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Editorial

Vazeny Ctenari,

rok 2011 proziva Ceské muzeum hudby (CMH) ve znameni Antonina Dvoraka (1841-
1904) a 170. vyroCi jeho narozeni. V centralni budové muzea v Karmelitské ulici na Malé
Strané mohou navstévnici od zacatku ¢ervna az do Unora pfiStiho roku vidét rozsahlou
vystavu, vénovanou Zivotu a dilu tohoto skladatele. Také Musicalia 2011 predkladaji jako
hlavni téma nové poznatky z dvorakovského vyzkumu, zejména ty, které jsou spojené
s muzejnimi sbirkami. VedlejSim tématem tfetiho ro¢niku se stala - aniz by to bylo nasim
zamérem - korespondence. V dneSnim svété modernich komunikacnich vymoZenosti
uZ stoji stranou, dfive vdak byla dulezitym prostfedkem, jak sdélit své dojmy &i postiehy
a zachytit fakta z uméleckého a spolecenského Zivota.

Musicalia se od prvniho roéniku orientovala na fondy Ceského muzea hudby a pra-
menné studie, seznamujici ¢tenare s nové zpracovavanymi pfirQstky nebo s novymi akvi-
zicemi. Tentokrat jsme se rozhodli soustredit do jednoho bloku dvorakovské prace bez
ohledu na jejich rozsah a dalsi pfispévky prezentovat az za nimi. Hlavni studie Davida
R. Beveridge zaloZzena na dosud neznamé korespondenci mezi Dvorakem a londynskou
nakladatelskou firmou Novello bude jisté zajimava i pro zahrani¢ni badatele, stejné jako
kratSi informace o dopisu Antonina Dvoraka hamburskému kritikovi Emilu Krausemu
(Jarmila Tauerova). Most k nasledujici ¢asti Musicalii tvofi obsahla studie Jany Vojtés-
kové o uméleckych kontaktech Jana Ludevita Prochazky. Tato prace vznikla na zakladé
podrobného vyzkumu Prochazkova alba z Morawetzovy sbirky, které CMH ziskalo v roce
2003.

Z nejnovéjSich akvizic predstavujeme konvolut hudebnépedagogickych praci z 16. sto-
leti, a to v kontextu véech podobnych tiskil ze shirek CMH (Dagmar Stefancova). Nechybi
ani studie organologicka, ani informativni. Pohled na zadni stranu obalky pfipomene na-
vStévnicky GspéSnou vystavu Beatlemanie!.

Pro redakci bylo vyznamnym krokem, Ze na jafe 2011 Rada pro vyzkum, vyvoj a inova-
ce zaradila Musicalia mezi recenzovana neimpaktovana periodika vydavana v CR. Potvr-
zuje se tak, Ze si Musicalia naSla mezi odbornymi muzikologickymi periodiky své misto,
a to nas velmi tési. Zaroven tim na sebe bereme zavazek udrzet nastavenou latku Grovné
odborné, jazykové i typografické. Zda se to podafilo také pro tentokrat, posoudi ¢tenafri
sami.

DAGMAR STEFANCOVA,
redaktorka
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Dear readers,

for the Czech Museum of Music the year 2011 is the year of Antonin Dvorak (1841-1904)
and the 170th anniversary of his birth. In the museum’s main building, on Karmelitska
street in the Lesser Town, visitors can tour an extensive exhibition devoted to the life and
work of this composer from early June until February next year. And the 2011 volume of
Musicalia is presenting as its main topic new findings from the field of Dvorak research,
especially those connected with the museum’s collections. A secondary theme for this
third year of our journal has become - without it being our intention - correspondence. In
today’s world of modern communications media, correspondence on paper has fallen by
the wayside, but earlier it was an important means of communicating one’s impressions
or observations and capturing facts from artistic and social life.

Since its first year Musicalia has been focused above all on the collections of the Czech
Museum of Music and studies of sources that acquaint the reader with newly-catalogued
or newly-acquired collection items. This time we have decided to place Dvorak studies all
in one section without regard to their size, and present other contributions after them.
The main study by David R. Beveridge, based on previously-unknown correspondence
between Dvorak and the London publishing house of Novello, will certainly be of interest
to researchers both in the Czech Republic and abroad, as will a shorter report by Jarmila
Tauerova on a letter from Dvorak to the Hamburg music critic Emil Krause. A bridge to
the next section of Musicalia is formed by Jana VojtéSkova’'s extensive article devoted to
contacts of Jan Ludevit Prochazka in the world of the arts, based on detailed study of the
Prochazka album acquired by the museum in 2003 from the Morawetz collection.

From among the museum’s newest acquisitions, Dagmar Stefancova gives an ac-
count of a bound group of musical instruction books from the sixteenth century in the
context of all prints of this type found in our collections. We also include an organologi-
cal study, and an informative report. A look at the back cover will remind readers of the
heavily-attend exhibition Beatlemania!.

An important achievement for the editorial team was that in the spring of 2011 the
Research and Development Council of the Czech Republic included Musicalia among
reviewed, non-impacted periodicals published in the Czech Republic. This confirms that
Musicalia has found its place among professional musicological journals, which pleases
us greatly and also reinforces our commitment to maintain the established level of pro-
fessional quality in terms of content, writing style, and typography. Readers can judge for
themselves whether we have succeeded again this time.

DAaGMAR STEFANCO\/A,
editor
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Dvorak, Novello,
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Antonin Dvorak

DAVID R. BEVERIDGE

v Zivotni a umélecké draze Antonina Dvoraka sehralo dllezitou a velmi zajimavou roli
anglické hudebni nakladatelstvi Novello, Ewer & Company a jeho hlavni predstavitel
Alfred Littleton. Pocet Dvorakovych dél, ktera poprvé vysla u této firmy, neni vysoky, zpra-
vidla se vSak jedna o skladby velkého rozsahu a v kontextu skladatelovy tvorby zasadniho
vyznamu: kromé Osmé symfonie G dur, B. 1632 patfi k dilim pro sbor a orchestr, obvykle
také s vokalnimi soélisty. V chronologickém poradi podle data vydani jsou to: Hymnus
(anglicky jako Patriotic Hymn) na slova basné Dédicové Bilé hory, B. 134, kantata Sva-
tebni kosile (anglicky jako The Spectre’s Bride), B. 135, oratorium Svata Ludmila, B. 144,
Requiem, B. 165 a Mse D dur, B. 175 - skladby, jejichZ prdmérna délka vyznamné pre-
sahuje hodinu. Firma Novello o Dvorakova dila do jisté miry soutéZila se skladatelovym
hlavnim nakladatelem, firmou Simrock v Berliné. A jak ukazuji rizné dopisy v souborné

1) Tato studie vyuziva vysledkl vyzkumu a databazi, které jsem pripravil béhem nékolikaleté prace zamérené
na vytvoreni dikladné studie o Dvofakove Zivotu a dile, s podporou Narodniho nadani pro humanitni védy (USA),
Grantové agentury Ceské republiky, Nadace ,Nadani Josefa, Marie a Zdefiky Hlavkovych v Praze“, Barenreiter
Verlag v Kasselu, Akademie véd Ceské republiky a Dvorakovy spoleénosti pro Geskou a slovenskou hudbu (Vel-
ka Britanie). Jsem také zavazan mnoha jednotlivem, ktefi mi pomahali, a mohu jen doufat, Ze jsem vétSiné
z nich za jejich konkrétni sluzby neopomenul podékovat v dalSich poznamkéach.

2) Identifikaéni ¢isla skladeb podle BURGHAUSER, Jarmil: Antonin Dvorak. Thematicky katalog. 1. vydani,
Statni nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a uméni, Praha 1960. 2., rozSitené vydani, Barenreiter Editio
Supraphon, Praha 1996. Nazvy, pod nimiz Novello vydal dvé z uvedenych dél, nejsou viastné prekladem Ceské-
ho originalu. Ceské slovo ‘hymnus’ spie odpovida anglickému ‘ode’ neZ ‘hymn’, a ‘hymnus’ nemusi byt nutné
‘patriotic’, ackoli nepochybné tento text vlastenecky je. Nazev The Spectre’s Bride (Umrlcova nevésta) navrhl
Alfred Littleton pro kantatu Svatebni kosile v dopise Dvofakovi ze dne 19. ledna 1885 (vydaném v souborném
vydani Dvorakovy korespondence ADKD - viz niZze v tomto odstavci hlavniho textu).

6 M Musicalia 1-2 / 2011

Dvofak, Novello, Alfred Littleton a britské hudebni festivaly

kritické edici Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty (dale jen ADKD),® firma No-
vello obecné platila mnohem lépe.*

Kdyby Dvorak nebyl pfiznal Simrockovi predkupni pravo na vSechna sva nova dila
davno predtim, nez se dostal do kontaktu s nakladatelstvim Novello,® mohl v Anglii pub-
likovat vice dél a mozna si i finan¢né prilepsit.

Firma Novello vSak pro Dvofaka neméla vyznam jen jako nakladatelstvi. Alfred Little-
ton pUsobil ve Velké Britanii de facto v roli skladatelova agenta u koncertnich organizaci,
zajistujicich Dvorakova vystoupeni jako dirigenta vlastnich dél. Zprostfedkovaval dokon-
ce i objednavky na nova dila (skutec¢né realizovana nebo jen uvazovanda) pro hudebni
festivaly v rGznych britskych méstech.®

V neposledni fadé pohostinstvi, které Dvorakovi Littleton nabidl ve svém sidle zva-
ném Westwood House v Sydenhamu (na jiznim okraji Londyna), u¢inilo z této rezidence
zdaleka nejvyznamnéjsi misto skladatelova pobytu v Evropé& mimo Cechy: v letech 1884 -
1890 v ném stravil pravdépodobné osmapadesat noci.” Westwood House byl mistem
jeho Cetnych setkani s vyznamnymi britskymi hudebniky a hudebnimi kritiky (i v dobé,
kdy tam zrovna nebyl ubytovan) a v kvétnu 1885 prave zde slozil Dvé pisné na lidové
texty, B. 142.8 Sidlo bylo v roce 1952 bohuzel zbofeno.®

V roce 1891 Littleton také sehral hlavni roli pfi zprostfedkovani Dvorakovych jednani
s Jeannette Thurberovou, tykajicich se smlouvy o skladatelové pUsobeni jako feditele
Americké narodni hudebni konzervatore. O rok pozdéji, kratce pred Dvorakovym odjez-
dem do New Yorku a prevzetim této funkce, Littleton zprostfedkoval prani Thurberové

3) V deseti svazcich. Vydalo Editio Supraphon / Editio Barenreiter Praha, 1987-2004. Zpracovano tymem
pod vedenim Milana Kuny. Polozky, z nichZ v této studii cituiji, Ize v chronologicky uspofadané Dvorakové odesla-
né a prijaté korespondenci v ADKD snadno najit, a proto je uvadim bez odkaz( na Cisla svazkU a stranek.

4) Za kazdé z dél, Svatou Ludmilu a Requiem, Dvorak obdrzel 650 britskych liber (v letech 1886 a 1891). Viz
ADKD: Littleton Dvorakovi 15. Ginora 1886, Dvorak Littletonovi 20. Ginora 1886 a Littleton Dvorakovi 13. dubna
1891. Tato ¢astka tehdy odpovidala asi 11 700 némeckych marek. (Sménny kurz na zakladé informaci z ADKD:
Dvorak Malybrok-Stielerové 17. ledna 1888, Goblovi 1. srpna 1891, Rusovi 2. ledna 1893, Hodikovi [v ¢ervnu]
1893 a Simrockovi kolem 12. éervence 1893; Littleton Dvorakovi 13. ¢ervence 1891.) Fritz Simrock pozdéji
koupil Symfonii Z Nového svéta, B. 178, za pouhych 2000 marek (jeho dopis Dvorakovi z 28. Cervence 1893)
a teprve po mimoradném Uspéchu tohoto dila se v dopise z 24. ¢ervna 1896) uvolil zaplatit skladateli za dalsi
skladby honorar odpovidajici tomu, co mu platila firma Novello: 12 000 marek (dohromady) za tfi symfonické
basné: Vodnik, B. 195, Polednice, B. 196 a Zlaty kolovrat, B. 197.

5) Viz nize pozn. 37.

6) Korespondence s organizatory téchto festivall obsazena v ADKD - viz dale v hlavnim textu. DalSi infor-
mace o samotnych festivalech se nachazeji na rliznych mistech nepublikované disertacni prace Jitky Slavikové
Kontakty Antonina Dvoraka s Anglii. Jejich vyznam pro skladateltv Zivot a dilo i pro ¢esko-britské kulturné
spoleCenské vztahy (Praha 1989) a v jeji publikované knize Dvorak a Anglie aneb Zemé, které mnoho dluzim
(Paseka, Praha a Litomys| 1994), zde vétSinou bez udani prislusného zdroje.

7) To dokladad mnozstvi jeho dopis a rlznych dalSich dobovych zprav. Ohledné jeho nejdelSiho pobytu
ve Westwood House (v dubnu aZ kvétnu 1885) viz zejména zpravy Josefa Zubatého, ktery byl skladateli pfi
této cesté spolecnikem: Dalibor VII/20-21 (28. kvétna 1885) s. 195, VII/22-23 (14. Cervna) s. 215, a VIl/24
(28. ¢ervna) s. 234, také Hudebni revue IV/8-9 (fijen 1911), s. 487-489.

8) Viz prislusna polozka v Burghauserové kalatalogu (op. cit., pozn. 2). Druhé vydani katalogu (1996) uvadi
dataci skici chybné jako 1. Gnora 1885; v prvnim vydani (1960) je datum uvedeno spravné: 1. kvétna 1885.
9) Internetové stranky ,Sydenham Town*“, pfistup 22. prosince 2010: http://www.sydenham.org.uk/se26_
sheenewood.html
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David R. Beveridge
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nebyt toho, Ze neobvykle vysoky pocet sdéle- ~ NM-CMH-MAD S 76/1127

ni, ktera jim musel poslat, je dnes nezvéstny;

napf. mezi Ilétem 1886 a Iétem 1890 zeje témér Ctyfleta propast, prestoze vime, Ze se
jednalo o obdobi jejich vyznamnych kontaktd. Tuto mezeru zacdina jen zvolna zaplhovat
noveé objeveny dopis z 16. Gnora 1890, uvedeny nize. Ve, co mame k dispozici, je tficet
poloZek korespondence zaslané Dvorakem Littletonovi a firmé Novello; pfitom u nékolika
adresatt Dvorakovych dopist je pocet dochovanych dopis vétsi. Situace vSak mohla byt
jeSté horsi: mizZzeme byt vdééni Jitce Slavikové, Ze pfi svém pobytu v Anglii v 80. letech
20. stoleti ziskala fotokopie deseti Dvorakovych dopis( Littletonovi;'* nékteré z nich, teh-
dy jesté v majetku firmy Novello, byly pozdé&ji rozebrany v drazbé.'? Originaly pomérné
velkého mnoZstvi dopis(, které Dvorak poslal Littletonovi a firmé Novello, a témér vSech

10) Ktéto zaleZitosti se vztahuje pét pisemnych sdéleni mezi Littletonem a tfetimi osobami (nikoli Dvorakem),
z nichz ADKD c¢astecné cituje nebo je parafrazuje v poznamkach pod ¢arou k vlastni Dvofékové korespondenci.
Viz také SLAVIKOVA, Jitka: K Dvorékovu odjezdu do Ameriky, Hudebni rozhledy, 1985, &. 3, s. 138-142. Bylo
by pfinosné predstavit GpIné znéni t€chto dopis(, zatim se mi vSak nepodafilo vSechny nalézt, navic by rozsah
této studie prekroCil dané moznosti. Zminim pouze, Ze Thurberova vybérem americké basné pro Dvofakovo
zhudebnéni nepovérila Bernharda Bachura, jak uvadi ¢eska literatura, ale zfejmé ji vybrala sama.

11) SLAVIKOVA: Kontakty [...] (op. cit., pozn. 6), str. 4-5.

12) Harvey Grace a Peter Ward Jones: “Novello”, Grove Music Online, pfistup 27. listopadu 2010.
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znamych dopisU, které od nich pfijal, jsou dnes uloZeny v Ceském muzeu hudby (dale jen
CMH). Od veskeré korespondence mezi Dvofakem a firmou Novello, obsazené v ADKD
(v&etné dopisU, které ,zachranila“ Jitka Slavikova), méme v CMH k dispozici fotokopie,
nedavno vénované hlavnim editorem ADKD, Milanem Kunou.*?

Co se tyka Dvorakovy korespondence s britskymi hudebnimi festivaly, Littletonovy
»Zprostredkovatelské sluzby“ do znaéné miry zbavily Dvofaka nutnosti pfimé pisemné
komunikace s jejich predstaviteli. Pocet znamych listovnich sdéleni, ktera si s nimi Dvo-
fak vyménil, je proto pomeérné maly: v rejstficich korespondence na konci 4. a 8. svazku
ADKD viz hesla Beale a Milward (z festivalu v Birminghamu), Broughton a Spark (Leeds),
Scott (Cardiff) a Sheffield Musical Festival (téZ Hudebni festival v Sheffieldu), posledni
bez jména konkrétni osoby.

Podnétem ke vzniku této studie byl nedavny objev péti vyznamnych prirlistkdl do se-
znamu znamé korespondence mezi Alfredem Littletonem a Dvofakem a navic dvou
dopisl tykajicich se vyhradné Dvorakovy Mse D dur, které firma Novello zaslala tfetim
osobam. Jde o tyto dopisy: 1) dopis Dvoraka Littletonovi, datovany 16. Gnora 1890, zna-
my z katalogu antikvariatu J. A. Stargardta v Berliné pro aukci konanou v ¢ervnu 2010;
2) dopis Dvoréaka Littletonovi s datem 20. fijna 1890, ktery v roce 2007 zakoupilo
CMH;* 3-5) tfi Littletonovy dopisy Dvofakovi datované 4. ervna 1889, 20. &ervna 1890
a 27. srpna 1890; 6) dopis firmy Novello firmé Simrock s datem 15. listopadu 1889;

13) Dvorakova znama korespondence s Littletonem zacala nékolika dopisy psanymi obéma stranami némec-
ky, ale dale pokracovala v anglictiné. Dopisy obou pisateld jsou bohuZel ¢asto Spatné Citelné. (Nezbyva nez
litovat skladatele, ktery usiloval o zvladnuti anglictiny a pfitom se musel vyporadavat s Littletonovymi klikyhaky!)
V Littletonovych dopisech je mnoho slov obtizné vylustit a dalsi, kterda omylem vynechal, si musi ¢lovék domys-
let. Abych mohl spravné interpretovat nékteré pasaze transkribované a uvedené v tomto ¢lanku, porovnaval
jsem je s jinymi dopisy tychz pisatel(i (v majetku CMH), v nichZ se stejna slova vyskytuji v souvislostech, jejichZ
vyklad je nepochybny.

S pomoci Elizabeth Shribmanové, které timto srdecné dékuji, jsem také porovnal veSkerou Dvorakovu anglicky
psanou korespondenci s Littletonem a firmou Novello, uloZenou v CMH (celkem 53 polozek), s jejimi prepisy
v ADKD a celkem pochopitelné jsem nasel néjaké nesrovnalosti. Asi nejvyznamnéjsi se tyka Littletonova dopisu
Dvorakovi z 27. ledna 1886, kde by se druha véta druhého odstavce méla Cist takto: ,| do not think Samson +
Delilah is large enough for them and | am afraid John Hus would not do on account of the large number of Ro-
man Catholics at Birmingham.” (,Nemyslim, Ze Samson a Dalila je pro né dostacujici a obavam se, Ze Jan Hus
by se nehodil kvlli vysokému poctu fimskych katolikl v Birminghamu.”) Pokud vim, jedna se o jediny znamy
doklad toho, Ze Dvorak jako namét ke kompozici pro birminghamsky festival v roce 1888 zvazoval Jana Husa;
prepis v ADKD vynechava zminku o Husovi, pfisluSsnou pasaz uvadi rozdilné a bez jakéhokoli jména. Také se
domnivam, ze ,P. S.” umisténé v ADKD na konci Littletonova dopisu z 26. listopadu 1884 ve skute¢nosti patfi
nikoli k tomuto dopisu, ale k néjakému pozdéjSimu, s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti k takovému, jehoZ hlavni text
je nezvéstny a ktery byl napsan 19. ledna 1885 nebo (pravdépodobné) po tomto datu a zaroven pred Dvora-
kovym odjezdem do Anglie 15. srpna 1885. P. S. je na volném listu papiru, jinak prazdném, vedeném v CMH
samostatné jako S 76/1108, zatimco dopis z 26. listopadu 1884 jako S 76/1102.

14) Dopis z 16. Gnora 1890, viz http://www.stargardt.de/de/kataloge/ (ke dni 22. prosince 2010), Katalog
694, polozka &. 651, pod ‘IV. Musik’. Dopis z 20. Fijna 1890 je ulozen v CMH-MAD &. pf. 5/2008, inv. &. 8667.
Za upozornéni na tyto dva dopisy dékuji Evé Paulové a Markété Kabelkové.
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7) dopis od firmy Novello adresovany Josefu Hlavkovi z ledna 1893.%° Pét poloZek zahr-
nutych pod Cisly 3-7 jsem v zafi 2010 nalezl v pozlstalosti Josefa Hlavky v Pamatniku
narodniho pisemnictvi v Praze. VSech téchto sedm nové objevenych dopisli bude dale
uvedeno v ¢eském prekladu spolu s dalSimi dvéma souvisejicimi a dosud nepublikova-
nymi dopisy ze sbirek CMH: Charles Beale z birminghamského festivalu pise Dvorakovi
31. kvétna 1889 a firma Novello firmé& Simrock 11. listopadu 1889. Cesky preklad hlav-
niho obsahu téchto deviti dopist je uveden nizZe; diplomaticky prepis viz anglicka verze
¢lanku.®

Dopisy se tykaji predevsim okolnosti vydani tfi Dvorakovych dél - Requiem, Osmé
symfonie a MSe D dur, a to bud' v samotném pocatku jednani ohledné vydani dila firmou
Novello, nebo v ranéjsi fazi jednani, nez jaka byla dosud znama. V pfipadé Requiem
nachazime v dopisech také dulezity chybéjici ,spojovaci clanek* tykajici se Dvorakova
pocatecnino podnétu ke kompozici tohoto dila. Zaroven mizeme diky témto dopistim
Iépe proniknout do dalSich aspektl skladatelova Zivota a dila, zejména do jeho vztah( se
Simrockem. Kromé uvedenych deviti dopisu, které odeslal ¢i prijal Littleton, firma Novello
a Charles Beale, budu odkazovat k vybranym pasazim z jiné skupiny celkem ¢trnacti Sim-
rockovych dopis(i Dvorakovi, které jsem nalezl v Hldvkové pozUstalosti, pokud se vztahuiji
k zaleZitostem zde pojednavanym; jejich plné znéni mam v Gmyslu publikovat pozdéji.t”

REQUIEM, B. 165

Prvnim znamym pisemnym sdélenim, které se tyka kompozice dila pro festival v Bir-
minghamu v roce 1891 - tim dilem se pak stalo Requiem - byl a stéle je Littletondv dopis
Dvorakovi ze 16. kvétna 1889 (publikovany v ADKD) s dotazem:

15) Téchto pét dopisli jsem nasel v Hlavkové pozlstalosti bEhem vyzkumu finanéné podporovaném Narodo-
hospodarskym Gstavem Josefa Hlavky, ktery je soucasti Nadace ,Nadani Josefa, Marie a Zdenky Hlavkovych*“.
Viz DYKOVA, Véra: Josef Hldvka (1831-1908). Soupis osobniho fondu (pracovni verze), Praha: Pamatnik na-
rodniho pisemnictvi, 2006, s. 41 (firma Novello Hlavkovi) a s. 90 (firma Novello Simrockovi). Littletonovy dopisy
Dvorakovi nejsou v této pracovni verzi inventare obsaZzeny, protoZe Véra Dykova nevédéla, kam je zafadit: ne-
mobhla identifikovat Littleton(v podpis a Dvofakovo jméno se v nich nikde neobjevuje (osloveni zni pouze: ,Mily
priteli“). Nicméné se domnivala, Ze by se mohly Dvoraka tykat, a protoZe védéla, Ze skladatel je pfedmétem
mého badani, laskavé mé na né upozornila; o totoZnosti odesilatele i adresata neni pochyb. Hlavka mél dopisy
u sebe s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti proto, Zze ho Dvorak Zadal o radu ohledné obchodnich zalezitosti.

16) Ve svém prepisu neusiluji o opravu chyb v pravopisu, gramatice, syntaxi, psani velkych pismen nebo
interpunkci. Pokud je moZno nékterou Spatné citelnou pasaz Cist dvéma moznymi zpUsoby, vybiram tu, ktera je
spravna a dava smysl. Tam, kde je original textu zjevné nespravny, vSak chybu zachovavam (bez vlozeni ,[sic]”,
protoze jejich pocet by byl pfili§ vysoky). Do hranatych zavorek dopliuji slova vynechana zjevné nedopatienim,
ale nezbytna pro srozumitelnost. Texty vSak jsou vcelku srozumitelné i bez dopInéni. Obzvlast v Dvorakové pri-
padé maji chyby svoji hodnotu, nebot dokumentuji stupen jeho ovladnuti anglictiny. Skupina malych x znamena
necitelné slovo nebo ¢ast slova, pocet x zhruba naznacuje pocet necitelnych pismen.

17) Deékuji Janu Kahudovi za pomoc pfi pfepisovani téchto dopist z némeckého kurentu.
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Pomyslite nékdy na néjakou dalsi skladbu pro Anglii? Jak by se Vam libilo napsat
mSi (Requiem) jako ,,Stabat mater“ nebo dalsi kantatu jako ,Svatebni koSile“, pouze
snadnéjsi, alespon pro orchestr.!'®

DalSi polozka v ADKD tykajici se Requiem se objevuje aZ po prestavce delSi nez tfi
meésice: jde o LittletonUv dopis z 19. srpna 1889 a je z n&j zfejmé, Ze se mezi tim jednani
ohledné Requiem posunulo dal.

Pravé jsem dostal dopis z Birminghamu. Vybor 1ik4, Ze od Vas jesté neobdrzeli od-
povéd na dopis, ktery Vam mym prostirednictvim poslali.”

Zminovany dopis z Birminghamu, ziejmé prvni kontakt organizator( festivalu s Dvora-
kem ohledné& rodniku 1891, je jiz dlouho v drzeni CMH,° ale v ADKD byl pravdépodobné&
pouhym nedopatienim vynechan? a pokud vim, nebyl publikovan ani nikde jinde.?? Pred-
kladam tedy Uplny preklad jeho textu:

[31. kvétna 1889 Charles Beale Dvoidkovi]

[tiSténé zahlavi:]

Hudebni festival v Birminghamu | Hudebni podvybor | 3, Newhall Street |
Birmingham

[odsud rukopis:]

31. kvétna 1889

Vazeny pane,

na prani orchestralniho vyboru hudebniho festivalu v Birminghamu Vam sdéluji, Ze
by vybor byl potéSen, kdybyste ho poctil kompozici nového dila pro prvni provedeni
na festivalu v roce 1891.

Kromé prani, aby se jednalo o dilo nejvyssi zavaznosti, si vybor nedovoluje navr-
hovat Vam jeho presny charakter, ale spiSe by uvital Vase rozhodnuti, zda by to mélo
byt oratorium, duchovni kantata ¢i mSe pro ranni provedeni, nebo svétska kantata pro
vecerni provedeni.

Neznam Vase stanovisko ohledné podminek k ziskani autorskych prav, ale nepo-
chybuji, ze uspokojivou dohodu by bylo mozno vytvorit prostirednictvim pani Novello
& C°, kteii jsou tak laskavi, Ze Vam doruci tento dopis.

Mél bych doplnit, Ze vybor si vroucné preje, aby dilo dirigoval skladatel, a mohu

18) Dopis v CMH-MAD S 76/1193. Stejné jako u vSech dopisl citovanych v této studii pfipojuji svdj viastni
diplomaticky prepis originalu; u dopist publikovanych v ADKD si vSimam pouze vyznamnéjsich rozdilii mezi
obéma verzemi. Svou transkripéni metodu popisuji v pozn. 16.

19) CMH-MAD S 76/1122. ADKD ma ‘Brimingham’, ale pravopis ptivodniho rukopisu je spravny: Birming-
ham.

20) CMH-MAD S 76/1193.

21) ADKD na tento dopis odkazuje v poznamkach k ostatni korespondenci, jako by byl v edici zafazeny.

22) Nejvyznamné&jsi Dvoraklv Zivotopisec Otakar Sourek se 0 ném nezmifiuje nikde (ani nevédél, 7e Requi-
em bylo psano pro Anglii). Ponékud prekvapivéjsi je absence jakékoli zminky o tomto dopisu v pojednanich
0 Requiem v obou dvorakovskych knihach britského badatele Johna Claphama: Antonin Dvorak: Musician and
Craftsman, St. Martin’s Press, New York, 1966, s. 244-255, a Dvorak, Norton, New York and London, 1979, s.
102-103. Jitka Slavikova cituje ¢ast jedné véty z dopisu v disertaéni praci Kontakty [...] (op. cit., pozn. 6) s. 232,
pozn. 46 a v ceském prekladu v knize Dvorak a Anglie, s. 123 (rovnéz viz pozn. 6).
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Vam zarucdit srde¢né prijeti v Birminghamu, kde mame skvély tspéch ,Svatebnich ko-
§il“ stdle v zivé paméti.

Véiim, ze Vase zkuSenost z festivalu v roce 1885 je pro Vas zarukou, Ze bude vynalo-
zeno veSkeré mozné usili, aby byla zajiSténa nalezita iroven provedeni.

Jsem, vazeny pane, Vas vérny
Charles G. Beale, predseda hudebniho podvyboru.

Herr Antonin Dvorak

Ted jiz nastésti mGzeme doplnit i privodni dopis, s nimz, jak fika Beale, firma Novello
dorucila jeho vlastni dopis Dvorakovi. Je to jeden ze tfi vySe zminénych dopis( od Alfreda
Littletona, nalezenych v pozlstalosti Josefa Hlavky:

[4. cervna 1889 Alfred Littleton Dvorakovi]

[Cervené vytiSténé zahlavi:] I [nebo 1?], BERNERS STREET, W:
[rukopis:]

4. ¢ervna 1889

Mily priteli,

mnohokrat dékuji za Vas dopis z 23 [tento Dvoiaktv dopis, nepochybné odpovéd
na Littletontv z 16. kvétna, je stdle nezvéstny]. Posilam Vam dopis od vyboru festiva-
lu v Birminghamu a doufam, zZe Vam poskytne takovou prileZitost a podnét k praci,
na jaké cekate. Jisté vite, jak vyznamny je festival v Birminghamu: je na prvnim misté.
Stale si myslim, Ze nejlepsi by byla kantata nebo mse. Prosim, dejte mi ptiznivou odpo-
véd a pokud se rozhodnete néco napsat, jsem si jisty, Ze dokdaZzeme vytvorit uspokojivé
obchodni podminky.

Myslim, Ze by bylo dobré, kdybyste svou odpovéd Birminghamu zaslal mné.

Velmi upiimné Vas
Alfred W. Littleton.

Sotva bychom nasli jasnéjsi dikaz o Littletonové Gzké spolupraci s organizatory fes-
tivalu v Birminghamu nebo o jeho neformalni Gloze Dvofakova zastupce, nez jaky nam
poskytuje tato dvojice dopisl. Vyplyva z nich moznost, Ze on sam inicioval pozvani z Bir-
minghamu, snad v reakci na Dvofakovu zadost v nezvéstném dopisu z 23. kvétna.

Je ponékud zarazejici, ze Dvorak ziejmé udrZoval své anglické pratele v napéti
vice nez puldruhého roku. Littleton jej v této zalezZitosti upominal v dopisech z 19. srpna
a 1. zari 1889 (oba viz ADKD). SimrockUv dopis Dvorakovi z 3. listopadu 1889, ktery jsem
nedavno nalezl v Hlavkové pozUstalosti, naznacuje, Ze tou dobou se uZ skladatel svéfil
svému némeckému nakladateli, Ze ma v Gmyslu slozit nové velké vokalni dilo pro Anglii;
pravdépodobné se jednalo o dilo uréené pro Birmingham. Zda se vSak, Ze samotni Angli-
¢ané o nicem nevedéli! Jesté 7. ledna 1890 musel Littleton Dvorakovi polozit otazku, zda
tedy napise dilo pro Birmingham nebo ne (dopis v ADKD). Z jeho jen o dva dny pozdéjSiho

23) Londynska adresa firmy Novello.
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dopisu skladateli (rovnéZ v ADKD) je vSak patrné, Ze kone¢né dostal kladnou odpovéd
(v dosud nezvéstném sdéleni) spolu se specifikaci, o jaké dilo se bude jednat:?*

Jsem potéSen, Ze jste se rozhodl napsat Requiem pro Birmingham. Hned jsem na-
psal vyboru a vim, Ze tato dobra zprava je velmi potési.

Jakmile zacnete s kompozici tohoto velkého dila, doufam, Ze mi obcas poslete zpra-
vu, pro jaké s6lové hlasy piSete atd., atd.

Jen o den pozdéji, 10. ledna, napsal Dvorakovi z Birminghamu Beale (dopis v ADKD),
aby mu vyjadril své potésSeni nad zpravou, kterou mu zprostredkoval Littleton.

Dvorak se ve skutecnosti pro kompozici Requiem nejen rozhodl, dokonce uz zacal
skladat, a to na Novy rok 1890. Pr(ibéh vzniku dila mGzeme sledovat ve skicach, klavirnim
vytahu a partitufe, dochovanych v majetku CMH.2> Mame také k dispozici mnoho sdélent,
tykajicich se vzniku dila, ktera psal Dvorak svym ¢eskym a némeckym pratelim.2®

Znama Dvorakova korespondence s anglickymi adresaty tykajici se Requiem vSak
dosud vykazovala témér Gplné vakuum, rozprostirajici se od vyse zminéného Bealeova
dopisu z 10. ledna 1890 a7 k Littletonovu dopisu Dvorakovi z 24. fijna. Z ného je patr-
né, Ze slozita jednani ohledné vydani dila u firmy Novello byla v piném proudu. Z tohoto
mezidobi jsme dosud méli k dispozici jen Littletonlv dopis z 15. ¢ervence a Dvorakovu
odpovéd z 27. Cervence, na které budeme odkazovat nize. V nékolika poslednich letech
se objevily dalsi Gtyfi vyznamné polozky korespondence mezi Dvorakem a Littletonem
z roku 1890, po dvou v kaZzdém sméru, které tuto mezeru ¢asteéné zapliuji; umozZnuji
nam lépe porozumét prabéhu skladatelovych jednani s nakladatelem ohledné tohoto
dila i jinych skladeb.

Prvnim z nich je Dvorak(v dopis Littletonovi, v némz skladatel reaguje na jeho po-
sledni zadost z uvedeného dopisu z 9. ledna ohledné informaci o pribéhu kompozice
Requiem. Dvorakuv dopis datovany 16. (inora prodal v ¢ervnu 2010 berlinsky antikvariat
J. A. Stargardta soukromému sbérateli. Nepodafilo se mi navazat s kupcem kontakt, ale
firemni katalog uréeny pro aukci uvadi v prepisu citat z dopisu, ktery zfejmé predstavuje
vétSi ¢ast jeho obsahu.?” VEtSina takto publikovanych informaci jen potvrzuje to, co zna-
me z jinych zdroj(1,%® ale dopis rovnéz doklada Dvorakovy pokracujici pratelské a pracovni

24) Pavodni rukopis v CMH-MAD S 76/1125.

25) Nacrty Requiem, B. 165 (S 76/1457, S 76/1482, S 76/1550), zapocaty 1. 1. 1890, dokonceny 7. 7.
Klavirni vytah, B. 517 (S 76/1456), také zapocat 1. 1. 1890, dokoncen 18. 7. Rukopisna partitura (S 76/1455)
zapocata 2. 8., dokonc¢ena 31. 10.

26) V ADKD viz Dvorakovy dopisy z 15. 1., 25. 4., 19. 5., 14. 6., 18. 6., 12. 8., 20. 8. a 18. 9. Mimo ADKD:
Il, Hudebni véda, ro¢. 44 , ¢. 3-4, 2007, s. 391-402.

27) Viz pozn. 14. Jednatel firmy Wolfgang Mecklenburg laskavé preposlal mlj e-mail, v némz se o dopis zaji-
mam, kupci, ale neobdrzel jsem Zadnou odpovéd. Citace v katalogu neobsahuje Littletonovo jméno a katalog
ani adresata nijak neidentifikuje, ale z osloveni ,Mily pfiteli“, které Dvofak obvykle pouzival v dopisech Littleto-
novi, a predevsim ze souvislosti a obsahu dopisu muzZeme bezpecné predpokladat, ze zamyslenym pfijemcem
byl Littleton. Z faksimile v katalogu jsou zjevné jen datum a Dvorakdv podpis na konci.

28) Z Dvorakovych vySe zminénych notovych rukopis ohledné Requiem (viz pozn. 25) a z korespondence
s Vasilijem Safonovem v ADKD ohledné cesty do Ruska.
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styky s Littletonem.?® Dale si mimo jiné mizeme povSimnout Dvorakova odhadu celkové
délky Requiem, ktery v této pomérné rané fazi kompozice predstavuje pozoruhodné pres-
nou predpovéd konecného vysledku. Jedna se o nejstarsi zminku na toto téma v celé
znamé korespondenci i dalSich dokumentech. Nize uvedeny text je doslovné prevzat ze
Stargardtova katalogu; ,[...]“ vyznacCuje pasaze, které v ném nejsou obsazeny.

[16. tinora 1890 Dvordk Littletonovi]

Mily priteli,

[--]

¢islo jedna (Requiem) je psdno pro sbor (v kombinaci se s6lovymi hlasy). C. 2, nejroz-
sahlejsi z celého dila, ,Dies irae dies illa“, je pro sbor,*® pak nasleduje ,Tuba mirum*
alt a bas s6lo’' se sborem, ,Liber scriptus® tenor sélo. C. 3 ,,Quid sum miser* az k ,,Rex
tremendae“ séla a sbor. C. 4 kvartet sélisti ,Recordare Jesu pie“.’

To vSe je hotovo, nyni jsem u Confutatis maledictis a Lacrymosa. AZ v dubnu pri-
jedu do Anglie, doufam, Ze Vam budu moci z mého Requiem néco zahrat.>* Predseda
birminghamského vyboru mi pred ¢asem psal a byl velmi potésen, Ze jsem se rozhodl
pro festival napsat velké dilo. *

Myslim, Ze provedeni celé kompozice zabere hodinu a ptl. V nejblizsi dobé (7. birez-
na) pojedu do Ruska / Moskvy, kde budu dirigovat velky koncert v Carské ruské hu-
debni spolec¢nosti...?

[--]
Antonin Dvoiak
v Praze 18 16/2 90.

Dalsi z Littletonovych dopist Dvorakovi, nové objevenych v pozlstalosti Josefa Hlavky,
je datovan 20. Gervna 1890 a zacina velmi zajimavym odstavcem, tykajicim se MSe D dur,
kterému se budeme vénovat pozdéji v souvislosti s timto dilem. Pokud jde o Requiem,
dopis je nejstarSim znamym dokladem jednani o jeho tisku:

29) Tento dopis v nevelké mife zapliuje zminénou propast ve znamé Dvorakové korespondenci Littletonovi,
a to mezi 22. srpnem 1886 a 27. cervencem 1890, kdy musel Littletonovi nepochybné poslat mnoho dopis(,
dnes nezvéstnych.

30) V konecné podobé dila zacina Dies irae jako ¢. 3, skute¢né pro orchestr a sbor bez sélistl. Predchazi mu
relativné kratké Graduale, €. 2, které zacina opakovanim tvodnich slov z €. 1.

31) V konecné podobé dila jako €. 4, sbla alt a bas se sborem a orchestrem.

32) Nakonec €. 5, pro vSechny Gtyfi solisty, sbor a orchestr.

