvapi nas vsak,
ze Helfert radi Hudebni archiv Narodniho muzea (didle NM) mezi archivy v $ir$im pojeti,
uvazime-li, Ze jej od roku 1913 spravoval odbornik — skladatel a muzikolog Emil Axman.
Situaci Hudebniho archivu MZM jsme nacrtli vyse. Kromé toho zde existovala dvé muzea
monografickd, Museum Bedficha Smetany a mozartovska Bertramka.” Na Slovensku byly
ucinény nékteré kroky k zalozeni hudebniho muzea,” jejich reflexe v$ak v obou heslech

69) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 158-159. Napf. se jedna o hudebni sbirky v Roudnici,
Ceském Krumlové, Namésti nad Oslavou, Krom&fizi, na Starém Brné, u Sv. Vita v Praze aj. HELFERT: Stdtn/
hudebné-historicky ustav, op. cit. v pozn. 65, s. 19.

70) Helfert byl vedle Cernugaka hlavnim redaktorem slovniku.

71) AXMAN, Emil — [éERNUgAK, Gracian]: Musea, in: Pazdirk(iv hudebni slovnik nauény, op. cit. v pozn. 31,
s. 250-251.

72) Srov. prislusnd hesla: AXMAN, Emil: Smetanovo museum, in: Pazdirkiiv hudebni slovnik naucny, op. cit.
v pozn. 31, s. 375; FIALA, Jaroslav: Mozartova Obec v CSR, in: Pazdirkiiv hudebni slovnik nauény, op. cit., s. 249.
73) Predevsim Dobroslav Orel pii filosofické fakulté Univerzity Komenského v Bratislavé zacal po roce 1921
shromazdovat dokumenty k hudebni historii, ¢imz vytvarel hudebni archiv analogicky tém, které existovaly
v Praze a Bmé. Viz napi. BUGALOVA, Edita: Pociatky hudobného muizejnictva na Slovensku, Mizeum, roé. 64,
2018,¢.2,s.1.

Musicalia 1—2/ 2019 37



Milos Zapletal

chybi. Kromeé toho se samoziejmé hudebniny, hudebni nastroje a jiné druhy ,hudebnich pa-
matek” nachazely ve sbirkach mnohych jinych muzei.™

Rozdil mezi takto chdpanym pojmem archivu a muzea spociva predevsim ve dvou ohle-
dech: (1) muzea jsou primarné urcena pro pobaveni a vzdélani siroké laické vefejnosti, za-
timco archiv je primarné instituci védeckow;”® (2) muzea se zaméruji na trojrozmérné pred-
meéty, archivy na dvojrozmérné.”

Duvodem tohoto dichotomického pojeti byl ziejmé téz fakt, ze jednotlivé oborové
podsbirky MZM se zamétovaly na trojrozmérné predméty, at uz prirodni nebo kulturni po-
vahy, coz rovnéz platilo pro oddéleni kunsthistorické, jehoz byl Hudebni archiv soucasti:
muzejni pracovisté specializujici se na dvojrozmérné predméty se proto muselo vii¢i ostat-
nim i terminologicky vymezit.

Muzejni prezentace v uzsim slova smyslu — coby sluzba laické vetejnosti — v Helfertovych
uvahach stale zastavala na okraji, jak v pripadé teorie hudebniho archivu, tak i pra-
xe Hudebniho archivu. V roce 1930 vsak Helfert v souvislosti s vystavou usporadanou
Hudebnim archivem napsal, Ze tato instituce ,/hodld postupem podobné vystaviti i ostatni
partie svych pamdtek, aby upozornovala nasi verejnost na tento vyznamny a dosud velmi za-
nedbdvany obor sbératelsky“”” Tudiz s prezentacni ¢innosti v uz$im slova smyslu pocital,
ovsem odsouval ji na dobu, kdy budou provedeny zakladni nutné price v oblasti selekce,
tezaurace a prezentace odborné verejnosti.