33) Nakonec €. 6, pro vSechny Ctyfi solisty a orchestr, bez sboru.

34) A zahral: 25. dubna 1890 napsal V. J. Novotnému z Londyna, kam pfijel dirigovat svoji Osmou symfonii,
Ze odpoledne ma hrat pozvanym hudebnim kritikim Kyrie a Dies irae (pravdépodobné ve Westwood House).
35) Jednalo se nepochybné o dopis z 10. ledna 1890 od Charlese G. Bealea (viz vySe).

36) Na 7. bfezna (zde i dale podle gregorianského kalendare) byl planovan Dvoraklv koncert v Moskvé, jak
potvrzoval telegram Vasilije Safonova skladateli z 10. Gnora (publikovany v ADKD). Jednani o tomto koncer-
tu probihala uz od pfedchoziho Iéta. Viz Safonoviv dopis Dvofakovi ze 17. Cervence 1889, ktery se zminuje
o ,Konzerte von der Direktion der Kaiserl[ichen] russ[ischen] Musikgesellschaft in Moskau“. Koncert byl nako-
nec odloZen a konal se 11. bfezna.
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[20. Cervna 1890 Alfred Littleton Dvorakovi]

[Cervené vytiSténé zahlavi:] I [nebo 1?], BERNERS STREET, W:

[rukopis:]

20. ¢ervna 1890

[---]

Mily priteli,

s velkym potéSenim prikladam Sek za msSi. Stran tisku jsme zatim nic nepodnikli. Sta-
le jsem nedockavy, zda nékdy pristoupite k instrumentaci alespo1i pro maly orchestr:
prosim, premyslejte o tom: pokud to udélate, samozirejmé bychom Vam museli zaplatit
néco navic.

Nyni co se tykda Requiem: myslim, Ze je ¢as néco rozhodnout: samozirejmé si myslim,
ze mame pravo ho vydat zde — vzpominate na vas slib, Ze bychom méli dostat v§echna
shorova dila, ktera napiSete, a Simrock mél dostat v§echna orchestralni a ostatni dila.
Pokud chcete Simrocka potésit, ponechte mu Requiem pro kontinent, ale my ho mu-
sime mit pro Anglii. Udélali jsme vSe, aby Vase hudba méla v Anglii tspéch, a chceme
tak Cinit i naddle. Prosim, uvaZte tuto véc velmi vazné a dejte mi védét, co si o tom
myslite.

S nejsrdecnéjsim pozdravem Vam i pani
jsem Vas velmi upiimné Alfred W. Littleton.

Mnohokrat diky za znamKky.

Tvrzeni, Ze Dvorak vSechna sva pristi sborova dila slibil firmé Novello, je doloZzeno -
pokud je mi znamo - pouze timto jednim nové objevenym dopisem. Jestlize takovy slib
skuteCné zaznél, pak byl jasnym porusenim Dvofakova zminéného zavazku vici jeho
hlavnimu nakladateli Simrockovi, ktery mél predkupni pravo na vSechna skladatelova
nova dila. Simrock pozdéji vyhroZoval, Ze se v pfipadé Requiem na tuto jedenact let sta-
rou ,dohodu“ (Verabredung) odvola soudné&.®” Reseni, Ze by Novello mohl vlastnit vyda-
vatelska prava pro Anglii a Simrock pro evropskou pevninu, navrhl pravdépodobné sam
Simrock; podobnou dohodu pro Anglii a Némecko predkladal jiz ve zminovaném dopise
Dvorakovi z 3. listopadu 1889 (dnes uloZzeném v Hlavkové pozUstalosti) pro blize ne-
upfesnéné velké Dvorakovo vokalni dilo, které chtél skladatel napsat pro Anglii. Zadna
takova dohoda vSak zjevné uzaviena nebyla a Simrock mél pocit, Ze jej Dvorak v jedna-
nich s Novellem obesel.

Dvorak se uz davno naucil nedavat nakladatellim sliby unahlené; 15. ¢ervence 1890
(dopis v ADKD) ho Littleton musel upozornit, Ze jeho posledni dopis (dnes nezvéstny),

37) Viz Dvoraklv dopis Aloisi Goblovi ze 17. listopadu 1890 v ADKD. Pdvodni ,dohoda“ viz (také v ADKD)
Simrock Dvorakovi 8. a 22. ledna 1879, Dvorak Simrockovi 11. ledna 1879.

TéZko si predstavit, Ze by takova ,dohoda“ byla uznana soudem: byla pfilis vagni a zahrnovala povinnosti
jen na Dvorakové strané, skladatel by Zadné urcité vyhody od Simrocka neziskal. Tato dohoda presto hréla
pfi Dvorakovych jednanich s némeckym nakladatelem zasadni roli. Problémem se chci zabyvat v samostat-
né studii o skladatelovych vztazich se Simrockem ve svétle ¢trnacti dosud neznamych Simrockovych dopisl
Dvorakovi, které jsem nasel v pozUstalosti Josefa Hlavky. Pochazeji vétSinou z obdobi, 0 némz pravé hovotrime
(1889-1890).
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zfejmé psany po obdrzeni Littletonova z 20. ¢ervna, stale nic nefika o podminkach k vy-
dani Requiem. 27. ervence Dvorak obezietné odpovédél (dopis v ADKD):38

Pokud jde o ,,Requiem®, je pro mé obtizné (dokud dilo nedokonéim) rozhodnout nebo
slibit néco, co pozdéji nebudu moci dodrzet — ale budte ujistén, Ze skladbu dam mno-
hem radéji Vam nez kterémukoliv jinému nakladateli.

Littleton ho musel upomenout jeSté jednou - nyni se znacnou naléhavosti, ktera ne-
méla daleko k vyhrGzce - v naSem dalSim nové objeveném dopisu z 27. srpna 1890.
Jedna se o tfeti a posledni Littletonlv dopis Dvorakovi, nalezeny v Hlavkové pozlstalosti.
Britsky nakladatel v ném zaroven zaporné reaguje na Dvorakovu zminku v dopise z 27.
Cervence, Ze by byl rad, kdyby bylo dilo provedeno v Praze jesté dfive nez v Birminghamu.
Pak ale pokracuje v hovorovém tonu na téma rodinnych novinek, coz je dokladem jeho
vielého osobniho vztahu k Dvorakovi. (Zda se, Ze Dvorak vyuZil volné misto na Littletono-
vé dopise, aby si procvicil anglicky pravopis a slovni zasobu. To Ize vidét i na originalech
nékterych dalSich dopisl, které dostal od Littletona, otisténych ovSem v ADKD bez Dvo-
fakovych pripiska.)

[27. srpna 1890 Alfred Littleton Dvordkovi]

[nad zdhlavim jinou rukou, pravdépodobné Dvorakovou, velmi thledné:]
friend freind [= ,,pFitel“ se spravnym a nespravnym pravopisem)|

[tiSténé zahlavi:] Westwood House, Sydenham.

[zbytek v rukopise:]

27. srpna 1890

Mily priteli,
stale ¢ekam, Ze od Vas uslySim néco urcitého o Requiem. KdyZ si vzpomenete, Ze prvni
osobou, kterd Vas vyzvala k jeho komponovani, jsem byl ja [jedna se patrné o jeho ci-
tovany dopis z 16. kvétna 1889], jisté uznate, Ze ho nemiizete prenechat jinému nakla-
dateli. Nyni je ¢as, aby doslo k dohodé, pokud ma byt dilo fddné a beze spéchu vydano.
Nemyslim, Ze se bude lidem v Birminghamu libit, kdyz bude Requiem diive provedeno
nékde jinde.

Urcité Vas bude zajimat, Ze béhem nasi dovolené u moie se naSe dcera Cissie za-
snoubila s panem Frankem Pearsonem, synem architekta, ktery navrhl Westwood
House. VSechny nas to velmi tési.

ooy

jsem velmi
upfimné Vas
Alfred H Littleton

Toto posilam do Prahy, protoze nevim, zda jste jeSté na Vysoké.

38) Pavodni rukopis v CMH-MAD S 226/54.
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[nasleduji dalsi pFipisky stejnou rukou jako na zacatku dopisu, pravdépodobné Dvorako-
vou; viz anglicka verze této studie]

OSMA SYMFONIE, B. 163

Dalsim pisemnym sdélenim v ADKD, tykajicim se Requiem, je Littletonlv dopis na-
psany Dvorakovi o dva mésice pozdé€ji, 24. fijna 1890. Prekvapivé z ného vyplyva, ze
se skladatel stale jesté nevyjadril k podminkam, za nichz prfenecha dilo k vydani firmé
Novello. V druhém z nové objevenych Dvorakovych dopist vSak skladatel Littletonovi uz
nabidl jiné dilo - svou Osmou symfonii (G dur) - a dokonce udal jeji cenu. Tento dopis
z 20. fijna 1890 patrné predstavuje pocatek Dvofakova jednani - nakonec UspéSného -
s firmou Novello ohledné vydani symfonie. Kupodivu v ném neni ani zminka o Requiem,
ale presto nakonec sehral pfi vydani tohoto dila svou roli. Dopis také pfinasi dalsi zajima-
vy doklad pretrvavajiciho napéti mezi Dvorakem a Simrockem.3® Potvrzuje skladatelovu
prislovecnou otevienost a upfimnost (s nimiz prozradil skute¢nosti tykajici se jednani se
Simrockem, ¢imz oslabil svou vyjednavaci pozici s nakladatelstvim Novello), souéasné
vSak doklada i jeho vzrlstajici schopnost presvédcit nakladatele o hodnoté své prace.

Zajimavé je jiz osloveni: Dvorak bézné uvadeél dopisy adresované Littletonovi a jinym
anglickym adresatim oslovenim ,Mily [drahy] pfiteli“ (,My dear friend*), ale v tomto pfi-
padé je onen pritel ,nejmilejsi“, ,nejdrazsi“ (,dearest). Jedna se o vlbec prvni vyskyt
tohoto anglického slova v Dvofakové znamé korespondenci.*°

[20. Fijna 1890 Dvorak Alfredu Littletonovi]
Praha 18 20/10 90

Nejmilejsi priteli,
chtél bych Vam nabidnout svou novou symfonii G dur, kterd v Londyné dosdhla velkého
uspéchu, jak vite. P. Simrock odmitl [zde vloZen symbol: X v krouzku] mou mS§i (loni)

[vertikdlné u levého okraje stejny symbol jako v hlavnim textu vySe, je s nim spojeny
¢arou a primo nasleduje text:]
NB. Pokud to takhle ptijde dal, myslim, Ze p. Simrock odmitne vS§echna ma dila

pro sbor a varhany, protoze mi nemohl zaplatit to, co jsem zadal, a nyni to s moji novou
symfonii*' také nevedlo Kk cili, coZ je diivod, pro¢ Vam ve této véci pisi. [znovu stejny
symbol] N.B. [Patrné dal3i odkaz na stejny dovétek na levém okraji stranky, ale tento-
krat bez grafického spojeni.] Prosim, dejte mi obratem védét, jakou ¢astku byste za dilo
nabidl. Musim jen poznamenat, Ze bych pozadoval primétrenou sumu. Pokud se dohod-
neme, zaslu Vam hned ¢tyfrucni klavirni vytah (do 3. listopadu) pripraveny k prodeji
ve Vidni, jelikoZ ve stejny den bude dilo provedeno a dirigovat bude Dr. Richter. Mohl

39) Toto napéti vyvrcholilo mezi 7. a 12. fijnem 1890 bleskovou vyménou Sesti dopisu, z nichZ tfi Simrockovy
(z 8., 10. a 12. fijna) jsou mezi témi, které jsem nedavno nasel v Hlavkové pozustalosti; viz pozn. 37.

40) Pozdéji nasledovany pouze dvéma dalSimi pfipady, 5. kvétna 1892 a 12. ¢ervna 1894 (dopisy v ADKD),
kdy jeho ,nejmilejSim pritelem* byl Francesco Berger, ¢estny tajemnik Londynské filharmonické spolec¢nosti.
41) Jak je nejlépe dokumentovano vyménou dopisu uvedenou v pozn. 39.
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byste pripravit (klavirni vytah (pro Ctyfi ruce). Pokud ne, pozadal bych p. Richtera
o odklad provedeni na 3. koncert, ktery se kona v prosinci.*” Hermann Wolf (hudebni
agentura v Berliné (am Carlsbad ¢. 19) mi slibil, Ze koupi partituru a hlasy, a dirigovat
bude Biilow,* stejné tak ve Frankfurtu nad Mohanem (Museum Konzerte), kde budu
sam 7. listopadu dirigovat svoji symfonii,* mi slibili koupit od nakladatele potirebny
material. Filh. [spolec¢nost] v Londyné mi také slibila, Ze ho koupi. P. Hallé a p. Manns
moji symfonii také (hezpochyby) uvedou.* Pokud bude tspéch ve Vidni a Berliné stej-
ny jako v Londyné, pak je vSe dobré! Tuto symfonii bych vénoval nasi Ceské akademii
véd a uméni cisatre FrantiSka Josefa, protoze Jeho Vysost mé racila navrhnout za ¢lena
vySe zminéné akademie.*

Ve spéchu!

Mnoho pozdrava
upiimné Vas

Antonin Dvorak.

Prosim odepiste obratem!

[nédsledujici odstavec je zakrouzkovany:]

P.S.

Pravé mé napadlo, Ze bude lepsi a rychlejsi fici Vam ¢astku rovnou: 200 liber za moji
symfonii G dur.

Pokud budete chtit, poSlu Vam vSechny dopisy od Filh. v Londyné (P. Berger), p. Richte-
ra z Vidné, Hermanna Wolfa z Berlina, Muzejni spolec¢nosti ve Frankfurtu (feditel Carl
Miiller), kde mé ujistuji, Ze koupi partituru a hlasy.*

Littleton vyuzil Dvofakovy nabidky k tomu, aby ho pfimél k dohodé ohledné vydani Re-
quiem spolu se symfonii v ramci jediné obchodni transakce. Pak nasledoval velmi tvrdy

42) Nakonec se predstaveni ve Vidni pod taktovkou Hanse Richtera uskutecnilo teprve 4. ledna 1891. Viz
Richter Dvorakovi 29. listopadu 1890 a [5. ledna 1891], Dvorak Richterovi 1. prosince 1890 a 1. ledna 1891,
vSe v ADKD.

43) Dvorak se o tomto chystaném berlinském provedeni zminil také v dopisu Hansi Richterovi z 1. prosince
1890 (dopisy v ADKD) a v dopisu patrné poslaném Hansi von Bllow, ktery ADKD (s. 66) datuje jako ,[1890]",
ale ktery byl pravdépodobné napsan az po videnském provedeni symfonie 4. ledna 1891. Berlinské provede-
ni se nakonec nekonalo, protoZe Bilow se mylné domnival, Ze si skladatel pred vydanim dila pfeje vSechna
provedeni symfonie dirigovat sam, a sv(j omyl si uvédomil, kdyZ uz bylo pozdé; viz Bulowlv dopis Dvorakovi
(publikovany v ADKD) 22. Ginora 1891.

44) Dvorakovo dirigentské vystoupeni se v tomto terminu uskutecnilo.

45) Oba skute¢né symfonii uvedli. Charles Hallé ji dirigoval v Manchesteru 10. bfezna 1892, August Manns
v Edinburghu 12. ledna 1891.

46) Dvorak byl jmenovan jednim z fadnych ¢len( této akademie v dokumentu vydaném cisafem FrantiSkem
Josefem 20. dubna 1890 (viz ADKD, sv. 10, s. 100-101.) Rukopisna partitura Osmé symfonie (dokoncené
8. listopadu 1889) a partitura vydana firmou Novello v roce 1892 nesou nasledujici dedikaci (v obou pfipadech
jen v Eestiné): Za prijeti do Ceské Akademie cisafe Frantiska Josefa pro védy slovesnosti a uméni (viz kriticka
edice symfonie Klause Dégeho z roku 2004 - London, etc.: Ernst Eulenburg Ltd., s. XL.).

Tento dopis Littletonovi je uréitou pomoci pfi vykladu dedikace. Jeji znéni nas totiz ponékud nechava na pochy-
bach ohledné totoZnosti dedikanta (!): Dilo je vénovano akademii, ale jako vyraz vdéénosti cisafri.

47) Dopisy od Francesco Bergera a Hermanna Wolfa ziejmé existovaly, ale nyni jsou nezvéstné. Dopis od Han-
se Richtera, z 13. fijna 1890, je dalsi z téch, které jsem nedavno objevil v pisemnostech Josefa Hlavky.
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prabéh jednani o honorafich, coz je pomérné dobie zdokumentovano v ADKD,*® i kdyz
je jasné, Ze nékteré Dvorakovy dopisy stale chybi, véetné toho, v némz Dvorak nakonec
Littletonovu nabidku pfijal, jak Littleton potvrdil 13. dubna 1891. Za symfonii Dvorak ob-
drzel jen 100 liber, tj. polovinu pozadované ¢astky. Za Requiem vsak ziskal 650 liber, tj.
stejné jako za mnohem rozsahlejsi partituru Svaté Ludmily. Zaroven je to podstatné vyssi
obnos, nez jaky kdy obdrzZel za jakékoli jiné dilo.*®

MSE D DUR, B. 153/175

Zamérme nyni svou pozornost na osud dalSiho dila, s nimZ se opakované setkavame
ve zkoumanych dopisech: je jim MSe D dur, plvodné zkomponovana v roce 1887 pro
sbor, séla a varhany (jako B. 153) pro vysvéceni kaple zamku Josefa Hlavky v Luzanech.
Jiz v roce 1888 zahajil Dvorak jednani ohledné vydani dila s Fritzem Simrockem, ale
Simrock nebyl pfili§ nadSeny a podle vSeho na skladatelovy zminky o dile dlouho nerea-
goval.®® Teprve 18. listopadu 1889 dal konecné Dvorakovi zapornou odpovéd (v dopise
uloZzeném v Hlavkové pozlistalosti).?* Tato zkuSenost zfejmé zanechala v Dvorakovi urci-
tou horkost, jak vyplyva z jeho narazky v dopisu Littletonovi z 20. fijna 1890 (viz s. 17).5?

Mezitim, 30. zafi 1889, poslal Simrock predstavitelim firmy Novello do Londyna do-
taz, zda by o MSi neméli zajem oni. Tento dopis je nezvéstny, ale vime o ném diky jejich
odpovédi z 11. listopadu 1889: ta je v majetku CMH, nikdy vdak nebyla publikovana.s?

[11. listopadu 1889 firma Novello Simrockovi]

[pivodni némecké znéni tohoto i dalsich dvou dopisti viz anglicka verze této studie]|
[tu¢né pismo = tisk. Ostatni v rukopise.|

[obsahlé tisténé zahlavi (viz anglicka verze studie), které kond¢i takto:]

48) Littleton Dvorakovi 24. 10., 7.a 19. 11. a 31. 12. 1890; 5. a 15. 2. a 3. 3. 1891. Firma Novello Dvorakovi
10. 12. 1890. Charles Beale Dvorakovi 25. 2. 1891. Dvorak Littletonovi 21. 3. 1891. Dopis, ktery Dvorakovi
5. 4. 1891 poslalo newyorské hudebni nakladatelstvi Edward Schuberth, dokonce naznacuje, Ze skladatel
zkoumal moznost vydat tato dila v Americe.

49) Viz pozn. 4. Pokud je mi zndmo, nikdo se zatim nepokusil spocitat, jaky pfijem ziskal Dvofak z provozo-
vani jevistnich dél, predevsim formou tantiém, tj. procentniho podilu na zisku ze vstupného. ADKD obsahuje
vSechny znamé smlouvy s divadly, zahrnujici vSeobecné podminky pro tantiémy (viz sv. 9, Editio Barenreiter,
Praha 2004, s. 422-478), neuvadi vSak zadny z mnoha archivnich Gcetnich dokladl dokumentujicich, jaké
konkrétni ¢astky skutecné obdrzel. Podle komentare v ADKD (ibid., s. 425) by jejich publikovani ,prili§ zatizilo
tuto praci“. Odhaduiji, Ze jediné jevistni dilo, které by Dvorakovi mohlo v dlouhodobém horizontu vydélat (vlastné
by témér jisté vydélalo) vic nez ¢astku odpovidajici 650 libram, je Rusalka, ktera vSak méla premiéru jen tfi roky
pred jeho smrti, takZe tantiémy presly hlavné na skladatelovy dédice.

50) Vizv ADKD Dvorak Simrockovi 26. 7. 1888, dale 28.6.a 7.a 11. 7. 1889; Simrock Dvorakovi 27. 7. 1888,
dale 24.a29.6.,8.7.a 14. 10. 1889.

51) Dvorakovu bezprostiedni odpovéd na Simrockovo odmitnuti nezname; ¢ast jeho korespondence s né-
meckym nakladatelem zfejmé stéle chybi. 3. ledna 1890 mu vSak napsal (dopis v ADKD): “Kdyz jste mé nechal
Cekat se tott MSi, mUZe se stat totéZ se symfonii.”* (Nachdem Sie mich mit der Messe sitzen lieen, kann es ja
auch mit der Sinfonie so gehen.)

52) Viz také Dvorakdv dopis Simrockovi z 11. fijna 1890, v ADKD.

53) S 76/1313. Jitka Slavikova uvadi ¢eskou parafrazi ve své disertaci Kontakty..., s. 222 a ve vydané knize
Dvorak a Anglie..., s. 125 (v obou pfipadech op. cit., pozn. 6).
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I, Berners Street, W. London, d. 77 list. 1889.

Pan N. Simrock, Berlin
V odpovédi na Vas ctény dopis ze 30. zari Vam sdélujeme, Ze bychom jen stéZi mohli
prijmout Vasi nabidku na Dvotrdkovu novou ms§i, nebot neni psdna pro orchestr.
Presto budeme velmi potéSeni, pokud ndm zasSlete bud rukopis, nebo tireba [tiSté-
ny?] exemplar, abychom si mohli dilo prohlédnout.
Znamename se s velkou tctou,
Novello & C°
p. H:R:C

Kupodivu o pouhé ¢tyfi dny pozdéji firma Novello potvrdila Simrockovi pFijem nejen Mse,
ale i dalsiho dila, a takeé jiz vynesla negativni verdikt, jak je vidét v dalSim z dopisU, které
jsem nedavno objevil v Hlavkové pozlstalosti:

[15. listopadu 1889 firma Novello Simrockovi]
[stejné tisténé zahlavi jako v dopise ze 11. listopadu, nédsledované datem:]

London, d. 15. list. 1889

Pan N. Simrock, Berlin.
Prohlédli jsme si Dvorakovu MSi a opus 79, ale velmi litujeme, nemtizeme je prijmout.
— Rukopis doporucené vracime a mnohokrat dékujeme za Vasi pratelskou nabidku.
S velkou tctou,
Novello + C°
p- N:R:G.

Tento dopis poslal Simrock Dvorakovi spolu s jiz zminénym dopisem z 18. listopadu
1889, v némz uvadi, Ze ani on nema zajem o vydani Mse.

Opus 79 je Zalm 149, ktery Dvorak sloZil v roce 1879 pivodné pro muZsky sbor a or-
chestr (B. 91) a ktery nebyl v této verzi za skladatelova Zivota publikovan. V roce 1887 ho
ale Dvorak prepracoval pro smiSeny sbor a orchestr (B. 154) a tuto Upravu Simrock vydal
uz v roce 1888, tedy o rok dfive, nez vznikla vySe uvedena korespondence. Je mozné,
7e Simrock nabidl firmé& Novello ptvodni verzi?5* Myslim, Ze ne: v pfipadé Mse i Zalmu
spiSe nabizel moznost sdileni prav - prava pro Anglii by méla firma Novello a prava pro
Némecko Simrock. Jak jsme jiZ vidéli, pravé toto navrhoval Dvorakovi o dva tydny dfive
(v dopise z 3. listopadu 1889) pro jeho nespecifikované nové vokalni dilo, které mél na-
psat pro Anglii.

Co se tyka Mse, prvni zminka o ni v Dvorakové znamé korespondenci s Anglii se
nachazi v uvedeném Littletonové dopisu z 20. ¢ervna 1890, z néhoz je patrné, Ze firma
Novello (pfes své puvodni vyhrady k absenci orchestrainiho doprovodu a nasledné odmit-

54) V roce 1886 nabidl pivodni verzi Zalmu 149 firmé& Novello dokonce s&dm Dvorak, ackoli Simrock o tom
nemusel nutné védét. Ziejmé nedoslo k Zzadné dohodé. Viz ADKD, Littleton Dvorakovi 27. ledna 1886 a Dvorak
Littletonovi 20. Gnora 1886.
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nuti Simrockovy nabidky) pfijala MSi o sedm mésicl pozdéji s varhannim doprovodem
pfimo od Dvoraka.
Prfipomenme si prislusnou pasaz:

S velkym potéSenim prikladam Sek za mSi. Stran tisku jsme zatim nic nepodnikli. Sta-
le jsem nedockavy, zda nékdy pristoupite k instrumentaci alespon pro maly orchestr:
prosim, premyslejte o tom: pokud to udélate, samozirejmé bychom Vam museli zaplatit
néco navic.

Nakladatelstvi Novello nakonec publikovalo toto dilo pouze v orchestralni verzi, kte-
rou na Littletonovu Zadost Dvorak vytvofil v roce 1892 (B. 175), a v klavirnim vytahu
od Bertholda Tourse, jemuz varhanni verze poslouzila jen jako podpUrny zdroj.5® Zajimavy
je nicméné fakt, o némz nas informuje jediné tento dopis: Ze firma Novello pfijala MSi
v jeji pavodni podobé a Dvorakovi za ni zaplatila.®®

To nas privadi k poslednimu z nové objevenych dopisu, které chci predstavit v této
studii: dopisu firmy Novello Josefu Hlavkovi. Svédci o Dvorakové oddanosti k Hlavkovi,
nyni jiz blizkému pfiteli, a o skladatelovych obavach, zda se dedikace Mse - tak jak zni
na tisténém klavirnim vytahu - setka s Hlavkovym souhlasem:

[18. ledna 1895 firma Novello Josefu Hlavkovi]
Londyn, 18. ledna 1893

Vysoce ctény pane,
na prani pana Dr. Antonina Dvoidka v New Yorku prikladame korekturni obtah titulni
strany jeho ,MSe D dur“, ktera je Vam dedikovédna a kterou brzy vydame.

Budte tak laskav a sdélte nam, zda znéni dedikace ,,Panu Jos. Hlavkovi“ shledavate
spravnym, protoze zde nikdo neumi ¢ist ¢esky. Pokud budete mit jakékoli dal$i ndvrhy
tykajici se titulni strany, zddame Vas, abyste nam laskavé dal brzy védét, radi je zohled-
nime.

S nejvétsi dctou, [Vasi] nejvérné;jsi
Novello & Ewer

Pravé o tomto dopise firmy Novello se zminuje Hlavka v dojemném dopise Dvorakovi
z 2. dubna 1893 (publikovaném v ADKD):5"

Ze jste kone¢né vydal svou Msi v D dur, nds velice tésilo. Dostalo se mné tim i nemalé
prekvapeni, kdyz se mné dostal[o] od p. Novello titulu této publikace s ¢eskym véno-

55) Viz ,Vydavatelska zprava“ na konci Burghauserovy kritické edice plvodni verze dila (Editio Supraphon,
Praha 1970), stranky necislované. Novello partituru nevydal, jen klavirni vytah a orchestralni hlasy.

PFislusna korespondence v ADKD: Littleton Dvofakovi 13. 4. a 16. 10. 1891; Dvorak Littletonovi 26. 2., 3. 3.,
21.7.a25. 8. 1892; Dvorak firmé Novello 14. 6. 1892; firma Novello Dvorakovi 16. 11. 1892; Dvorak Jindfichu
Geislerovi, 24. 1. 1893; Dvorak Aloisi Goblovi, 14. 3. 1893.

56) VySe odmény neni znama.

57) Pavodni rukopis v CMH-MAD S 76/573. Prepis podle ADKD.
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vanim, bych na ném provedl korekturu. Byl jsem uz mnohokrate iimyslem podobnym,
jak se 1ikd, poctén a vzdy jsem tmysl takovy odmitl, Ze ze zdsady zadného vénovani
nemohu pfijati; jste tedy Vy prvnim a jedinym, kterému s upiimnym srdcem za Vase
vénovani dékuju, a mohu Vas ujistit, Ze uznavam také v plné mite poctu, kterou jste mi
timto vénovanim chtél proukazati.

ZAVER

Timto srdec¢nym dopisem od Josefa Hlavky uzavirame nase vypravéni o vcelku srdec-
ném Dvorakové vztahu s Alfredem Littletonem a nakladatelstvim Novello. Ale jen pro-
zatim. DalSi doklady se nepochybné budou i nadale vynorovat a ona ,zejici propast”,
napriklad v Dvorakové korespondenci Littletonovi, se pravdépodobné bude postupné zu-
Zovat. Vice nezZ sto let po Dvorakové smrti je ziejmé, Ze moznosti nalezeni novych zdrojl
informaci, a tim i lepSiho porozuméni jeho Zivotu a dilu, nejsou zdaleka vycerpany.

(pfeklad: Ondfej Supka)

Antonin Dvofak: Requiem, op. 89 Antonin Dvorak Alfredu Littletonovi / Antonin Dvorak to Alfred Littleton
Skica, posledni strana / Sketch, last page, 1890 Praha, 20. 10. 1890 / Prague, 20 Oct. 1890,s.1/p. 1
NM-CMH S 76/1550 NM-CMH-MAD, ¢. pt. / Acquisition No. 5/2008, ¢. inv. / Inventory No. 8667
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London-Sydenham, Crystal Palace

Interiér koncertniho salu pfi provedeni

neznamé skladby / Interior of the concert hall during

a performance of an unknown composition
Fotografie / Photograph, Negretti and Zambra, London,
ca. 1855-70

NM-CMH, &. pf. / Acquisition No. 17/1978

Antonin Dvofak: Svatebni kosile, op. 69 /
The Spectre’s Bride, Op. 69

Autograf partitury, titulni strana /
Autograph score, title page, 1884
NM-CMH-MAD S 76/1450

Antonin Dvorak

Kolorovana pohlednice / Coloured picture postcard,
Wien (Vienna), ca. 1882

NM-CMH-MAD S 226/1051

Antonin Dvofak a Anna Dvofakova
Fotografie / Photograph, August Littleton,
Sydenham near London, 1886
NM-CMH-MAD S 226/1089
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Josef Hlavka

Fotografie / Photograph, Atelier Langhans, Praha /
Prague, 1901

NM-CMH F 4697

Fritz Simrock

Fotografie / Photograph, J. C. Schaarwachter,
Berlin, ca. 1895

NM-CMH F 430
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Dvorak, Novello,

Alfred Littleton, and the
British Music Festivals:
Newly-Discovered
Correspondence,

New Observations'

DAVID R. BEVERIDGE

his study provides a general view of Dvorak’s relations with the Novello publishing

house, its representative Alfred Littleton, and British music festivals - including
some new observations - then presents diplomatic transcriptions of six previously-
unpublished items of his correspondence with them plus three more pertaining entirely
to Dvorak sent by Novello to the composer’s principal publisher Fritz Simrock and
friend Josef Hlavka, also published here for the first time. The letters are placed in the
context of Dvorak’s other known correspondence and additional relevant knowledge
about his life and work. They provide new insights into negotiations, often complicated,
concerning 1) publication of his Requiem, Eighth Symphony, and Mass in D major,
2) the initial impetus for him to compose the first of those pieces, 3) his tense relations
with Simrock, and 4) other aspects of his life and work. Reference is also made to
relevant passages in additional newly-discovered letters sent to Dvorak by Simrock,
to be published on another occasion.

Dvorak, Novello, Littleton, Simrock, music publishing, British music festivals,
Birmingham, London, Sydenham, Crystal Palace, correspondence, Requiem, Mass,
Eighth Symphony

1) This study makes use of research findings and databases | have prepared over the course of several
years of work directed mainly toward a comprehensive study of Dvofak’s life and music, with support from
the National Endowment for the Humanities (of the United States), the Czech Science Foundation, the Hlavka
Foundation in Prague, Barenreiter Verlag of Kassel, the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, and the
Dvorak Society for Czech and Slovak Music (of Great Britain). | am also indebted to many individuals who have
helped me, and can only hope that | have remembered to thank most of them for particular services in various
notes below.
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In the life and career of Antonin Dvorak a critical and highly interesting role was
played by the English music publishing firm of Novello, Ewer & Company and its chief
representative Alfred Littleton. Works of Dvorak whose first editions were issued by
Novello are not great in number, but are generally of major proportions and major
significance in his output: apart from the Eighth Symphony in G major, B. 163, they
are all works for chorus and orchestra, usually also with vocal soloists: in chronological
order of publication the Hymnus (published as Patriotic Hymn) from the poem Dédicové
Bilé hory (The Heirs of White Mountain), B. 134, the cantata Svatebni koSile (published
as The Spectre’s Bride), B. 135, the oratorio Svata Ludmila (St. Ludmila), B. 144, the
Requiem, B. 165, and the Mass in D major, B. 175 - works which on the average last
well over an hour in performance.? To some extent Novello competed for Dvorak’s works
with his main publisher, the Simrock firm in Berlin. And as shown by various letters in the
collected critical edition of Dvorak’s correspondence and documents Antonin Dvorak.
Korespondence a dokumenty (hereinafter ADKD),® Novello generally paid much better:*
had Dvorak not granted Simrock right of first refusal to all his new works long before
establishing contact with Novello,® he might well have published more of his music in
England and perhaps come out ahead financially.

But Novello’s significance for Dvorak was not only as a publisher. Alfred Littleton
actedin effectasthe composer’sagentin dealings with musical performance organizations
in Britain, arranging for his appearances as conductor of his own works and even

2) Identifying numbers of works are according to Jarmil Burghauser's Antonin Dvorak Thematic Catalogue.
1st ed. Prague: Statni nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a uméni, 1960. 2nd, expanded ed. Prague:
Barenreiter Editio Supraphon, 1996. The titles under which Novello published two of the mentioned works
are not actually translations from the Czech originals. The Czech word ‘hymnus’ is closer in meaning to the
English ‘ode’ than to ‘hymn’, and the English word ‘patriotic’ is not inherent in *hymnus’, though certainly this
particular text is patriotic. ‘Svatebni koSile’ means ‘wedding shirts’ - part of a Czech custom to which the text of
this cantata alludes; ‘The Spectre’s Bride’, proposed by Alfred Littleton as the English title in a letter to Dvorak
of 19 Jan. 1885 published in the collected edition of Dvofak’s correspondence (ADKD - see later in this same
paragraph of our main text), is an apt characterization of the cantata’s story.

3) Inten volumes. Prague: Editio Supraphon / Editio Barenreiter Praha, 1987-2004. Prepared by an editorial
team under the leadership of Milan Kuna. Iltems cited from this edition in the present study may be easily found
in its chronological arrangement of correspondence Dvorak sent and received, and are therefore cited without
reference to volume and page numbers.

4) For each of two works, St. Ludmila and the Requiem, Novello paid Dvorak 650 British pounds (in 1886
and 1891 respectively). See in ADKD: Littleton to Dvofak 15 Feb. 1886, Dvorak to Littleton 20 Feb. 1886, and
Littleton to Dvorak 13 April 1891. At that time this amount was the equivalent of about 11,700 German marks.
(Exchange rate calculated from information in ADKD: Dvorak to Malybrok-Stieler 17 Jan. 1888, to Gobl 1 Aug.
1891, to Rus 2 Jan. 1893, to Hodik [June] 1893, and to Simrock ca. 12 July 1893; also Littleton to Dvorak
13 July 1891. Fritz Simrock later purchased the Symphony from the New World, B. 178 for a mere 2,000 marks
(his letter to Dvorak 28 July 1893), and only after the enormous success of that work did he agree (letter of
24 June 1896) to pay the composer a fee for subsequent compositions comparable to what he had received
from Novello: 12,000 marks for (as a group) the three symphonic poems Vodnik (The Water Goblin, B. 195),
Polednice (The Noon Witch, B. 196), and Zlaty kolovrat (The Golden Spinning Wheel, B. 197).

5) See note 37 below.
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mediating commissions for new works he composed or considered composing for music
festivals in various British cities.®

Not least, the hospitality Littleton offered Dvorak during several of the his visits to
England made his mansion called Westwood House in Sydenham (just south of London)
easily the composer’s most significant place of residence in Europe outside Bohemia:
he spent an estimated total of fifty-eight nights there from 1884 to 1890.” Westwood
House was the site of numerous encounters he had with important British musicians
and music critics (even when he was not lodged there), and it was there in May 1885
that he composed his Two Songs on Folk Poems, B. 142.8 Unfortunately the mansion was
demolished in 1952.°

In 1891 Littleton also played a major role in mediating Dvorak’s negotiations with

Jeannette Thurber concerning his contract for service as director of the National
Conservatory of Music of America. And a year later, shortly before his departure for New
York to assume that position, Littleton mediated Thurber’s wishes concerning a cantata
she wanted him to compose for performance during his debut concert in America -
suggesting as one possibility a Te Deum which he indeed composed for that occasion (B.
176), or ideally a setting of the poem The American Flag by Joseph Rodman Drake, which
he also composed (B. 177) but did not finish in time for the said event.*°

Dvorak’s relations with Alfred Littleton and Novello are moderately well
documented by correspondence. Together these two senders - Littleton (mainly) and the
Novellofirm (with no personal name given, orin one case the name of its employee Berthold
Tours) - constitute the second most abundant source of known written communications
received by the composer, with fifty-nine items (counting three newly-discovered letters

6) Concerning correspondence with the organizers of these festivals published in ADKD see below in our
main text. For more information on the festivals themselves see lJitka Slavikova’'s unpublished dissertation
Kontakty Antonina Dvoraka s Anglii. Jejich vyznam pro skladateltv Zivot a dilo i pro ¢esko-britské kulturné
spolec¢enské vztahy (Antonin Dvorak’s Contacts with England: Their Importance for His Life and Work as Well as
for Czech-British Cultural and Social Relations), Prague 1989, passim and (mostly without specific reference to
sources) her published book Dvorak a Anglie aneb Zemé, které mnoho dluZim (Dvorak and England, or A Land
to Which | Owe a Lot), Prague and Litomysl: Paseka, 1994, passim.

7) As evidenced by many of his letters and various other contemporary reports. Regarding his longest so-
journ in Westwood House (in April-May 1885) see especially the reports of Josef Zubaty, who was his travelling
companion at the time, in Dalibor VII/20-21 (28 May 1885) p. 195, VII/22-23 (14 June 1885) p. 215, and VIl/24
(28 June 1885) p. 234 as well as in Hudebni revue 1V/8-9 (Oct. 1911), pp. 487-89.

8) See the entry for this work in Burghauser’s catalogue (op. cit., note 2). The catalogue’s second edition
(1996) gives the date of the sketch erroneously as 1 Feb. 1885; the first edition (1960) has it correctly as
1 May 1885.

9) Website ‘Sydenham Town’, accessed 1 Sept. 2011: http://www.sydenham.org.uk/se26_sheenewood.html
10) Relevant to these matters are five items of correspondence between Littleton and third parties (not
Dvorak) from which ADKD provides partial quotes or paraphrases in its annotations to Dvorak’'s own
correspondence. See also Jitka Slavikova, ‘K Dvorakovu odjezdu do Ameriky’ (Concerning Dvorak’s Departure
for America’, Hudebni rozhledy (Musical Horizons) XXXVIII (1985) / 3, pp. 138-42. It would be valuable to
present the complete texts of these letters, but | have not yet succeeded in locating all of them and - also for
reasons of space limitations in the present study - will save that topic for another occasion. Let me mention
here only that Thurber did not entrust Bernhard Bachur with choice of an American poem for Dvorak to set to
music, as stated in Czech-language literature, but rather evidently chose it herself.
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to be presented below), just edging out Jeannette Thurber and surpassed only by Fritz
Simrock. Littleton and Novello would probably hold the same ranking among recipients
of communications Dvorak sent, except that an unusually large number of items he must
have addressed to them is missing today. For example known written communications
from Dvorak to Littleton and Novello show a yawning gap of almost four years from the
summer of 1886 to the summer of 1890, during which period we know there were
substantial contacts. This is a gap which a newly-discovered letter of 16 February 1890
presented below barely begins to fill. What we do have is a total of just thirty items sent
by Dvorak to Littleton and Novello, a number surpassed by his letters to each of several
personal friends, family members, and business associates. But the situation could have
been worse: we can be grateful to Jitka Slavikova for obtaining photocopies of ten letters
from Dvorak to Littleton while she was in England in the 1980s;** some of them, still held
at that time by the Novello firm, were subsequently dispersed by auction.*? Fortunately
the original manuscripts of a fairly large number of letters Dvorak sent to Littleton and
Novello, and of almost all the known letters he received from them, are held today by
the Czech Museum of Music (hereinafter CMM). And for all their known correspondence
contained in ADKD (including the letters ‘rescued’ by Jitka Slavikova) we have photocopies
donated to the CMM by the chief editor of that compendium Milan Kuna.*®

Asconcerns Dvorak’s correspondence withthe British musicfestivals, Littleton’s service
as mediator largely obviated the need for the composer’s direct written communication
with their representatives. Thus the number of known items of correspondence Dvorak
exchanged with them is fairly small: in the registries of correspondence that are provided
in ADKD at the ends of Vol. 4 (correspondence sent) and Vol. 8 (correspondence received)

11) Slavikova: Kontakty [...] (op. cit., note 6), pp. 4-5.

12) See Harvey Grace and Peter Ward Jones: ‘Novello’, Grove Music Online, accessed 27 Nov. 2010.

13) Dvorak’s known correspondence with Littleton began with a few letters in each direction in German, but
continued thereafter in English. Unfortunately the letters from both writers are often poorly legible. (One has to
pity the composer, having to deal with Littleton’s scrawl while also struggling to master the English language!)
Many words are difficult to decipher, and in Littleton’s letters one must occasionally imagine words that he
inadvertently omitted. To interpret some passages for the transcriptions given in this article | have had to
compare them with passages in other letters by these writers held by the CMM where the same words occur in
contexts that leave no doubt about their interpretation.

| also compared, with help from Elizabeth Shribman whom | hereby warmly thank, all of Dvorak’s English-
language correspondence with Littleton and the Novello firm held by the CMM (a total of fifty-three items)
with the transcriptions thereof in ADKD and, not surprisingly, found a number of discrepancies. Perhaps the
most significant is in Littleton’s letter to Dvorak of 27 Jan. 1886, where the second sentence of the second
paragraph should read:

‘I do not think Samson + Delilah is large enough for them and | am afraid John Hus would not do on account of
the large number of Roman Catholics at Birmingham.’

To my knowledge this is the only evidence we have that Dvofék was considering John Hus as the subject
of a work he might compose for the Birmingham festival held in 1888; the transcription in ADKD omits the
reference to Hus, reading this passage differently without mention of any name. Also, | believe the ‘P.S.” placed
in ADKD at the end of Littleton’s letter of 26 Nov. 1884 actually belongs not to that letter but to a later one,
most likely one whose main text is missing, written on or (probably) after 19 Jan. 1885 and before Dvoréak’s
departure for England on 15 Aug. that year. The P.S. is on a loose sheet of paper otherwise blank, filed in the
CMM separately under S 76/1108, whereas the letter of 26 Nov. 1884 is S 76/1102.
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see Beale and Milward (of the festival in Birmingham), Broughton and Spark (Leeds),
Scott (Cardiff), and (without any personal name) ‘Sheffield Musical Festival’ as well as
‘Hudebni festival ve Sheffieldu’.

The present study is occasioned by the recent discovery of five significant additions
to the list of known items of correspondence between Alfred Littleton and Dvorak, plus
two letters devoted entirely to Dvorak’s Mass in D major that were sent by the Novello
firm to third parties. More specifically, these new discoveries comprise two letters from
Dvorak to Littleton - one dated 16 February 1890 known from the catalogue of the
J.A. Stargardt antiquarian dealer in Berlin for an auction held in June 2010, and one
dated 20 October 1890 which was purchased in 2007 by the CMM -** plus five items
| found in September 2010 in the papers of Josef Hlavka held by the Pamatnik narodniho
pisemnictvi (Museum of Czech Literature) in Prague, namely: three letters from Littleton
to Dvorak dated 4 June 1889, 20 June 1890, and 27 August 1890, a letter from the
Novello firm to the Simrock firm dated 15 November 1889, and one from the Novello
firm to Josef Hlavka dated January 1893.% All seven of these newly-discovered letters
are presented below in diplomatic transcription, along with two relevant letters long held
by the CMM but hitherto unpublished: one dated 31 May 1889 from Charles Beale of the
Birmingham festival to Dvorak, and one dated 11 November 1889 from the Novello firm
to the Simrock firm.1®

The letters - nine of them in all - pertain mainly to circumstances surrounding
publication of three works by Dvorak - the Requiem, the Eighth Symphony, and the

14) Concerning the letter of 16 Feb. 1890 see http://www.stargardt.de/de/kataloge/ (accessed 10 Feb.
2011), Katalog 694, ltem No. 651, under ‘IV. Musik’. Accessed 10 Feb. 2011. The letter of 20 Oct. 1890 is
deposited in the CMM as CMH-MAD Acquisition No. 5/2008, Inventory No. 8667. For bringing these two letters
to my attention | thank Eva Paulova and Markéta Kabelkova.

15) | found these five letters in the Josef Hlavka collection while conducting research there supported by
a stipend from the Narodohospodarsky Ustav Josefa Hlavky (Josef Hlavka National Economic Institute) of the
Nadace Nadani Josefa, Marie a Zdenky Hlavkovych (Josef, Marie, and Zdenka Hlavka Endowment Foundation).
See Véra Dykova: Josef Hlavka (1831-1908). Soupis osobniho fondu (pracovni verze) (Inventory of his Papers,
working version) (Prague: Pamatnik narodniho pisemnictvi, 2006), p. 41 (Novello to Hlavka) and p. 90 (Novello
to Simrock). The letters from Littleton to Dvorak are not contained in this ‘working version’ of the inventory,
because Ms. Dykova did not know where to place them: she was unable to identify Littleton’s signature, and
the name Dvorak does not appear in them anywhere. (The salutation is only ‘My dear friend.’) However, she
guessed they might pertain to Dvorak and, knowing that Dvorak was the subject of my investigations, kindly
showed them to me; the identity of both sender and receiver is beyond dispute. The reason why Hlavka had
them is most likely that Dvorak brought them to him seeking his advice in business dealings.

16) In my transcriptions | have made no attempt to correct mistakes in spelling, grammar, syntax,
capitalization, or punctuation. Where either of two readings of a poorly-legible passage is equally possible,
I have chosen that which is correct and makes sense, but where the original is clearly incorrect | have preserved
the error (without inserting ‘[sic]’, because the number of occurrences thereof would be too large). In square
brackets | have supplied words apparently omitted by accident which are necessary for comprehension, but
on the whole the texts are comprehensible as they stand. In Dvorék’s case, especially, the mistakes have their
own value in documenting the degree of his command of the English language. A series of small x’s indicates
an illegible word or portion of a word having about that many letters. The insertion of [?] indicates that | am
uncertain about the preceding word.
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Mass in D major - and constitute for each of these works either the very beginning of
his negotiations with Novello concerning publication or an earlier stage than we have
known previously. In the case of the Requiem we also find an important ‘missing link’
concerning his initial stimulus to compose the work. And along the way we gain insights
into other aspects of his life and work as well, in particular his relations with Simrock.
In addition to presenting the said nine letters sent or received by Littleton, the Novello
firm, and Charles Beale, | shall refer to selected passages from another group of letters
| found in the Hlavka papers, from Simrock to Dvorak (fourteen in all), which have bearing
on the issues here discussed and which | intend to publish on another occasion.*”

REQUIEM, B. 165

The first known item of correspondence pertaining to Dvorak’s composition of a work
for the Birmingham Festival held in 1891 - the work which turned out to be the Requiem -
was and still is a letter in ADKD written to him by Littleton on 16 May 1889 and asking:

Do you think of ever writing something more for England? How would you like to
write a Mass (Requiem) like the Stabat Mater — or another Cantata like the ‘Spectre’s
Bride’ only easier at least for the orchestra.'®

The next item in ADKD relevant to the Requiem comes after a gap of more than three
months. It is Littleton’s letter of 19 August 1889, which shows that we have missed quite
a bit:

I have just had a letter from the Birmingham Committee saying that they have not
heard from you in reply to the letter I forwarded to you about 2 months ago."

The mentioned letter from Birmingham - evidently the festival organizers’ first
contact with Dvorak concerning the festival to be held in 1891 - has long been held by
the CMM?° pbut is omitted from ADKD, evidently through a mere oversight,?* and to my

17) |thank Jan Kahuda for help in transcribing these letters from old German cursive script.

18) Letterin CMM, S 76/1121. As with all letters quoted in this study (even those included in ADKD), | present
my own diplomatic transcription from the original; for letters found in ADKD, | note the more significant
differences from the text found therein. My procedure in preparing the transcriptions is described in note 16.
19) In CMM, S 76/1122. ADKD has ‘Brimingham’, but in the original manuscript the spelling is correct:
Birmingham.

20) InCMM, S 76/1193.

21) ADKD refers to this letter in annotations to other correspondence as though it were included in the edi-
tion.
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knowledge has not been published anywhere else either.?2 Here, then, is a diplomatic
transcription of its complete text:

[1889 May 31, Charles Beale to Dvoiak]
[Printed letterhead:]

BIRMINGHAM MUSICAL FESTIVAL.
MUSICAL SUB COMMITTEE.

3, NEWHALL STREET,
BIRMINGHAM.

[From here on all in manuscript:]

51 May 1889

My Dear Sir

I am desired by the Orchestral Committee of the Birmingham Musical Festival, to
express to you the satisfaction they would feel, if you would honour them by composing
anew Work for first production at the Festival of 1891 —

Beyond conveying their wish that such Work should be of first importance, they
do not attempt to suggest to you its exact nature, but would prefer that you should
determine whether it should be an Oratorio, sacred Cantata or Mass, for a morning
performance, or a secular Cantata for an evening performance.

I do not know what your views may be as to terms on which the Copyright should be
acquired, but I have little doubt that a satisfactory arrangement might be made through
Mess™ Novello & C°, who are good enough to forward this letter -

I should add that the Committee earnestly desire that the Work should be conducted
by the Composer, and I can assure you of a cordial welcome in Birmingham, where the
splendid success of the “Spectre’s Bride” is so fresh in our memories -

I trust that your experience of the Festival of 1885 is a guarantee to you that every
possible effort will be made to ensure an adequate performance -

I am, Dear Sir

Yours faithfully

Charles G. Beale

Chairman of Musical Sub Committee

Herr Antonin Dvorak

22) It is not mentioned anywhere by Dvofak’s most important biographer Otakar Sourek, who did not even
know that the Requiem was composed for England. Somewhat more surprising is the lack of any reference to
this letter in either of the two books on Dvorak by the British scholar John Clapham: Antonin Dvorak: Musician
and Craftsman (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1966) (Requiem discussed on pp. 244-55), and Dvorak (New
York and London: Norton, 1979) (Requiem on pp. 102-03). Jitka Slavikova quotes part of one sentence from
the letter in Kontakty [...] (op. cit., note 6) p. 232, note 46 and (in Czech translation) in Dvorak a Anglie, p. 123
(again see note 6).
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Fortunately we can now also supply the cover letter with which, as Beale says, the
Novello firm forwarded his own letter to Dvorak. It is one of the three above-mentioned
letters from Alfred Littleton found in the papers of Josef Hlavka:

[1889 June 4, Alfred Littleton to Dvoidk]

[Letterhead printed in red:] I [or 1?], BERNERS STREET, W:**
[Manuscript:|

June 4. 1889

My dear friend

Many thanks for your letter of the 23rd [unfortunately still missing, undoubtedly
a response to Littleton’s letter of 16 May]. I am now sending you a letter from the
Committee of the Birmingham Festival and I hope this will [give] you the opportunity
and occasion for writing you are waiting for. You know of course how important the
Birmingham Festival is: it is the first.

I still think a cantata or a mass would be the best thing.

Please let me have a favourable answer and if you decide to write something I am
sure we can make the business arrangements satisfactory.

I think it would be well to send your answer for Birmingham to me.

Yours very sincerely
Alfred W Littleton

This pair of letters could hardly provide clearer documentation of the close working
relationship between Littleton and the organizers of the festival in Birmingham, and
of Littleton’s service as an informal agent for Dvorak: it appears likely that he himself
solicited the invitation from Birmingham, perhaps in response to a request from Dvorak
in his missing letter of 23 May.

Rather amazingly, it appears that Dvorak kept his English friends waiting more than
a year and a half for his decision. Littleton reminded him of the matter in letters of
19 August and 1 September 1889 (both in ADKD). One of the letters from Simrock to
Dvorak that I recently found among the Hlavka papers, dated 3 November 1889, indicates
that by that time the composer had told his German publisher he would compose a large
new vocal work for England - presumably the one for Birmingham. However, it seems
that the English themselves remained in the dark! On 7 January 1890 Littleton still had
to write to Dvorak asking whether he would compose a work for Birmingham or not (letter
in ADKD). But his next letter to the composer, written only two days later (also in ADKD),
shows that he had finally received a positive response (via some communication that is
still missing) together with specification of what the work would be:?*

23) This was the address of the Novello firm in London.
24) Original manuscript in CMM, S 76/1125.
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I am delighted to hear that you have decided to write a “Requiem” for Birmingham:
I have written at once to the Committee and I know they will be very pleased to hear
the good news.

As soon as you begin the composition of the great work I hope you will send me
news occasionally what solo voices you are writing for +c., +c.

Then the very next day, 10 January, Beale wrote to Dvorak from Birmingham (another
letter in ADKD) expressing his pleasure at the news conveyed to him by Littleton.

Actually Dvorak had not only resolved to compose a Requiem: he had already begun
writing it, on New Year’s Day 1890. We can follow his progress in his sketches, his piano-
vocal score, and his full score, all preserved in the holdings of the CMM.?® And we have
many communications that Dvorak wrote to Czech and German friends concerning the
genesis of the work.?®

Until now, however, Dvorak’s known written correspondence about the Requiem with
the English showed a virtual vacuum stretching from Beale’s above-mentioned letter of
10 January 1890 until a letter Littleton wrote to Dvorak on 24 October that year - where
we see that the complicated negotiations concerning publication of the work by Novello
were already well underway. From the intervening period we had only a letter from Littleton
of 15 July and Dvorak’s reply of 27 July, to which we shall refer below. Fortunately, within
the past few years four more relevant items of correspondence between Dvorak and
Littleton from the year 1890 have surfaced, two in each direction, which partially fill
this gap and help us to better understand the composer’s dealings with the publisher
concerning this work and others.

The first of those items is a letter from Dvorak to Littleton, responding to the latter’s
request in his above-cited letter of 9 January for news about what shape the Requiem was
taking. Dated 16 February 1890, this newly-discovered letter of Dvorak was sold in June
2010 by the J. A. Stargardt antiquarian dealer in Berlin to a private collector. | have not been
able to establish contact with the purchaser, but the firm’s catalogue for the auction provides
a transcription of what is evidently the majority of the letter’s text.?” Although most of the
information it contains only confirms what we know from other sources,?® the letter documents

25) Sketches for the Requiem, B. 165 (S 76/1457, 1482, 1550) begun 1 Jan 1890, completed 7 July. Piano-
vocal score, B. 517 (S 76/1456) also begun 1 Jan. 1890, completed 18 July. Autograph score (S 76/1455)
begun 2 August, completed 31 October.

26) See in ADKD Dvorak’s letters of 15 Jan., 25 April, 19 May, 14 June, 18 June, 12 Aug., 20 Aug, and
18 Sept. 1890. Also, not in ADKD, a recently-discovered letter of 19 June 1890 he wrote to Alois Gobl,
pp. 391-402.

27) See note 14 above. The firm’s Geschaftsflihrer Wolfgang Mecklenburg kindly forwarded my e-mail in-
quiring about the letter to the purchaser, but | received no response. The quotation in the catalogue does not
contain Littleton’s name, nor does the catalogue identify the letter’'s addressee in any way, but from the saluta-
tion ‘My dear friend’, which Dvofak usually used in writing to Littleton, and mainly from the letter’s content and
context we can safely assume that Littleton was the intended recipient. The date and Dvorak’s signature at the
end are shown in the catalogue in facsimile.

28) From Dvorak’s above-mentioned musical manuscripts for the Requiem (see note 25) and, concerning his
trip to Russia, correspondence in ADKD with Vasily Safonoff.
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Dvorak’s continued friendly and cooperative communication with Littleton,?® and we might
note for example his estimate of the total duration of the Requiem - the first mention of that
issue in any known correspondence or documents - which at this relatively early stage in his
work on the piece was a remarkably accurate forecast of the final outcome.

[1890 February 16, Dvoiak to Alfred Littleton]
[text transcribed exactly from the Stargardt catalogue with ellipses denoting passages
omitted there:|

My dear friend
[--]
The number one (Requiem) is written for chorus (mixed with Solovoices). Nr. 2. the
greatest of the whole work “Dies irae dies illa” is for chorus®
then follows “Tuba mirum” Alt and Bass Solo’! with Chorus Liber s[c|riptus Tenor
Solo.
Nr. 3. Quid sum miser till Rex tremendae Soli and Chorus>?
Nr. 4. Quartett solo Recordare Jesu pie®
That all is ready, now I am about Confutatis maledictis and Lacrymosa.
When I come in April to England, I hope I shall be able to play you something of my
Requiem.> The chairman of the Comittee of Birmingham wrote to me some time ago
and was very pleased to hear, that I have decided to write a great work for the Festival.>
I think the whole composition will take 1 1/2 hour in performance. Next time (7 March)
I go to Russia / Moskow where I conduct a great concert at the imperial rus[sian]
Conzert company...>
[-]
Antonin Dvoiak
Prague 18 16/2 90.

We then have another of the newly-discovered letters from Littleton to Dvorak
deposited in the Hlavka papers. Dated 20 June 1890, it opens with a highly interesting
paragraph about the Mass (in D major, not the Requiem) which we shall discuss later in

29) As mentioned above, it helps a little to fill a very large gap in known messages written by Dvorak to
Littleton, from 22 August 1886 to 27 July 1890, during which it is clear that he must have sent Littleton many
letters that are now missing.

30) In the completed work the Dies irae actually begins as No. 3, indeed for chorus and orchestra without
soloists. It follows the relatively brief Graduale, No. 2, which begins by repeating the opening words of No. 1.
31) Inthe completed work No. 4, alto and bass solos plus chorus and orchestra.

32) Definitive No. 5, written for all four soloists, chorus, and orchestra.

33) Definitive No. 6, all four soloists, no chorus.

34) He did: on 25 April 1890 he wrote to V.J. Novotny from London - where he had travelled to conduct
his Eighth Symphony - saying he was to play the Kyrie and Dies irae for invited music critics that afternoon
(probably in Westwood House). Letter in ADKD.

35) This was undoubtedly the above-mentioned letter of 10 Jan. 1890 from Charles G. Beale.

36) 7 Mar. (by the Western calendar) was the expected date of Dvorak’s concert in Moscow, as confirmed
in a telegram sent to him from Moscow by Vasily Safonoff on 10 Feb. (in ADKD). Negotiations concerning
this concert had been underway since the previous summer. See Safonoff’s letter to Dvorak of 17 July 1889
(in ADKD), referring to ‘Konzerte von der Direktion der Kaiserl[ichen] russ[ischen] Musikgesellschaft in Moskau’.
In the end the concert was postponed, and actually took place on 11 Mar. (Western).
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connection with that work. As for the Requiem, this letter provides the earliest evidence
we have of negotiations concerning its publication.

[1890 June 20, Alfred Littleton to Dvorak]

[Letterhead printed in red:] I [or 1?], BERNERS STREET, W:
[Manuscript:|

June 20. 1890

My dear friend
I enclose with much pleasure the cheque for the Mass. We have not done anything
about printing it yet. I am still very anxious to see if some day you cannot score it even
if only for a small orchestra: please think about this: of course we should have to pay
you something more if you do it.
Now with regard to the Requiem: I think it is time something was decided: of course
I think we [have the] right to publish it here - you remember you promised that we
should have all the choral works you write and Simrock was to have all the orchestral
and other works. If you want to please Simrock let him have the Requiem for the
Continent we must have it for England. We have done everything to make your music
successful in England and we want to continue to do so. Please consider this matter
very seriously and let me know what you think.
With kindest regards to you and Madame
[am
Yours very sincerely
Alfred H Littleton

Very many thanks for the stamps.

To my knowledge this newly-discovered letter is the only source for the information
that Dvorak had promised all his new choral works to Novello. If he in fact made such
a promise, it constituted a violation of the above-mentioned pledge he had made eleven
years earlier to his main publisher Simrock, who was to have right of first refusal to all
his new works. Simrock later threatened to enforce that ‘agreement’ (Verabredung, as
he called it) in the case of the Requiem legally.®” The idea that Novello might have rights
to the Requiem for England and Simrock for the continent probably came from Simrock
himself: the German publisher had proposed a similar arrangement (for England and
Germany) already in his above-mentioned letter to Dvorak of 3 November 1889 deposited
in the Hlavka papers, concerning the then-unspecified major vocal work Dvorfak intended
to write for England. But apparently no such arrangement was made, and Simrock felt
that Dvorak had circumvented him in negotiating with Novello.

37) See Dvorak’s letter to Alois Gobl of 17 Nov. 1890 in ADKD. Concerning the original Verabredung see (also
in ADKD) Simrock to Dvorak 8 and 22 Jan. 1879, Dvorak to Simrock 11 Jan. 1879.

One can hardly imagine the Verabredung being upheld in court - it was too vague and involved obligations only
on Dvorak’s part, for which he gained no concrete advantages from Simrock. Nevertheless it played a major
role in Dvorak’s dealings with the German publisher. | intend to explore this issue soon in a separate study on
Dvorak’s relations with Simrock in light of the fourteen letters he wrote to Dvorak that | recently found among
the papers of Josef Hlavka, mostly coming from the period we are now considering (1889-90).
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Dvorak had long since learned not to make hasty promises to publishers, and on
15 July 1890 Littleton had to point out to him (letter in ADKD) that his most recent
communication (today missing, evidently written after receiving Littleton’s of 20 June)
still failed to say anything about terms for publication of the Requiem. Dvorak responded
cagily on 27 July (letter in ADKD):3®

Respecting the Requiem it is difficult for me (till I have not finished the work) [i.e. ‘as
long as I have not finished the work’] to dicide or promis something what I later canot
keep — but you can be sure that I give it to you much more like [i.e. ‘I would much
prefer to give it to you rather| than any other publishers.

In our next newly-discovered letter, of 27 August 1890 (the third and last of the letters from
Littleton to Dvorak deposited in the Hlavka papers), the British publisher had to remind him
yet again - now with considerable urgency verging on a threat. In addition, he responded
negatively to the composer’s mention (also in the letter of 27 July) that he would like to have
the Requiem performed in Prague before Birmingham. But he then continued chattily with
family news, documenting the warm personal relationship between the two men. (Charmingly,
it seems that Dvorak used blank space on Littleton’s letter to practice his English spelling
and vocabulary. This may be seen also on the originals of some other letters he received
from Littleton that are published in ADKD but with omission of Dvorak’s jottings.)

[1890 Aug. 27, Alfred Littleton to Dvorak]

[Above the letterhead in a different hand, probably Dvordk’s, written very neatly]:
friend freind

[Printed letterhead:]

Westwood House, Sydenham.

[The remainder in manuscript:|

Aug 27. 1890

My dear friend

I am still waiting to hear something definite from you about the Requiem. When you
remember that [ was the first person to ask you to compose the work [meaning probably
in his above-cited letter of 16 May 1889] you will [ am sure see that it is not possible for
you to give it to another publisher. It is now time that something was settled if the work
is to be got out properly and without hurry. I don’t think the Birmingham people will
like the Requiem to be performed anywhere before it is done by them.

You will I am sure be interested to hear that during our holiday at the seaside our
daughter Cissie has become engaged to be married to Mr. Frank Pearson the son of the
architect who designed Westwood House. We are all very pleased about it.

With kindest regards and hoping to hear from you very soon

Iam
Yours very sincerely
Alfred H Littleton

I am sending this to Prague as I do not know if you are still at Vysoka.

38) Original manuscript in CMM, S 226/54.
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[again in the hand found above the beginning of the letter, probably Dvorak’s:]

du
orace
temps
oration
oration
occean
designed
rough
Lieutenant
brother the
brater [?] [‘brater’ = ‘brother’ in Czech]
broder [?]
sister
sestra the [‘sestra’ = ‘sister’ in Czech]|
father XXX
XXXX

EIGHTH SYMPHONY, B. 163

The next item of correspondence in ADKD concerning the Requiem, Littleton’s letter
to Dvorak written two months later on 24 October 1890, indicates that the composer had
still not said under what terms he would let Novello publish the work. However, the second
of his recently-discovered letters to Littleton shows that in the meantime he had offered
a different work - his Eighth Symphony (in G major) - and even named a price. Dated
20 October 1890, this letter apparently constitutes the opening of Dvorak’s eventually-
successful negotiations with Novello concerning publication of the symphony. Curiously,
it does not even mention the Requiem, but as we shall see this letter nevertheless played
a role in the publication of that work as well. Also interesting is further evidence this
letter provides concerning ongoing tensions between Dvorak and Simrock.3 It confirms
the composer’s proverbial openness and candour (revealing facts about his dealings
with Simrock that weakened his negotiating position with Novello), but also shows his
increasing savvy in the matter of what might convince a publisher about a work’s value.

Significant is already the salutation: Dvorak commonly opened letters addressed to
Littleton and others in England with ‘My dear friend’, but here that friend is ‘dearest’
- the first occurrence of this English word at any point in any of Dvorak’s known
correspondence.*°

39) These tensions had come to a head in a rapid-fire exchange of six letters from 7 through 12 Oct. 1890,
of which the three written by Simrock (8, 10, and 12 Oct.) are among those | recently found among the Hlavka
papers; see note 37.

40) Followed later by only two more occurrences, on 5 May 1892 and 12 June 1894 (letters in ADKD) when
his ‘dearest friend’ was Francesco Berger, Honorary Secretary of the London Philharmonic Society.
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[1890 October 20, Dvordk to Alfred Littleton]
Prague 18 20/10 90

My dearest friend,

I would offer you my new Sinfonie in G (major) which obtained a great succes in
London as you know. M. Simrock refused [symbol inserted here: an X on a circle] my
Mass (last year)

[sideways in the left margin — the same symbol as in the main text above, connected to
it by a line and followed directly by:]

NB. If' it goes so farther on, I think, M. Simrock will refuse all my works!

for Choor and organ, because he could not pay me [?] stteh what I have asked [again
referring to his Mass in D major, which we shall consider shortly] and now eould came
we did not come to an end with my new Sinfonie,* and that is [?] the reason, why [ am
writing too [?] you about this matter. [again the same symbol] N.B. [apparently referring
again to the addendum in the left margin, but with no line connecting to it]

Please let me imediately know what sumn you wuild offer for the work. I have only
to remark, xxx that [ would ask an reasonable price.

In case, we would come to terms, I would send [?] you imediately an arrangement
(bis zum 3. November) for piano duetts) ready for sale in. Viemna as the work will be
performed at the sane day and Dr Richter will conduct. Would it be possibel to you to
ha get ready the (Clavierauszug (zu 4 Hédnden) if not, I should ask M. Richter ke to
postpone the first performance for the 3. Concert to be held in Dezember.*> Hermann
Wolf (Musical Agency Berlin (am Carlsbad Nro 19.) promised me to bye the score and
partes and Biilow will conduct,* as well as the (Museum Conzerte) Frankfurt am Main,
where [ myself shall conduct my Sinfonie on 7:® of Novenber* have promised me to bye
the neccessary matarial from [?] the publisher. The Filh: at [?] London xx [?] promised
me also to bye it. M. Hallé and [?] M. Manns (there is no doubt) will also bring out
my Sinfonie* If the succes in Vienna and Berlin will be like the of London, then all is

right!

41) As documented mainly by the exchange of letters mentioned in note 39.

42) Inthe end the performance in Vienna under Hans Richter did not occur until 4 Jan. 1891. See Richter to
Dvorak 29 Nov. 1890 and [5 Jan. 1891], Dvorak to Richter 1 Dec. 1890 and 1 Jan. 1891, all in ADKD.

43) Dvorak mentioned this expected performance in Berlin also in his letter to Hans Richter of 1 Dec. 1890
(in ADKD) and a letter sent evidently to Hans von Bllow which ADKD dates as ‘[1890] but which was probably
written after the Vienna performance of the symphony on 4 Jan. 1891. In the end the Berlin performance did
not take place because Bllow was under the mistaken impression that Dvorak wished no conductor other than
himself to lead performances of the work before its publication; Bilow did not realize his mistake until it was
too late. See Bllow to Dvorak 22 Feb. 1891 (in ADKD).

44) This actually occurred.

45) They did. Charles Hallé conducted the symphony in Manchester on 10 Mar. 1892, August Manns in
Edinburgh on 12 Jan. 1891.
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This Sinfonie should be I dedicate to ear our Kaiser Franz Josef Acadamie for
Science and Art because His Majesty was pleased to nominate me the member of the
above-mentioned Academy*

In haste!!!

Manny greatings

truly yours

Pleas write me [?] in return of post!
Antonin Dvorak

[The following paragraph is circled:]
P.S.
I have just the idea that it is better and shorter to say you the sumn for it. at once: + L,
200. for my Sinfonie in G major

If you please I shall send you all letters from the Filh. at London (M Berger)
M. Richter from [?] Vienna, Herrman Wolf in Berlin The Museum society in Frankfurt
Car Miiller Director) where they assure me [?] to bye the score and partes.*’

Littleton’s response was to use Dvorak’s proposal as leverage in persuading
him to settle on terms for the Requiem, in a package deal with the symphony. There
ensued a very tough process of negotiation over fees, relatively well-documented in
the correspondence in ADKD*® though it is clear that some letters from Dvorak are still
missing - including the one where Dvorak finally accepted Littleton’s offer as Littleton
acknowledged on 13 April 1891. Dvorak received only 100 pounds for the symphony, half
what he had requested, but on the other hand 650 pounds for the Requiem - the same as

46) Dvorak had been named one of the original full members of this Academy in a document issued by
Emperor Franz Josef on 20 April 1890. (See ADKD Vol. 10, pp. 100-01.) His autograph score of the Eighth
Symphony (completed 8 Nov. 1889) and the score as published by Novello in 1892 both bear the following
inscription (in both cases in Czech only):

Za pfijeti do Ceské Akademie cisare Frantiska Josefa pro v&dy slovesnosti a uméni.

(For acceptance into the Czech Academy of Emperor Franz Joseph for Sciences, Literature, and Art.)

See Klaus Doge’s 2004 critical edition of the symphony (London, etc.: Ernst Eulenburg Ltd., p. XI.)

This letter to Littleton helps to clarify the meaning of the dedication itself, whose wording leaves us somewhat
in doubt about the identity of the dedicatee. The letter tells us that the symphony is dedicated to the Academy,
but apparently as an expression of thanks to the emperor. As to the meaning of Dvofak’s expression ‘should
| dedicate’, this is clarified by his use of the word ‘should’ in other places, including a passage earlier in this
letter: ‘I should ask Mr. Richter to postpone’. By ‘should’ he does not mean ‘ought to’ but simply ‘would’.

47) The letters from Francesco Berger and Hermann Wolf presumably existed, but are now missing. The one
from Hans Richter, dated 13 Oct. 1890, is another of those that | recently found in the Josef Hlavka papers.
48) Littleton to Dvorak 24 Oct., 7 Nov., 19 Nov., and 31 Dec. 1890; 5 Feb., 15 Feb., and 3 Mar. 1891. Novello
to Dvorak 10 Dec. 1890. Charles Beale to Dvorak 25 Feb. 1891. Dvorak to Littleton 21 Mar. 1891. A letter to
Dvorak of 5 April 1891 from the Edward Schuberth music publishing house in New York even suggests he may
have explored the possibility of having these works published in America.
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for the much longer St. Ludmila - an amount which was by far the highest fee he ever
received for any work.*°

MASS IN D MAJOR, B. 153/175

And now we can turn our attention to the story of that other work that keeps cropping
up in the letters we are examining: the Mass in D major, originally composed in 1887 for
chorus, soloists, and organ (as B. 153) for the consecration of the chapel in the stately
home of Josef Hlavka in Luzany. Dvorak had opened negotiations with Fritz Simrock
concerning publication of this work already in 1888, but Simrock was not enthusiastic
and apparently kept the composer waiting for responses to his letters for long periods of
time.%° On 18 November 1889, in one of his letters deposited in the Hlavka papers, he
finally gave Dvorak a negative answer.5* The experience of these negotiations evidently
left a bitter taste in Dvorak’s mouth, as we see from his reference thereto in his letter to
Littleton of 20 October 1890 presented above.52

In the meantime, on 30 September 1889, Simrock had written to the Novello firm in
London inquiring whether they might be interested in the Mass. His letter is missing, but
is acknowledged in Novello’s reply of 11 November 1889 - a letter in the holdings of the
CMM published here for the first time:53

[1889 Nov. 11, Novello to Simrock]

[Bold = printed. Otherwise manuscript.]

I, Berners Street, W.

[INOVELLO’S graphic logo]

London, d. 11 Nov. 1889.

NOVELLO, EWER & CO., MUSIC PUBLISHERS, R 13/11

OFFICE OF “THE MUSICAL TIMES,” / 1, BERNERS STREET, W., R 13/11
80 & 81, QUEEN STREET,

49) See note 4. To my knowledge no one has yet attempted to calculate the income Dvorak received for his
musical stage works, which was mainly in the form of royalties, i.e. percentages of receipts from sales of tickets
to performances. ADKD includes all of Dvorak’s known contracts with theatres covering general terms for royal-
ties - see Vol. 9 (Prague: Editio Barenreiter Praha, 2004), pp. 422-78 - but none of the numerous receipts held
in archives documenting specific amounts he actually received, which, according to the commentary in ADKD
(ibid., p. 425, English version p. 431) would ‘extend this section beyond manageable proportions’. | would guess
that the only musical stage work which might in the long run have earned Dvofak more than the equivalent
of 650 pounds (in fact would almost certainly have done so) was the opera Rusalka, which however had its
premiere only three years before his death and royalties for which went mainly to his heirs.

50) See in ADKD Dvorak to Simrock 26 July 1888, then 28 June, 7 July, and 11 July 1889; Simrock to Dvorak
27 July 1888, then 24 June, 29 June, 8 July, and 14 Oct. 1889.

51) Dvorak’s immediate response to Simrock’s rejection is unknown - it is clear that part of his correspond-
ence with the German publisher during this period is still missing - but on 3 Jan. 1890 he wrote to him (letter in
ADKD): ‘After you kept me waiting with the Mass, the same thing might happen with the symphony.” (Nachdem
Sie mich mit der Messe sitzen lieen, kann es ja auch mit der Sinfonie so gehen.)

52) See also Dvorak to Simrock 11 Oct. 1890 (in ADKD).

53) S76 1313. Jitka Slavikova provides a Czech-language paraphrase in Kontakty..., p. 222 and Dvorak a An-
glie..., p. 125 (in both cases op. cit., note 6).
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CHEAPSIDE, LONDON, E.C.
21, EAST 17TH STREET,

NEW YORK. ._
------------- - |IINOVEL NAL OCTAVOR

BOOKBINDING WORKS, z LS

111, 115 & 115, SOUTHWARK STREET, S.E.

STEAM PRINTING WORKS

69 & 70, DEAN STREET, SOHO, W.

LONDON.

Herrn N. Simrock, Berlin.

In Erwiederung Ihrer geehrten Zuschrift
vom 30" Sept. glauben wir kaum dass wir Threr
Offerte von Dvordk’s neue Messe annehmen
werden konnen, da dieselbe nicht fiir Orchester
geschrieben ist.

Immerhin wiirde es uns sehr freuen wenn
Sir uns, entweder das Manuscript oder vielleicht
ein Exemplar, zuschicken kénnten um das Werk
durchzusehen.

Antonin Dvofak: Mse D dur, op. 86 /
Mass in D major, Op. 86
Tisk / Print, Novello and Company,

Zeichnen wir, London, nedatovano / undated
HOChaChtungSVOll, NM-CMH XVI E 13

Novello & C°
p- H:R:C

[on the back side:]
1889.

Berlin, 11. November
Novello, Ewer & Co.
R/ 13/11

R/ 15/11

The body of the letter in English translation:

Mr. N. Simrock, Berlin
In reply to your esteemed letter of 30 Sept., we hardly believe that we shall be able
to accept your offer of Dvorak’s new mass, because it is not written for orchestra.
Nevertheless we should be very pleased if you send us either the manuscript or
perhaps a [printed?] copy so that [we could] look through the work.
We sign ourselves with great respect,
Novello & C°
p- H:R:C

Rather amazingly, only four days later Novello acknowledged receipt from Simrock not

only of the Mass but of another work, and already passed a verdict - a negative one -
as we see from another of the letters | recently found in the Hlavka papers, forwarded
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by Simrock to Dvorak together with his own above-mentioned letter of 18 November
1889 saying that he, too, had no interest in publishing the Mass.

[1889 Nov. 15, Novello to Simrock]
[Same printed letterhead as on the letter of 11 Nov. 1889 above, followed by the date:|
London, d. 15. Nov. 1889.

Herrn N. Simrock, Berlin.

Die Messe und opus 79 von Dvordk haben wir durchgesehen, bedauern aber
sehr dass wir dieselben nicht annehmen konnen. - Das Manuscript senden wir
eingeschrieben zuriick und danken Thnen bestens fur Ihre freundliche Offerte.

Hochachtungsvoll,
Novello + C°
p- N:R:G.

The body of the letter in English translation:

Mr. N. Simrock, Berlin.

We have looked through the Mass and opus 79 by Dvoiak, but regret very much that
we cannot accept them. — We are returning the manuscript herewith and thank you
very much for your friendly offer.

With great respect,
Novello + C°
p- N:R:G.

Opus 79 is the Psalm 149, which Dvorak had composed in 1879 for male chorus
and orchestra (B. 91) and which remained unpublished in that version under after his
death, but which he had rescored in 1887 in a version for mixed chorus and orchestra
(B. 154)that Simrock had already published in 1888, i.e. a year before the correspondence
we are presently considering. Could it be that Simrock was offering Novello the original
version?%* | think not: rather, | suspect what he was offering Novello in the case of both
the Mass and the Psalm was the possibility of shared rights - English rights for Novello,
German rights for himself. As we have seen, that is exactly what he had proposed two
weeks earlier in his letter to Dvorak of 3 November 1889 for the unspecified new vocal
work Dvorak was to write for England.

As for the Mass, the first reference to this work in Dvorak’s own known correspondence
with anyone in England occurs in the newly-discovered letter of 20 June 1890 from
Littleton presented above, which shows that Novello - seven months after expressing
reservations to Simrock about lack of orchestral accompaniment and then rejecting
Simrock’s offer - had accepted the work directly from Dvorak, in its form with organ
accompaniment. Let us recall the relevant passage:

54) Actually Dvorak himself had offered the Psalm 149 to Novello in its original version in 1886, though Sim-
rock may not have known this. Apparently no agreement had been reached. See in ADKD Littleton to Dvorak 27
Jan. 1886 and Dvorak to Littleton 20 Feb. 1886.
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I enclose with much pleasure the cheque for the Mass. We have not done anything
about printing it yet. I am still very anxious to see if some day you cannot score it even
if only for a small orchestra: please think about this: of course we should have to pay
you something more if you do it.