Helfert se ve svych muzeologickych dvahach a planech jinymi typy hudebnich muzei nez
shudebnimi archivy” prili$ nezabyval a nevénoval jim valnou pozornost, prestoze v té dobé
jiz v zahranici existovaly $pickové instituce zamérené organologicky nebo etnomuzikologic-
ky (sam se navic angazoval v etnomuzikologické pamétové instituci — Statnim dstavu pro
lidovou pisen),” jakoz i ¢etnd monografickd muzea. Bylo to ziejmé dané jeho zakladnim
profesnim ukotvenim hudebniho historika™ a nikoliv organologa nebo etnomuzikologa.

74) Jejich sbér byl & mél byt souddsti sbirkotvorné ¢innosti vlastivédnych muzef; viz zejm. LABEK, Ladislav:
Ndstin praktické museologie pro krajinskd musea vlastivédnd, Narodopisna spole¢nost ceskoslovanska, Praha
1927,s.7,51, 55.

75) Pfizna¢né je v tomto ohledu Helfertovo tvrzeni, ze ,hudebni archiv neni [...] jen sbirkou musejnich
predmétd, je istavem pro studium pramenti domdci hudebnf historie®. Primdrni orientace vsech funkci archivu
na sluzbu védecké komunité je jasné formulovand: vse se déje primarné ,,pro potfeby badatel(i. — HELFERT —
VETTERL — USAK, op. cit. v pozn. 19, s. [5].

76) Obdobné Helfert pouzival i dichotomii ,archivni/, musedlni (¢ ,,rdzu musedlniho®) pro pojmenovani
dvou druhti dokumentd &i sbirkovych predméta.

77) HELFERT — VETTERL — USAK, op. cit. v pozn. 19, s. [6].

78) Srov. PROCHAZKOVA, Jarmila: Vladimir Helfert ve Stdtnim tistavu pro lidovou pisert, Musicologica Brunensia,
ro¢. 51, 2016, ¢. 2, 5. 139-156 (dale PROCHAZKOVA).

79) I kdyz hudebni historiografii chdpal moderné a Siteji nez bylo bézné pred prvni svétovou vélkou, srov.
napt. POLEDNAK, Ivan: K metodologické problematice dila Vladimira Helferta, Opus musicum, ro¢. 7, 1975,
¢€.10, s.290-292; ZAPLETAL, Milos: Promény a konstanty Helfertova psani o Jandckovi, Musicologica Brunensia,
ro¢. 51, 2016, ¢. 2, s. 237-271 (dale ZAPLETAL).
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Presto vsak nastrojovému oddéleni Hudebniho archivu vénoval nemalou praktickou péci.
Pozoruhodnd je v tomto sméru vzpominka Jana Racka, podle niz se Helfert

Jmikdy [...] nespokojil pouhou instalaci ndstrojii jakozto mrtvého [sic!] musedlniho materid-
lu kviceliim exposicnim, ale vzdy usiloval o takovou rekonstrukci ndstroje, aby byl uzptisoben
pro hudebni reprodukci. Slo mu predevsim o rekonstrukci historického zvuku ndstroje, nebot
jeho konecnym prdnim bylo konservovat nejen skladby, ale téz jejich piivodni zvik:®°

Kazdopadné vsak Helfertova hudebni muzeologie byla povytce teorii ,hudebniho ar-
chivu”. Nabizi se zde prirozené otdzka: Je hudebni archiv v jeho pojeti vlastné muzeem?®!
Odpovéd zni ano, Helfertiv termin ,hudebni archiv® oznacuje zvlastni typ hudebniho mu-
zea, jehoz ¢innost zahrnuje vsechny faze muzealizace (selekci, tezauraci i prezentaci), a v za-
sadé tak odpovida dnesnimu pojeti hudebniho muzea v ramci ¢eské muzikologie.®> Navzdory
orientaci na dvojrozmérné predmeéty se ,hudebni archiv® blizi dnesnimu typu komplexniho
hudebntho muzea, reprezentovanému napt. CMH; do jeho sbirkotvorné ¢innosti totiz patif
artefakty vsech tehdy predstavitelnych druht, a jeho ambici je sbirkové predméty také vysta-
vovat v zgjmu dusevniho obohaceni laické verejnosti.

Predmét muzejni péce: hudebni pamatka,

hudebni pramen, hudebni sbirka

Tim, co je uschovévano a o co se pecuje v ,hudebnim archivu“ — miizeme rici: co je predmeé-
tem hudebni muzealizace — je pro Helferta ,hudebni pamatka’, respektive ,hudebni pramen*
(nazyvany téz ,hudebni dokument®); pozdéji uvazoval podobné téz o ,hudebni sbirce” coby
samostatné muzejni entité. Zde je opét namisté upresnit Helfertovo pojeti obou hlavnich
pojmu — pamdtky a pramene — a jejich vztahu. V zdsadé je chapal jako synonyma, ovsem

80) RACEK, op. cit. v pozn. 25, s. 30.

81) Tento pojem ma Sirsi historické souvislosti. Zatimco dnes se v ¢eskojazy¢ném prostiedi danym slovnim
spojenim mini ,,zastaralé pojmenovani instituci provadéjicich sbér, dokumentaci a odborné zpracovani
muzikologickych, zvl. hudebné historickych prameni®, v Helfertové dobé se ,,zvykové [ ...] hovoriloi o sbirkich
hudebnin jako o archivu a tato tendence zesilila v souvislosti s rozvojem hudebné historickych badatelskych
zajmu, obracejicich se k dochovanym sbirkovym fondiim hudebnin®. Pokud jde o samotny Hudebni archiv
MZM, opravnénost pojmenovani této instituce ,,byla zdiivodfiovana soustavnosti zpracovani ulozenych fondu
a respektovanim provenien¢niho hlediska®. — [BOZENEK, Karel]: Hudebn/ archiv, in: Slovnik ¢eské hudebni
kultury, Editio Supraphon, Praha 1997, s. 297 (dale BOZENEK). V zahranidi se vak i dnes pojmem ,,hudebni
muzeum namnoze rozumi muzeum hudebnich ndstrojd, zatimco instituce shromazdujici dvojrozmérné
hudebni pamatky se nazyva hudebnim archivem. Srov. napt. LESURE, Francois — BOWERS, Roger: Archives and
music, in: The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians, 1. A — Bacilly, Grove, New York 1995, s. 552-555.
82) Hudebni muzeum v tomto kontextu znamena ,ndzev muzejnich instituci, zabyvajicich se specificky
zameérenou hudebné sbératelskou Cinnosti [...], jakoz i védeckym zpracovanim vlastnich sbirkovych fondd®;
»zpravidla shromazduji, tfidi (védeckymi metodami hodnoti), eviduji, katalogizuji, uchovavaji, konzervuji
a zpristupnuji (jak badateltim, tak — pomoci stdlych ¢i docasnych expozic — Sirsi verejnosti) prakticky vsechny
druhy pamdatek a pramend tykajicich se hudby a hudebni kultury. [...] Komplexnosti shromazdovanych
a zpracovavanych pamatek a prament se hudebni muzea lisi od hudebnich knihoven, od tzv. hudebnich
archivli i od redlnych archivnich zafizeni, ktera soustfeduji listinné prameny a mnohdy i organické fondy
vzniklé ¢innosti riiznych (téz hudebnich) instituci.“ — BOZENEK, op. cit. v pozn. 81, s. 320-321.
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vyjadioval jimi dva aspekty téhoz: aspekt ontologicky (tykajici se vidu) a aspekt noeticky (ty-
kajici se inteligibility). Hmotny objekt, jenz se zachoval z minulosti, je hudebni pamdtkou tim,
ze je hmotnym reliktem hudebni kultury, a proto né¢im, co musi byt uschovavano a chra-
néno v hudebnim archivw; zaroven je hudebnim pramenem, a to tim, ze ,prispivd k pozndni
déjin“hudebni kultury.®® Timto vztahem je ddn i dvoji divod muzealizace daného predmeétu:
coby hudebni pamatka musi byt uschovavan a chranén v hudebnim archivu, protoze jako
hmotna véc prirozené podléha zkaze; coby hudebni pramen pak musi byt uschovévan
a chranén tamtéz, ponévadz je hodnotny v tom smyslu, ze umoziuje poznani.