As it turned out, Novello published this work only in an orchestrated version, which
Dvorak produced at Littleton’s request in 1892 (B. 175), and a piano-vocal reduction
thereof made by Berthold Tours whereby the organ version served only as an aid.%®
Nonetheless it is interesting to know what only this newly-discovered letter tells us: that
Novello accepted the Mass in its original form and paid Dvorak for it.%®

This brings us to the last of the newly-discovered letters | wish to present in this study:
a letter from the Novello firm to Josef Hlavka (who by now had become Dvorak’s close
personal friend) testifying to Dvorak’s feeling of devotion toward him and his concern that
the dedication on the published piano-vocal score of the Mass meet with his approval:

[18 January 1893, Novello to Josef Hlavka]

[Same printed letterhead as on the letters of 11 Nov. and 15 Nov. 1889 presented
above, followed by the date:]

London, Januar 18 1893

R13/11 /R 13/11
Herrn Joseph Hlavka
Prag

Sehr geehrter Herr!

Auf Wunsch des Herrn D' Antonin Dvoiak in New York senden wir [hnen einliegend
einen Probeabzug des Titel Blattes seiner “Messe in D” welche Ihnen gewidmet ist,
und die wir nidchstens verdffentlichen werden.

Wollen Sie die Freundlichkeit haben uns mitzutheilen ob Sie die Widmung: “Panu
Jos. Hlavkovi” so correkt finden, da hier niemand Bohmisch liest. Sollten Sie irgend
welche sonstigen Vorschlidge bezw. des Titel Blattes zu machen haben, so bitten wir uns
gefl. |= gefédllig| baldige Nachricht, und werden wir dieselben gerne beriicksichtigen.

Hochachtungsvollst ehrgebenst
Novello & Ewer

55) See the ‘Vydavatelska zprava’ (also translated into English as ‘Editor's Notes’) at the rear of Jarmil
Burghauser’s critical edition of the original version (Prague: Editio Supraphon, 1970), pages not numbered.
Novello did not publish a full score, but only the piano-vocal reduction and performing parts for the orchestra.
Relevant correspondence in ADKD:

Littleton to Dvorak 13 April and 16 Oct. 1891.

Dvorak to Littleton 26 Feb., 3 Mar., 21 July, and 25 Aug. 1892.

Dvorak to Novello 14 June 1892.

Novello to Dvofak 16 Nov. 1892.

Dvoréak to Jindfich Geisler 24 Jan. 1893.

Dvorak to Alois GObl 14 Mar. 1893.

56) The amount of the payment remains unknown.
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The body of the letter in English translation:

Very honoured Sir!

At the wish of Mr. Dr. Antonin Dvorak in New York we are enclosing a proof copy
of the title page of his ‘Mass in D’ which is dedicated to you, and which we shall soon
publish.

Would you be so kind as to tell us whether you find the dedication “Panu Jos.
Hlavkovi” [to Mr. Jos. Hlavka] to be correct, because nobody here knows how to read
Czech. Should you have any other suggestions concerning the title page, we ask you
kindly to let us know soon, and we shall be glad to take them into account.

With the greatest respect, [your| most devoted

Novello & Ewer

It was this communication from Novello to which Hlavka referred in a moving letter to
Dvorak of 2 April 1893 (in ADKD), here quoted in English translation from the original
Czech:%"

We were very pleased to hear that you have finally published your Mass in D major. And
it was no small surprise when I received from Mr. Novello the title of this publication
with the dedication in Czech for my inspection. I have been ‘honoured’, as one says, by
this sort of intention many times already, and I have always rejected it, [saying] that in
principle I cannot accept any dedication; so you are the first and the only one whom
I thank for your dedication with a sincere heart, and I can assure you that I also fully
acknowledge the honour you wished to show me through this dedication.

CONCLUSION

With this heart-warming letter from Josef Hlavka we bring to a close our generally
heart-warming story of Dvorak'’s relations with Alfred Littleton and the Novello publishing
house - but only for the time being. Additional evidence will undoubtedly surface; the
breadth of that ‘yawning’ gap in the known letters Dvorak sent to Littleton, for instance,
will probably continue to diminish. More than a century after Dvorak’s death, it is clear
that possibilities for finding new sources of information helpful in understanding his life
and work are far from being exhausted.

57) Original manuscript in CMM, S 76/573. Transcription according to ADKD given in the Czech version of
this article, p. 22.
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Korespondence
Antonina Dvoraka
neobsazena

v souborné
kritické edici s

Antonin Dvorak

Fotografie / Photograph,
Edm. Tietz, Wien, 1882
NM-CMH-MAD S 226/1050

DAVID R. BEVERIDGE

7 pred jedenacti lety vySel osmy, posledni svazek korespondence z monumentalni

desetisvazkové souborné kritické edice nazvané Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence
a dokumenty (dale ADKD), kterou pfipravil editorsky tym pod vedenim Milana Kuny.!
0Od roku 1985, kdy byla dokoncena hlavni suma prace na zpracovani korespondence,
vSak uplynulo vice ¢asu: Sestadvacet let.? Z priblizné 2850 poloZek pisemnych sdéleni
obsaZenych v této edici bylo asi 600 publikovano poprvé, coz je vysledkem rozsahlého
mezinarodniho priizkumu a badani editorského tymu.

Béhem svého vlastniho nékolikaletého intenzivnino dvoradkovského badani jsem
narazil na devadesat ¢étyfi dalSich pisemnych sdéleni ¢i jejich fragmentl, které nejsou
obsazeny v ADKD. Tim se celkovy pocCet zvySuje jen o ca 3%, presto vSak sdéleni posky-
tuji nové dulezité informace o skladatelové Zivoté a dile, takzZe tato kratka zprava, ktera
prinasi prozatimni shrnujici aktualizaci, ma své opravnéni. NiZe otiSténa tabulka samo-
zrejmé nemuze mit konec¢nou platnost, pfinejmensim proto, Ze dalSi dosud neznamé
polozky Dvorakovy korespondence se témér kazdy rok objevuji v aukénich katalozich. Ani
bych nebyl pfekvapen, kdybych prehlédl polozky, které jiz byly citovany v nové, neustale
se rozrlistajici dvorakovskeé literature.

Nejvétsi jednorazovy nalez korespondence neuvedené v ADKD je soubor devétadva-
ceti pisemnych sdéleni, kterd Dvorak napsal svému blizkému pfiteli Aloisi Goblovi, vcet-
né jedné fotografie s vénovanim, uvadéjicim datum a misto. VSe zlistalo v soukromém
majetku az do konce 90. let 20. stoleti, kdy osmnact poloZek odkoupil Nadaéni fond
Prazsky podzim a zbytek Ceské muzeum hudby.3 Jak ukazuje tabulka, veSkera tato kore-
spondence jiz byla publikovana - polozky zakoupené Nadacnim fondem PraZsky podzim

1) Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty, red. Milan Kuna, 10 sv., Editio Supraphon / Editio Baren-
reiter, Praha 1987-2004.

2) Viz pfedmluvy Milana Kuny k celé edici (sv. 1, str. 8-51, pfedmluva datovana kvétnem 1983) a k pfijaté
korespondenci (sv. 5, str. 8-26, pfedmluva datovana 1985).

3) Podrobnosti viz KIBICOVA,Tereza. (Bibliograficka citace v seznamu pod tabulkou na konci této zpravy.)
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dokonce v bohaté vypravé s editorskym prepisem, barevnymi faksimile a anglickym pre-
kladem vSech sdéleni s komentafem, vSe v neprodejné de luxe edici.* Ostatni polozky
byly ve skromnéjSi podobé publikovany v ¢asopisu Hudebni véda (diplomaticky prepis
jedenacti sdéleni a k tomu dvé obalky, které patii k dopisim uvefejnénym v publikaci
Prazského podzimu, spolu s faksimile ¢asti jednoho dopisu).®

Na podzim 2010 jsem s pomoci Véry Dykové necekané objevil sedm sdéleni, ktera
napsal Dvorak, a dvacet, ktera obdrzel. VSechna jsou uloZena v pozUstalosti Josefa Hlav-
ky - z€asti v Literarnim archivu Pamatniku narodniho pisemnictvi na Strahové a z¢asti
na zamku v Luzanech. Neni divu, Ze je editofi ADKD prehlédli: prvni inventare téchto roz-
sahlych sbirek zpracovala Véra Dykova teprve v letech 2006 a 2010.% Mezi nalezenymi
sdélenimi je Sest dopisU, které napsal Dvorak Zdence Hlavkové (v nejblizsi dobé je chci
uverejnit ve studii Narodohospodarského Ustavu Josefa Hlavky). VétSina této korespon-
dence vSak kupodivu nesouvisi ani se Zdenkou ani s Josefem Hlavkou; jde o dopisy,
které Dvorak obdrzel od tfetich stran, predevsim od svych nakladatel(l. (Dvorak nejspiSe
u Hlavky hledal rady ohledné obchodnich zalezitosti). Dopisy od jeho anglického naklada-
tele Alfreda Littletona zverejnuji v hlavni studii tohoto ro¢niku Musicalii.

Sdélen, za jejichZ vydavatele je v pFiloZené tabulce oznaéen Otakar Sourek (Dvorak(iv
nejvyznamnéjsi zivotopisec), jsem nalezl v jeho étyrdilné praci o Dvorakové Zivoté a dile;”
jedna se o citace z dopist nezahrnutych v ADKD. Ve vétsiné pfipadd Sourek citoval Gesky
preklad némeckych originall, které jsou nezvéstné. Dalsi jednotlivosti se podafrilo nalézt
rliznym badateldm, rGznymi zplsoby a na rGznych mistech.

Dékuji Narodohospodarskému Ustavu Josefa Hlavky spadajicimu pod Nadaci ,Nada-
ni Josefa, Marie a Zdenky Hlavkovych“ za finan¢ni podporu svého vyzkumu v Hlavkové
fondu. Za upozornéni na rGizné dalSi neznamé polozky Dvorakovy korespondence dékuji
lacopo Cividinimu, Markété Hallové, Markété Kabelkové, Evé Paulové, Dagmar Stefanco-
vé, Jarmile Tauerové a Jané Vojtéskové, jakozZ i (nepfimo, za informace poskytnuté lacopo
Cividinimu a Markété Hallové) Otto Bibovi, Klausu Dégemu a Petru Herbertovi.

Za anglickou verzi ¢lanku pripojuji tabulku vSech mné znamych poloZzek Dvorakovy
korespondence a jejich fragment(l, které nejsou zahrnuty v ADKD. V ptipadé pfijaté rodin-
né korespondence je Dvorak obvykle jednim z vice adresatd. Data v prvnim sloupci jsou
uvedena evropskym zplsobem (nejdfive den, pak mésic). Ctvrty sloupec uvadi bud misto
vydani nebo, pokud dané sdéleni nevyslo tiskem, v zavorce misto uloZeni rukopisu (tyto
Udaje jsou uvedeny vétSinou jen zkratkou; vysvétlivky zkratek s bibliografickymi citacemi
nasleduji za tabulkou na s. 55).

(pFeklad: Ondfej Supka)

4) Viz Kuna - Prague Autumn v seznamu na konci této zpravy.
5) Viz opét KIBICOVA v seznamu na konci této zpravy.

6) Viz Luzany a PNP Strahov v seznamu na konci této zpravy.
7) Viz SOUREK v seznamu na konci této zpravy.
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It has now been eleven years since publication of the last volume of correspondence
(Vol. 8, 2000) in the monumental ten-volume collected critical edition of Dvorak’s
correspondence and documents pertaining to him titled Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence
a dokumenty (hereinafter ADKD), prepared by a team of editors under the leadership
of Milan Kuna.® But actually it has been much longer, twenty-six years, since the team
completed its main work on the correspondence in 1985.2 Of the roughly 2,850 items of
correspondence contained in this edition, about 600 were published there for the first
time, reflecting extensive international searches and inquiries on the part of the editorial
team.

During the course of my own several years of intensive research on Dvorak and his
works, ninety-four additional items of correspondence or fragments of correspondence
have come to my attention that are not included in ADKD - increasing the total by only
about 3%, but providing important new information concerning the composer’s life and
work and justifying a provisional, summarizing update which is the purpose of this brief
report. The table given below will of course not be definitive: if nothing else, unknown
individual items of Dvorak’s correspondence continue to appear in auction catalogues
almost every year; and | would not even be surprised to find that | have overlooked items
that have already been cited in the wealth of new Dvorak literature pouring forth from the
pens of musical scholars.

The largest single discovery of correspondence not included in ADKD has been
a set of twenty-nine communications written by Dvorak to his close friend Alois Gobl
(including one photograph with dedication giving date and place) - communications that
remained in private hands until the late 1990s, when eighteen of them were purchased

1) Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty (Antonin Dvorak: Correspondence and Documents), ed.
Milan Kuna et al., 10 vols, Prague: Editio Supraphon / Editio Barenreiter Praha, 1987-2004.

2) See the prefaces written by Milan Kuna to the whole edition (Vol. 1, pp. 8-51, preface dated May 1983) and
to the correspondence received (Vol. 5, pp. 8-26, preface dated 1985).
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by the Prague Autumn Foundation and the remainder by the Czech Museum of Music.® in the first column are written in the European manner: first the day then the month.
All of these communications have now been published, as our table shows - those The fourth column gives the place of publication or, if the item is not published, then
purchased by the Prague Autumn Foundation quite lavishly, with edited transcriptions, in parentheses the place of deposition of the manuscript, in both case usually as an
colour facsimiles, and English translations of all the communications plus commentary abbreviation; a key to abbreviations with bibliographical citations follows after the table.

in a deluxe edition not for sale,* the others more modestly in the journal Hudebni véda
(diplomatic transcriptions of eleven communications plus two envelopes belonging to
letters in the Prague Autumn publication, with a facsimile of part of one letter).®

In the autumn of 2010 | myself unexpectedly discovered (with help from Véra Dykova)
seven unpublished communications written by Dvofak and twenty that he received, all
deposited among the papers of Josef Hlavka in the Museum of Czech Literature at Strahov

(in Prague) and in LuZany. That the editors of ADKD overlooked them is no surprise: it Datum / Date | Adresat sdéleni | Pisatel sdéleni Misto vydani (nebo uloZeni) /
was not until 2006 and 2010 respectively that Ms. Dykova prepared the first inventories IS0 L AEobiattens | HEED C A e Criy e il
. i . . . Dvorakem / To Dvorak from:
of these very extensive collections.® Among the items | found are six letters from Dvorak From Dvofak to:
to Zdenka Hlavkova, which | shall probably present in the near future in a special 1879
study published by the Narodohospodarsky Gstav Josefa Hlavky (Josef Hlavka National 2.8. Alois Gébl (fo- Kibicova
Economic Institute). Surprisingly, however, most of the items pertain to neither Josef nor tografie / photo)
Zdenka Hlavka, but rather are letters Dvorak received from third parties, especially his i;’ ib Alois 2°b' Kuna - Prague Autumn
. . . . . . . . . 10. Alois Gobl Kibicova
publishers. (The explanation, | think, is that he showed them to Hlavka seeking his advice 1880
in bu5|.ness deallngs.? Tho.se. from his Enfgllsh publisher Alfred Littleton are published in 77 Joseph Joachim Cividini, p. 218, note 41
my article elsewhere in this issue of Musicalia. 3 28 7. Joseph Joachim Cividini, pp. 21819
The communications listed below as being published by Sourek (Dvorak’s most 1881
important biographer) are quotations | noticed in his four-volume study of Dvorak’s life 26. 10. Fritz Simrock Kachlik
and work” from letters that are not included in any way in ADKD - in most cases letters in 1882
German but giving the quotes only in Czech translation. The whereabouts of the originals 18. 2. Alois Gébl Kibicova
are unknown. Otherwise, there have been rather numerous individual discoveries of 24.5. Joseph Joachim Cividini, p. 220, note 49
correspondence made by various individuals in various ways and various places. ;‘1) :' 2:°f5 goz: ?’b'?a - Prague Autumn
. P . . . . . O. ols GO IDICOva
| am indebted to the Josef Hlavka National Economic Institute (of the Josef, Marie, —
. B . i . . 11. 10. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
and Zdenka Hlavka Endowment Foundation) for a stipend supporting my research in 1883
the Hlavka collection. For drawing my attention to some of the various other unknown 18.6. Alois Gobl Kibicova
items of correspondence | thank lacopo Cividini, Markéta Hallova, Markéta Kabelkova, 11. 8. Alois G&bl Kuna — Prague Autumn
Eva Paulova, Dagmar Stefancova, Jarmila Tauerova, and Jana Vojtéskova, as well as ca 10. 11. George Henschel Narodni listy (= National News).
(indirectly, for information given to lacopo Cividini and Markéta Hallova) Otto Biba, Klaus 14.11.1883
Doge, and Peter Herbert. 1884
13. 3. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
. . o, post 25. 3. F. R. Spark Spark and Bennett, p. 276
Here, then, is a t.able of items of Dvorak s.correspo.ndence and fragments .of 0.5, itz Simrook Sourek II, p. 203, note 22
correspondence of which | am aware that are not included in ADKD. In cases of family ca ijen (Oct) Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
correspondence Dvofak received, he is usually one of multiple addressees. Dates given 19. 11. Emil Krause Musicalia 2011
) 1885
3) Details in KIBICOVA, Tereza. (Bibliographical citation in the list at the end of this report.) ante 25. 4. Leeds festival Spark and Bennett. p. 276
4) See Kuna - Prague Autumn in the list at the end of this report. committee
5) See ag?m KIBICOVA in the |ISt. at the.end of this report. . 8. 4. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
6) See Luzany and PNP Strahov in the list below the table at the end of this report. 10.8 Lood Janacek Bay. Dec. 2007
7) See SOUREK in the list below the table at the end of this report. ca’n.e €0s -anace ebay, Dec.
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1886

15. 4. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

17. 4. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

22.4. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

15. 10. ? Dalibor 21. 10. 1886, p. 388
1887

19. 1. Fritz Simrock Sourek Il, p. 320
cerven (June) Fritz Simrock Sourek II, p. 282

1. 8. FrantiSek Huspauer Hallova p. 243, note 14
1889

28. 2. ? Nicolas p. 45

31.5. Charles Beale Musicalia 2011

4. 6. Alfred Littleton Musicalia 2011

3.11. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

18. 11. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

1890

2. 1. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

4.1, Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

14. 2. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

16. 2. Alfred Littleton Musicalia 2011

18. 2. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

17. 3. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
18. 5. Bernhard Wendel CMH, poziistalost / papers of B. Kalensky
18. 6. Hans Richter (PNP Strahov)

19. 6. Alois Gobl Kibicova

20. 6. Alfred Littleton Musicalia 2011

27. 8. Alfred Littleton Musicalia 2011

5.9. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

17.9. Hans [?] Simrock (PNP Strahov)

8. 10. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

10. 10. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

12. 10. Fritz Simrock (PNP Strahov)

fijen (Oct.) dr. Sieger Sourek II, p. 352

13. 10. Hans Richter (PNP Strahov)

20. 10. Alfred Littleton Musicalia 2011

28. 11. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
1891

[prosinec (Dec.)] | Alois Gobl Kibicova

31.12. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
1892

1. 10. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
[11.11.] Karel Bend| (PNP Strahov)

[1892-18947]

Jeannette Thurber

Thurber, The Etude listopad (Nov.) 1919
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1893

26. 2. dcery (daughters) (CMH-MAD S 76/1246)

15. 3. dcera (daughter) Aloisie | (CMH-MAD S 76/1249)

ante 1. 5. dcera (daughter) Anna (CMH-MAD S 76/1263)

3.5. Alois Gobl Kibicova

11.12. Terezie Koutecka (CMH-MAD S 76/1256)

ca 15.[?] 12. Henry E. Krehbiel Beckerman p. 122 + faksimile (facsimile)

Fig. 22

23.12. Terezie Koutecka (CMH-MAD S 76/1258)

1894

19. 10. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn

27. 11. Jeannette Thurber Beckerman faksimile (facsimile) Fig. 14

1895

1.1. Alois Gobl (CMH-MAD S 76/580)

15. 1. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn

5.8. Zdenka Hlavkova (PNP Strahov)

8.9. dcera (daughter) Otilie Dvorak, Otakar, p. 51 faksimile (facsimile)

[1896-1904]

29. 1. G. Eduards (PNP Strahov)

[1896-1904]

1897

8. 6. Fritz Simrock Sourek IV, p. 25

24.[25.?]9. Alois Gobl Kibicova

12.10. Richard von Musicalia 2009

Perger

24.12. Alois Gobl Kibicova

26. 12. syn (son) Otakar (CMH S 184/655)

1898

11.9. Boleslav Schnabel- (CMH, pozUstalost /
Kalensky papers of B. Kalensky)

30. 10. Otilie Sukova (CMH S 184/653)

1899

1.5. Alois Gobl Kibicova

12. 10. Zdenka Hlavkova (Luzany)

11. 11. Zdenka Hlavkova (PNP Strahov)

27.11. Zdenka Hlavkova Pavlicek

29. 12. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn

1900

17. 6. Zdenka Hlavkova (PNP Strahov)

8.11. Zdenka Hlavkova (PNP Strahov)

1901

23.4. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn

20. 6. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn

6.9. Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn
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1902 BECKERMAN, Michael: New Worlds of Dvorak. W.W. Norton & Company, New York and London 2003.

11 Alois Gobl Kuna - Prague Autumn CIVIDINI, lacopo: Die Solokonzerte von Antonin Dvoiék. Eine Lésung der Konzertproblematik nach Beethoven
6.9. Josef Suk + Otilie Sukova | Dvorak, Otakar, p. 72, faksimile (facsimile) (Tutzing, Hans Schneider, 2007), Cividini cites NICOLAS, Alain (which see), Sotheby’s auction catalogue, and

an article by Otto Biba.
1903
15.4. Spfavnl v%/tv)or Musea fAN’V' - Archive of the National Museum CMH = Ceské muzeum hudby (Czech Museum of Music), Prague. ‘MAD’, found in some of the shelf marks given
Kralovstvi ceského in Prague) in the table, means the Antonin Dvorak Museum (part of the Czech Museum of Music).
1904
26. [?] 4. Vaclav Drazan Sourek IV, p. 252 DVORAK, Otakar (adapted by Antonin DvoFak Ill and Jan Koupil): Mdj otec Antonin DvoFak (My Father Antonin

Dvorak). Knihovna Jana Drdy, Pfibram 2004.

eBay = eBay on-line auction (http://www.ebay.co.uk/). Letter offered for sale in December 2007 by a seller in
Sweden. Fate of letter unknown, but | have the seller’s partial English translation.

HALLOVA, Markéta: ‘Zum Briinner Autograph von Dvoidks Kantate Stabat Mater’, in The Work of Antonin
Dvorak (1841-1904): Aspects of Composition - Problems of Editing - Reception, ed. Jarmila Gabrielova and
Jan Kachlik. Institute of Ethnology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, Prague 2007.

KACHLIK, Jan: Hledani autenticity. Dvoidkovy Moravské dvojzpévy a historie jejich vydavani (The Search for
Authenticity. Dvofak’s Moravian Duets and the History of Their Publication). Etnologicky Ustav AV CR, Prague
2009.

KIBICOVA, Tereza: ‘Antonin DvoFak nejblizsimu pfiteli I’ (Antonin DvoFak to His Closest Friend Il). Hudebni véda
XVIV (2007) / 3-4, pp. 391-402.

Kuna - Prague Autumn = Antonin Dvorak nejblizsimu pfiteli / Antonin Dvorak to His Closest Friend, edited by
Milan Kuna, translated by David R. Beveridge. Nadacni fond PraZsky podzim (nejprodejna publikace) / Prague
Autumn Foundation (publication not for sale), Prague 2000.

Luzany = collection of archival materials in LuZany belonging to the Hlavka Foundation. See DYKOVA, Véra:
Nadace ,Nadani Josefa, Marie a Zderiky Hlavkovych” v LuZanech. Josef Hlavka (1831 - 1908) a Karel Hlavka
(1895 - 1965). Soupis archivalii ze zamku v LuZanech (The Foundation ‘Josef, Marie and Zdenka Hlavka
Endowment’ [...]: A Catalogue of Archival Materials at the Stately Home in Luzany). Pamatnik narodniho
pisemnictvi, Prague 2010.

NICOLAS, Alain: Librairie les Neuf Muses Paris. Catalogue: Collection d’autographes musicaux - Romantisme
et XX¢ siécle. [Paris 1998].

PAVLICEK, Tomas W.: Formovani kulturniho mecenatu Josefa Hlavky v souvislosti s komunika&nimi strategiemi
v osobni korespondenci (The Formation of Josef Hlavka’s Cultural Patronage in Connection with Communication
Strategies in Personal Correspondence). Narodohospodarsky Ustav Josefa Hlavky, Prague 2011, p. 47.

PNP Strahov = Pamatnik narodniho pisemnictvi, Literarni archiv (Museum of Czech Literature, Literary Archive).
In the Strahov Monastery in Prague. See DYKOVA, Véra: Josef Hldvka (1831-1908). Soupis osobniho fondu
(pracovni verze) (J.H., 1831-1908: A Catalogue of His Personal Collection - Working Version). Pamatnik
narodniho pisemnictvi, Prague 2006.

Spark and Bennett = F. R. Spark and Joseph Bennett: History of the Leeds Musical Festivals. Fred. R. Spark &
Son and Richard Jackson - Novello, Ewer & Co., Leeds and London 1892.

Stargardt = J. A. Stargart Autographenhandlung: Auktionskatalog. Katalog 694: Autographen aus allen
Gebieten. Auktion am 15. und 16. Juni 2010 im Opernpalais, Berlin.

SOUREK, Otakar: Zivot a dilo Antonina Dvoiaka (The Life and Work of Antonin Dvorak). II. 1878-1890, 3rd
ed. Statni nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a uméni, Prague 1955. IV. 1897-1904, 2nd ed. Statni
LONDON. nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a uméni, Prague 1957.

STRAND.

Dobgvé pohlednice / Period picture postcard
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,lausendmal Dank! /
Tisiceré diky!*
(Antonin Dvorak
Emilu Krausemu)

JARMILA TAUEROVA

osud neznamy dopis Antonina Dvoraka, ktery napsal skladatel v Berliné 19. listopa-
du 1884 Emilu Krausemu do Hamburku, zakoupilo Narodni muzeum - Ceské muze-
um hudby v roce 2008.1 Koupé od hamburského antikvariatu Halkyone? se uskutecnila
za finanéniho pfispéni Ministerstva kultury CR. Podle sdé&leni prodavajiciho pochazi dopis
z majetku hamburského skladatele Heinricha Sthamera (1885-1955), ktery byl adresa-
tovym Zakem.3
Adresat dopisu, v Ceské dvorakovské literature pouze ojedinéle zminény a ziejmé
i némecké muzikologické literature doposud méné znamy hudebnik a kritik Emil Krause
(30. 7. 1840 - 5. 9. 1916), byl celozZivotné spjaty s rodnym Hamburkem. Po navratu ze
studia na konzervatofi v Lipsku zde pUsobil jako klavirni pedagog, teoretik a skladatel.*
Pribéhem ¢asu se stal clenem Philharmonische Gesellschaft a v letech 1864-1907 kri-
tikem Gasopisu Hamburger Fremdenblatt. Jako nepochybné vyznamna a vlivha osobnost
hamburského hudebniho zZivota® mél Krause moznost sledovat a reflektovat provadéni
Dvorakovych skladeb v Hamburku od samého pocatku i systematicky.® Z jeho zUstalosti,
ulozené ve Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek Hamburg, je vSak k dispozici pouhé torzo,
které zadné dalSi konkrétni materialy se vztahem k Antoninu Dvorakovi neobsahuje.”

1) NM-CMH-MAD, &. pF. 8/2008, inv. ¢. 8668.

2) www.halkyone.de [cit. 2011-07-21]

3) HELZEL, Gerhard: Sthamer Heinrich, in: Die Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Aligemeine Enzyklopadie
der Musik, Personenteil 15, Barenreiter-Metzler, Kassel etc. 2006, s. 1457-1458.

4) Zakladni informace viz RIEMANN, Hugo: Musik Lexikon, Personenteil, B. Schott s S6hne, Mainz 1959, s.
961; dalsi zminky téZ DOMLING, Wolfgang: Josef Bohuslav Foerster v Hamburku, in: Josef Bohuslav Foerster
na prahu 21. stoleti, sbornik z Mezindrodniho sympozia, Praha 2010, s. 35-36. Domnénka W. Domlinga,
Ze hudebnik Emil Krause byl také senatorem, je zfejmé mylna, jedna se o zaménu s mladSim jmenovcem
(1870-1943).

5) Viz DOMLING, op. cit. v pozn. 4, s. 36.

6) Poprvé zaznéla Dvorakova hudba v Hamburku v lednu a Gnoru 1879: jednalo se o vybér ze Slovanskych
tanct pro orchestr, viz BURGHAUSER, Jarmil: Antonin Dvorak. Thematicky katalog, Barenreiter Editio Supra-
phon, Praha 1996, s. 576 (dale Burghauser TK).

7) Podle sdéleni Dr. Jirgena Neubachera, vedouciho oddéleni Historische Bestaende, Referat Musikhand-
schriften und -drucke, byl archiv po 2. svétové valce odvezen do byvalého Sovétského svazu. V roce 1991 byla
¢ast material( vracena. V pfipadé Krauseho pozustalosti vSak byly zpét ziskany pouze tfi archivni krabice.
Udajné se nedochovala ani 7adna Krauseho podobizna ¢&i fotografie.

56 M Musicalia 1-2 /2011

,Tausendmal Dank! / Tisiceré diky!“ (Antonin Dvofak Emilu Krausemu)

Krauseho zajmu o Dvorakovo dilo si zatim vSiml
pouze Otakar Sourek. V souvislosti s hamburskym
uvedenim skladatelovy Symfonie d moll, op. 70 pod
taktovkou Hanse von Bilow (20. 11. 1889) cituje
ve své monografii nékolik vynatkl z Krauseho nadse-
né kritiky: ,[symfonie] jest pfimo prekrasna [...] a byla
prijata se sensaénim nadSenim, které po cely vecer
ani v nejmensim neochablo [...] néco ve zvukovém
dojmu krasnéjsiho [nez zavér 2. véty] dosud Dvorak
nenapsal.“®

Ze vzajemného kontaktu obou osobnosti byly
doposud znamy pouze dva dopisy. V prvnim, z roku
1887, reaguje Dvorak na Krauseho Zadost o zasla-
ni nékolika skladeb k recenzovani. Je pfekvapen, Ze  Joseph Hellmesberger senior
Krause dosud neobdrZel kantatu Stabat mater, ktera ﬁgtakt);i:ékn/o 3“:;32@8
vysSla v Simrockové nakladatelstvi jiz roku 1881 (,viel-  Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde Wien
leicht haben Sie es schon, oder hat es Simrock nicht
geschickt?“).® S odvolanim na svlj predchozi list pak Dvorak kritika ujiStuje o dodani
vytisku pravé publikovaného oratoria Svata Ludmila i kantaty Svatebni kosile, vydané
Novellem v roce 1885.%° Odpovéd Krauseho je nezvéstna. Druhy dosud znamy list po-

JOSEF HELLMESBERGER sew

TEM BRI ML T

,Sie dirfen sich meiner aus friiherer Zeit noch erinnern kdnnen.“t Zada v ném o zasla-
ni Requiem (tisk Novello 1891), o némZ mnoho Cetl a slySel a které by rad recenzoval.
Vzhledem ke skladatelovu Gmrti na jare roku 1904 vSak mohl byt i dopisem poslednim
- Dvorakova reakce neni znama.

Svédectvi o jejich stycich a Krauseho pozitivnim vztahu ke Dvorakovu dilu tak na-
chazime predevsim ve skladatelovych zminkach v dopisech jinym pisatelim nebo jejich
odpovédich. Na existenci Emila Krauseho upozornil Dvoraka vSestranny hudebnik Jan
Ludevit Prochazka zacatkem roku 1880.'2 V dopise z Hamburku zaslal skladateli nejen
jeho adresu, ale pfimo ho vyzval, aby mu napsal: ,Kritik Emil Krause je roztomily muz
a interessuje se pro Vas nesmirné, rad by s Vami vstoupil do né&jakého spojeni. Snad
byste mu napsal par radek laskavych?“13 V textu zminil také pfilozenou Krauseho recenzi

8) SOUREK, Otakar: Zivot a dilo Antonina Dvofaka, dil 2., vydani 1., Praha 1917, s. 205.

9) Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty (dale ADKD), ed. Milan Kuna a kol., sv. 1-10, Editio Supra-
phon / Editio Barenreiter, Praha 1987 -2004; Dvofak Krausemu, Praha, 18. 4. 1887, ADKD 2, s. 242 (original
nezvéstny).

10) Tamtéz, ADKD 2, s. 242: ,wird Ihnen von London aus, wie ich geschrieben habe, von dem Verleger No-
vello u. Ewer verabfolgt.”

11) Krause Dvorakovi, Hamburk, 29. 1. 1903, ADKD 8, s. 259 (NM—CMH—MAD, S 76/787).

12) Pedagog, organizator, skladatel a klavirista J. L. Prochazka (1837-1888), viz www.ceskyhudebnislovnik.cz
[cit. 2011-07-26]. Dvorakovi byl naklonén jiz pfed odchodem do Némecka. V letech 1879-1888 pobyval pre-
vazné v Hamburku, kde se aktivné podilel také na provedeni nékolika mistrovych komornich skladeb. Viz VOJ-
TESKOVA, Jana: Umélecké kontakty Jana Ludevita Prochézky, in: Musicalia, roé. 3 (2011), €. 1-2, s. 85-101.
13) Prochazka Dvorakovi, Hamburk, 9. 1. 1880, ADKD 5, s. 220-221 (NM-CMH-MAD S 76/612).
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na Smyccovy kvartet Es dur, op. 51, ktery zaznél v Hamburku 7. 1. 1880.1* Dvorak ve své
odpovédi Prochazkovi z 15. 1. 1880 za prilozeny referat podékoval a kromé zminky o dal-
Sich dvou doSlych recenzich do Hamburku vzkazal: ,Panu Krausovi prosim vyridte mdj
srdec¢ny dik, Ze mu budu psat co nejdrive.“1®

K navazani pisemného kontaktu mezi obéma osobnostmi mohlo tedy dojit uz béhem
roku 1880. Cetnost vzajemné korespondence patrné v pribéhu let kolisala, a to jak v na-
vaznosti na provadéni Dvorakovych skladeb v Hamburku,® tak i v souvislosti s Krauseho
zajmem o recenzovani rliznych mistrovych kompozic.*” To je ostatné patrno z druhého
citovaného dopisu. Osobni setkani neni dolozeno, ale ani zcela vylou¢eno.*®

O Sest let pozdéji prilozil Dvorak do dopisu Fritzi Simrockovi dnes nezvéstny ,Zettel”
od Emila Krauseho. Nakladatele zaroven Zadal, aby kritikovu prani, které se patrné tykalo
zaslani recenzniho vytisku blize neurcené skladby, vyhovél.®

Pfimy dotaz na Emila Krauseho je obsaZen v Dvorakové dopise Josefu Bohuslavu
Foerstrovi,?° psaném zacatkem listopadu 1894 z New Yorku: ,A coZ pan Krause? [...]
dost ¢asto [mi] dopisoval, ale nevim, jestli jesté pise.“?* Odpovédi se vSak skladatel doc-
kal pravdépodobné az koncem Unora nasledujiciho roku, ale vyloucit nelze ani brezen.
Jednalo se uz o treti FoersterQv dopis z této doby. Dva predchozi, z nichZ zejména prvni
mohl obsahovat poZzadované informace o Krausem, se ztratily, coZ nebylo tehdy nic ne-
obvyklého.??

Obsah nové zakoupeného skladatelova dopisu z 19. 11. 1884 se tykd Smyccového
kvarteta C dur, op. 61. Dvorak v ném Emilu Krausemu dékuje za pozitivni kritiku tohoto
dila, provedeného v Hamburku 12. 11. téhoZ roku.?® Krauseho ocenéni mélo pro Dvoraka

14) PriloZena kritika se nedochovala. Burghauser TK, s. 581.

15) Dvorak Prochazkovi, Praha, 15. 1. 1880, ADKD 1, s. 196-197, kde je citovan podle SOUREK, Otakar:
Antonin Dvorak pratelim doma, Praha-Brno 1941, s. 239. Original dopisu ziskalo NM-CMH jako &ast Morawet-
zovy sbirky, viz VOJTESKOVA, op. cit. v pozn. 12. Dalsi pochvalné kritiky zmifiuje napsali Ludwig Meinardus
(Hamburgischer Correspondent) a August Ferdinand Riccius (Hamburger Nachrichten). Dvorak se v tomto do-
pise zminuje, Ze je pravé obdrzel. Ve skladatelové pozlistalosti se vS8ak nedochovaly. V ADKD je v poznamce
k tomuto dopisu chybné uvedeno, Ze zacatkem ledna byl v Hamburku proveden Dvorakiv Smyccovy kvartet
a moll, op. 16.

16) Viz Burghauser TK, s. 582-759.

17) Vtorzu Krauseho pozlstalosti se dochoval obsahly, ruéné psany soupis jeho soukromé hudebni knihovny
(ca 600 polozek) Podle Dr. J. Neubachera obsahuje i zaznamy o vytiscich skladeb A. Dvoraka - konkrétni tituly
ani jejich pocet vSak nebylo mozné zjistit.

18) Antonin Dvorak navstivil Hamburk poprvé roku 1863 jako ¢len Komzakovy kapely. Po druhé zde v ramci
kratkého pobytu pred odjezdem do USA navstivil 18. 10. 1894 J. B. Foerstra. Dosud se nepodafilo prokazat
moZnou Dvofakovu (éast na hamburském provedeni jeho opery Selma sedak 3. 1. 1883, viz Burghauser TK,
s. 596.

19) Dvorak Simrockovi, Praha, 1. 10. 1886, ADKD 2, s. 181-182; neni vylou¢eno, Ze se mohlo jednat o Sta-
bat mater - viz Dvorak Krausemu, 18. 4. 1887, ADKD 2, s. 242.

20) J. B. Foerster pobyval v Hamburku v letech 1894-1903, viz DOMLING, op. cit. v pozn. 4, s. 35.

21) Dvorak Foerstrovi, New York, 7. 11. 1894, ADKD 3, s. 311-312. V Hamburku mél Dvorak pochopitelné
i dalSi znamé, které v dopise zminuje nebo se na né pta: A. Merthke, dirigent Cacilienverein Orchester, Dr. Fer-
dinand Pfohl, od r. 1892 referent Hamburger Nachrichten, nebo varhanik Carl F. Ambrust.

22) Foerster Dvorakovi, Hamburk, 18. 2. 1895, ADKD 7, s. 354-355. Tehdy byl v Hamburku pravé proveden
Dvoraklv Smyccovy kvartet F dur, op. 96, ktery Foerster recenzoval.

23) Burghauser TK, s. 607; jako interpreti jsou uvedeni Marwege, Schmall, Oberdorfler a Klietz.
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mimoradny vyznam. Recenze, publikovana dva dny po koncerté,?* vyvolala ve skladateli
silnou emocionalni reakci a horké vzpominky na udalosti, které se v souvislosti s timto
kvartetem odehraly pfed nékolika lety. Tykaly se jak podle skladatelova minéni negativni
reakce kritiky na prvni provedeni dila, tak tvrdého odmitnuti skladby jejim objednatelem,
Josephem Hellmesbergerem. A jestlize reakce kritiky na premiéru realizovanou kvarte-
tem Josepha Joachima? v Berliné 2. 11. 1882 byla pro Dvoraka velkym zklamanim,
roztrzka s Hellmesbergerem ho zasahla jesté hloubéji.

Smyccovy kvartet C dur, op. 61, v poradi jiz jedenacté Dvorakovo kvartetni dilo, vznikl
na prani vyznamného rakouského houslisty a primaria vlastniho kvarteta Josepha Hell-
mesbergera st. (1828-1893).2° Tento umélec byl svédkem Uspéchl Dvorakovych skla-
deb, které se zacaly ve Vidni hrat od roku 1879.?7 V souvislosti s pozitivnim videnskym
prijetim skladatelova Smyccového sextetu A dur, op. 48 provedeného Hellmesbergero-
vym kvartetem 31. bfezna 188128 pozadal houslista pfitomného autora o zkomponovani
nového dila pfimo pro jeho soubor.?®° Svédectvi o této umélecké zakazce je obsazeno
v jediném dochovaném Hellmesbergerové dopise skladateli z 29. zafi 1881. Houslista
v ném pfipomina Dvorakovi jeho slib. Vzhledem k nutnosti upfesnit program nadchaze-
jici sezdny, v niz by videnskému publiku ,ein neues Meisterwerk unseres hochverehrten
Freundes Dvorak“ 3¢ rad predvedl, Zada naléhavé o co mozna nejrychlejsi zaslani dila.
Dvoraka, ktery v té dobé intenzivné pracoval na opefe Dimitrij, Hellmesberger(iv zajem
o nové dilo velice potésil. Ujistil ho o své vdécnosti s tim, Ze na skladbé bude pracovat
,mit aller Lust, mit allem meinen Kénnen und Wissen“. 3* Dopoledne bude vénovat ope-
fe, odpoledne kvartetu. Cas na zkomponovani kvarteta odhadl na pét a7 Sest tydna.