Helfertovo chdpani obou pojm se uz na pocatku dvacatych let rychle vyvinulo od uzké-
ho pojeti zahrnujictho pouze listinné predméty (hlavné notové materialy)®* k sirsimu pojeti,
obsahujicimu jak predméty dvojrozmérné (notové materialy a dalsi pisemnosti vztahujici se
k hudbé, pozdéji i ,hudebni dila theoretickd”),® tak i trojrozmérné (ikonografické materia-
ly a ,historicky cenné” hudebni nastroje).*® Hlavni véhu ovsem vzdy prisuzoval materidlum
notovym.®”

Zahy pak dospél az k sirokému pojeti hudebnich prament, coby ,vseho, co prispiva k po-
zndni déjin hudby®® a k analogickému chapani hudebni pamatky, jiz definoval jako ,kazdy
dokument [...] hudebni minulosti“® Hudebni déjiny pfitom chdpe v zdsadé jako déjiny hu-
debnich kultur, ovsem diraz klade (na rozdil od Nejedlého ¢i Rollanda) na hudbu samotnou:
vyzkum hudebni kultury a osobnosti skladatele prindsi poznani kontextu, jez umoznuje lepsi
pochopeni vlastniho hudebnéhistorického pohybu — vyvoje ,iudebni tvorivosti® ¢i , hudeb-
niho mysleni“?°

Helfertovym zralym pojetim hudebniho pramene se nyni budeme podrobnéji zabyvat.
Helfert do zna¢né miry chape, ze psani historie je konstrukei ¢i rekonstrukei, tvorivym ak-
tem historika. Prekondva i uzce pozitivisticky vztah mezi historickym pozndnim a prame-
nem: historie neni v pramenu obsazena, pramen toliko , prispivd k pozndni déjin“.

83) Vymluvnd je v tomto sméru tato definice: Hudebni archiv je ,,soust[avnd] sbirka hud. pramen(, t. j. vSeho,
co prispiva k poznani déjin hudby“; hudebni archiv ,,uschovava takové pamdtky, aby byly trvale zachovany
a cini je pfistupnymi védeckému studiu®. — HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 158.

84) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv zemského musea mor., op. cit. v pozn. 27, s. 16.

85) HELFERT: Pro soupis, op. cit. v pozn. 59, s. 537.

86) V roce 1921 vymezuje hudebni pamatky (jez ma sbirat Hudebni archiv): ,,1. Noty psané [rukopisné]
(v listech, sesitech, svazcich atd. Je lhostejno, jsou-li psany vlastni rukou skladatele nebo jsou-li opisy.).
2. Zpévniky psané. 3. Noty tisténé asi do roku 1860. 4. Dopisy hudebnik a listiny tykajici se hudebnikd.
5. Divadelni cedule [k opernim predstavenim] a programy koncertd, a to ze staré i z pfitomné doby. 6. Texty
oper a oratorii (libreta). 7. Psané [rukopisné] katalogy hudebnich sbirek a knihoven. 8. Starsi hudebnf
nastroje. 9. Portrety a podobizny hudebnik(.“ — HELFERT: Dotaznik, op. cit. v pozn. 51, s. 38-39. V témze roce
jinde: ,,[...] rukopisné hudebniny, dopisy a listiny vztahujici se k hudbg, divadelni cedule a programy koncertni,
libreta operni a oratorni, rukopisné katalogy hudebnich sbirek a hudebnich knihoven, podobizny hudebnika,
hudebni ndstroje, historicky cenné®. — HELFERT: O Ceské hudbé, op. cit. v pozn. 29, s. 29.

87) Pro notopisy nebo notové materidly Helfert pouzivd predevsim vyraz , hudebniny®, dale téz ,notové
zdznamy®, ,,notovy material“ ¢i ,hudebni prameny notové“.

88) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 158.

89) HELFERT: Pro hudebni pamdtky, op. cit. v pozn. 33, s. 3.

90) K vyvoji téchto pojmi u Helferta srov. ZAPLETAL, op. cit. v pozn. 79, s. 237-271. Tam i odkazy na dalsi
literaturu.
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Rozlisuje hudebni prameny v $ir$im slova smyslu, tedy jako ,vseho, co prispivd k pozndni
déjin hudby*?" a hudebni prameny v uzsim slova smyslu: ty chépe jako prameny primarné ur-
¢ené hudebnéhistoriografickému vyzkumu. Tato jejich vlastnost — schopnost pomahat po-
znani hudebni historie [épe nezjiné prameny — je ddnajejich prinalezitosti k ur¢itym druham.
Témito druhy jsou (a zde je dulezité jejich poradi) ,notové zdznamy, theoretické spisy hudebni
[...], inventdre hudebnich sbirek, libreta i synopse a specidlni pisemné zdznamy o hudbé (na
pr. rukopisné hudebni kroniky) a hudebni ndstroje”* Hudebni prameny zminénych druht
Helfert odlisuje od prament ,obecné-historickych®, které jsou analogicky doménou obecné
historiografie a jejichz status je rovnéz ddn prinalezitosti k urcitym typickym druhéum (ma-
trikdm, pozemkovym kniham, ucetnim zdznamum apod.). Klicové je Helfertovo tvrzeni, ze
i tehdy, pokud obecné-historické prameny obsahuji ,zdpisy o hudbé nebo hudebnicich”, jsou
wpredmeétem zdjmu obecné-historického®, a proto jsou vjeho koncepci hudebniho muzejnictvi
»postaveny stranou”.”> Kromé toho nékdy stavi do protikladu ,iudebni prameny*, jimiz mini
hlavné hudebniny a které predstavuji doménu moderni hudebni historiografie, od prament
biografickych (nazyva je ,biograficky materidl®), z nichz hojné vychazeli starsi muzikologové
Dlaba¢, Hostinsky aj.**

Pro Helfertovu muzeologickou koncepci je prizna¢nd definice hudebnich prament (v uz-
sim slova smyslu), kterou podal v Pazdirkové slovniku: ,hud. dila rkp. i tisténd dila v piv.
vyddnich, operni a oratorni libreta, zprdavy o hudbé a hudebnicich, listinny a obrazovy mate-
ridl, jenz se vztahuje k hudbé“. Hudebni néstroje povazuje tamtéz za zvlastni druh hudebnich
pramend, ovsem pi$e o nich, ze ,pokud tvori samostlatnou] skupinu, byvaji predmétem mu-
sedlni tischovy“®

Muze nés prekvapit, ze zde viibec neni re¢ o zvukovych zaznamech, vzhledem k tomu, Ze
Helfert v té dobé puisobil ve Statnim tstavu pro lidovou pisen, v némz se podilel na provadé-
ni ¢etnych fonografickych zdznama,”® a rovnéz uvazime-li, ze v té dobé jiz ddvno existovaly
vyznamné instituce jako berlinsky nebo vidensky Phonogrammarchiv, o nichz Helfert ne-
pochybné védél. Zde vsak ziejmé neslo o zalezitost koncep¢ni: Helfert mnohem spise po-
pisoval stavajici praxi brnénského Hudebniho archivu. Pozdéji, zejména v souvislosti s pla-
nem Stdtniho hudebné-historického tstavu, naopak zvukovym zdznamam prikladal velkou
vahu.

Na zakladé poradi, v jakém Helfert zminuje jednotlivé druhy hudebnich prament, za-

vvvvvv

91) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 158.

92) HELFERT: Stdtni hudebné-historicky tstav, op. cit. v pozn. 65, s. 18.

93) Ibid., s. 18-19.

94) EITNER, op. cit. v pozn. 53.

95) HELFERT: Hudebni archiv, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 158-159. Pokud jde o hudebni nastroje, je pfiznacné
jiné slovnikové heslo o Hudebnim archivu zemského muzea, jez napsal Helfertiv zak a spolupracovnik
z Hudebniho archivu Karel Vetterl. V ném se jmenovité zdiraznuje, ze ac se jedna o archiv, sbird tento dstav
,vSechny hud. pamatky (t[éz] nastroje)®. — VETTERL, Karel: Hudebni archiv zemsk. musea, in: Pazdirkiiv hudebnf
slovnik nauény, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 159.