0 praci na novém komornim dile pro Hellmesbergera se skladatel zminil také ve dvou

24) [Hamburger] Fremdenblatt Nr. 268, Jahrgang 58, 1884, 14. 11. Za laskavé dohledani data kritiky
a zaslani jeji kopie dékuji Dr. J. Neubacherovi.

25) Joseph Joachim (1831-1907) na sebe upozornil jiz jako zazracné dité, pozdéji se stal vyznamnym hous-
listou, pedagogem, skladatelem i dirigentem. Po roce 1869 Zil v Berliné a udrzoval pratelské kontakty s mnoha
hudebniky. ZaloZil stejnojmenné kvarteto, které nalezelo k evropsky proslulym télesim konce 19. stoleti. Viz
napf. BORCHARD, Beatrix: Joachim Joseph, in: The New Grove. Dictionary of Music and Musicians, sv. 13,
Macmillan Publishers Limited, London 2001, s. 125-127; BORCHARD, Beatrix: Joachim Joseph, in: Die Musik
in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Aligemeine Enzyklopadie der Musik, Personenteil 9, Barenreiter-Metzler, Kassel
etc. 2003, s. 1061-1066 aj. Dvorak vénoval Joachimovi sv(ij Koncert pro housle a orchestr a moll, op. 53.
Burghauser TK, str. 595.

26) Joseph Hellmesberger, st., pedagog na videnské konzervatoti, umélecky feditel i dirigent Gesellschaft der
Musikfreunde. V letech 1849-1887 zalozil a vedl| stejnojmenné kvarteto. Viz napt. EVIDOM, Richard: Hellmes-
berger Joseph, in: The New Grove. Dictionary of Music and Musicians, sv. 11, Macmillan Publishers Limited,
London 2000, s. 350; LINHARDT, Marion: Hellmesberger Familie, in: Die Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart.
Aligemeine Enzyklopadie der Musik, Personenteil 8, Barenreiter-Metzler, Kassel etc. 2006, s. 1259-1263 aj.
27) Viz BIBA, Otto: Antonin Dvorak im Wiener Musikleben seiner Zeit, in: Collogium ,Dvorak, Janacéek und
their Time*, ed. Rudolf Pe¢man, Brno 1985, s. 51-55.

28) Viztamtéz, s. 52 a Burghauser TK, s. 587.

29) Zhruba o dva roky dfive objednal u Dvofaka novy kvartet (Es dur, op. 51) primarius Florentinského kvarte-
ta Jean Becker, viz SOUREK, op. cit. v pozn. 8, s. 50-51. Dilo, které se vyznaduije rysy typickymi pro tzv. slovanské
obdobi Dvorakovy tvorby, slavilo od pocatku své existence u publika i kritiky velké Gspéchy.

30) Joseph Hellmesberger st. Dvorakovi, Viden, 29. 9. 1881, ADKD 5, s. 327.

31) Dvorak Josephu Hellmesbergerovi st., Praha, 1. 10. 1881, ADKD 1, s. 261.
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dopisech pfiteli Aloisu Goblovi. Poprvé pocatkem fijna 1881 32 a pak jesté zhruba o mé-
sic pozdéji, kdy uved! i pfesné datum premiéry: ,Cetl jsem, 7e Hellmesberger hraje mj
novy kvartet, ktery jesté ani neznam, 15. prosince!“3® Zaroven mu sdélil, Ze ma uz tfi véty
hotové a pracuje na finale.

S novou skladbou byl Dvorak spokojen, coz doklada jeho dopis nakladateli Fritzi Sim-
rockovi, napsany pét dni pred prfedpokladanou premiérou: ,Ich glaube, es ist von mei-
nen Kammermusickstiicken das grésste und auch vollendetste.“®* Sou¢asné zminuje,
Ze Hellmesberger ma kvartet reprizovat nasledujici tyden v Nice. Hodla mu dilo vénovat,
a tak by uvital, kdyby mohlo vyjit tiskem co nejdfive. O Ctyfi dny pozdéji vSak skladatel
Simrocka informoval, Ze premiéra byla kv(li pozaru ve videnském Ringtheatru odlozena®®
a 7e Geka na zpravy z Vidn&. Z&dné jiné pisemné svédectvi o dalsim vyvoji situace mezi
skladatelem a houslistou kromé nové objeveného dopisu vSak neni znamé.=*¢

Domnénku, Ze za zrusenim premiéry mohly byt osobni dlivody, vyslovil ve své studii
jiz rakousky muzikolog Otto Biba: ,War Hellmesberger von dem Werk enttauscht? [...]
Personliche Grande, [...] abgesehen von Fragen des Stils und der Qualitat - fir einen
Kinstler entscheidend sind.“%” | kdyz posunuti terminu premiéry bylo za téchto okolnosti
objektivné zcela na misté, vidensky koncertni a zejména divadelni Zivot se az na vyjimky
ani po tragickém pozaru nezastavil, snad jen poklesla navstévnost.*®

V nové objeveném dopisu Krausemu skladatel vzpoming, jak ,in Wien, als es noch
Manuscript war sagte mir Hellmesberger er halte es fur ein schwaches Werk und kénne
es nicht spielen!“®® Kdy, pro¢ a za jakych okolnosti vyrkl Hellmesberger, jak tvrdi Dvo-
fak, tento tvrdy verdikt nad Smyccovym kvartetem C dur, op. 61, vSak mUZeme pouze
spekulovat. K publikovani kvarteta zfejmé dosSlo, ostatné i na naléhani skladatele, pred

32) Dvorak Goblovi, Praha, 3.10. 1881, ADKD 1, s. 262.

33) Dvorak Goblovi, Praha, 5. 11. 1881, ADKD 1, s. 269. Zdroj informace o pfesném datu premiéry se ne-
podafilo vypatrat. V Narodnich listech ani Neue freie Presse nebyla v kritickém obdobi, tj. od Fijna do zacatku
listopadu, nalezena Zadna informace o chystané premiére. Pouze v ¢asopise Signale fiir die Musikalische Welt,
XXXIX, November 1881, No 63 na s. 1013 je u zpravy z Vidné datované 23. 10. uvedena zminka, Ze: ,Von den
neuen Werken bringt Hellmesberger ein Quartett von Dvorak*“. Datum Dvorakova dopisu odpovida datu dokon-
Eeni partitury. Na jejim definitivnim znéni pracoval od 25. 10. do 10. 11. 1881. Kompozici kvarteta predchazel
jesté vznik Kvartetni véty F dur, kterou skladatel komponoval na Vysoké u Pfibrami od 6. do 9. 10. téhoZ roku.
34) Dvorak Simrockovi, Praha, 10. 12. 1881, ADKD 1, s. 272-273. BlizSi podrobnosti o planovaném uvedeni
dila v Nice se nepodafilo zjistit.

35) Dvorak Simrockovi, Praha, 14. 12. 1881, ADKD 1, s. 274-275. Pozar divadla na Schottenringu vypukl
8. 12. 1881 kréatce pred predstavenim. Zahynulo pfi ném témér 400 lidi, divadelni budova byla zcela zni¢ena.
36) | nadale z(istava nevyjasnéna informace zvefejnéna v Musikalisches Wochenblatt, Leipzig, 11. 5. 1882,
s. 233: “Beim Hellmesberger horte man ein interessantes Manuscriptquartett von A. Dvorak*, viz Burghauser
TK, s. 210 - v této dobé vSak byl jiz op. 61 vydan tiskem. Také Otto BIBA (op. cit. v pozn. 27, s. 52) naznacuje
jistou moznost privatniho provedeni kvartetu.

37) BIBA, op. cit. v pozn. 27, s. 52-53.

38) Viz Neue freie Presse po 8. 11. 1881; ruseni koncertll bylo relativné vyjimecné, i kdyz tisk zminuje velky
pokles navstévnosti, a to navzdory adventu.

39) Viz dopis Antonina Dvoraka Emilu Krausemu, posledni 4 fadky na s. 2 a prvni dva fadky s. 3.
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20. dubnem 1882.%° Od poloviny prosince 1881 do vydani kvarteta tiskem vSak nejsou
Zadné vzajemné kontakty Dvoraka s Hellmesbergerem ani skladatelova navstéva Vidné
doloZeny.*

Vyvoj situace se do jisté miry odrazi ve skladatelové korespondenci s Fritzem Sim-
rockem, ktery vydani opusu 61 pripravoval: ,Das Quartett ist doch nicht Hellmesberger
gewidmet?“, pta se prekvapené Simrock Dvoraka v dopise z 26. 1. 1882.%2 O ¢tyfi dny
pozdéji vSak skladatel ve své odpovédi trva na dedikaci s odtvodnénim, Ze to jiz Hell-
mesbergerovi oznamil.** Dokladem posledniho Dvofakem odsouhlaseného zasahu je
pak skladatelGv dopis zaméstnanci Simrockovy firmy Balduinu Doérffelovi z 4. 3. 1882.44
Dvorakova perem psana dedikace v zahlavi autografni partitury ,Herrn Hofkapellmeister
Josef Hellmesberger gewidmet Ant. Dvorak“ je preskrtana tuzkou a tisk vySel bez dedi-
kace.*

Némecky muzikolog Hartmut Schick, ktery se podrobné zabyval celou Dvorakovou
kvartetni tvorbou,*® vidi dlivody Hellmesbergerova odklonu od Dvofakova nového dila
v jeho konzervativismu. Podle Schickova nazoru houslista zfejmé uprednostioval Dvo-
raka ,slovanského“ (Smyccovy kvartet Es dur, op. 51, Smyccovy sextet A dur, op. 48)
a jesté tak akceptoval ,brahmsovského“ (Klavirni trio f moll, op. 65). S pojetim op. 61,
tak odliSnym od UspéSného kvartetu op. 51, pozdéji pojmenovaného ,Slovansky*, se
vSak nedokazal ztotoznit.*’ Jisté je, Ze se po roce 1882 provadéni Dvorakovych kvartet(
ve Vidni ujalo nové komorni téleso, Rosé Quartett.*®

Premiéru jiz vydaného Smyccového kvartetu C dur, op. 61 tedy realizovalo Joachimovo
kvarteto v Berliné 2. 11. 1882.%° Podle skladatelova vyjadieni v nové objeveném dopise
Krausemu tehdy veskera kritika kvartet zavrhla a odsoudila. Pokud vSak pozorné procte-
me celou recenzi od pisatele G. C., °° ktera patrné nalezi k nejdllezitéjsim, zjistime, Ze
i pfes nékteré vyhrady o zavrZeni a odsouzeni dila jako takového prece jen hovofit nelze.
Pisatel spravné postrehl podstatu zmény skladatelova stylu: ,Es anstatt der volksthim-

40) Dvorak odeslal korekturu partitury Simrockovi 4. 3. 1882 - viz dopis Balduinu Doérffelovi z téhoZ dne,
ADKD 1, s. 293. Zprava o vydani kvarteta vysla 20. 4. v ¢asopise Dalibor, roc. IV, 1882, ¢. 12, s. 96: “ U Sim-
rocka v Berliné vySlo praveé [...] op. 61 v partitufe, jednotlivych hlasech a Ctyfruénim vytahu.” Krauseho zminka
o vydani kvarteta v kvétnu, obsazena v kritice, je zfejmé mylna.

41) Podle Gdaju obsaZenych v Burghauserové TK, s. 596, navstivil Dvorak po 10. 11. 1881, tj. po zkompono-
vani kvartetu, Viden az koncem ledna 1883.

42) Simrock Dvorakovi, Berlin, 26. 1. 1882, ADKD 5, s. 350.

43) Dvorak Simrockovi, Praha, 30. 1. 1882, ADKD 1, s. 285-286.

44) Dvorak Dorffelovi, Praha, 4. 3. 1882, ADKD 1, s. 293.

45) Viz NM-CMH-MAD, S 76/1576 - autografni partitura, NM-CMH-MAD S 226/1004 (partitura, vydal
N. Simrock, Berlin 1882, No 8280).

46) SCHICK, Hartmut: Studien zu Dvoraks Streichquartetten, Laaber-Verlag, Heidelberg 1990, 347 s.

47) Viz tamtéz, kapitola Verfeinung des Stils: F-Dur-Fragment und C-Dur-Quartett, s. 236.

48) Viz BIBA, op. cit. v pozn. 27, s. 53. Zakladatelem kvarteta, které pusobilo az do roku 1938, byl rakousky
houslista zZidovského plvodu Arnold Rosé (1863-1946).

49) Burghauser TK, s. 595.

50) Vossische Zeitung, No 518, 5. 11. 1882 - Erste Beilage, Die zweite Quartett-Soiré, G. C., vSechny citace
v tomto odstavci pochézeji z této kritiky. Komentar k dilu véetné vyiatk( z kritiky viz téZ DOGE, Klaus: Dvorak.
Leben-Werke-Dokumente, Schott Mainz-Piper Miinchen, 1991, s. 425-426.
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lichen Frische und Naivitat das Streben zum Bedeutenden, ja zum Sublimen verrath.“
A z tohoto pohledu mu byl ,der friihere Dvorak mit seiner unverkiinsteltem Natur lieber.”
Novy zpUsob pfipadal pisateli ,zu gekiinstelt und gezwungen*, misty (Adagio) dokonce bez-
tvary (,gestaltlos“), a to i pres to, Ze téma 1. véty pfipomina ,bekanntes volksthimliches*
HandlUv sbor Seht er kommt z oratoria Judas Maccabaeus. Pochopitelné vyzdvihl okamzi-
Ky, v nichZ byly patrny oblibené rysy Dvorakova stylu a jeho ,empfindender Natur“.

Naproti tomu Emil Krause pfijima ve své obsahlé recenzi®* Dvorakovo dilo nadseng,
zcela a bez vyhrad, tedy v souladu s jeho ocekavanim. ,Das Werk kennzeichent von
Anfang bis zum Schluf3 den erfahrenen Componisten®, ,durch innewohnende slavische
Element gewinnt dieselbe noch an eigenartigem und dabei unwiderstehlich fesseln-
dem Reiz.“ A dale: ,Seiner Kunst thematischer Arbeit entlehnte Dvorak den classischen
deutschen Tonmeistern und den besten der zeitgendssischen Componisten.“ Zminénou
melodickou shodu na pocatku 1. tématu povaZuje za zamérnou a velkou pozornost vé-
nuje zplsobu, jak s tématem a jeho ¢astmi skladatel naklada: ,Ein geinvolles Motivspiel
[...] ist sicher ein Meisterstlck in jeder Beziehung.“52 Celkové vychazi dilo podle pisatele
ze znamych estetickych princip(i, které pozornému posluchaci umozni bezproblémovou
orientaci ve formalnim prabéhu i modulacich. Za nejkrasnéjsi oznacuje takové protivéty,
které se vyznacuji vnitfnimi vztahy a vazbami. ,Das Quartett Dvorak “s gewahrte einen
reinen Kunstgenuss,“ konstatuje Krause.

| pfes nejednoznacnou reakci berlinského kritika na premiéru si vSak Smyccovy kvar-
tet C dur, op. 61 nasel rychle cestu na koncertni podia v Némecku i dalSich evropskych
zemich.53

Nedlouho po Dvorakové umrti byl opus 61 hodnocen jako dilo vyrovnavajici se s dé-
dictvim klasik(, v némz folklorni prvky ustupuji do pozadi. Skladatel v ném ,dostupuje [...]
vyse, jez od dob Beethovenovych teprve jim a Brahmsem byla dosaZena.“®* Hlavni téma
1. véty ,dySe dechem beethovenovského klasicismu.“%® Trio scherza [rozplyva se] “témér
schubertovskou lahodou“ a teprve v posledni vété ,nejvice jesSté prokmita skladatelova
priznacna razovitost narodnostni.“%®

Zda se tedy, Ze hlavnim problémem dobové recepce dila byl, a to jak v pripadé Jo-
sepha Hellmesbergera st., tak i berlinské kritiky, rozpor mezi o¢ekavanim jednotlivych
stran. Autor ziejmé predpokladal pozitivni pfijeti novym zplsobem koncipované skladby.

51) Hamburger Fremdenblatt, rocnik 56, 1884, ¢. 268, 14. 11. 1884, 2. nestrankovana priloha, s. 2.V tomto
odstavci uvedené citace pochazeji z této kritiky. Jeji prepis vizs. 73-74.

52) Otakar Sourek zmifiuje v souvislosti se vznikem dila, Ze v ném DvoFak pouZil nékolik starsich vlastnich
témat, viz predmluva ke kapesnimu vydani partitury kvartetu (SNKLHU, Praha 1955). Zminéna melodicka spfi-
znénost se slavnym sborem z toho Handelova dila je vSak spiSe nahodna. Konstatovani némeckych kritikt
vychazi jisté ze znalosti Handelova oratoria, které bylo v Hamburku provedeno roku 1883 - viz SITTARD, Josef:
Musik- und Concertwesens in Hamburk, Altona 1890, s. 302-303. Dvorak se s timto dikem seznamil prav-
dépodobné v souvislosti se svymi cestami do Anglie, které zacaly v roce 1884. Zde zfejmé ziskal jeho klavirni
vytah, ktery je dosud ve vlastnictvi rodiny.

53) Jesté vtémze roce byl hran 14. 11. v Koliné nad Rynem a 6. 12. v Bonnu, viz Burghauser TK, s. 595 ad.
54) SOUREK, op. cit. v pozn. 8, s. 129.

55) SOUREK, op. cit. v pozn. 8, s. 130.

56) SOUREK, op. cit. v pozn. 8, s. 132.
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Hellmesberger i recenzent G. C. naopak ocekavali dalsi dilo vyrazné slovanského charak-
teru, ktery Dvofaka v némecky mluvicich zemich nedlouho predtim proslavil.

Dnes je Dvorakav Smyccovy kvartet C dur, op. 61 povazovan za jeden z vrcholl jeho
kvartetni tvorby, otevirajici zaroven novou etapu skladatelova kompozi¢niho vyvoje. Pro ni
je charakteristické nejen opousténi folklornich prvkd, ale i dynamizace sonatové formy,
barvitéjsi harmonie a celkové prohloubeni hudebniho obsahu.5” Tyto rysy, které v dobé
vzniku op. 61 nebyly vzdy pozitivné hodnoceny a pfijimany, vSak pfinesly skladateli v krat-
ké dobé dalsi vyznamné mezinarodni umélecké Uspéchy a uznani.

Dosud neznamy dopis Antonina Dvoraka Emilu Krausemu doklada, jak citlivé v té
dobé jiz znamy, zadany, zraly a pravem sebevédomy skladatel vnimal negativni odezvu ¢i
nepochopeni svého zaméru konkrétnim interpretem &i kritikou a jak hluboké stopy v ném
podobné nezdary nebo zklamani zanechaly. Je i svédectvim toho, jak si cenil pFistupu
dnes pozapomenutého hamburského kritika, ktery zfejmé jeho hudbu dokazal poslou-
chat a prijimat bez jakychkoliv ideovych ¢&i jinych predsudkd. Po zmapovani kompletni
dvorakovsky zamérené kritické ¢innosti Emila Krauseho by se mozna ukazalo, ze Dvorak
mél v Némecku kromé dobie znamého Louise Ehlerta jesté dalSiho dlilezitého spojen-
ce.’® Soucasné se tak otevira cesta k detailnimu prozkoumani a zhodnoceni vyznamu
Hamburku, ktery je z hlediska recepce Dvorakova dila nepochybné zajimavy.%® V nepo-
sledni fadé tento objevny a sbirky Narodniho muzea - Ceského muzea hudby obohacujici
dopis upozornuje i na existenci bilych mist ve skladatelové Zivoté a dile, kterd se mohou
objevit, pokud se zaméfime na urcity konkrétni detail.

Predkladany diplomaticky prepis dopisu respektuje podobu skladatelova textu i jeho
dynamicky a misty velmi obtizné Citelny rukopis. Pfipadné zasahy jsou uvedeny v hrana-
tych zavorkach (Spatné Citelné slovo, nezfetelné misto, chybéjici pismeno).®° Dopis je psan
perem, némecky - kurentem, na tfech stranach dvojlistu o rozméru 204 x 127 mm.

57) Viz SCHICK, op. cit. v pozn. 46, s. 235-261.

58) L. Ehlert (1825-1884), klavirista a kritik, Dvofak(v vyznamny p¥iznivec a umélecky pfitel, viz SOUREK,
op. cit. v pozn. 8, s. 25.

59) LITZEL, Susanne: ... dann reise ich zu Ihnen nach Hamburg, in: Musikfest Hamburg “91, Programmbuch
Johannes Brahms / Antonin Dvorak, Hamburg, 1991, vyd. S. Litzel a F. Gottschalk, s. 46-48.

60) Zapomoc s prepisem dékuji Milené Bélicové, Janu Kahudovi a Milanu PospiSilovi. Cenné rady a pfipomin-
ky mi v pribéhu prace pratelsky poskytl také David R. Beveridge.
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‘Tausendmal Dank!’
(A Thousand Thanks):
Antonin Dvorak

to Emil Krause

JARMILA TAUEROVA

A previously unpublished letter of 19 November 1884 from Antonin Dvorak to
the Hamburg music critic Emil Krause is discussed in broad contexts pertaining
especially to the career of the addressee, other known contacts Dvorak had with him,
and the circumstances under which the composer’s String Quartet in C major, Op.
61 was written and performed. Krause’s enthusiastic review of a performance of this
work in Hamburg on 14 November 1884 is compared with responses to its premiere
in Berlin on 2 November 1882.

Antonin Dvorak - Emil Krause - string quartet - Hamburg - Joseph Hellmesberger -
Joachim Quartet - Berlin - concert life - music criticism

In 2008 the Czech Museum of Music, as part of the National Museum, purchased
a previously-unknown letter written by Antonin Dvorak on 19 November 1884 in Berlin to
Emil Krause in Hamburg.* This purchase, via the Hamburg antiquarian dealer Halkyone,?
was made with financial support from the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic.
According to information from the seller the letter comes from the possessions of the
Hamburg composer Heinrich Sthamer (1885-1955), a pupil of the addressee.®

The musician and critic Emil Krause (30 July 1840 - 5 September 1916), mentioned
only rarely in Czech-language Dvorak literature and apparently still not well known even
in the musicological world of Germany, was connected throughout his life with his native
Hamburg. After returning from studies at the conservatory in Leipzig, he worked in
Hamburg as a piano teacher, theorist, and composer.* Eventually he became a member

1) NM-CMH-MAD, Acquisition No. 8/2008, Inventory No. 8668.

2) www.halkyone.de (accessed 21 July 2011)

3) HELZEL, Gerhard: ‘Sthamer Heinrich’ in Die Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Allgemeine Enzyklopadie
der Musik, Personenteil 15, Barenreiter-Metzler, Kassel etc. 2006, pp. 1457-58.

4) For basic information see RIEMANN, Hugo: Musik Lexikon, Personenteil, B. Schott's S6hne, Mainz
1959, p. 961. Krause is also mentioned in DOMLING, Wolfgang: ‘Josef Bohuslav Foerster v Hamburku’
(J.B.F. in Hamburg) in Josef Bohuslav Foerster na prahu 21. stoleti, sbornik z Mezindrodniho sympozia
(J.B.F. on the Threshold of the 21st Century: Proceedings of the International Symposium), Prague 2010,
pp. 35-36. Domling’s belief that the musician Emil Krause was also a senator is apparently erroneous - the
senator was a younger man (1870-1943) of the same name.
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Joachimovo kvarteto / Joachim Quartet
Fotografie / Photograph, ca. 1900
NM-CMH F 1963

of the Philharmonische Gesellschaft, and from 1864 to 1907 he served as music
critic for the newspaper Hamburger Fremdenblatt. As an undoubtedly important and
influential figure in Hamburg musical life,> he had the opportunity to follow and reflect
on performances of Dvorak’s works in Hamburg systematically from the very beginning.®
However, only a torso of the papers from Krause’s estate, deposited in the Staats- und
Universitatsbibliothek in Hamburg, is available for study today, and that torso contains no
particular materials related to Dvorak.”

Krause’s interest in Dvofak’s music has so far been noted only by Otakar Sourek, who
in his four-volume monograph on the composer’s life and work quotes several excerpts
from Krause’s enthusiastic review of the Hamburg performance of the Symphony in D
minor, Op. 70 on 20 November 1889 under the baton of Hans von Bulow: ‘[The symphony]
is gorgeous [...] and was received with sensational enthusiasm that did not slacken in the
least for the whole evening [...]. Dvorak has not yet written anything more beautiful in the
impression made by its sound [than the end of of the second movement].’”®

5) See DOMLING, op. cit. (note 4), p. 36.

6) Dvorak’s music sounded in Hamburg for the first time in January and February 1879 in the form of a selec-
tion from his Slavonic Dances for orchestra. See BURGHAUSER, Jarmil: Antonin Dvorék. Thematic Catalogue,
Barenreiter Editio Supraphon, Prague 1996, p. 576 (hereinafter Burghauser TC).

7) According to information from Dr. Jirgen Neubacher, head of the department of Historische Bestaende,
Referat Musikhandschriften und -drucke, after World War Il the archive was taken to the Soviet Union. In 1991
a portion of the materials were returned, but that portion included only three archive boxes from Krause’s es-
tate. Reportedly no portrait or photograph of Krause has been preserved.

8) English translation from Sourek’s Czech translation. SOUREK, Otakar: Zivot a dilo Antonina DvoFéka (The
Life and Work of Antonin Dvorak), Vol. 2, 1st ed., Prague 1917, p. 205.
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Until now only two items of correspondence between Dvorak and Krause have been Thus written contact between the composer and the critic may have begun already
known. In the first of them, from 1887, Dvorak responded to a request from Krause that in 1880. Apparently the frequency of their correspondene fluctuated over the course of
he send several works to be reviewed. He was surprised that Krause had not yet received years depending on the frequency of performances of Dvorak’s works in Hamburg® and
his Stabat mater, published by the Simrock publishing house already in 1881.: ‘[V]ielleicht Krause's interest in reviewing various of his compositions.” This is in any case evident
haben Sie es schon, oder hat es Simrock nicht geschickt?’® Referring to a previous letter from the second of the above-cited letters they exchanged. That they met in person is not
of his, Dvofrak then assured the critic that he would receive copies of two works of his documented but cannot be ruled out.*®
published by Novello: the cantata Svatebni koSile (The Spectre’s Bride) and the oratorio Six years later Dvorak sent his publisher Fritz Simrock a now-missing ‘Zettel’ from
Svata Ludmila (St. Ludmila), published 1885 and 1886 respectively.’® Krause’s reply is Emil Krause and asked him to satisfy a wish Krause had expressed, apparently that he
missing. The second previously-known letter, dated 29 January 1903, was sent by Krause send him a review copy of some unspecified composition.*®
to the composer and refers to earlier contacts: ‘Sie durfen sich meiner aus friherer Zeit A direct query about Krause is contained in a letter Dvorak wrote in New York to Josef
noch erinnern konnen.’** Krause asked Dvorak to send him the Requiem (published by Bohuslav Foerster?° early in November 1894: ‘And what about Mr. Krause? [...] He used
Novello in 1891), about which he had read and heard a lot and which he wanted to to write [to me] fairly often, but | don’t know whether he’s still writing.”?* However, the
review. In view of Dvofak’s death on 1 May 1904 this may have been the last item in their composer probably received no reply until late February or even March in the following
correspondence; in any case we have no response from Dvorak. year. This reply was already the third letter Foerster wrote to Dvorak during this period.

Evidence of contacts between the two men and of Krause’s positive attitude toward The two previous ones, of which especially the first may have contained the requested
Dvorak’s music is found primarily in the composer’s correspondence with others. Dvorak’s information about Krause, were lost, which was nothing unusual at the time.??
attention was drawn to Krause by the multi-talented musician Jan Ludevit Prochazka Dvorak’s recently-purchased letter of 19 November 1884 pertains to the String
early in 1880.12 In a letter from Hamburg Prochazka not only sent the composer Quartet in C major, Op. 61. In it the composer thanks Krause for his favourable review
Krause's address but directly suggested he should write to him: ‘The critic Emil Krause is of this work, performed in Hamburg on 12 November that year.2® Krause’s appreciation
a charming man and is immensely interested in you; he would be glad to establish some held extraordinarily great importance for Dvorak. The review, published two days after
kind of contact with you. Perhaps you could write him a few kind lines?'*® Prochazka also the concert,? evoked a strong emotional reaction in the composer, and bitter memories
referred to a review by Krause that he enclosed, of Dvorak’s String Quartet in E flat major, of events connected with this work some years earlier. These memories pertained both
Op. 51 which had been performed in Hamburg on 7 January.* In his reply to Prochazka of to what he perceived as negative reactions by critics to the work’s premiere and to the
15 January Dvorak thanked him for the review and, besides mentioning two more reviews rude rejection of it by the man who had asked him to compose it, Joseph Hellmesberger.

he had received, wrote: ‘Please convey to Mr. Krause my heartfelt thanks, and that I'll
write to him as soon as possible.’®

16) See Burghauser TC, pp. 582-759.

9) Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty (A.D.: Correspondence and Documents, hereinafter ADKD), 17) The torso of papers preserved from Krause’s estate includes a lengthy manuscript list of his private
ed. Milan Kuna et al., Vols. 1-10, Editio Supraphon / Editio Barenreiter, Prague 1987-2004. Dvorak to Krause, music library (ca. 600 items). According to Jirgen Neubacher it has entries about prints of works by Dvorak, but
Prague, 18 April 1887, ADKD 2, p. 242 (original missing). | have not been able to determine either the particular titles or the total number of works.

10) Ibid.: [...] wird lhnen von London aus, wie ich geschrieben habe, von dem Verleger Novello u. Ewer 18) Dvorak visited Hamburg for the first time in 1863 as a member of Karel Komzak’s band. His second stay
verabfolgt.’ there was a brief sojourn en route to the USA in 1894, during which on 18 Oct. he visited J.B. Foerster. So far no
11) Krause to Dvofak, Hamburg, 29 Jan. 1903, ADKD 8, p. 259 (NM-CMH-MAD S 76/787). documentation has been found of Dvofék’s presence at the Hamburg performance of his opera Selma sedéak
12) The pedagogue, organizer, composer, and pianist J.L. Prochazka (1837-88) - see www.ceskyhudebni- (The Cunning Peasant) on 3 January 1883; see Burghauser TC, p. 596.

slovnik.cz (accessed 26 July 2011) - was favourably inclined toward Dvorak already before moving to Hamburg, 19) Dvorak to Simrock, Prague, 1 Oct. 1886, ADKD 2, pp. 181-83; the work in question may have been the
which was his main place of residence for the remainder of his life and where he shared actively in performing Stabat mater - see Dvorak to Krause, 18 April 1887, ADKD 2, p. 242.

several of Dvorak’s chamber works. See VOJTESKOVA, Jana: ‘Jan Ludevit Prochazka and His Contacts in the 20) J.B. Foerster resided in Hamburg from 1894 to 1903; see DOMLING, op. cit. (note 4), p. 35.

World of the Arts’, Musicalia, Vol. 3 (2011), Nos. 1-2, pp. 102-120. 21) Dvorakto Foerster, New York, 7 Nov. 1894, ADKD 3, pp. 311-13. Of course Dvorak had other acquaintances
13) Prochazka to Dvorak, Hamburg, 9 Jan. 1880, ADKD 5, pp. 220-25 (NM-CMH-MAD S 76/612). in Hamburg as well, whom he mentions or about whom he asks in this letter, including A. Merthke (conductor
14) The enclosed clipping has not been preserved. Burghauser TC, p. 581. of the Cacilienverein Orchester), Dr. Ferdinand Pfohl (from 1892 reporter for the Hamburger Nachrichten), and
15) Dvorak to Prochazka, Prague, 15 Jan. 1880, ADKD 1, pp. 196-99, where the letter is printed according the organist Carl F. Ambrust.

to the transcription in SOUREK, Otakar: Antonin Dvofak pFatelim doma (Antonin Dvoféak to Friends at Home), 22) Foerster to Dvorak, Hamburg, 18 Feb. 1895, ADKD 7, pp. 354-55. Dvorak’s String Quartet in F major,
Prague-Brno 1941, p. 239. The original letter was acquired by the Czech Museum of Music as part of the Op. 96 had recently been performed in Hamburg and reviewed by Foerster.

Morawetz collection; see VOJTESKOVA, op. cit. (note 12). The additional reviews, both favourable, were written 23) Burghauser TC, p. 607; the performers are listed as having been Marwege, Schmall, Oberdoérfler, and
by Ludwig Meinardus (Hamburgischer Correspondent) and August Ferdinand Riccius (Hamburger Nachrichten); Klietz.

Dvorak mentions having just received them in his letter, but they are not included in the preserved papers from 24) Hamburger Fremdenblatt Nr. 268, Jahrgang 58, 1884, 14 Nov. | thank Jirgen Neubacher for his kind
his estate. An annotation to this letter in ADKD mistakenly says that the work of Dvorak performed in early help in determining the date of the review and sending me a copy thereof.

January in Hamburg was his String Quartet in A minor, Op. 16.
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If the response by critics to the premiere, given by the quartet of Joseph Joachim?® in playing my new quartet, which | don’t even know yet, on 15 December!’33 He also informed
Berlin on 2 November 1882, was a great disappointment for Dvorak, the falling out with him that he had three movements finished and was working on the finale.
Hellmesberger wounded him even more deeply. Dvorak was satisfied with his new work, as evidenced by his letter to the publisher

The String Quartet in C major, Dvorak’s eleventh work in this genre, was composed Fritz Simrock written five days before the expected premiere: ‘Ich glaube, es ist von
at the request of the important Austrian violinist and leader of his own quartet Joseph meinen Kammermusickstiicken das grosste und auch vollendetste.’®* Here he mentioned
Hellmesberger, Sr. (1828-93).26 This artist witnessed the successes of Dvorak’s works as that Hellmesberger was to repeat the quartet the following week in Nice. He intended
they began to be performed in Vienna starting in 1879.%" In association with the positive to dedicate the work to him and so would be glad if it could be published as soon as
Viennese reception of the String Sextet in A major, Op. 48, performed by Hellmesberger's possible. Four days later, however, he informed Simrock that the premiere had been
quarteton 31 March 1881,28 the violinist asked the composer, present at the performance, postponed because of the fire in Vienna’'s Ringtheater® and that he was waiting for
to write a new work specially for his ensemble.?® Evidence of this request may be found news from Vienna. Concerning the subsequent development of the situation between
in the only preserved letter from Hellmesberger to Dvorak, from 29 September 1881, the composer and the violinist we have no source of information apart from the newly-
in which the violinist refers to the composer’s promise. In view of the need to specify discovered letter.3¢
his programming for the coming season, in which he wanted to present to the Viennese In his study ‘Antonin Dvorak im Wiener Musikleben seiner Zeit’, the Austrian musicologist
public ‘ein neues Meisterwerk unseres hochverehrten Freundes Dvorak’,*° he urged the Otta Biba suggested there may have been personal reasons behind the cancellation of
composer to send the work as soon as possible. Dvofak, who at the time was working the premiere: ‘War Hellmesberger von dem Werk enttauscht? [...] Personliche Grinde,
intensively on the opera Dimitrij (Dmitry), was very pleased by Hellmesberger’s interest [...] abgesehen von Fragen des Stils und der Qualitat - fur einen Kunstler entscheidend
in the new quartet. He assured him of his gratitude and said he would work on the piece sind.”®” Even if postponement of the premiere was fully justifiable objectively under the
‘mit aller Lust, mit allem meinen Kénnen und Wissen’.3 In the morning he would devote circumstances, with just a few exceptions Viennese concert and especially theatrical
himself to the opera, in the afternoon to the quartet. He estimated the time needed to life did not come to a halt even after the tragic fire, through perhaps with a decline in
compose the quartet as five to six weeks. attendance.®®

Dvorak also mentioned his work on the new composition for Hellmesberger in two letters In his newly-discovered letter to Krause Dvorak recalled how ‘in Wien, als es noch
to his friend Alois Gobl - first in early October®2 and then a month later on 5 November, Manuscript war sagte mir Hellmesberger er halte es fur ein schwaches Werk und kénne
when he even gave the exact date of the expected premiere: ‘I read that Hellmesberger is es nicht spielen!”® As to why, when, and under what circumstances Hellmesberger

25) Joseph Joachim (1831-1907) attracted attention already as a child prodigy. Later he became an pronounced such a harsh verdict on the Quartet in C major we can only speculate.

important violinist, pedagogue, composer, and conductor. From 1869 he lived in Berlin and maintained friendly
contacts with many musicians. He founded a quartet bearing his name, which counted among the most famous
ensembles in Europe in the latter part of the nineteenth century. See e.g. BORCHARD, Beatrix: ‘Joachim Joseph’
in The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians, Vol. 13, Macmillan Publishers Limited, London 2001,

pp. 125-27; BORCHARD, Beatrix: ‘Joachim Joseph’ in Die Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Allgemeine 33) Dvorak to Gobl, Prague, 5 Nov. 1881, ADKD 1, p. 269. | have not been able to determine Dvorak’s source
Enzyklopadie der Musik, Personenteil 9, Barenreiter-Metzler, Kassel etc. 2003, pp. 1061-66 and elsewhere. for the precise date of the expected premiere. | find no information about it in either Narodni listy or Neue
Dvorak dedicated to Joachim his Concerto for Violin and Orchestra in A minor, Op. 53. See Burghauser TC, freie Presse during the period in question, i.e. from October to early November. In the magazine Signale fiir die
p. 595. Musikalische Welt, XXXIX, November 1881, No. 63 on p. 1013 we find only the following, in a report from Vienna
26) Joseph Hellmesberger, Sr., pedagogue at the conservatory in Vienna, artistic director and conductor dated 23 Oct.: ‘Von den neuen Werken bringt Hellmesberger ein Quartett von Dvofak.’ The date of Dvofak’s
of the Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde. In 1849 he founded a quartet bearing his name, which he led until letter is the date when he completed the score, on whose definitive version he worked from 25 Oct. to 10 Nov.
1887. See e.g. EVIDOM, Richard: ‘Hellmesberger Joseph’ in The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians, 1881. Before this he composed the Quartet Movement in F major from 6 to 9 Oct. in Vysoka near Pfibram.
Vol. 11, Macmillan Publishers Limited, London 2000, p. 350; LINHARDT, Marion: ‘Hellmesberger Familie’, in 34) Dvorak to Simrock, Prague, 10 Dec. 1881, ADKD 1, pp. 272-73. | have not been able to find further
Die Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Allgemeine Enzyklopadie der Musik, Personenteil 8, Barenreiter- information about the planned performance of the work in Nice.

Metzler, Kassel etc. 2006, pp. 1259-63 and elsewhere. 35) Dvorak to Simrock, Prague, 14 Dec. 1881, ADKD 1, pp. 274-75. The fire in the theatre on the Schottenring
27) See BIBA, Otto: ‘Antonin Dvorak im Wiener Musikleben seiner Zeit’, in Collogium ‘Dvorak, Janaéek und broke out on 8 Dec. 1881 shortly before a planned performance. Aimost four hundred persons perished, and
their Time’, ed. Rudolf Pe¢man, Brno 1985, pp. 51-55. the theatre building was completely destroyed.