96) PROCHAZKOVA, op. cit. v pozn. 78, 5. 139-156, zejm. s. 149.
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jednotlivym jejich druhtum (pficemz vyznam vsech druhtt prament podle néj jesté roste
s jejich autenti¢nosti):
1) notopisy
2) libreta
3) prameny literdrni
4) prameny ikonografické
5) hudebni néstroje

Tradi¢ni filologi¢nost pojeti hudebni historiografie, a tim i hudebniho muzejnictvi coby
jeji sluzebné profese, je zde zjevné. Helfertovo vymezeni lze dokonce interpretovat tak, ze
urcujici je mira, do jaké je v jednotlivych druzich pramenti pritomno pismo; nebo jesté pres-
néji mira, do jaké se pouzity vizualni kod blizi idedlnimu ,,pismu”:

1) pismo hudebni

2) pismo literarni

3) pismo literarni

4) ,pismo” piktografické
5) zadné pismo

Specificky hudebni pismo, notace, je totiz pro hudebni historiografii nadfazeno pismu
literarnimu, jez je doménou historiografie obecné.

Pro pochopeni tohoto Helfertova pojeti i celého jeho hudebnémuzeologického mysle-
ni (zejména dirazu kladeného na edi¢ni prici) je klicovy nésledyjici poznatek Nicholase
Cooka. Muzikologie 19. stoleti — jiz byl Helfert odchovancem — metodologicky vychaze-
la z tehdy nejsilnéjsi humanitni védy, filologie. Praveé odtud prament jeji ,tradicni ditraz na
edicni praxi®, coby snahu ,dostat se zpét k origindlu®, jakoz i ,diiraz na hudebni dila spise nez
na vzorce spolecenské funkcnosti, skrze néz [dila] ziskavaji viznam®. Do tretice pak z ptivodni
filologické orientace muzikologie vyplyva predstava ,hudby coby [...] formy psani“a hudeb-
nich dél coby textu.”

Hudebni prameny v uzs$im slova smyslu Helfert vaze na hudebni historiografii, tedy na
pouhou (i kdyz dominantni) disciplinu muzikologie, nikoliv na muzikologii v jeji tehdejsi
celistvosti.”® Jelikoz hudebni pramen je véc, ktera umoznuje poznani hudebnich déjin 1épe
nez jiné véci, hudebnim pramenem v nejvlastnéjsim slova smyslu je notovy material — nej-
lépe partitura, v idedlnim pripadé rozeznénd ve stylové priméreném provedeni.’® Notovy
zdznam totiz umoznuje nejnazornéjsi, takika primé poznani hudebnich déjin jakozto déjin
vysoké hudebni tvorivosti. Naznacené vztahy vysveétluji, pro¢ maji v ,hudebnim archivu” vy-
sadni postaveni notové materidly.

97) COOK, Nicholas: Changing the Musical Object: Approaches to Performance Analysis, in: Music’s Intellectual
History, ed. Zdravko Blazekovi¢, RILM, New York 2009, s. 777. Prelozil M. Z.

98) Vazbu hudebnich pramenti na specifickou disciplinu jesté umocnuji Helfertem pouzivand synonyma
vyrazu ,hudebni prameny“: ,,materidlie hudebné-historické nebo ,,hudebné-historické prameny*.

99) Podobné Helferttiv kolega a souputnik Cernugak chape ,hudebni pamatky“ v zdsadé jako pisemné
prameny pro hudebni historiografii, zejm. oviem notopisné povahy. [CERNUSAK, Gracian]: Pamdtky, in:
Pazdirkiiv hudebni slovnik nauény, op. cit. v pozn. 31, s. 296.
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Zaroven tyto vazby do
zna¢né miry objasnuji ma-
lou teoretickou pozornost,
jiz Helfert vénoval muzej-
ni péc¢i o hudebni nastroje.

Néstroje jsou pro hudebni
archiv zajimavé jen do té
miry, do jaké mohou byt
pramenem hudebni his-
toriografie, respektive do
té miry, do jaké muze byt
organologie pomocnou veé-
dou hudebni historiogra-
fie. Hudebni archiv tak ma
podle Helferta sbirat pouze
Jhistoricky cenné”, respekti-
ve ,starsi“ hudebni nastro-
je (organologa by naproti
tomu zajimaly i nastroje
souc¢asné a cenné jinak nez
Jhistoricky”), zatimco u ji-
nych druhtt prament (tieba
i ceduli k opernim predsta-
venim) doporucuje rovnéz

sbér soucasnych exemplart.