28) Ibid., p. 52 and Burghauser TC, p. 587. 36) The following notice published on 11 May 1882 in Musikalisches Wochenblatt, Leipzig, p. 233 remains
29) About two years earlier Dvofak had been asked to compose a new quartet (in E flat major, Op. 51) by the unexplained: ‘Beim Hellmesberger hdrte man ein interessantes Manuscriptquartett von A. Dvofak.” (See
leader of the Florentine Quartet, Jean Becker; see SOUREK, op. cit. (note 8), pp. 50-51. This work, distinguished Burghauser TC, p. 210.) At that time Op. 61 had already been published. Otto BIBA in op. cit. (note 27), p. 52
by traits typical of the ‘Slavic’ period of Dvorak’s output, has been very popular with both audiences and critics suggests the possibility of a private performance of the quartet.

from the beginning. 37) BIBA, op. cit. (note 27), pp. 52-53.

30) Joseph Hellmesberger, Sr. to Dvorak, Vienna, 29 Sept 1881, ADKD 5, p. 327. 38) See Neue freie Presse in the period after 8 Nov. 1881; cancellation of concerts was rather exceptional,
31) Dvorak to Joseph Hellmesberger, Sr., Prague, 1 Oct. 1881, ADKD 1, p. 261. although the press does mention a great decline in attendance despite Advent.

32) Dvorak to Gobl, Prague, 3 Oct. 1881, ADKD 1, p. 262. 39) See Dvorak’s letter to Krause, last four lines on p. 2 and first two lines on p. 3.
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Apparently it was published, at the composer’s urging, already by 20 April 1882.4° For the rejection and condemnation of the work as such. The writer correctly noted the essence of
period from mid-December 1881 until that time we know of no contacts between Dvorak the change in the composer’s style: ‘Es anstatt der volksthiimlichen Frische und Naivitat
and Hellmesberger, nor any visits by the composer to Vienna.* das Streben zum Bedeutenden, ja zum Sublimen verrath.” And from this standpoint, for
To a certain extent the development of the situation is reflected in the composer’s him ‘der friihere Dvorak mit seiner unverkinsteltem Natur [war] lieber.” The new manner
correspondence with Simrock during the time when the latter was preparing the quartet for seemed to him ‘zu geklnstelt und gezwungen’, and in places, e.g. in the Adagio, even
publication: ‘Das Quartett ist doch nicht Hellmesberger gewidmet?’, asked the surprised formless (‘gestaltlos’), despite the fact that the theme of the first movement reminded him
publisherin a letter of 26 January 1882.42 But Dvorak confirmed the dedication in his answer of a ‘bekanntes volksthimliches’ chorus by Handel: ‘See the Conqu’ring Hero Comes’ from
four days later, explaining that he had already informed Hellmesberger about it.*® The last the oratorio Judas Maccabaeus. Naturally the critic highlighted the moments where the
change in the music approved by Dvorak is found in his letter of 4 March 1882 to Balduin popular traits of Dvorak’s style and his ‘empfindender Natur’ were evident.
Dorffel, an employee of the Simrock firm.* Dvofak’s dedication written in the heading of By contrast, Emil Krause in his lengthy review®! accepted Dvorak’s work enthusiastically,
the autograph score - ‘Herrn Hofkapellmeister Josef Hellmesberger gewidmet Ant. Dvorak’ totally, and without reservations, thus in accord with the composer’s expectations. ‘Das
- is crossed out in pencil, and the work was published without any dedication.*® Werk kennzeichent von Anfang bis zum Schluf den erfahrenen Componisten’. [...] ‘[D]
The German musicologist Hartmut Schick, in his book on Dvofak’s entire output of urch innewohnende slavische Element gewinnt dieselbe noch an eigenartigem und dabei
string quartets,® sees the reasons for Hellmesberger’s rejection of Dvorak’s new work in unwiderstehlich fesselndem Reiz.” And: ‘Seiner Kunst thematischer Arbeit entlehnte
his conservatism. In Schick’s opinion the violinist apparently preferred the ‘Slavic’ Dvorak Dvorak den classischen deutschen Tonmeistern und den besten der zeitgendssischen
(of the String Quartet in E flat major, Op. 51 and String Sextet in A major, Op. 48), and still Componisten.” He considered the above-mentioned melodic identity of the beginning of the
accepted a ‘Brahmsian’ work (the Piano Trio in F minor, Op. 65), but could not identify first theme to the Handel tune to be intentional, and devoted great attention to the manner
with the conception of Op. 61 which was so different from the successful quartet Op. 51, in which Dvorak treated the theme and its parts: ‘Ein geinvolles Motivspiel [...] ist sicher ein
later nicknamed ‘Slavic’.*” What is certain is that after 1882 a new chamber ensemble, Meisterstlick in jeder Beziehung,’s2 According to Krause, overall the work was based on well-
the ‘Rosé Quartett’, took over the role of performing Dvorak’s quartets in Vienna.*® known aesthetic principles which allowed the attentive listener to easily follow the unfolding
The premiere of the now-published String Quartet in C major, Op. 61 was not given until 2 of the form and the modulations. He considered the contrasting sections appearing in each
November 1882, by the Joachim Quartet in Berlin.*® According to Dvofak’s newly-discovered part of the work, distinguished by inner relations and ties, to be of the most beautiful effect,
letter to Krause all reviews of the quartet on that occasion rejected and condemned it. and pronounced that ‘Das Quartett Dvorak’s gewahrte einen reinen Kunstgenuss.’
However, if we read carefully the whole review by ‘G. C.’,*® which was evidently one of Despite the mixed reactions by Berlin critics following the premiere, the quartet
the most important, we find that despite certain reservations we cannot really speak of quickly found its way to concert stages in Germany and other countries of Europe.>® Not

— ) ) ) long after Dvorak’s death, this quartet was evaluated as a work that came to terms with
40) Dvorak sent the corrected proofs of the score to Simrock on 4 March 1882 - see his letter to Balduin . i . . .
Dorffel of that day, ADKD 1, p. 293. Announcement of publication of the quartet appeared on 20 April in the the heritage of the classics, in which folkloric elements receded to the background and
journal Dalibor, Vol. IV (1882), No. 12, p. 96: ‘Simrock in Berlin has just published [...] Op. 61 in score, individual the composer ‘rises [...] to a height that he and Brahms were the first to achieve since the
performing parts, and a four-hands arrangement.” Krause’s mention in his review that the work was published time of Beethoven.’s* The main theme of the first movement, it was written, ‘breathes the
in May is apparently erroneous. breath of Beethovenian classicism,’®® and the trio of the Scherzo overflows with ‘almost

41) After 10 Nov. 1881, i.e. after composing the quartet, Dvorak did not visit Vienna until late in January
1883. This according to information in Burghauser TC, p. 596.

42) Simrock to Dvorak, Berlin, 26 Jan. 1882, ADKD 5, p. 350. 51) Hamburger Fremdenblatt, Vol. 56 (1884), No. 268, 14 Nov 1884, 2nd supplement, p. [2]. The quotations
43) Dvorak to Simrock, Prague, 30 Jan. 1882, ADKD 1, pp. 285-86. in this paragraph come from this review. (See transcription, pp. 73-74.)

44) Dvorak to Dorffel, Prague, 4 Mar. 1882, ADKD 1, p. 293. 52) Otakar Sourek, in describing the origin of the work, mentions only the use of several earlier themes
45) See NM-CMH-MAD S 76/1576 (the autograph score) and NM-CMH-MAD S 226/1004 (the score as by Dvorak himself; see his preface to the pocket score edition of the quartet, Statni nakladatelstvi krasné
published by N. Simrock, Berlin 1882, No. 8280). literatury, hudby a uméni, Prague 1955. The mentioned melodic relation to Handel's oratorio is probably
46) SCHICK, Hartmut: Studien zu Dvoraks Streichquartetten, Laaber-Verlag, Heidelberg 1990, 347 pp. accidental. The observation in the German reviews is surely based on knowledge of Handel’'s oratorio, which
47) Ibid., chapter ‘Verfeinung des Stils: F-Dur-Fragment und C-Dur-Quartett’, p. 236. had been performed in Hamburg in 1883 - see SITTARD, Josef: Musik- und Concertwesens in Hamburg, Altona
48) See BIBA, op. cit. (note 27), p. 53. The founder of this quartet, which performed until 1938, was the 1890, pp. 302-03. Dvorak probably did not become acquainted with this work before his trips to England, which
Austrian violinist of Jewish origin Arnold Rosé (1863-1946). began in 1884. It was probably there that he acquired its piano-vocal reduction, still in the possession of his
49) Burghauser TC, p. 595. family today.

50) Vossische Zeitung, No. 518, 5 Nov. 1882 - Erste Beilage, Die zweite Quartett-Soiré, G. C. All the quota- 53) Before the end of the same year (1882) it was played in Cologne (14 Nov.) and Bonn (6 Dec.); see
tions in the above paragraph come from this review. For commentary on the quartet including excerpts from Burghauser TC, pp. 595ff.

the same review see also DOGE, Klaus: DvoFak. Leben-Werke-Dokumente, Schott Mainz-Piper Miinchen, 1991, 54) SOUREK, op. cit. (note 8), p. 129.

pp. 425-26. 55) Ibid., p. 130.
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Schubertian deliciousness’, while not until the last movement does ‘the composer’s Quartett-Verein
characteristic national distinctiveness sparkle through.’s® I (Mittwoch, 12. November)
Thus it seems that the main problem in period reception of this work, both for Das diesjahrige Concerttreiben ist ein ungemein reges, vornehmlich auf dem Gebiete der Kammermusik.

. o Lo Fast in jeder Woche beginnt ein neuer Cyclus von Soireen, wodurch die Zahl derselben eine recht grofle
Joseph Hellmesberger, Sr. and for the Berlin critics, was the contradiction between the geworden ist. Zu den 5 Soireen der philharmonischen Gesellschaft und den 3 des Quartett-Vereins kommen

expectations of the different parties. The composer clearly expected positive reception 4 von Herrn Lewin, 2 von Frl. Marstrand, 2 der Herren Dannenberg und v. Holten, 2 den Herren Kopecky und
of a work conceived in a new way. On the contrary Hellmesberger and the reviewer ‘C. G.’ 2 des Herrn G. Schubart, woraus sich die Zahl 20 ergiebt. Dem Publicum wird durch diese vielen, speziell
expected another work displaying the strikingly Slavic character that had recently made einer Kunstgattung gewidmeten Auffiihrungen reichlich Gelegenheit, das ganze Gebiet der Kammermusik aufs

Neue an sich vorlberziehen zu lassen, denn jeder Kiinstler hat das Bestreben, sein Programm stets neu und
abwechslungsreich zu gestalten, so daf} die Doubletten wenig oder gar nicht vorkommen kdénnen. Der heutige,
auBerordentlich genufreiche Concertabend war neben zwei classischen Werken von Beethoven und Mozart

Dvorak famous in the German-speaking lands.
Today Dvorak’s String Quartet in C major, Op. 61 is considered one of the pinnacles

of his quartet output, and also as having opened a new stage in his compositional der Vorfihrung einer Novitat gewidmet, die zu dem Wertvollsten gerechnet werden darf, was in jingster Zeit
development. Characteristic of this new stage is not only a distancing from folkloric geschrieben wurde.

elements, but also dynamization of sonata form, more colourful harmony, and an overall Anton Dvorak “s C-dur-Quartett ist wie die hier schon gehorten anderen Kammermusikwerke des Tonsetzers
deepening of musical content.” These traits, though not always evaluated and received von groéRtem Interesse. Das Werk kennzeichnet von Anfang bis zum SchluB den erfahrenen Componisten,

dem es vermoge seiner hoch dastehenden musikalischen Beanlagung verliehen ist, tonkUlnstlerische Gebilde
zu schaffen, die, entfernt davon, an D. gewesenes zu erinnern, sich phantastisch frei ergeben. Durch das
der Dvorak “schen Muse innewohnende slavische Element gewinnt dieselbe noch an eigenartigem und dabei

positively at the time when Dvofak composed the work, brought him further international
triumphs and recognition within a short time.

Dvofak’s previously-unknown letter to Emil Krause shows how sensitively the unwiderstehlich fesselndem Reiz. In ihr erschienen die nationalen Volksweisen des béhmischen Landes in jeder
composer, already well-known, in demand, mature, and rightly self-confident at this time, nur denkbaren kinstlerischen Tongestalt. Ist doch allen Tonsetzern, die mehr oder weniger vom Volksgesange
perceived negative responses or failure by a particular performer or critic to grasp his ihren Ausgangspunkt genommen, durch diesen vermdge seiner Naturkraft ein reicher Schatz vielfacher

Ausbeute zu Theil geworden. Dvorak ist eine musikalisch tief angelegte Natur, denn in seiner Musik findet sich
nirgends, wohin man greifen will, ein unnobler Zug. Alles in ihr ist gehaltvoll und dabei vorwiegend bedeutend.
Seine Kunst thematischer Arbeit entlehnte Dvorak den classischen deutschen Tonmeistern und den Besten

intent, and what a deep mark such failures and disappointments made on him. It also
attests to his appreciation for the approach of this now-half-forgotten Hamburg critic, who

apparently was able to listen to and accept his music without any prejudices, ideological der zeitgendssischen Componisten. Daf seine Werke heute bereits einen gewissen Grad der Allgemeinheit
or otherwise. Mapping of Krause’s complete writings on Dvorak’s music might show that unter den Fachgenossen erreicht haben, ist das Verdienst von Johannes Brahms, der Dvorak, als noch wenig
Dvorak had another important ally in Germany besides the well-known Louis Ehlert.5® At von demselben zur Kenntniff gekommen, der deutschen Musikwelt zufihrte. Herr N. Simrock, der fast alle
the same time, our investigation opens the way to detailed examination and evaluation neuen Compositionen von Brahms edirt, hat sich der Werke des béhmischen Tonsetzers ebenfalls energisch

. . . . . . . angenommen; auch dies heute gehorte Quartett C-dur op. 61, das dritte der Streichquartette Dvorak “s erschien
of the importance of Hamburg, which is certainly interesting from the standpoint of ) g. i 8 .Q . P a
im Simrock “schen Verlage und wurde im Mai 1882 publicirt.

reception of Dvorak’s music.>® Not least, this revealling letter, enriching the collections Der erste Satz beginnt mit einem Thema, das absichtlich an Handel "s ,, Seht er kommt mit Preis gekront“
of the Czech Museum of Music, draws attention to blank spots in our knowledge of the aus ,Judas Maccab3dus“ anlehnt. Dieser leitende Gedanke, ein Theil des ersten Hauptthemas, wird in allen
composer’s life and work that can appear if we focus on a particular detail. denkbaren Tonverschlingungen und Umgestaltungen nicht nur im ersten Satze, sondern auch in den iibrigen
zu wechselvollstem Ausdruck gebracht. Ein geistvolles Motivspiel, wie dieses, das bei allem Festhalten an
dem Ausgangsthema niemals trocken und einférmig wird, weil es nie der Mache zur Liebe entstanden, ist
sicher ein Meisterstlck in jeder Beziehung. Dem aufmerksamen Horer werden beim ersten Anhoren keine
Probleme auferlegt, er wird Alles, was der Tonsetzer sagt, verstehen kdnnen, da die musikalische Form der

The diplomatic transcription of the letter here presented respects the form of the
composer’s text as well as his dynamic and in places very poorly legible manuscript. All

insertions are given in square brackets - a poorly-legible word, unclear passage, missing Séatze wie die modulatorische Sprache auf den bekannten asthetischen Kunstprincipien beruht. Von schonster
letter, etc.®® The letter is written in ink in old German cursive lettering, on three pages of Wirkung sind die im jedem Theile des Werkes auftretenden Gegensétze und unter diesen bestehen wieder
a double folio measuring 204 x 127 mm. innere Beziehungen. Das zweite Thema im ersten Satz, erst in Es-dur und nach der Durchfiihrung im A-dur, also

beide mal in der kleinen Terz auf oder abwarts, ist wundervoll; ferner z. B. der Mittelsatz im Poco Adagio, das
Trio im Allegro vivo u. s. w. Kurz vor Schluf3 des Werkes halt die erste Geige, man kdnnte sagen, einen Monolog,

56) Ibid., p. 132. in dem der geistige Hinweis auf die ruhigen, zwischen den bewegten Theilen stehenden Stellen, also eine Art
57) See SCHICK, op. cit. (note 46), pp. 235-61. von Ruckerinnerung gegeben wird. Eine weitere Beschreibung des Werkes ist hier nicht leider nicht geboten,
58) L. Ehlert (1825-84), pianist and critic, an important promoter and artistic friend of Dvofak; see SOUREK, man kann sich nur auf Fingerzeige beschrénken, die den Horer an den an ihm voriibergegangenen Kunstgenufd
op. cit. (note 8), p. 25. erinnern werden.

59) LITZEL, Susanne: ‘[...] dann reise ich zu lhnen nach Hamburg’, in Musikfest Hamburg ‘91, Programmbuch
Johannes Brahms / Antonin Dvorak, ed. S. Litzel and F. Gottschalk, Hamburg 1991, pp. 46-48.

60) For help with the transcription | think Milena Bélicova, Jan Kahuda, and Milan Pospisil. David R. Beveridge
also provided friendly advice and comments during the course of my work.

Das Quartett Dvorak's gewéahrte somit einen reinen Kunstgenu und zwar in doppeltem Sinne; denn
gleichen Schritt mit der Bedeutung des Werkes selbst dient dessen Interpretation durch die Herren Marwege,
Oberdorfler. Schmahl und Klietz. In erster Beziehung imponierte aufs Neue wieder die tadellose Reinheit der
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Intonation, ein Quartettklang wie er nicht schéner gedacht werden kann und auch wohl selten oder kaum

schoner vorkommen wird. Es ist ein mifliches Ding, eine Kunstleistung mit der andern vergleichen zu wollen;

aber alle erfahrenen Musikkenner dirften darin Ubereinstimmen, dafl unser Quartett-Verein heute auf der ?

Hohe angelangen ist; denn neben den Aesthetik des Klanges, ist auch Uberall geistig das ideale Einvernehmen ‘4’6"" =
der vier Klnstler auf den Grad der denkbarsten Vollkommenheit gekommen. Dies schéne Werk des in sich

fertigen Zusammenspiels hat freilich jahrelange Mihen gekostet, um so schéner und nutzbringender fir die

Zr

Kunst ist aber auch dafir das Resultat o 74 2 (_
Es bleibt der Kritik heute nur noch Ubrig, zu constatieren, daf Beethoven s sog. Harfen-Quartett, op. //’%’P
74, Es-dur (1809) und Mozart s Quartett D-moll (1783), die Ubrigen Bestandtheile des vorziiglich gewahlten i
Programms, einen gleich hohen Grad der .
Werthschatzung wie das Quartett von Dvorak bei der gesammten Zuhdrerschaft fanden. Beethoven’s %v«#a—p« Ay A &) et S 74‘ )
umfangreiches Quartett stand, in richtiger Erkenntnif} seines ernsten Charakters, zu Anfang der Soiree, und et a,wd.: TR AR W ,,1,/
war wohl das geeignetste Werk, auf die Novitat des zeitgendssischen Tonsetzers vorzubereiten. Mozart, der in | j
seiner Durchsichtigkeit dem Zuhorer auf halbem Wege in lieben Tongestalten entgegentritt, bildete somit einen s v "'/"""“ “'*P% ﬂé/‘”‘/"v‘
vortrefflichen Schluf3. Wenngleich auch die bis ins Detail vorziigliche Ausfiihrungsart dieser beiden classischen
Werke hier nicht einzeln besprochen werden kann, sei dennoch besonders auf den Vortrag des Adagio ma non %VM /% ?ﬁ/%ﬂ
troppo und das Finale bei Beethoven als diejenigen Leistungen hingewiesen, die den Héhepunkt sémmtlicher év e N o f/M /‘- e
Vortrage, welche das Concert brachte, bildeten. Die Herren Marwege, Oberdorfler, Schmahl und Klietz wurden /é’m“/rf‘_ /Tﬁ-r,'i'qiﬁ .ﬁn,.“?‘z“ y’
nach jedem der Quartette, gerufen und durften sich rlickhaltios der Freude und kinstlerischen Genugthuung | ik - y{_}/‘ o ﬁ‘ Rt
hingeben, die ihre durchgeistete Reproduction bei allen Zuhérern hervorgerufen. | /:‘f HAC ot = "#2' ¥
Emil Krause i b ol ”/{f

,,,. r’/ w.--f/fﬂ(/z;a

Berlin, 19/11 84 i _/'37@«/;-_,(

Vazeny pane,

byl jste opét tak laskav, Ze jste mi svym velmi cténym perem napsal srdecnou a nadmiru pratelskou kritiku,
za kterouzto laskavost si Vam dovoluji vzdat sv(j dik.
Mozna jste si vSiml, Ze dopis je odeslan z Berlina, ale v Praze jsem uz nemél tolik ¢asu, protoZe jsem byl narych-

lo povolan do Berlina, kde mam na |. mimofadném filharmonickém koncerté dirigovat svou predehru Husitska & 4

a klavirni koncert. Py ‘,', S i ﬁ;, A ,L/,? ,»(/ £ g

Vas nazor na kvartet mé tési tim vice, protoZe si myslim, Ze pravé toto dilo patfi k tém, které si takovou chvalu W |
zaslouzi.

A prece jak zasadné rozdilné nazory jsem na néj musel vyslechnout: tak napt. v Berling, kde ho hral Joachim, ho

veskera kritika zavrhla a odsoudila, a ve Vidni, kdyZ bylo jeSté v rukopise, mi fekl Hellmesberger, Ze ho povazuje

za slabé a nemuZze ho hrat!

Tak vidite, mudj mily pane Krausi, takovi jsou dnes lidé!

Ale tim dvojnasob Clovéka potési, kdyz se opét najde nékdo, kdo ma opravdovy hudebni cit a spravné porozu- Sehr geehrter Herr

méni a nepokryté vyjadFi svoji radost a dilo nového komponisty a umélce v pravém slova smyslu spraved|ivé Sie waren abermals so liebens[]

ohodnoti! A tento vzacny muz jste Vy, muj vazeny pane, a proto Vam provolavam z piného srdce: tisiceré diky! \{vurdlg mir eine _herzllche und
Uberaus freundliche Besprechung

lhrer sehr geschatzten Feder

OHMH 4 |

Berlin 19/11 84.

Uctivé Vas zdravi zukommen zu lassen, flr
Vas nejoddanéjsi welche Gefalligkeit ich
Antonin DvoFak Ih_nenlmegnen Dank abstatten
o mir erlaube.
Zitna 10. Praha. Es wird Ihnen vielleicht auffallen
daf’ es von Berlin aus geschickt
(Preklad Jarmila Tauerova) aber in Prag hatte ich nicht mehr

so viel Zeit, weil ich schnell
nach Berlin berufen wurde,
wo ich in | Extrafilharm.
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Conzert mit meine Ouverture
Husitska und das Clavierconzert
dirigieren soll.

Ihre Meinung [?] Uber das Quartett
freut mich um so mehr, da

ich wirklich dieses Stiick ztt

flrr dasjenige halte, welches
dieses Lobes vielleicht nicht
unwurdig ist.

Und doch wie grundverschiedene
Meinungen uber d[a]s Werk habe
ich héren mifen: so z. B. in
Berlin wo es Joachim gespielt
hat, wurde es von der gesamten
Kritik abgelehnt und

verurtheilt und in Wien

ats als es noch Manus|[c]ript war
sagte mir Hellmesberger

er halte es fir ein schwaches

Werk, und kénne es nicht
spielen!
Sehen Sie mein lieber Herr
Krause so sind die Menschen
heutzu Tage!
Aber wie doppelt muf3 es E einen
freuen, wenn sich wieder
Jemand findet, der wirkliche
musikalische Empfindung und
richtiges Verstandnif besitzt,
und unverhohlen seiner Freude
dartiber ausdriickt, und einem Werk
eines neuen Comp: und Kinstlers
Gerechtigkeit im wahren Sinne
des Wortes wiederfahren
1aRt! Und dieser seltener Mann
sind Sie, mein geehrter Herr und
darum rufe ich Ihnen aus vollem
Herzen: tausendmal Dank!

Es begrift Sie ehrfruchtsvoll

lhr ergebenster

Antonin Dvorak
Korngasse 10. Prag
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Antonin Dvorak: Smyccovy kvartet C dur, op. 61
/ String Quartet in C major, Op. 61

Autograf / Autograph, 1881

NM-CM-MAD S 76/1576

Portrét Otakara Sourka od Zdeiiky
Burghauserové / Portrait of Otakar Sourek
by Zdenka Burghauserova

Kolorovana kresba tuzkou /

Coloured pencil drawing

NM-CMH-MAD, €. pF. / Acquisition No. 340/57,
inv. €. 11 / Inventory No. 11

Novinar

a recenzent
Otakar Sourek
(Prvni zprava

O pripravovaném

inventari g g

Acquisition No. 88/98

KATERINA NOVA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2) Sourek dale prispival napt. do dasopisli Smetana a Hudebni revue, kde plsobil také jako redaktor, tyto
texty vSak nejsou soucasti pozlstalosti.

80 M Musicalia 1-2 / 2011

Novinaf a recenzent Otakar Sourek

vané jubileu vyznamnych osobnosti & instituci. V takovychto pfipadech Sourek shrnuje
jejich dosavadni hudebni plisobeni, jeZ vzapé&ti kladné& hodnoti. Jen zlomek Sourkovy po-
zUstalosti vytvareji recenze nové vydanych skladeb u Hudebni matice Umélecké besedy.
Zde vzdy rozsahle hodnoti skladby mladych autor( (napf. K. B. Jirdka, B. Vomacky, L. Vy-
cpalka, V. Petrzelky ad.), zminuje jejich dosavadni tvorbu a vyrkne sviij odhad na budouci
vyvoj téchto umélcl.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Jana Ludevita
Prochazky'

JANA VOJTESKOVA

Ludevit Prochazka

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4) Dalibor, ro¢. 10, 1888, ¢. 33 (s. 262), €. 37 (s. 294-295), ¢. 38 (s. 303) a &. 39 (s. 310-311). Bez uvedeni
autora. Nekrolog byl v podstaté prevzat ze Svétozoru, kde je autor uveden.
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vlastnictvi tovarnika Richarda Morawetze.® Teprve v roce 2003 bylo album zakoupeno
od Morawetzovych dédicti a od té doby je uloZeno ve sbirkdch Narodniho muzea - Ces-
kého muzea hudby.

Jan Ludevit Prochazka® (1837-1888) patfil v Sedesatych a sedmdesatych letech
19. stoleti k vyznamnym osobnostem prazského hudebniho Zivota.” Byl klaviristou, skla-
datelem, dirigentem, pedagogem, hudebnim kritikem, editorem i organizatorem koncer-
t0. Po odchodu do Hamburku v roce 1879 vyznamné prispél k propagaci ¢eské hudby
v zahranici.

Do Prahy na studia priSel v roce 1854. Na otcovo prani studoval prava (ziskal titul
JUDr.), ale jeho velkou laskou byla hudba. Po padu bachovského absolutismu a uvolnéni
narodniho Zivota v roce 1860 se velmi intenzivné vénoval spolkové ¢innosti. Byl jednou
ze zakladajicich osobnosti prazského Hlaholu a Umélecké besedy. V poloviné 60. let se
etabloval jako vyznamny hudebni kritik. Od listopadu 1865 prevzal po Smetanovi hudeb-
ni rubriku Narodnich listt. O pét let pozdéji zaloZil prvni moderné orientovany hudebni
Easopis v Cechach - Hudebni listy - a po tfech letech prosmetanovsky orientované pe-
riodikum Dalibor, jehoZ prvni dva ro¢niky (do roku 1874) redigoval. Méné znamou sku-
tecnosti je, Ze prispival také do hudebni rubriky némecké Politik.2 V Praze vyvinul velmi
intenzivni a mnohostrannou ¢innost, v niz setrval témér po dvé desetileti.

V roce 1866 zalozil smiSeny sbor Umélecké besedy a sdm ho Fidil. Novinkou, kterou
Prochazka zavedl, byly historické koncerty, v nichZ seznamoval vefejnost s tehdy nezna-
mymi dily renesancnich a baroknich autor(. V roce 1870 byly koncerty doplnény duchovni
hudbou soucasnik(l a nazvany Musica sacra. BohuZel téhoz roku smiseny sbor Umélecké
besedy zanikl a s nim i ve své dob& pozoruhodna provedeni staré hudby. Rizeni sboru
vSak Prochazka nadlouho neopustil. V roce 1874 se stal feditelem noveé zfizeného pravo-

5) Morawetz uprchl v bfeznu roku 1939 z Ceskoslovenska a jeho sbirky zlistaly na Gzemi Cech. Po vélce
veskery jeho majetek zabavili komunisté. Vytvarné pamatky byly deponovany do Narodni galerie, ostatni
do literarniho archivu Narodniho muzea. Po roce 1989 byl majetek v restitucich navracen Morawetzovym
dédicim s podminkou, Ze ¢eské instituce musi mit pfednostni pravo ziskat bohemika dfive, nez by méla byt
vyvezena ze zemé&. Hudebni shirka byla proto nabidnuta Narodnimu muzeu - Ceskému muzeu hudby, v roce
2003 koupi realizovalo Ministerstvo kultury CR.

V dne$nim stavu obsahuje Morawetzova hudebni sbirka korespondenci a jiné pisemné nenotové pamatky,
ikonograficky material, notové rukopisy a divadelni a koncertni plakaty nebo programy. Hudebni pamatky Mo-
rawetzovy sbirky popsal jiZ v roce 1962 Milan Postolka v Casopise Narodniho muzea. Sbirka tedy byla muziko-
logické verejnosti znama, nebyla vSak zpracovana a pristupna badatelliim.

6) Psan téz Prochaska, Prohaska Johann Ludwig.

7) CERNY, Miroslav: Prochézka Jan Ludevit, in: Ceskoslovensky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci, sv. 2, Stat-
ni hudebni vydavatelstvi, Praha 1965, s. 370; OTTLOVA, Marta: Prochazka, Jan Ludevit, in: Die Musik in Ge-
schichte und Gegenwart, Personenteil, Bd. 13, Barenreiter, Kassel, s. a., s. 955-956; REITTEREROVA, Vlasta:
Prochazka Jan Ludevit, in: LUDVOVA, Jitka a kol. (ed.): Hudebni divadio v éeskych zemich, Divadelni Gstav a Aca-
demia, Praha 2006; REITTEREROVA, Vlasta: Prochézka Jan Ludevit, in: Cesky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci,
dostupny z www [cit. 2011-07-28]: http://www.ceskyhudebnislovnik.cz/slovnik/; Ludevit Prochazka. Slavna
doba ceské hudby. Vybor z kritik a ¢lanku, ed. Miloslav Nedbal, Statni nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby
a uméni, Praha 1958, 281 s.

8) Bylotovroce 1877, dva roky pfed jeho odchodem do zahranici. Jeho kritiky byly oznaceny Sifrou P.
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slavného chramu v Praze a o tfi roky pozdéji feditelem Jednoty svatovitské. | zde usiloval
o zajimavé produkce. S Jednotou napf. provedl Schumannovo Requiem.

V roce 1871 zavedl Prochazka organizaCné méné naroéné tzv. volné hudebni zabavy,
zamérené na hudebni novinky. Provadény byly jak pisné a komorni hudba, tak i ¢tyrfrucni
Upravy symfonickych dél pro klavir. V Hudebnich listech tehdy vyzyval skladatele, aby zde
predstavili své novinky. Prazané tak méli moznost poznat nova dila Smetanova, Dvora-
kova, Fibichova, Bendlova, Blodkova, Seborova, KFizkovského, Rozkosného a jinych ées-
kych autort. Na programu byly také skladby ruskych a polskych skladatelU.

V 70. letech se Prochazkovy aktivity rozsifily i do jinych oblasti. V roce 1871 byl jednim
ze zakladatel Hudebni matice Umélecké besedy, ktera se zpocatku zamérila na vyda-
vani klavirnich vytah( ¢eskych oper. V roce 1874 zalozil spolu s FrantiSkem Ladislavem
Riegrem hudebni odbor pfi Museu Kralovstvi Eeského - zéklad sbirek dnedniho Ceského
muzea hudby. O dva roky pozdéji byl z Prochazkova podnétu zaloZzen Cesko-némecky
Spolek pro komorni hudbu (Kammermusikverein), jehoZ jednatelem byl Prochazka az
do svého odchodu do zahranici.

V druhé poloviné 70. let byl Prochazka nucen své aktivity omezit. Z Prahy odeSel
Bedrich Smetana a Otakar Hostinsky, ve své prvni podobé zanikl ¢asopis Dalibor. Pro-
chazklv vztah k prazskému magistratu, ktery mél staroceské vedeni, nebyl kvdli jeho
pratelskym vztahm s mladoCechy nejlepSi. Za téchto okolnosti se Prochazka v roce
1879 prestéhoval s rodinou do Hamburku, kde jeho manZelka Marta ziskala angazma
u tamni opery. V Hamburku se stal feditelem Spolku hudebnich umélct (Tonkiinstler-
verein), plsobil zde i jako profesor klavirni hry na konzervatofi a majitel prosperujiciho
hudebniho UGstavu. V dobé svého pobytu zivé propagoval ¢eskou hudbu. Jak znamo, se-
znamil obyvatele Hamburku s mnoha dily Smetanovymi. V uvadéni ¢eské hudby pokra-
Coval i v Drazdanech, kam presidlil s rodinou na jednu sezonu kvlli angazma své zeny.
Zbytek svého Zivota stravil v Hamburku. Prochazkovo dilo se uzavielo pomérné brzy, ze-
mrel v roce 1888 ve véku jedenapadesati let.

Album dr. Ludevita Prochazky ° vzniklo s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti az po Prochazko-
vé smrti. Bylo nejspiSe sestaveno s myslem ukazat nebyvaly rozsah uméleckych kontak-
t0, které Prochazka za svého Zivota udrzoval. Prestoze je sefazeno abecedné (s nékolika
vyjimkami), a postrada proto chronologickou a tematickou navaznost, miZzeme v ném
vysledovat zajimavy obraz Prochazkovych aktivit. V Sedesatych letech, v dobé obnovy kul-
turniho Zivota ¢eské spolecnosti a vzniku velkého mnozstvi zpévackych spolk(i, Prochaz-
ku zaméstnavala predevsim tvorba, interpretace a vydavani ¢eskych pisni a sbor(. Vedle
toho vénoval znacnou energii také abonentnim koncertiim Umélecké besedy, jejichz dra-

9) Album je pod signaturou NM-CMH G 13 627 zafazeno do fondu nenotovych rukopist hudebnéhistorického
oddéleni CMH. Ma koZenou vazbu se zlatym vyrazenym tiskem a zlatou ofizkou. Na titulnim listu se nachazi
fotografie dr. Ludevita Prochazky s jeho vlastnoruc¢nim podpisem. Kromé dvou volné vlozenych dopist jsou
ostatni dopisy v albu nalepeny a Cislovany tuzkou jak na originalu, tak i na listu alba. Dnes album obsahuje
169 polozek. Jejich soupis, sefazeny abecedné podle pisatell, prikladame v tabulce na konec této studie.
V textu jsou odkazy k jednotlivym konkrétnim dopistim vyjadieny Cislem, které je v kulatych zavorkach uvedeno
pfimo za jménem pisatele nebo citaci.

Musicalia 1-2 /2011 B 87



Jana Vojtéskova

maturgii spolu se Smetanou zajiStoval, a koncertnim produkcim se smiSenym sborem
Umélecké besedy. V sedmdesatych letech se vice orientoval na slovanské autory (ruské
a polské), jejichz tvorbu v Praze uvadél. Z téze doby je doloZzena také korespondence
s rakouskymi skladateli, zvlasté z okruhu Styrského Hradce, a nékolik dopisti od éeskych
skladatel(l. Po pfestéhovani do Hamburku mlzeme v korespondenci sledovat intenzivni
snahu prosazovat tvorbu ¢eskych skladatelt v Némecku, jak to dokladaji dopisy Smeta-
novy a Dvorakovy. Tehdy se Prochazka vratil k edicim lidovych pisni a vydava vlastni tvor-
bu inspirovanou folklérem. Zajimavé jsou i jeho kontakty s cizimi interprety a skladateli.

Ceské vlastenecké pisné a sbory

Po padu bachovského absolutismu a vyhlaseni Rijnového diplomu v roce 1860 doslo
v ¢eskych zemich ke zménam ve verejné politické a spolkové ¢innosti, postupné bylo
Ustavou zaruéeno i pravo na ochranu a péstovani vlastni narodnosti a jazyka. V té dobé
patfily k nejaktivnéjSim slozkam cCeské spolecnosti zpévacké spolky. Pfedni postaveni
mezi nimi zaujal prazsky Hlahol, zalozeny v roce 1861. V letech 1863-1865 byl jeho
sbormistrem Bedfich Smetana, Prochazka pracoval jako jednatel spolku. Zpévacké spol-
ky se Ucastnily vSech vyznamnych spolecenskych akci, jako byly napf. oslavy tisiciletého
vyroci pfijeti kiestanstvi v ceskych zemich v roce 1863 nebo slavnosti u pfilezitosti polo-
Zeni zakladniho kamene Narodniho divadla v roce 1868. Brzy se ukazalo, Ze chybi vhodny
a hodnotny repertoar. Prochazka vénoval velké Usili nejen publikovani a provozovani jiz
existujicich vlasteneckych (Ceskych) pisni a sbor(, ale vyznamné motivoval i jejich vznik.1©
Oslovoval nejen predni prazské skladatele, ale i venkovské ucitele, farare a reditele kar(.
Problémem byly ovSem kvalitni ¢eské texty (sami skladatelé vétSinou neovladali dob-
fe ¢eStinu). Prochazka, jehoz ¢estina byla perfektni, udrZzoval proto kontakty i s ceskymi
basniky a prekladateli. Texty mu zasilali napf. Boleslav Jablonsky (61), FrantiSek Jaroslav
Vacek-Kamenicky (165), na textech Uzce spolupracoval také jeho blizky pritel P. Vaclav
Stulc (137-138).

V roce 1860 pripravoval Prochazka s Emanuelem MeliSem vydani sbirky ¢eskych sbor(
Zaboj.** V této souvislosti korespondoval mj. se skladateli Vaclavem Jindfichem Veitem
(153-155), FrantiSkem Suchankem (139-140) a Josefem Vorlem (161-164). O rok poz-
dé&ji vydal Prochazka sbirku Ctyrhlasych muzskych ,smési“ Bojan*? a spolecné s Pivodou
obdobné koncipovanou Vesnu.*® Z této doby se dochovaly dva rozsahlé dopisy vyznamné-
ho moravského skladatele Pavla Kfizkovského (73-74), plsobiciho v Brné. Pisatel v nich

10) Sam Prochazka skladal vlastenecké pisné (oblibena byla zvlasté Kovarska na text FrantiSka Ladislava
Riegra) a sbory, které publikoval ve shirce plvodnich Ctverozpévli pro muzské hlasy Hlahol (od roku 1868 je
vydavalo nakladatelstvi Vitek a Stary).

11) Zaboj, sbirka puvodnich Ctverozpévu pro muzské hlasy, A. Christoph & W. Kuhé (jindy Marco Berra), No
1542-1547.

12) Bojan, shirka Ctyfhlasych muzskych smésu, Ad. Christoph & W. Kuhé, Praha [1861] - 2 seSity.

13) Vesna, shirka plvodnich zpévu pro jeden a dva hlasy s pravodem fortepiana a ¢tverozpévl pro muzsky
sbor, vydal FrantiSek Pivoda a Ludevit Prochazka, Ad. Christoph & W. Kuhé (jindy Marco Berra), 1861. Zde mj.
vysla Prochéazkova pisen pro jeden hlas Pravy Cech, vénovana priteli J. L. Lukesovi, dale pisefi pro dva hlasy
Cech a muzsky sbor Pomoc pro ndramnou lasku.
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vyjadril Prochazkovi vdéénost za prosazovani svych dél
a za podnéty k dalSi tvorbé. Dékoval mu za prazské pro-
vedeni sboru Utonula, jehoz Uspéch ho potésil. Jako
vyraz své vdécnosti poskytl bez naroku na honorar své
sbory Zatoc se, dievéa, Odvedeného prosba a Sohaj er-
nooky. Prvni z nich pak skute¢né vySel ve Vesné.