Helfertovo — pojeti  hu- - i ie Helfert (1886-1945)

debniho pramene, a tim  photograph, unknown photographer, undated / Fotografie, autor
i predmétu hudebniho mu- nezndmy, bez datace
zejnictvi, nereflektuje pro- NM-CMH F 7577
blemati¢nost ~ samotného
statusu hudebnosti ¢i dokumentarnosti: zkratka nevysvétluje, kdy a jak se néjakd véc sta-
va dokumentem hudebni minulosti, kdy a jak mtize prispivat k jejimu pozndni (at uz sama
o sobé, nebo coby soucdst struktury jinych predmeétt ¢i primo sbirky, a v rdmci urcitého
systému vedeni) a pro¢ by pravé zminéné druhy predmeéttt mély mit v daném ohledu privi-
legované postaveni. Helfertova predstava o imanentn{ hudebnosti urcitych artefakt dodnes
prezila v ¢eské a slovenské muzejni praxiiv jeji teoretické reflexi (viz napt. bézné pouzivany
pojem ,sbirkové predméty hudebni povahy* apod.).”*

V pozdnich letech Helfert také uvazoval o samostatné existujicich hudebnich sbir-
kich v jejich celistvosti jako o individudlnich pamatkach. Kdyz pise o jejich soustredovéni

100) Srov. napt. KALINAYOVA-BARTOVA, Jana: Uvod do hudobnej muzeoldgie, KHV FiF UK, Bratislava 2010,
s.46-48.

Musicalia 1—2 / 2019 43



Milos Zapletal

v regiondlnich hudebnich archivech, neopomene pripomenout, ze je dilezité, ,aby sbirka
byla v novém misté ulozena pohromadé a aby byla také tak inventarisovdana, aby byl trvale
zachovdn jeji individudlni raz"™ a uptesnuje jeji specifickou hodnotu slovy: , Kde vyznamnd
hudebni sbirka je srostld historicky s celym prostiedim venkovského mésta, kde tedy nebyla
nahromadéna nahodné, nybrz vyrostla organicky z hudebni a kulturni historie onoho mésta,
tam tvori neodlucitelnou Cdst celé historie mésta a bylo by ochuzenim celého kraje, kdyby se
odtamtud brala."*

Zavér

Helfertové koncepci ,hudebniho archivu” mtizeme historicky porozumét predevsim v ramci
tri kontextty, jimiz jsou: (1) védomi nutnosti organizovat ochranu hudebnich pamatek na
tizemi Ceskoslovenska po prvni svétové valce; (2) potieby a metodologickd, jakoz i ideolo-
gicka vychodiska ceské muzikologie v mezivile¢ném obdobi; (3) diskuze o koncepci ceského
hudebniho muzejnictvi a jeho centralni instituce do roku 1919. Tato studie v ivodu nastinila
treti z téchto kontextq, proto ji odkazem na néj také uzavreme.

Po Riegerové koncepci z roku 1854, jez se zamérovala na sbér hudebnin ¢eské provenien-
ce v zajmu umeleckého povzneseni ceského niroda, prinesla Nejedlého koncepce z roku
1907 obrat smérem k moderné pojatému hudebnimu muzejnictvi, jez v prvé radé slouzi
védé a az sekunddarné uméni, pricemz v této sluzbé spociva i nairodné emancipacni smysl
centrdlniho ¢eského hudebniho muzea. Zaroven bylo Nejedlého pojeti vyhrocené z hledis-
ka narodnostniho: z hudebni kultury Ceskych zemi po roce 1860 mé byt predmétem ceské
hudebni historiografie — a tudiz i ¢eského hudebniho muzejnictvi — pouze hudba ,¢eskych®
skladatelt v dobové aktualnim pojeti.

Helfert pojimal ,hudebni archiv” jako muzeum zaméfené predevsim na notopisy a jiné
pisemnosti, pecujici vsak téz o trojrozmérné artefakty. Jeho hlavni funkce méla byt védecks,
jeho ptusobeni mélo vsak mit celospolecensky dopad: mélo prispivat k dusevnimu obohacenti
co nejsirsich spolecenskych vrstev, v prvé radé prostrednictvim zminéné hlavni funkce, déle
pak jako hudebnékulturn{ instituce majici vliv na sou¢asny hudebni zivot, a rovnéz prostred-
nictvim expozi¢nich a jinych prezentacnich ¢innosti.

Pokud jde o ndrodnostni aspekt, Helfertova koncepce jen do urcité miry reagovala na nové
statni usporadani a na novy, oficidlni nacionalismus prvni republiky (koncept ,¢eskosloven-
ského naroda®), a sice usilim o vybudovani centrélniho hudebntho archivu pro dokumentaci
hudebni kultury Slovenska a Podkarpatské Rusi. Jinak v zasadé usiloval o to, aby hudebni
archivy prispivaly k co nejkomplexnéjsimu poznani minulé i soucasné hudby prislusnych
zemi a regionti Ceskoslovenska (brnénsky Hudebni archiv mél slouzit jako platforma hu-
debnéhistorického vyzkumu Moravy a Slezska, po jeho vzoru mély nésledné vzniknut dalsi
centrélni i regionalni instituce v Praze, Bratislavé a venkovskych méstech). Dulezitou roli

Y7

ovsem pro Helferta hrala ,¢eskost” skladatelti v pripadé tzv. hudebni emigrace. Vyhrocenéjsi

101) HELFERT: Stdtni hudebné-historicky tistav, op. cit. v pozn. 65, s. 40.
102) Ibid., s. 37.
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narodnostni povahu, ve smyslu ,slovanské” orientace, ziskaly pak jeho muzeologické uvahy
v dobé okupace.

Helfert neuvazoval o hudebnim muzejnictvi jako o samostatné odborné ¢innosti, nybrz
jako o zakladni organiza¢ni a vyzkumné oblasti hudebni historiografie. ,Hudebni archiv*
mu byl tudiz zakladni instituci umoznujici hudebnéhistoriografickou praci, a sice shromaz-
dovanim, evidenci a ochranou hudebnich pamatek a jejich prezentaci odborné verejnosti.
Analogicky pak jeho hudebni muzeologie nebyla samostatnou disciplinou obecné muzeo-
logie, nybrz pomocnou védou hudebni historiografie: teorii a metodikou ,hudebniho archi-
vu“. Helfertovu koncepci hudebniho archivu plodné teoreticky i prakticky rozvijel zejmé-

103

na jeho zak Jan Racek' a jini. Muzeme ji povazovat za pocatek ceské a slovenské hudebni

muzeologie.

Adresa: Milo§ Zapletal, Masarykova tfida 343/37, 746 01 Opava, Ceskd republika
E-mail: m.zapletal1987@gmail.com

103) Viz zejm. RACEK, Jan: Organisace a védecké posldni moderniho hudebniho archivu, Zemské museum, Brno
1937. Ddle viz napf. —ek [RACEK, Jan]: Hudebni archiv Zemského musea v Brné, Musikologie, roc. 1,1938, s. 145—
149; RACEK, Jan: Organisace hudebné-védeckého bdddni na Morave, Tempo, roc. 15, 1935-1936, ¢. 11, s. 122—
124; RACEK, Jan: Hudebni véda na Morave, jeji tikoly, cile a snahy, Tempo, roc. 18,1946, ¢. 2-3, s. 69-71; RACEK,
Jan: Oddéleni hudebné historické, Casopis Zemského musea v Brné, ro¢. 1,1946, s. 22-24; RACEK, Jan: Hudebni
inventdre a jejich vyznam pro hudebné historické bdddni, Casopis Moravského musea. Védy spolecenské, ro¢. 47,
1962, s. 135-162. Srov. té2 bilanéni rozhovor s Rackem: STRANSKY, Zbynék Z.: Hudebni muzejnictvi v dile Jana
Racka, Muzeologické sesity, ro¢. 6, 1976, s. 193-198.
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