Koncerty Umélecké besedy

Dalsi korespondence z alba se tyka ¢innosti Umélecké
besedy, zaloZené v roce 1863. Jejim cilem bylo pésto-
vati uméni, a tim se rozumélo: v duchu rozhodné na-
rodnim, ¢eském! Prvnim pfedsedou hudebniho odboru
byl Bedfich Smetana, Prochazka fidil organizaéni za-
leZitosti jako jednatel, aktivni byl i jako interpret. K vy-
znamnym podnikim Umélecké besedy z jejich pocatkd |
patfily abonentni koncerty ve Smetanové a Prochazko- ’ z

vé dramaturgii. V této souvislosti Prochazka rozvinul abA 'Z;""“"’ <
korespondenci také se zahrani¢nimi skladateli a in- Franz Liszt

terprety. Johann Joseph Abert (1-2) byl v Praze znam  Fotografie / Photograph,

z doby svych studii na prazské konzervatofi. Byl pot&- ~ Canzi és Heller, Pesten, ante 1865
. . . - . NM-CMH-MBS E XXIVb/4b

Sen, ze na prvni abonentni koncert Umélecké besedy

byla vybrana jeho symfonicka basen Columbus. Pozvani na druhy abonentni koncert pfri-
jal madarsky houslista Eduard Reményi (112-113).

Abonentni koncerty Umélecké besedy nemély dlouhého trvani a Prochazka hledal
nové aktivity. V roce 1866 zalozZil smiSeny sbor Umélecké besedy, s nimz se v témze
roce zUcEastnil velkolepého prazského provedeni Lisztova oratoria Legenda o sv. Alzbété.
Ohledné této udalosti korespondoval nejen se samotnym Franzem Lisztem (80) a s diri-
gentem Hansem von Biilow (20-24), ktery dilo kratce pred prazskym provedenim uvedl|
v Mnichové, ale i s baronem Karlem von Perfall (102-1086), kralovskym bavorskym dvor-
nim hudebnim intendantem.

Z dopisu Franze Liszta a Hanse von Biilow

0 souhlas s provedenim Legendy o svaté AlZbété pozadal Liszta jménem Umélecké bese-
dy Bedfich Smetana. V dopisu Prochazkovi se Liszt (80) omlouva, Ze material k Legendé
o0 sv. Alzbété nemuze do Prahy v poZzadovaném terminu zapujcit, protoZe jej slibil Hansi
von Bllow, ktery ma dilo provést v Mnichové. Poté by méla partitura putovat do Lipska,
kam ji slibil Franzi Brendelovi pro Tonklinstlerverein. Nabidl vSak jinou kompozici k pro-
vedeni. Do Prahy zaslal rukopis Cyrillus-Hymne. Byla to pravdépodobné skladba Slavimo
slavno, slaveni! * pro muzsky sbor a varhany, komponovana Kk tisiciletému vyroci pficho-

14) Srov. MUELLER, R. Charnin - ECKHARDT, M.: Thematisches Verzeichnis der Werke Franz Liszts (Min-
chen, in Vorbereitung) LW- J16, E 18, citovano podle OxfordMusicOnline, dostupny z www: http://oxfordmusic.
mlp.cz/subscriber/article_works/grove/music/48265pg28#S48265.29 [cit.2011-07-28].
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du Cyrila a Metodéje na Velkou Moravu a premiérovana
3. 7. 1863 v Rimé. Liszta by potésilo, kdyby byla sklad-
ba provedena na koncertu Umélecké besedy. Pokud by
nebyly k dispozici varhany, navrhoval, aby podporu zpé-
vaku prevzaly dechové a Zestové nastroje. Prosil Bedfi-
cha Smetanu, aby pripojil instrumentaci podle velikosti
sélu a sily sboru.

Brzy po Lisztové dopisu dostal Prochazka odpovéd
i od Hanse von Biilow (20), ktery oznamil, Ze oratorium
Legenda o sv. Alzbété bude provedeno v Kralovském
dvornim divadle v Mnichové 24. Gnora 1866, mozna
se bude opakovat i 28. (inora. Zacatkem brezna muize
byt partitura v Praze. Zaroven doporucoval, aby se Pro-
chazka obrétil na kralovskou dvorni intendanturu (baro-
na von Perfall), kde byly k dispozici opisy hlast z pest-
ského Musikvereinu. Predsednictvu Umélecké besedy

It Fiedler,

podékoval za pozvani na provedeni 20. dubna v Praze,
ale bohuzZel musel odmitnout. Pochyboval také, Ze by . e
PO . . . Emilie Bubenickova
»~abbé“ Liszt mohl podniknout cestu z Parize. Pro vSech-  fotografie / Photograph,
ny pripady ale poslal jeho adresu. PotéSilo by ho zasléani  H. Fiedler, Prag, 1865
- . . - . . Archiv Narodniho divadla /
kritiky nebo referatu o prazském provedeni, Kterému  acchive of the National Theatre
pral z celého srdce Uspéch (22).

Nastudovani Legendy o svaté Alzbété se skutecné setkalo v Praze s velkym ohla-
sem. Smetana Fidil orchestr obou zemskych divadel, sbory Hlaholu a Umélecké besedy.
Vystoupilo 500 Géinkujicich, roli Alzbéty zpivala Emilie Bubenickova a jeji vykon ocenilo
publikum s velkym entusiasmem. Narodni listy o koncertu napsaly: Provedeni z hlediska
uméleckého bylo vytecné. [...] Smetana doved! Lisztovo dilo k vitézstvi. 1%

Provedeni Legendy o sv. AlZbété se neopakovalo, ackoli z korespondence vyplyva, Ze
Prochazka a jini pro to vyvinuli velké usili.

Historické koncerty

K samostatnym produkcim smiSeného sboru Umélecké besedy patfily tzv. historické kon-
certy, kde Prochazka uvadél skladby starSich historickych obdobi (Palestrina, Josquin
ad.). V dalSi fazi je rozsifil i o duchovni skladby svych souéasnikll a nazval je Musica
sacra. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze renesanci staré hudby proZivala Evropa v SirSim kontextu az
pozdéji, predstavovaly tyto Prochazkovy koncerty velmi pozoruhodné, svym zplsobem
prikopnické pociny. Jeho zajem o starou hudbu dokladaji také nékteré dopisy v albu.
Pfes dr. Wilhelma Ambrose (3) zprostfedkoval v roce 1872 Smetanovi kontakt s drazdan-
skym kralovskym knihovnikem Moritzem Fiirstenauem, ktery poskytl k provedeni skladby
Ceského barokniho skladatele Jana Dismase Zelenky. Prochazka si dopisoval i s Rober-

15) Narodni listy, 21. 4. 1866, denni zpravy.
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tem Eitnerem (33), jemuz zaslal Luytonovu Missu 7 vocum Super Basini ,Caesar”. Kromé
toho patfil k hlavnim organizatordm oslav 100. vyro¢i narozeni Vaclava Jana Tomaska
(v roce 1874) a korespondoval s jeho zZaky Karlem Jeltschem (62) a Juliem Schulhoffem
(129), ktefi Zili v zahranici.

Z dopist Leopolda Eugena Méchury
Spolu se smiSenym sborem Umélecké besedy provedl Prochazka kantaty svého ucitele
Leopolda Eugena Méchury, jenZ je v albu zastoupen osmi obsahlymi dopisy (90-97),
dosvédcujicimi blizky a otevieny vztah mezi ucitelem a zakem. 16

Leopold Eugen Méchura (1804-1870) pochazel z rodiny prazského pravnika, ktera
Zila bohatym kulturnim Zivotem a provozovala mj. znamy prazsky salon, v némz se scha-
zely vyznamné osobnosti. Dochazel tam také historik FrantiSek Palacky, pozdéjsi Mé-
churliv Svagr. Prestoze Méchura po roce 1860 projevoval ¢eské narodni citéni, cestinu
dobre neovladal a neodvazoval se psat své dopisy cesky. Z korespondence je ziejmé, Ze
Prochazka vyrazné podnécoval Méchuru k tvorbé a jeho nejvyznamnéjsi dila také rea-
lizoval. UZ v roce 1863, brzy po zaloZeni Umélecké besedy, navrhoval svému uciteli, Zze
na jednom z jejich prvnich koncertl bude provedena Méchurova orchestralni skladba.
Ten nabidl svou 4. symfonii, ale pouze za predpokladu, Ze bude k dispozici dobry orchestr.
K provedeni tehdy nedoslo. O pét let pozdéji Prochazka se svym smiSenym sborem
studoval Méchurovy kantaty Stédry den (na text Erbendv) a Pohieb na Kafiku (na text
A. V. Smilovského). Mé&chura tehdy velmi pozorné sledoval pfipravy a psal Prochazko-
vi své pripominky k provozovacimu aparatu i pojeti skladby. Zucastnil se premiéry, ale
protoZe byl plaché povahy, poZzadoval, aby nebyl verejné jako autor osloven. Premiéra
se pod Prochazkovou taktovkou konala na koncerté Umélecké besedy” za (casti tfi set
Géinkujicich. Po tomto provedeni zaslal autor Prochazkovi jesté kantatu Majova noc a na-
bidl také baladu Credo mrtvych. RovnéZz Méchurova opera Marie Potocka (podle Puski-
novy Bachcéisarajské fontany) byla doporuéena k realizaci pravé Prochazkou. Méchura
v jednom ze svych dopisli dékuje feditelstvi Prozatimniho divadla za vyzvu, ktera prisla
prostrednictvim Prochazkovym. Opera byla ovSem inscenovana az v roce 1871, tedy rok
po skladatelové smrti.

Méchura se ve svych dopisech vyjadfuje mj. i k tvorbé Richarda Wagnera. Nesouhlasi
s nim sice ve véem, presto mu musi pfiznat, Ze ma srdce a ducha a Ze ma zUstat na Wagne-
rovi, jakou formu zvoli.*® Méchur(v zajem patfil také Smetanovi a jeho opere Dalibor, ktera
se setkala u publika i kritiky s rozporuplnymi reakcemi pravé kvili Wagnerovu vlivu (96).

16) Preklady viech dopisti publikoval HNILICKA, Alois: Z dopisti Leop. Eug. Méchury Dru L. Prochazkovi, Hu-
debni revue XIll, 1919/20, s. 215-217, 225, 254-259.

17) 22.3.1868.

18) Geht mir weg mit dem Idiom der Zukunftsmusik! - Warum soll Wagner nicht erlaubt seyn und n[icht]
die Freyheit haben, sich eine eigene Bahn zu treten? -Auch die Cunst muf8 ihren Constitualismus haben,
und was that denn der Heros Gluk, als er mit seiner so viel als 20" Oper den Uebergang zur Oper heutigen
Tages bildete? - Nun, wenn ich auch die Ansichten Wagners durchweg nicht billige, so glaube ihm doch Eines
zuzusprechen, daB er doch Hertz und Seele hat, und ihm die Form doch frey stehen muB, dief zu bethétigen.
[...] - Wohl gehért zu solchen Cuns[t]taten Wagners nur Gewaltnatur, und diese sollte nicht abgethan werden
in dem Urthe[ijlsspruche einer Zukunft etz[?]. (91)
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Marta Prochazkova

K udrzovani Prochazkovych uméleckych kontaktll pfispivala také jeho manzelka Marta,
rozena Reisingerova (1849-1903), s niZ se Prochazka ozenil v listopadu roku 1868.
Marta Prochazkova byla velmi kultivovana a hudebné vzdélana zpévacka.'® Jevila plné
porozumeéni pro aktivity sveho manzela a na mnoha z nich se podilela. Po¢atkem 70. let
vystupovala predevSim na tzv. volnych hudebnich zabavach. Byla dusi salonu v domé
Prochazkovych v Je¢né ul. ép. 1833, kde se schazeli predni ¢esti i zahrani¢ni hudebnici.
Casto ho navstévovaly zpévacky, napf. italské sopranistky Giuseppina Vitali-Augusti (159)
a Mathilda Ricci (117), které v Praze slavily Gspéchy v rolich z Verdiho oper. K vitanym pfi-
chozim patfila také zpévacka Emilia Chiomi (26), primadona Her Majesty’s Opera v Lon-
dyné, ktera byla v ¢ervnu roku 1878 prvnim zahraniénim hostem v Prodané nevésté.
Prochazkovi byli v kontaktu také s komorni virtuoskou saského krale Marii Krebs (72),
dcerou skladatele Karla Krebse, nebo Marthou Remmert (116), némeckou klaviristkou,
hudebni pedagozkou, skladatelkou, dirigentkou a publicistkou. Z polskych interpretl je
tfeba zminit houslisty Wtadystawa Gérského (49) a Stanistawa Taborowského (141), kla-
viristu Emile Smietanského (133), zpévacku Justynu Machwitz (85) nebo skladatele Wta-
dystawa Zeleriského (82, 167): ti vSichni méli u Prochazkovych dvefe oteviené.

Hostlm se v salonu dostalo nejen dobrého pohosténi, ale i odbornych diskusi, zajima-
vé literatury a hudebnich zazitkd (poprvé tu zaznély mnohé hudebni novinky). Tyto cilené
umeélecké kontakty mély velky vyznam nejen pro prazsky hudebni Zivot, ale i pro Sifeni
¢eské hudebni kultury do zahranici. V Prochazkové albu se také zachoval dopis klavirist-
ky Anny Rilke (122), pozdéji provdané Grosser, tety basnika Rainera Marii Rilkeho. Sv(j
vztah k Ceské kultufe prokazala v roce 1884, kdyZ se v Berliné ujala provedeni Dvorakova
Klavirniho koncertu g moll, op. 33 (za skladatelova fizeni).2°

Marta Prochazkova zpivala i na koncertech Umélecké besedy a prazského Hlaholu,
postupné prijimala t€Z operni role. Zacatek jeji zahraniéni kariéry spada do zari 1875,
kdy navstivila se svym manzZelem Viden. Dostala zde pfilezitost k vystoupeni na filhar-
monickém koncertu pod taktovkou Hanse Richtera?' a na uméleckém veceru ve velkém
salu videnského Musikvereinu. Hans Richter, ktery s Prochazkovymi v roce 1875 udrzo-
val pisemny kontakt (119-120), pomohl Marté Prochazkové nastartovat jeji zahrani¢ni
kariéru. Doufal v jeji angazma ve Vidni, k tomu vSak nedoSlo. Zatim se Prochazkova
vypracovala v uznavanou operni pévkyni, jak o tom mj. svédci dopisy skladatele Karla
Goldmarka (45-47) u prilezitosti provedeni jeho opery Kénigin von Saba v prazském
Novoméstském divadle.?? Goldmark, ktery Prochazkovou osobné slySel, byl presvédcen,
Ze jeji podani bude vynikajici. Zarukou mu byl nadherny hlas, zrala umélkyné, vroucnost

19) Jejim ucitelem zpévu byl Jindfich Pech, bratr EliSky Krasnohorské. V poloviné 70. let ji Skolil ve Vidni
barytonista Johann Ress, nepochybné v souvislosti s pokusem o tamni angazma.

20) Udalosti souvisejici s provedenim Dvorakova koncertu popsala ve svych vzpominkach - GROSSER-RILKE,
Anna: Nie verwehte Klange, Otto Beyer, Leipzig-Berlin 1937.

21) 28.11.1875.

22) 25.5.1878.
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jejiho hlubokého citu a dokonaly zjev.?® V roce 1879 ziskala Marta Prochazkova angazma
v Méstském divadle v Hamburku, poté na jednu sezoénu v Dvorni opefe v Drazdanech,
odkud se vratila zpét do Hamburku. Vystoupila v fadé roli od Glucka az po Verdiho (Aida,
Leonora v Trubaddru, Amélie v Maskarnim plese), od Mozarta (Donna Anna, hrabénka
ve Figarové svatbé) az po Wagnera ( Senta, Alzb&ta, Brunhilda a jiné).?*

Jan Levoslav Bella

Velké podpory ze strany Prochazkovy se dostalo také slovenskému skladateli Janu Le-
voslavu Bellovi. Osobné se setkali v roce 1873. Navstéva Prahy, véetné kontaktl s nej-
vyznamnéjsSimi predstaviteli tehdejSiho ceského uméleckého Zivota, méla pro Bellu tak
zasadni vyznam, Ze ji podrobné popsal ve své autobiografii.?> Vzpominal na chvile strave-
né u Prochazk(i a na podnétné vzajemné rozhovory. ,Dal mi k disposici partitury starsich
i novéjsich dél, literarni dila o hudbé&, umoznil mi pfistup k produkcim a tak dokonal
mé znovuzrozeni hudebni.“?® Pravé diky Prochazkovi vyslechla Praha se zajmem Bellovu
symfonickou basen Osud a ideal, o niz spolu i korespondovali (13-14). Kromé vétsiho
poctu pisni poslal Bella do Prahy Smyccovy kvintet d moll, urCeny do soutéZe o cenu
Umélecké besedy. Dilo bylo porotou oznaceno jako druhé nejlepsi (po vitézné Dvorakovée
skladbé)?” a provedeno Bennewitzovym kvartetem.

Kontakty se slovanskymi a rakouskymi umélci

V sedmdesatych letech 19. stoleti se Prochazka v duchu dobového panslavismu a ru-
sofilstvi orientoval predevSim na slovanské autory, jejichz dila v Praze uvadél. V jeho
albu se dochovaly dopisy, resp. pamétni zapisy knizete Jurije Nikolajevice Galycina (43),
Jurije Karlovi¢e Arnolda (7-8), Antona Rubinsteina (123-124), Alexandra Sergejevice Fa-
mincina (36-37), Borise AleksandroviCe Fitingova-éel (89) i klaviristek Véry Timanovové
(146-149), Alexandry Jurijevny Zograf-Dulovy (134), Annette Nikolajevny Esipovy (34) aj.
V té dobé Prochazka nadsené propagoval pisné slovanskych narod(, upravoval je a pub-
likoval ve shirkach Slavia a Pisné slovanskych narod(.?® V prvni z nich je otiSténo dvacet
Ceskych a deset ruskych pisni. Shirka dosahla vefejného uznani a Prochazka nevahal
vénovat jeden skvostny exemplar 2° pri prilezitosti navstévy rakouského cisarfe v Praze
jako dar do jeho privatni knihovny.

23) Die groBe herrliche Stimme, die vollendete Klinstlerschaft, die grofe Innigkeit eines tiefen Gemdlithes,
volle Erscheinung... (45).

24) Jeji role uved! Prochézka ve svém deniku, CMH-MBS sign. A 11, &. pf. 117/200.

25) Znicituje OREL, Dobroslav: Jan Levoslav Bella. K 80. narozeninam seniora slovenské hudby, in: Sbornik
filozofické fakulty University Komenského v Bratislave, roc. Il, €. 25, Bratislava 1924. Zde publikovany také
Prochazkovy dopisy Bellovi.

26) Tamtéz, s. 43.

27) Smyccovy kvintet G dur, op. 77.

28) Slavia, sbirka narodnich pisni slovanskych. Vydal a privodem klavirnim opatfil Lud. Prochazka, Eduard
Grégr a Ferd. Datel, Praha fijen 1874 (2 seSity). Pisné slovanskych narodd. Priivodem klavirnim opatfil Ludevit
Prochéazka. Sesit 1. Slovenské, F. A. Urbanek, Praha s. a.

29) Podle zaznamu v Prochazkové deniku. Viz pozn. 24.
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V sedmdesatych letech korespondoval Prochazka také s rakouskymi skladateli, zvlas-
t& z oblasti Styrského Hradce; byli to Wilhelm Mayer (87-88), ktery komponoval pod
pseudonymem W. A. Rémy, dale Wilhelm Kienzl (68), Richard Heuberger (54-57) a Fer-
dinand Heinrich Thieriot (144-145).

S domacimi ¢eskymi autory pravdépodobné udrZoval Prochazka predevSim osobni
kontakty, a tak se v jeho albu zachovalo z této doby jen nékolik dopisu, a to od Karla
Sebora (128) a Jindficha Kaana (66-67).

Z dopisu Antonina Dvoraka a Bedficha Smetany do Hamburku
Dvorak byl s Prochazkou v kontaktu po celou dobu jeho némeckého pobytu a z jejich ko-
respondence vyplyva, Zze Prochazka stale usiloval o provadéni Dvorakovych dél. *° V nej-
obsahlejsim dopisu (30) z ledna 1880 dékoval Dvorak Prochazkovi za zaslané fadky
i za kritiky z Hamburger Nachrichten' a Hamburgischer Correspondent, které reagovaly
na provedeni jeho Smyccového kvartetu Es dur, op. 51. Dvoraka inspirovaly k zamys-
leni nad kritikou jeho dél v némecky mluvicich zemich, nebot v té dobé musel zviasté
od videnskych kritiki mnohou horkou pilulku zakusit. Tim vice byl potéSen, Ze 0 ném
hamburska kritika psala pozitivné.3? Z Dvorakova dopisu je také ziejmé, Ze ho Prochazka
Zadal o nové klavirni skladby a zajimal se o0 Smyccovou serenadu, kterou chtél doporu-
¢it dirigentovi filharmonickych koncertll v Hamburku Juliu von Bernhuth. Dvorak upred-
nosthoval svou Dechovou serenadu d moll. Zminil se také o houslovém koncertu, ktery
v posledni dobé dokoncil. O vielém vztahu Dvofaka k Prochazkovi svédéi nejen Gvodni
osloveni mily priteli, ale také zavér dopisu, v némz Dvorak oznamuje, Ze o Velikonocich
pojede do Berlina a bude-li to jen trochu mozné, zajel by navstivit Prochazku do Ham-
burku, do onoho mésta, kde pred 18 lety cestoval co obycejny muzikant (30). O Sest let
pozdéji doporucoval Dvorak (31) Prochazkovu sbirku pisni Vélkerstimmen firmé Novello
& Ewer.33 Posledni Dvorakuv dopis dochovany v Prochazkové albu (32) se tyka Klavirniho
kvintetu, op. 5. Dvorak nemohl nalézt sv(j autograf a prosil Prochazku, aby mu zapuijéil
jeho opis. Kvintet mél totiz premiéru na hudebni zabave, usporadané Prochazkou v Praze
v listopadu 1872.34

Prochazka seznamil obyvatele Hamburku také s mnoha dily Smetanovymi - s klavirni-
mi skladbami, Triem g moll, smyccovym kvartetem Z mého Zivota, ve Ctyfruéni podobé se
symfonickymi basnémi. Vrcholem pak bylo prosazeni Smetanovy opery Dvé vdovy (Zwei
Witwen) na prkna hamburské opery 28. 12. 1881. Jediny Smetaniv dopis dochovany

30) Dvorakovy dopisy byly publikovany in: Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty, ed. Milan Kuna,
Editio Barenreiter, Praha 1987-2004: sv. 1, s. 196-199; sv. 2, s. 211 a 231. Editofi vSak neméli k dispozici
originaly dopis(, ale jen starsi edici: Antonin DvoFak prateliim doma. Uspofadal O. Sourek, Praha-Brno 1941,
s.21-22, 105 a 109.

31) Kritik August Ferdinand Riccius (1819-1886) byl v kontaktu s Prochazkou a o mésic pozdé&ji mu dékoval
za pozvani na hudebni matiné (118).

32) Viz TAUEROVA, Jarmila: Tausendmal Dank! Tisiceré diky!, in: Musicalia 1-2, ro¢. 3, 2011, s. 56-63.

33) Vysly nakonec u Simrocka v Berliné.

34) Kromé dopist se v Prochazkové albu dochoval jeSté Dvoraklv pamétni notovy zapis datovany 19. 9.
1874, s citaci ze zaCatku Nokturna ¢. 2 (v Burghauserové tematickém katalogu Dvofakova dila No. 31/2).
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v albu (132) byl psan tésné pred premiérou. Souviseji s nim i dva dopisy Prochazkovy.
Obsah této korespondence je ve smetanovském kontextu znam, ° presto snad neuskodi,
uvedeme-li ho kvili pfipomenuti Prochazkovych aktivit ve prospéch Smetany. Prochazka
zval Smetanu na premiéru Dvou vdov do Hamburku, ale ten odmitl z finan¢nich i zdravot-
nich ddvodu. Po pozaru Narodniho divadla nebyl v dobré psychické kondici. Pise, Ze jeho
rozervana mysl se uz skorem podoba trudnomysinosti (132). Utrpél velkou finanéni ztra-
tu tim, Ze nedostal honoraf za Libusi a neuskutecnilo se ani slavnostni sté predstaveni
Prodané nevésty a provedeni nejnovéjsi opery Certova sténa. Byl také zklaman, e Pollini
si pfivlastnil vSe, provozovani, pravo majetku, rozmnoZovani, tisk atd. ke Dvéma vdovam
(132). Smetana byl rad, Ze se Prochazka zicastni premiéry. Dékuje také, Ze propaguje
jeho dilo v Drazdanech, a navrhuje k provedeni ze symfonickych skladeb Vysehrad, Vita-
vu nebo predehru k Libusi.

0 uspéchu Dvou vdov v Hamburku informoval Prochazka Smetanu dopisem z 31. pro-
since 1881. Za velké stésti povaZoval, Ze o opere referoval Ludwig Hartmann v Dresdner
Nachrichten, a zaroven skutecnost, ze Dvé vdovy vidél $éf nakladatelské firmy Ed. Bote
& G. Bock, ktera pozdéji operu vydala. Neni tézké si domyslet, kdo oba pany pozval,
aby navstivili premiéru.3® Spolu s vyznamnym kritikem Hartmannem usiloval Prochazka
také o drazdanské nastudovani Prodané nevésty, z niz byla v roce 1882 provedena jen
predehra.

Pisobeni v Hamburku

Zminény Bernhard Pollini (Bernhard Baruch Pohl),®” impresario hamburské opery, patfil
mezi predni osobnosti hamburského hudebniho Zivota, s nimiZ Prochazka udrZoval kon-
takty a v zastoupeni Smetany s nim jednal o Dvou vdovéach. Z dopisu Adolfa Cecha (27)
pak vime, Ze Prochazka vedl s Pollinim také jednani tykajici se prazského Narodniho
divadla, konkrétné o provedeni Goldmarkovy Kralovny ze Saby. Cech mj. pise, 7Ze Kra-
lovna ze Saby je na némeckém divadle [v Praze] tak otlucena, Ze jen kvuli renomé chce
operu davati, neocekavajice néjaky velky vytézek. Neda-li ji za tu cenu (1000 marek), at
si ji necha. Na Prochazku se ale obraceli ohledné vyjednavani s Pollinim i dalSi autofi.
Madarsky skladatel Odén Péter Jozef de Mihalovich (98) 7adal v dopise Prochazku, aby
se primluvil u Polliniho a kapelnika Suchera za jeho operu Wieland, jejiz partitura leZela
v Hamburku jiz dva roky.

Do SirSiho okruhu Prochazkovych kontakt(i nalezeli vedle kapelnika hamburské opery
Josepha Suchera i kapelnik drazdanské opery Ernst Edler von Schuch nebo dirigent Ju-
lius von Bernhut. V Prochazkové hamburské korespondenci se dochoval také jeden dopis
Hanse von Blilow (25), s nimZ se adresat znal od Sedesatych let.

Prochazka a jeho Zena se pohybovali hlavné mezi hudebnimi interprety, jak o tom

35) Dopis Smetanuv i dopisy Prochazkovy byly publikovany: Bedfich Smetana a Dr. Lud. Prochazka. Vzajemna
korespondence, ed. Jan Lowenbach, Umélecka beseda, Praha 1914, s. 70 ad.

36) Kromé dopisu se v Prochazkové albu dochoval jesté pamétni notovy zapis datovany 2. 5. 1877, ktery
uvadi ukazku z 1. jednani opery Libuse, nadepsany Chrudo$ hleda mezi divkami svou milenku.

37) Narozen 1838, zemrel 1897.
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svédéi v albu zachované zaznamy violoncellistll Davida Poppera (109) a Adolfa (?) Fi-
schera (39-41), Svédské sopranistky Christine Nilsson (100) a rakouské altistky Amalie
Joachim (63-64), manzelky houslového virtuosa Josepha Joachima.

Z hudebnich kritikl a teoretikd se s Prochazkou stykali jiz uvedeny Ludwig Hartmann
(51-52), August Ferdinand Riccius (118) a Emil Krause (71). V albu se dochoval i jeden
dopis Hugo Riemanna (121), ktery v té dobé rovnéz pusobil v Hamburku. Prochazka se
zde setkal také s Beethovenovym Zivotopiscem, Americanem Alexandrem Wheelockem
Thayerem (142-143).

V osmdesatych letech se Prochazka v Némecku znovu vratil k slovanskym lidovym
pisnim. Vydal nékolik sbirek v némeckém (v nékterych pripadech i anglickém) prekladu
a také vlastni tvorbu inspirovanou folklérem - Vélkerstimmen, Slavische Volksweisen,
Duetten a Slavische Reigen.®® Tato Prochazkova vydavatelska aktivita se pochopitelné
odrazila i v jeho korespondenci.®® Nékteré pisné vénoval Prochazka némeckym interpre-
tlm, ktefi mu za né pisemné podékovali - Eugen Gura (48) a Mathilda Brandt-Gortz (17).
Prochazkou vydané lidové pisné zaujaly také barytonistu Julia Stockhausena (136). Ro-
berta Musiola (99) dokonce primély Prochazkovy pisné k tomu, aby jejich autora zaradil
do svého hudebniho lexikonu. Prochazka se zajimal i o pisné luzické. Jejich sbirku mu
poslal Michal Hérnik (60) s nadéji, Ze by ji Prochazka mohl vydat.

Album dr. Ludevita Prochazky pfinasi bohaty material k déjindm nejen hudebniho Zi-
vota druhé poloviny 19. stoleti. K hlubSimu studiu se nabizeji mnoha témata - formovani
¢eské narodni kultury, rozvoj koncertniho Zivota, oddélovani a prekryvani ceské a némec-
ké kultury v Cechéach, oblast lidové pisné, wagnerismus a antiwagnerismus, slovanské
kulturni snahy ve stredni Evropé, vlivy vychodniho ritu, pQvodni ¢eska tvorba a mnohé
dalSi. Na tomto misté bylo mozné nastinit jen jednotlivé badatelské okruhy; podrobnéji
budou vybrana témata pojednana v Gvodu ke kritické edici celého alba,*° kterou prui-
bézné pripravuji. V ni budou odborné verejnosti zpfistupnény vSechny v albu obsazené
zaznamy v kritickém komentovaném prepisu a fototypickém pretisku.

38) \Vilkerstimmen (National Songs.) Sammlung von Volksweisen in deutscher Uebertragungen fir eine
Singstimme mit Begleitung des Pianoforte von Ludwig Prochazka. N. Simrock, Berlin, 1884-1885, No 8481-3,
8500, 8613.

Slawische Volksweisen in deutschen Ubertragungen von Ottilie Malybrok-Stiler, K. Viala, J. Wenzig, V.v. Zdekau-
er, W. Swoboda etc. flr eine Singstimme mit Begleitung des Pianoforte von Ludwig Prochazka.

Heft 1.2.3.4.5.6.7. Berlin, Verlag von Ries & Erler, R. 2075 E, R. 2076 E, R. 2077 E, R. 2444 E, R. 2445 E,
R. 2792 E, R. 2798 E.

Slavische Reigen (Slovanské reje) fir Pianoforte zu 4 Handen componirt von Ludw. Prochazka. Heft 1, 2.
Berlin, Verlag Ries & Erler, No. R. 4043 E.

Duetten fiir zwei Singstimmen nach slowakischen Volksdichtungen mit Begleitung des Pianoforte von Lud.
Prochazka (Dvojzpévy k sloviim slovenskych pisni narodnich s privodem Piana sloZil...) Deutsch von Frau O.
Malybrok-Stieler. English words by Mrs John Morgan of Newyork. N. Simrock, Berlin 1885, No 8529.

39) Viz napf. Richard Heuberger (56).

40) Vydani kritické edice je pripravovano pro rok 2012.
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Soupis dopistii a pamétnich zaznamii obsazenych v albu J. L. Prochazky

Gislo | Jméno Profese Jazyk | Lokace Datum | Rok

1 Abert Johann Joseph skladatel ném. | Stuttgart 18. 11. 1864
2 Abert Johann Joseph skladatel ném. | Stuttgart 3.4. 1870
3 Ambros August Wilhelm hudebni historik ném. | Wien 17. 5. 1872
4 Ambros August Wilhelm hudebni historik ném. | Wien 28.6.| 1872-73
5 Ambros August Wilhelm hudebni historik ném. |s. . s.d. S.a.
7 Arnold Jurij Karlovi¢ skladatel ném. | Moskva 1.2. 1873
8 Arnold Jurij Karlovic¢ skladatel ném. | Moskva 12. 3. 1873
6 Augusti A. [?] tenorista it. Praha 16. 6. 1871

Augusti Giuseppina
(viz Vitali-Augusti)

11 Auspitz-Kolarova Augusta klaviristka ces. | Wien 26. 10. 1874
9 Auspitz-Kolarova Augusta klaviristka ces. | Wien 23.3. 1878
10 [Auspitz]-Kolarova Augusta klaviristka ées. | Wien 4.4, s. a.
12 Bella Jan Levoslav skladatel slov. |Praha 28.9. 1873
13 Bella Jan Levoslav skladatel slov. | Kremnica 7. 10. 1875
14 Bella Jan Levoslav skladatel slov. | Kremnica 23. 1. 1876
15 Besekirski G. skladatel ném. |Praha 13.11. 1869
16 Bezdéka FrantiSek Rudolf skladatel Ces. |Pisek 25.2. 1862
17 Brandt-Gortz Mathilde zpévacka ném. | Hamburg 2.2. 1886
18 Breitner Louis klavirista franc. |s. . s.d.| 1872-73
19 Bubenickova Emilie zpévacka ¢es. |Praha 23.11. 1866
20 Bilow Hans von klavirista, dirigent [ ném. | Minchen 5.2. 1866
21 Bllow Hans von klavirista, dirigent | ném. | Munchen 18. 2. 1866
22 Bllow Hans von klavirista, dirigent | ném. | Munchen 6. 4. 1866
23 Bllow Hans von klavirista, dirigent | ném. | Munchen 4.5. 1866
24 Bllow Hans von klavirista, dirigent |ném. |Basel 1.11. 1866
25 Bilow Hans von klavirista, dirigent | ném. |[Hamburg 21.11. 1887
26 Chiomi Emilie zpévacka it. Praha 6.12. 1877
27 Cech Adolf dirigent ¢es. |Praha 15. 5. 1885
108 | Cerny Frantisek skladatel ¢es. |[Praha] s. d. s. a.
28 Duleba Joseph (Jozef) skladatel pol Praha 18. 2. 1863
29 Dvorak Antonin skladatel Ces. |Praha 19.9. 1874
30 Dvorak Antonin skladatel Ces. |[Praha] 15. 1. 1880
31 Dvorak Antonin skladatel Ces. |Praha 20.11. 1886
32 Dvorak Antonin skladatel Ces. |Praha 20.3. 1887
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33 Eitner Robert hudebni historik ném. | Berlin 4.5. 1875 66 Kaan Jindfich z Albestu skladatel ném. |Lany 28.1.| [1876-79]
34 Esipova Annette Nikolajevna | klaviristka rus. Praha 12. 5. 1878 68 Kienzl Wilhelm skladatel ném. | Praha 29. 5. 1876
35 Fabian Josef dirigent ées. |Praha 11. 8. 1864 Kolarova viz Auspitz-Kolarova
36 Famincin Alexander skladatel ném. |Sankt-Peterburg 10. 5. 1870 70 Kopta Vaclav houslista ¢es. | Mlnchen 13.12. 1886
37 Famincin Alexander skladatel rus. | Sankt-Peterburg 24. 4. 1883 69 Kossuth Gyula ? mad. |Praha 9.3. 1865
38 Fibich Zdenék skladatel Ces. |[s.l. 12.9. 1873 71 Krause Emil hudebni kritik ném. | Hamburg 30. 5. 1885
39 Fischer Adolf[?] violoncellista fr. [Hamburg] 17. 10. 1885 72 Krebs Mary klaviristka ném. |Praha 5.3. 1874
40 Fischer Adolf[?] violoncellista fr. Hamburg 18. 10. 1885 73 KFizkovsky Pavel skladatel ¢ées. |Brno 24. 4. 1861
41 Fischer Adolf[?] violoncellista fr. Leipzig 15. 1. 1886 74 KFizkovsky Pavel skladatel ces. |s.l 28.5. 1861
89 Fitingov-Sel Boris Alexandrovi¢ | hudebnik rus. |Praha 25. 10. 1875 75 Laub Ferdinand houslista ces. |s.l [1870-74]
42 Forchtgott[-Tovacovsky] Arnost | skladatel ces. |[s.l. s.d. s.a. 76 Leger Louis filolog fr. Paris s.d. [1864]
Férchtgott 77 Leger Louis filolog fr. Praha 7.10. 1866
(viz Tovacovsky-Forchtgott) - -
78 Leger Louis filolog fr. Praha 16.10. 1867
44 Fri¢ Josef spisovatel ées. |Paris 9.11. 1864
49 Leger Louis filolog fr. Praha 20.12. 1871
43 Galicyn Jurij Nikolajevi¢, knize | dirigent rus. [Praha] 28. 6. 1870 -
79 Lenz Leopold basbarytonista fr. s. | s.d. | ante 1862
45 Goldmark Karl skladatel ném. | Gminden 18. 5. 1878 Wavirista
46 | Goldmark Karl skladatel ném. |Gminden 28.5. 1878 80 | LisztFranz a skladatel ném. | Roma 311 1866
47 Goldmark Karl skladatel ném. | Wien 18. 11. 1878 81 |Liszt Franz I;Iz\lillgzt; N ném. | Budapest 7 3. 1875
49 Gorski Wiadystaw skladatel pol. Praha 28. 5. 1870
2pavak - 82 Lukes Jan Ludevit tenorista ¢es. |Praha 18. 6. 1863
48 Gura Eugen barytonista ném. |Mdinchen 26. 9. 1887 83 Manes Josef mali ném s a.
50 Harrach Jan hrabé politik Ces. |Praha 17. 1. 1864 84 Manes Josef malif ces. |s.l s.d. | [1866-71]
51 Hartmann Ludwig hudebni kritik ném. |Dresden 16. 10. 1882 85 Machwitz Justyna zpévacka pol. [Praha] 6. 9. 1871
52 Hartmann Ludwig hudebni kritik ném. |Dresden s.d. s.a. 86 Marchesi Salvatore C. v. barytonista ném. | Wien 1. 4. 1870
53 Hefmanek Hypolit :::meonium Ges. |[Zamberk] 7 11. s a. 88 Mayer Wilhelm klavirista ném. | Graz 25.9. 1875
87 Mayer Wilhelm klavirista ném. |Graz 24, 3. 1876
54 Heuberger Richard skladatel ném. |Graz 1.-3.3. 1876 - - "
90 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 5.12. 1860
55 Heuberger Richard skladatel ném. |Wien 28. 4. 1885 - - "
91 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 5.2. 1863
56 Heuberger Richard skladatel ném. | Wien 19. 7. 1885
92 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 11.12. 1867
57 Heuberger Richard skladatel ném. | Wien s.d. s.a.
93 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 22.2. 1868
58 Horn Eduard skladatel ném. |s.l. 24. 3. 1876
94 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 1.3. 1868
59 Horn Eduard skladatel ném. | Wien 19. 4. 1876
95 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 9.3. 1868
60 Hérnik Michal knéz Ces. |Bautzen 1.2. 1883
96 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 5.7. 1868
61 Jablonsky Boleslav basnik Ges. | Krakow 18. 6. 1872 - - 5
97 Méchura Leopold Eugen skladatel ném. | Otin 7.11. 1868
62 Jeltsch Karl (Charles) klavirista ném. |Paris 20. 4. 1874 Minalovich
63 |Joachim Amalie zpévacka ném. |Berlin 3.11. 1884 98 | Bdon Peter Jozef de] skladatel ném. | Alt Ausee 17.8. 1885
64 Joachim Amalie zpévacka ném. |Praha 21.1. 1886 99 Musiol Robert hudebni publicista | fr. Rohrsdorf 12. 6. 1888
65 Jirdnek Josef klavirista ces. |[s.l. 2.5. 1877 100 | Nilsson Christine zpévacka fr. Hamburg s. d. 1885
67 Kaan Jindfich z Albestl skladatel ném. |Praha 5.3. 1870 107 | Peka A. ? ¢es. |Praha 17. 5. 1864
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128 |Sebor Karl skladatel Ces. | Wien 26. 10. 1877
137 | Stulc Vaclav literat, knéz ces. |s.l. 24. 7. 1868
138 | Stulc Vaclav literat, knéz ces. |s.l. s. d. [1866]
141 | Taborowski Stanistaw houslista pol. Praha 25. 5. 1871
142 | Thayer Alexander Wheelock SZZEZS:;W angl. | Hamburg 3.9. 1885
143 | Thayer Alexander Wheelock g;‘;ﬁgi\f::ﬂv angl. | Trieste 26. 10. 1887
144 | Thieriot Ferdinand skladatel ném. | Hamburg zari 1880
145 | Thieriot Ferdinand skladatel ném. |Graz 17.11. 1880
146 | Timanoff Vera klaviristka ném. | Berlin 10. 10. [1872]
147 | Timanoff Vera klaviristka ném. | Berlin 13.10. [1872]
148 | Timanoff Vera klaviristka ném. | Berlin 23.[10.] [1872]
149 | Timanoff Vera klaviristka ném. |[Prahal 12.11. 1877
150 |[Sladovnik] Tomas knéz ¢es. |Linz 17. 8. 1870
151 | Tovacovsky [Forchtgott] Arnost | skladatel ces. |s.l. 17. 5. 1864
152 | Ulm [FrantiSek] Kritik ném. | Praha 25. 11. 1866
165 Y:;Zﬁ;&amemcw FrantiSek | hisovatel ges. |s.I. s.d.|  [1861]
153 | Veit Vaclav Jindfich skladatel ces. |Cheb 11.2. 1860
154 | Veit Vaclav Jindfich skladatel Ces. |Cheb 24.11. 1860
155 | Veit Vaclav Jindfich skladatel ces. |Cheb 26. 2. 1861
156 | Viala Carl zpévak ném. | [Berlin] 9.2. 1876
157 | Viala Carl zpévak ées. | [Miinchen] s. d. s. a.
159 | Vitali-Augusti Giuseppina zpévacka it. Praha 16. 6. 1871
158 | Vlasov Vladimir dirigent rus. Praha 12. 7. 1868
160 | Vojacek Hynek skladatel Ces. | Petersburg 8. 6. 1865
161 | Vorel Josef skladatel Ces. |Zdice 8.7 1861
162 | Vorel Josef skladatel Ces. |Zdice 17.12. 1864
163 | Vorel Josef skladatel Ces. |Zdice 29.12. 1864
164 | Vorel Josef skladatel Ces. |Zdice 23. 10. 1872
166 | Wieniawski Joseph klavirista ném. | Berlin 18. 1. 1875
82 Zelefiski Wiadystaw skladatel pol. |Praha 30. 4. 1863
167 | Zelenski Wiadystaw skladatel pol. Warszawa 26. 1. 1873
168 | Zellner Leopold Alexander skladatel ném. | Wien 13. 1. 1866
134 | Zograff Alexandra von klaviristka rus. Praha 22. 3. 1873
169 | ZeniSek Frantisek malif Ces. |Praha 29. 4. 1885

102 | Perfall Karl von intendant ném. |Miinchen 7.3. 1866
103 | Perfall Karl von intendant ném. |Miinchen 15. 4. 1866
104 | Perfall Karl von intendant ném. |Miinchen 1. 5. 1866
105 | Perfall Karl von intendant ném. |Miinchen 14.5. 1866
106 | Perfall Karl von intendant ném. |Miinchen 26. 10. 1866
108 | Plotenyi Nandor houslista ném. |Praha 12. 2. 1865
109 | Popper David violoncellista ném. |Hamburg 23.2. 1880
110 | Prochazka Ludevit skladatel ¢es. |Hamburg 20. 2. 1884
111 | Ptacek FrantiSek kapelnik angl. |Hamburg 12.9. 1880
112 | Reményi Eduard houslista ném. |Budapest 25. 1. 1865
113 | Reményi Eduard houslista franc. | Praha 25. 2. 1865
114 | Reményi Karl advokat ném. |Praha 9. 10. 1865
115 | Reményi Karl advokat mad. |Praha 9. 10. 1865
116 | Remmert Martha klaviristka ném. |Praha 12. 2. 1878
117 | Ricci Mathilda zpévacka fr. Praha 8.5. 1878
118 | Riccius August Ferdinand it'jss:'{(ri i ném. | Hamburg 20. 2. 1880
121 | Riemann Hugo muzikolog ném. |Hamburg 18. 6. 1885
119 | Richter Hans dirigent ném. |s.l. fijen 1875
120 | Richter Hans dirigent ném. | Wien 7. 10. 1875
122 | Rilke Anna klaviristka ném. | Leipzig prosinec 1876
123 | Rubinstein Anton skladatel ném. | Petersburg 3. 6. 1874
124 | Rubinstein Anton skladatel rus. Hamburg 7.11. 1879
101 E;‘;ﬁ:f;ﬁ;ﬂjﬂ;ﬁfj”' interpreti ném. |Praha 18.8. 1874
125 | Ryba Josef pedagog rus. | Moskva s.d. | [1872-88]
126 |Sahla Richard houslista ném. |Praha cerven 1876
127 | Sauret Emile houslista franc. | Praha 12.11. 1877
129 | Schulhoff Julius klavirista ném. |Dresden 15. 4. 1874
130 | Sklenar Josef pravnik ¢ées. |Praha 28.5. 1888
130 | Sklenafova-Mala Otilie herecka Ces. |Praha 28.5. 1888
131 | Smetana Bedrich skladatel Ces. |Praha 2.5. 1877
132 | Smetana Bedrich skladatel Ces. |Jabkenice 26. 12. 1881
133 | Smietanski Emil klavirista pol. s. I 4. 11. 1867
135 | Starovoj S. skladatel rus. Praha 26.12. 1874
136 | Stockhausen Julius zpévak ném. |s.l. 15. 2. 1883
139 | Suchanek Frantisek skladatel Ces. |Dresden 15. 5. 1861
140 | Suchanek Frantisek skladatel Ces. |Dresden 4.7. 1862
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JANA VOJTESKOVA

his study is based on an important source held by the Czech Museum of Music - an

album (shelf mark NM-CMH, G 13627) containing 169 letters and commemorative
inscriptions addressed to the prominent Prague musical journalist and organizer Jan
Ludevit Prochazka. The correspondence includes valuable information both from the
domestic environment in the period following the ‘October Diploma’ of 1860, when
modern Czech culture was being formed, and from Hamburg and Dresden where
Prochazka began promoting Czech music in 1879. The letters illustrate international
contacts and the contexts of Czech music during the second half of the nineteenth
century. Rounding out the study is a table listing all the items in the alboum alphabetically
according to the names of the writers.

Jan Ludevit Prochazka - Antonin Dvorak - Bedfich Smetana - Franz Liszt -
Hans von Biilow - Karl Goldmark - Leopold Eugen Méchura - Marta Prochazkova
- Jan Levoslav Bella - Czech music in the second half of the nineteenth century -
correspondence

In 1908, on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the death of Ludevit
Prochazka, a lengthy article about him was published in the journal Hudebni revue
(Musical Review) with the title ‘Prvni apostol hudby Smetanovy’ (The First Apostle of
the Music of Smetana). Its author, Jan Loewenbach,? dedicated it ‘to the memory of
a man without whom Smetana’s art would scarcely have achieved so soon the triumph
that became an epoch in modern Czech music.’”® Loewenbach highlighted Prochazka’'s
contributions to the development of musical life in Prague, concentrating especially (as
indicated by the title) on his significance in promoting the music of Smetana - which was
oriented toward modern trends underway in Europe at large during his time and came
up against harsh criticism in the conservative domestic environment. Before this first
extensive evaluation of Prochazka, his importance was emphasized in an obituary by

1) This study was written as part of a grant project of the National Museum, supported by the Ministry of
Culture, to prepare a critical edition of the Prochazka album herein described. | should like to thank all those
who have helped me in preparing both the edition and this study, especially David R. Beveridge, Jana Fojtikova,
Jarmila Gabrielova, Milan Pospisil, Vlasta Reittererova, and Dagmar Stefancova.

2) Also spelled Lowenbach - see note 35.

3) LOEWENBACH, Jan: ‘Prvni apoStol hudby Smetanovy’, Hudebni revue, Vol. 1 (1908), No. 7, pp. 329-55.
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Otakar Hostinsky,* who called him an unusually well-educated man with a penetrating
spirit and rare power of judgement, a man who had stood for many years at the forefront
of Czech musical life and bravely defended Smetana’s ideal of modern Czech national
music.

The year 1908 also saw another significant event pertaining to Prochazka: one of
the most valuable private music collections in the Austro-Hungarian Empire - that of
Friedrich Donebauer - was sold in the Stargardt auction house in Berlin. Among the
precious items on sale was an album containing 170 letters Prochazka had received
from important figures in music and in the arts generally. Because public institutions did
not have the needed funds at the time, a substantial portion of Donebauer’s collection
passed into the private ownership of the industrialist Richard Morawetz.® Not until 2003
was the Prochazka album purchased from Morawetz’s heirs by the Ministry of Culture of
the Czech Republic - for the Czech Museum of Music (as part of the National Museum),
in whose collections it has been deposited since that time.

Jan Ludevit Prochazka® (1837-88) was one of the major figures in Prague musical life
during the 1860s and 1870s, active as a pianist, composer, conductor, pedagogue, music
critic, editor, and concert presenter. After moving to Hamburg in 1879 he contributed
substantially to promotion of Czech music abroad.”

Prochazka came to Prague to pursue his studies in 1854. At the wish of his father
he studied law, and earned the title JUDr. (Juris utriusque doctor, i.e. doctor of both
laws, originally meaning civil and church law). But his great love was music. After the fall

4) Dalibor, Vol. 10 (1888), No. 33 (p. 262), No. 37 (pp. 294-95), No. 38 (p. 303), and No. 39 (pp. 310-11);
unsigned, but the obituary was essentially taken from the journal Svétozor (World View), where Hostinsky is
named as author.

5) In March 1939 Morawetz fled from Czechoslovakia, leaving his collections in Bohemia. After the war the
Communists confiscated all his possessions; works of visual art were deposited in the National Gallery, and
other items in the literary archive of the National Museum. After the ‘Velvet Revolution’ of 1989 Morawetz's
former possessions were restituted to his heirs under the condition that Czech institutions must be given
preferential rights to acquire items pertaining to Czech culture before their removal from the country.

Today the Morawetz music collection consists of correspondence, other items of non-musical notation,
iconographic material, musical manuscripts, and posters and programs for theatrical performances and
concerts. Items pertaining to music in the Morawetz collection were described in 1962 by Milan Postolka
in Casopis Narodniho muzea (The Journal of the National Museum), so the public was informed about the
collection, but the collection itself was not catalogued and made available to researchers.

6) Also written Prochaska or Prohaska, Johann Ludwig.

7) CERNY, Miroslav: ‘Prochazka Jan Ludevit', in Ceskoslovensky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci (Czechoslovak
Musical Dictionary of Persons and Institutions), Vol. 2, Statni hudebni vydavatelstvi, Prague 1965, p. 370.
OTTLOVA, Marta: ‘Prochézka, Jan Ludevit’, in Die Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart, Personenteil, Bd. 13,
Barenreiter, Kassel, s. a., pp. 955-56. REITTEREROVA, Vlasta: ‘Prochazka Jan Ludevit’, in Hudebni divadio
v ¢eskych zemich (Musical Theatre in the Czech Lands), ed. Jitka Ludvova et al., Divadelni Gstav and Academia,
Prague 2006. REITTEREROVA, Vlasta: ‘Prochazka Jan Ludevit’, in Cesky hudebni slovnik osob a instituci (Czech
Musical Dictionary of Persons and Institutions), on the internet at http://www.ceskyhudebnislovnik.cz/slovnik/
(accessed 28 July 2011). Ludevit Prochazka. Slavna doba ¢eské hudby. Vybor z kritik a ¢lanku (L.P.: The Glorious
Era of Czech Music - A Selection from his Reviews and Articles), ed. Miloslav Nedbal, Statni nakladatelstvi
krasné literatury, hudby a uméni, Prague 1958, 281 pp.
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of the absolutist regime of Alexander Bach in 1860, with the consequent loosening of In the second half of the 1870s Prochazka was forced to restrict his activities.
restrictions on activities and organizations focused on Czech nationality and the Czech Smetana and Hostinsky left Prague, and the original incarnation of the periodical Dalibor
language, Prochazka devoted himself very intensively to the work of artistic societies. He folded. Prochazka’s relation to the City of Prague, which was led by the ‘Old Czech’ party,
was one of the founding leaders of Prague’s Hlahol (‘Joyful Noise’) choral association and was not the best because of his friendly relations with the ‘Young Czechs’. Under these
of the Umélecka beseda (Artists’ Society). During the mid-1860s he established himself circumstances he and his family moved in 1879 to Hamburg, where his wife Marta
as an important music critic. In November 1865 he took over from Smetana the music obtained a regular engagement with the opera company. In Hamburg Prochazka became
column of Narodni listy (National News). Five years later he founded the first modernly- director of the TonkUlnstlerverein (Society of Musical Artists), served as a professor of
oriented musical periodical in the Czech lands - Hudebni listy (Musical News) - and after piano at the conservatory, owned a prospering musical institute, and vigorously promoted
another three years he founded a pro-Smetana journal called Dalibor (the title character Czech music. As is well known, he acquainted residents of Hamburg with many works
in one of Smetana’s operas) whose first two volumes (through 1874) he edited. Less by Smetana. He then continued supporting Czech music in Dresden, where he moved
well-known is that he also contributed to the music column of the German-language with his family for one season because of an engagement taken there by his wife. His
Politik.® For almost two decades he engaged in very intensive and multifaceted activities remaining years were spent in Hamburg, where his life’'s work came to an end relatively
in Prague. early: he died in 1888 having not quite reached the age of fifty-one.

In 1866 Prochazka founded the mixed chorus of the Artists’ Society, which he himself
conducted. An innovation he established were the ‘Historical Concerts’, presenting works The Prochazka album® was most likely assembled after his death, probably with the
by Renaissance and Baroque composersthen unknowntothe public.In 1870the repertoire intent of showing the extraordinarily wide range of contacts he maintained during his
of these concerts was expanded to include church music by contemporary composers, lifetime with persons in the world of the arts. Though arranged alphabetically (with a few
and the series was henceforth called Musica sacra. Unfortunately the Artists’ Society exceptions), and thus lacking continuity as concerns chronology and subject matter,
mixed chorus was discontinued that year, and along with it the performances of early it does provide an interesting picture of Prochazka’s activities. During the 1860s -
music which had been remarkable for their time. However, Prochazka did not abandon a period of renewal for Czech cultural life and of the origin of a large number of singing
choral conducting for long. He became music director of the newly-established Russian associations, Prochazka concerned himself above all with the composition, performance,
Orthodox church in Prague in 1874, then three years later of the Jednota svatovitska and publication of Czech songs and choruses. In addition he devoted much energy to
(St. Vitus Union). In these capacities, too, he strove to present interesting performances the subscription concerts of the Artists’ Society, whose programming and execution he
- for example with the Jednota he performed Schumann’s Requiem. arranged together with Smetana, as well as to concerts of the same organization’s mixed

In 1871 Prochazka introduced a series of ‘Volné hudebni zabavy’ (Free Musical chorus. In the 1870s he focused more on composers from Slavic nations generally,
Entertainments), which were organizationally less demanding; these concerts focused especially those from Russia and Poland, whose works he presented in Prague. Also
on new music and included performances of songs, chamber music, and arrangements documented from this period is his correspondence with Austrian composers, especially
of symphonic works for piano four hands. That year in Hudebni listy he called upon those associated with Graz; in addition we find several letters from Czech composers.
composers to present their new works in this forum. Thus Praguers had the opportunity After Prochazka’s move to Hamburg his correspondence shows an intensive effort to
to acquaint themselves with new pieces by Smetana, Dvorak, Fibich, Bendl, Blodek, promote the works of Czech composers in Germany, as documented by letters from
Sebor, Kfizkovsky, Rozkosny, and other Czech composers as well as works by composers Smetana and Dvorak. During the same period he returned to producing editions of folk
from Russia and Poland. songs, and published his own works inspired by folklore as well. Also interesting are his

During the 1870s Prochazka’s activities expanded into other spheres as well. In 1871 contacts with performers and composers who were not Czech.
he was one of the founders of the Hudebni matice (Musical Fund) of the Artists’ Society,
focused originally on publication of piano-vocal reductions of Czech operas. Then in 1874 Czech Patriotic Songs and Choruses
he and FrantiSek Ladislav Rieger established the music division of the Museum of the After the fall of the absolutist regime and proclamation of the ‘October Diploma’ in 1860,
Kingdom of Bohemia, which became the foundation of the collections of today’s Czech changes occurred in the Czech lands both in public political activities and in the activities
Museum of Music. And two years later he gave the impulse for foundation of the bicultural 9) The album is deposited under the shelf mark NM-CMH G 13 627 in the non-musical manuscripts collection
(Czech and German) Society for Chamber Music, of which he served as executive agent of the Czech Museum of Music’s Music History Division. It has a leather binding with gold embossed lettering
until his departure for Hamburg. and gold edging. On the title page is a photograph of Prochéazka bearing his original signature. Apart from two

letters inserted loosely, the items in the album are pasted onto the pages thereof, numbered in pencil both
on the original and on the album page. Today the album contains 169 items. We present a list of its contents,
arranged alphabetically according to the names of the writers, in the table at the end of this study.

8) That was in 1877, two years before his move abroad. His reviews are signed ‘P’.
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of associations. Gradually guaranteed by a series of constitutional amendments was the
right to protection and cultivation of one’s own nationality and language. During this time
singing associations were among the most active components of Czech social life. The
leading position among them was taken by Hlahol in Prague, founded in 1861. From 1863
to 1865 its choirmaster was Bedfich Smetana, while Ludevit Prochazka served as the
association’s executive agent. Singing associations took part in all events having special
importance for Czech society, such as celebrations in 1863 of the thousandth anniversary
of acceptance of Christianity in the Czech lands, and the laying of the foundation stone
for the National Theatre in 1868. Soon it became evident that a suitable and high-quality
repertoire was lacking. Prochazka not only exerted major efforts to achieve publication
and performance of existing patriotic (Czech) songs and choruses, but also gave major
impetus to their composition.!® He approached prominent Prague composers, but also
teachers, pastors, and church music directors in rural regions. However, it was difficult to
find high-quality Czech texts. The composers themselves usually did not have sufficient
mastery of the Czech language; therefore Prochazka, whose Czech was perfect, also
maintained contacts with Czech poets and translators. Texts were sent to him by such
writers as Boleslav Jablonsky (see No. 61 in the table at the end of this study) and
FrantiSek Jaroslav Vacek-Kamenicky (No. 165); his good friend P. Vaclav Stulc (Nos. 137-
38) collaborated closely on texts as well.

In 1860 Prochazka and Emanuel Meli$ prepared an edition of Czech choruses called
Zaboj (the name of a fictive character from Czech medieval history).** In this connection
he corresponded with such composers as Vaclav Jindrich Veit (Nos. 153-55), FrantiSek
Suchanek (Nos. 139-40), and Josef Vorel (Nos. 161-64). A year later he published
a collection of four-part pieces for male voices under the title Bojan (the name of a singer
in an old Russian legend),* and together with FrantiSek Pivoda the ornamentally-
conceived collection Vesna (the name of a goddess in Slavic mythology).*® Preserved
from this period are two lengthy letters (Nos. 73 and 74) from the important Moravian
composer Pavel KFizkovsky, working in Brno, in which he thanked Prochazka for promoting
his works and for stimuli for additional compositions. In particular he thanked him for
a Prague performance of his chorus Utonula (The Drowned Maiden), whose success

10) Prochazka himself also composed patriotic songs - of which his Kovarska (Blacksmith’s Song) to a text
by FrantiSek Ladislav Rieger was especially popular - as well as choruses, which he assembled in a collection
of original four-part pieces for male voices called Hlahol (A Joyful Noise), published starting in 1868 by the firm
of Vitek and Stary.

11) Zaboj - sbirka puvodnich Ctverozpévii pro muzské hlasy (Zaboj - A Collection of Original Four-Part Pieces
for Male Voices), A. Christoph & W. Kuhé (at other times called Marco Berra), Prague 1860, No 1542-1547.
12) Bojan, sbirka ¢tyrhlasych muZskych smésu (Bojan: A Collection of Four-Part Pieces for Male Voices), Ad.
Christoph & W. Kuhé, Prague [1861] - two books.

13) Vesna - sbirka plvodnich zpévi pro jeden a dva hlasy s privodem fortepiana a Ctverozpévi pro muzsky
sbor (Vesna - A Collection of Original Pieces for One and Two Voices with Piano Accompaniment and of Four-
Part Pieces for Male Chorus), ed. FrantiSek Pivoda and Ludevit Prochazka, Ad. Christoph & W. Kuhé (at other
times called Marco Berra), Prague 1861. This collection included Prochazka’s song for one voice Pravy Cech
(A True Czech), dedicated to his friend J.L. Lukes, as well as his vocal duet Cech (The Czech) and male chorus
Pomoc pro naramnou lasku (Help for a Great Love).
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pleased him. As an expression of his gratitude he
provided, without asking any fee, his choruses Zato¢
se, dievca (Dance, Girl), Odvedeného prosba (Plea of
the Drafted Man), and Sohaj ernooky (A Handsome,
Dark-Eyed Lad), the first of which was then published
in Vesna.

Concerts of the Artists’ Society
Additional correspondence in the album pertains to
the activities of the Artists’ Society, founded in 1863
with the goal of ‘cultivating the arts’, which was
understood as meaning arts that were ‘decidedly in
a national, Czech spirit!’ The first chair of the music
section was Bedfich Smetana, while Prochazka
handled organizational matters as executive agent
and was also active as a performer. Important
enterprises of the Artists’ Society in its first years
included subscription concerts with programming "
. X K i Hans von Biilow

by Smetana and Prochazka, in connection With  Fotografie / Photograph, F.Luckhardt,
which Prochézka corresponded with composers  Wien, nedatovano / undated

. ) . . ) NM-CMH-MBS E XXIV.B /11b
and performers including some in foreign countries.
Johann Joseph Abert (Nos. 1-2) was known in Prague
from the time of his studies at the conservatory there. He was pleased that his symphonic
poem Columbus was chosen for the first subscription concert. An invitation to perform
in the second concert was accepted by the Hungarian violinist Eduard Reményi (Nos.
112-13).

The subscription concerts of the Artists’ Society did not continue for long, and so
Prochazka sought new activities. In 1866 he founded the Society’s mixed chorus, with
which he participated that same year in the magnificent Prague performance of Liszt’s
oratorio Die Legende von der Heiligen Elisabeth. In connection with this performance he
corresponded with Liszt himself (No. 80), with the conductor Hans von Bllow (Nos. 20-24)
who led the work in Munich shortly before the Prague performance, and with Baron Karl
von Perfall (Nos. 102-06), director of music for the Bavarian royal court.

From the letters of Franz Liszt and Hans von Biilow

In the name of the Artists’ Society, Bedfich Smetana asked Liszt for permission to perform
Die Legende von der Heiligen Elisabeth. Liszt responded with an apology, saying he could
not send the performing materials on loan to Prague at the requested time because he
had promised them to Hans von Bllow who was to perform the work in Munich. After that
the score was to make its way to Leipzig, where Liszt had promised it to Franz Brendel for
the Tonkunstlerverein. However, he offered a different work for performance in Prague,

Musicalia 1-2 / 2011 W 107




Jana Vojtéskova

sending the manuscript of his ‘Cyrillus-Hymne’ - probably the work titled Slavimo slavno,
slaveni! (Let Us Celebrate Famous Slavs!)!* for male chorus and organ, composed for
the thousandth anniversary of the arrival of Cyril and Methodius in Great Moravia and
premiered on 3 July 1863 in Rome. Liszt wrote that he would be pleased if this work
could be performed in a concert of the Artists’ Society. He suggested that if an organ was
not available woodwind and brass instruments could take over the role of support for the
singers, and asked Smetana to provide the instrumentation according to the size of the
hall and the chorus (No. 80).

Soon after Liszt’s letter, Prochazka received an answer from Hans von Blilow as well
(No. 20), saying that Die Legende von der Heiligen Elisabeth would be performed in
the Royal Court Theatre in Munich on 24 February 1866 with a possible repetition on
28 February. By early in March the score could be in Prague. Bulow also recommended
that Prochazka approach Baron von Perfall, administrative director of the Royal Court
Theatre, where manuscript copies of the performing parts were available from the
Musikverein in Pest. He thanked the administrative board of the Artists’ Society for the
invitation to conduct the performance on 20 April in Prague, but regretfully declined. He
also doubted that ‘abbé’ Liszt could undertake the trip from Paris. But in any case he
sent Liszt’s address. He would be pleased to receive a review of or report on the Prague
performance, which he hoped with all his heart would be a success (No. 22).

The performance of Liszt’s oratorio in Prague was indeed a great triumph. Smetana
conducted the combined orchestras of the two Bohemian provincial theatres (Czech
and German) and the choruses of both Hlahol and the Artists’ Society - five hundred
performers in all. The role of Elisabeth was sung by Emilie Bubenickova, to whose
performance the audience responded with great enthusiasm. Narodni listy wrote: ‘The
performance was excellent from the artistic standpoint. [...] Smetana led Liszt's work to
victory.*® There was no reprise of the performance, although the correspondence shows
that Prochazka and others made great efforts toward that end.

The ‘Historical Concerts’

Independent presentations given by the mixed chorus of the Artists’ Society included the
‘Historical Concerts’, in which Prochazka led compositions from earlier historical periods
by Palestrina, Josquin, and others. In the next phase he expanded this repertoire to
include sacred works by his contemporaries and called the series Musica sacra. In view
of the fact that Europe as a whole experienced the revival of early music only later, these
concerts of Prochazka may be considered a very remarkable, pioneering enterprise.
His interest in early music is also documented by some of the letters in the album. In
1872, via Wilhelm Ambros (No. 3), he mediated contact for Smetana with the Dresden
royal librarian Moritz Flrstenau, who provided works by the Czech Baroque composer

14) Cf. MUELLER, R. Charnin and ECKHARDT, M.: Thematisches Verzeichnis der Werke Franz Liszts (Munich,
in preparation), LW- J16, E 18, cited according to OxfordMusicOnline: http://oxfordmusic.mlp.cz/subscriber/
article_works/grove/music/48265pg28#S48265.29 (accessed 28 July 2011).

15) Narodni listy, 21 April 1866, ‘Denni zpravy’ (Daily News).
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Jan Dismas Zelenka for performance. Prochéazka
also corresponded with Robert Eitner (No. 33), to
whom he sent Luyton’s Missa 7 vocum Super Basini
‘Caesar’. In addition Prochazka was one of the main
organizers of celebrations in 1874 of the centenary
of the birth of Vaclav Jan Tomasek, corresponding
with Tomasek’s pupils Karl Jeltsch (No. 62) and Julius
Schulhoff (No. 129) who lived abroad.

From the letters of Leopold Eugen Méchura
Amongthe works Prochazka performed with the mixed
chorus of the Artists’ Society were cantatas by his
teacher Leopold Eugen Méchura, who is represented
in the album by eight lengthy letters (Nos. 90-97)
attesting to a close and open relationship between
teacher and pupil.t®

Leopold Eugen Méchura (1804-70) came from
the family of a Prague lawyer that lived a rich cultural .
. . Julius Schulhoff
life and operated a well-known Prague salon in  Fotografie / Photograph,
which important personages gathered, including for Q'&F_’g'\e/l ﬁUéCCF;FP?fﬁi\Squt?s?t?on No. 141/67
example the historian FrantiSek Palacky who later e '
became Méchura’s brother-in-law. Although Méchura
expressed Czech national sentiments startingin 1860, he did not know the Czech language
well and was not so bold as to write his letters in Czech. From the correspondence it
is clear that Prochazka gave Méchura significant encouragement in his compositional
endeavours, and he also brought some of his most important works to performance.
Already in 1863, soon after foundation of the Artists’ Society, he proposed to his teacher
that an orchestral work of his could be performed on one of the society’s first concerts.
Méchura offered his Fourth Symphony, but only under the condition that a good orchestra
would be available. That performance did not come about. Five years later Prochazka
and his mixed chorus performed Méchura’s cantatas Stédry den (Christmas Eve, to a text
by Erben) and Pohfeb na Kariku (Burial on Kafik, to a text by A.V. Smilovsky). Méchura
followed the preparations very attentively and wrote to Prochazka his comments on the
numbers of performers and reception of the work. He attended the premiere, but because
he was shy by disposition he asked not to be addressed publicly as the composer. The
premiere was given in a concert of the Artists’ Society” with three hundred performers
under Prochazka’s baton. After this performance Méchura sent Prochazka his cantata
Majova noc (May Night) and also offered his ballad Credo mrtvych (Credo of the Dead).

16) Czech translations of these letters are published in HNILICKA, Alois: ‘Z dopisti Leop. Eug. M&chury Dru
L. Prochazkovi’ (From the Letters of L.E.M. to Dr. L.P.", Hudebni revue, Vol. 8 (1919-20), pp. 215-17, 225, and
254-59.

17) 22 Mar. 1868.

Musicalia 1-2 /2011 B 109

Jan Ludevit Prochazka and His Contacts in the World of the Arts



Jana Vojtéskova Jan Ludevit Prochazka and His Contacts in the World of the Arts

(No. 49) and Stanistaw Taborowsky (No. 141), the pianist Emil Smietanski (No. 133), the
singer Justyna Machwitz (No. 85), and the composer Wtadystaw Zeleriski (Nos. 82 and
167): all of them were welcome guest of the Prochazkas.

Those attending the salon not only received good hospitality but could partake of
professional discussions, interesting literature, and beautiful music - many musical
works were performed there for the first time. These purposeful contacts with artists had
great importance not only for Prague musical life but for dissemination of Czech musical
culture abroad. The Prochazka album includes a letter from the pianist Anna Rilke
(No. 122), later married name Grosser, aunt of the poet Rainer Maria Rilke. She proved
her sympathy for Czech culture in 1884 by performing Dvorak’s Piano Concerto in G
minor, Op. 33 in Berlin under the composer’s baton.?°

Marta Prochazkova also sang in concerts of the Artists’ Society and of the Prague
Hlahol chorus. Gradually she accepted operatic roles as well. Her career abroad began in
September 1875, when she and her husband visited Vienna. There she had opportunities
to perform in a philharmonic concert under the baton of Hans Richter?* and a concert

It was Prochazka who recommended for performance
his opera Marie Potocka (Maria Potocka, based on
Pushkin’s The Fountain of Bakhchisaray); in one of
his letters Méchura thanked the administration of the
Provisional Czech Theatre for a request that came via
Prochazka. However, the opera was not staged until
1871, a year after the composer’s death.

Méchura also commented in his letters on the
works of Richard Wagner. Although he did not agree
with all of Wagner’s opinions, he had to grant him
that he had ‘heart and spirit’ and that it should be up
to Wagner what form he chose.*® Méchura was also
interested in Smetana and his opera Dalibor, which
provoked contradictory reactions from audiences
and critics precisely because of the influence of

Wagner (No. 96). Giuseppina Vitalli Augusti in the large hall of the Musikverein. Richter, who maintained written contact with the
Fotografie / Photograph, ca. 1860-70 . . .
Archiv Narodniho divadla / Prochazkas in 1875 (Nos. 119-20), helped Marta to launch her career outside the Czech
Marta Prochazkova Archive of the National Theatre lands. He hoped she would be offered a regular engagement in Vienna, but this did
Also contributing to Prochazka’s contacts with artists not come about. In the meantime she developed into an esteemed operatic singer, as
was his wife Marta, née Reisinger (1849-1903), whom he married in November 1868. attested e.g. by letters from the composer Karl Goldmark (Nos. 45-47) on the occasion
Marta Prochazkova was a very cultured and musically well-educated singer,*® who showed of a performance of his opera Die K6nigin von Saba in Prague’s New Town Theatre.??
complete understanding for the activities of her husband and shared in many of them. In Goldmark, who heard Prochazkova in person, was convinced that her rendition would
the early 1870s she performed in his ‘free musical entertainments’. She was the life of the be outstanding, given her ‘large, splendid voice, mature artistry, and the great intimacy
salon in the Prochazkas’ home at the address Jecna ulice 1833, where leading Czech and of a deep soul’.?® She obtained a regular engagement with the Municipal Theatre in
foreign musicians gathered. It was often attended by singers such as the Italian sopranos Hamburg in 1879, then for one season with the Court Opera in Dresden, from which she
Giuseppina Vitali-Augusti (No. 159) and Mathilda Ricci (No. 117), who scored successes returned to Hamburg. She appeared in many roles by composers ranging from Gluck
in Prague with their renditions of roles in operas by Verdi. Welcome guests also included to Verdi (Aida, Leonora in Il trovatore, Amelia in Un ballo in maschera) and from Mozart
the singer Emilia Chiomi (No. 26), a prima donna of Her Majesty’s Opera in London, who (Donna Anna, the Countess in Il nozze di Figaro) to Wagner (Senta, Elisabeth, Brunnhilde,
in June 1878 became the first guest singer from abroad to perform in Prodana nevésta and others).?
(The Bartered Bride). The Prochazkas were also in contact with Mary Krebs (No. 72),
a chamber virtuoso of the King of Saxony, daughter of the composer Karl Krebs, and with Jan Levoslav Bella
Martha Remmert (No. 116), a German pianist, musical pedagogue, composer, conductor, The Slovak composer Jan Levoslav Bella also received strong support from Prochazka.
and journalist. Of Polish performers we should mention the violinists Wtadystaw Gorski They met in person in 1873. Bella’s visit to Prague, including contacts with the foremost

representatives of Czech artistic life at the time, held such fundamental importance

18) ‘Geht mir weg mit dem Idiom der Zukunftsmusik! - Warum soll Wagner nicht erlaubt seyn und n[icht]
die Freyheit haben, sich eine eigene Bahn zu treten? - Auch die Cunst muf} ihren Constitualismus haben,

und was that denn der Heros Gluk, als er mit seiner so viel als 20" Oper den Uebergang zur Oper heutigen 20) Happenings associated with the performance of Dvorak’'s concerto are described in her memoirs -
Tages bildete? - Nun, wenn ich auch die Ansichten Wagners durchweg nicht billige, so glaube ihm doch Eines GROSSER-RILKE, Anna: Nie verwehte Kldange, Otto Beyer, Leipzig-Berlin 1937.

zuzusprechen, daf} er doch Hertz und Seele hat, und ihm die Form doch frey stehen muf, diefd zu bethéatigen. 21) 28 Nov. 1875.

[...] - Wohl gehort zu solchen Cuns|[t]taten Wagners nur Gewaltnatur, und diese sollte nicht abgethan werden in 22) 25 May 1878.

dem Urthe[i]lsspruche einer Zukunft etz[?].” (No. 91.) 23) ‘Die grofRe herrliche Stimme, die vollende Kinstlerschaft, die grofRe Innigkeit eines tiefen Gemdithes,
19) Her voice teacher was Jindfich Pech, brother of EliSka Krasnohorska. In the mid-1870s she also received volle Erscheinung [...]." (No. 45).

training in Vienna from the baritone Johann Ress, undoubtedly in association with an attempt on her part to 24) Prochazka listed her roles in his diary, which is deposited in the Bedfich Smetana Museum (part of the
obtain an engagement there. Czech Museum of Music) under shelf mark A 11, acquisition number 117/2001.
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for him that he described it in detail in his autobiography.?®> Among other things he From Letters of Antonin Dvorak and Bedfich Smetana Sent to Hamburg
remembered the times spent at the Prochazkas’ home and stimulating conversations Antonin Dvorak was in contact with Prochazka for the whole period of the latter’s
there: ‘He placed at my disposal scores of both earlier and newer works as well as residence in Germany, and from their correspondence we see that Prochazka
writings about music, and allowed me admittance to performances, thus completing my continuously endeavoured to have Dvorak’s works performed.® In the longest item (No.
musical rebirth.’?® It was thanks to Prochazka that Praha listened with interest to Bella’s 30), from January 1880, Dvorak thanked Prochazka for a letter he had sent him and
symphonic poem Osud a ideal (Fate and Ideal), about which the two men corresponded also for reviews from Hamburger Nachrichten3t and Hamburgischer Correspondent of
(Nos. 13-14). Besides a rather large number of songs, Bella sent to Prague his String a performance of his String Quartet in E flat major, Op. 51. These reviews inspired Dvorak
Quintet in D minor as an entry in a competition of the Artists’ Society. The jury designated to reflect on criticism of his works in German-speaking countries, because during that
this work as the second best (after a work by Dvorak)?” and it was performed by the time he had to ‘swallow many a bitter pill’ especially from critics in Vienna. Thus he
quartet of Anton Bennewitz. was all the more pleased that Hamburg critics wrote about him favourably.3? It is also
evident from Dvorak’s letter that Prochazka had asked him for new piano pieces and
Contacts with Artists from Slavic Nations outside the Czech Lands and from Austria was interested in his String Serenade, which he wanted to recommend to the conductor
During the 1870s, in the spirit of the pan-Slavic and Russophile movement of the of the philharmonic concerts in Hamburg Julius von Bernhuth. Dvorak gave preference
time, Prochazka oriented himself above all towards composers from Slavic nations to his Wind Serenade. He also mentioned his Violin Concerto, which he had recently
in general (not only Czech), whose works he presented in Prague. Preserved in the completed. Attesting to the warm relationship between Dvofak and Prochazka is not
album are letters and/or commemorative inscriptions from, among others, Prince Yury only the opening salutation ‘Dear friend’ but also the end of the letter, where Dvorak
Nikolayevich Galitsin (No. 43), Yury Karlovich Arnold (Nos. 7-8, Anton Rubinstein (Nos. announces that at Easter he will go to Berlin and if at all possible also to Hamburg to visit
123-24), Alexander Sergeyevich Famintsin (Nos. 36-37), Boris Alexandrovich Fitingoff- Prochazka - ‘to that city where eighteen years ago | travelled as an ordinary performing
Shel (No. 89), and the pianists Vera Timanoff (Nos. 146-49), Alexandra Yuryevna Zograff- musician.” Six years later (No. 31) Dvofak recommended Prochazka’s song collection
Dulova (No. 134), and Annette Nikolayevna Esipova (No. 34). During this time Prochazka Vélkerstimmen to the Novello & Ewer publishing house.®® The last of Dvorak’s letters
enthusiastically promoted songs of the Slavic nations, arranging them and publishing preserved in the Prochazka album (No. 32) pertains to his Piano Quintet, Op. 5. Dvorak
them in the collections Slavia (Slavdom) and Pisné slovanskych narodu (Songs of the was unable to find his autograph score and asked Prochazka to lend him a manuscript
Slavic Nations).?® The first of these collections contains twenty Czech songs and ten from copy he had. This quintet had been premiered in a ‘musical entertainment’ presented by
Russia; it achieved public acclaim, and Prochazka did not hesitate to give one ‘deluxe Prochazka in November 1872.34
copy’? to the Austrian emperor as a gift for his private library when he visited Prague. Prochazka also acquainted residents of Hamburg with many works by Smetana -
During the same decade Prochazka also corresponded with Austrian composers, piano pieces, the Trio in G minor, the string quartet Z mého Zivota (From My Life), and (in
especially from the area of Graz; these were Wilhelm Mayer (Nos. 87-88), who composed arrangements for piano four hands) symphonic poems. The culmination was placement
under the pseudonym W.A. Rémy, as well as Wilhelm Kienzl (No. 68), Richard Heuberger of Smetana’s opera Dvé vdovy (The Two Widows) on the stage of the Hamburg opera
(Nos. 54-57), and Ferdinand Heinrich Thieriot (Nos. 144-45). (as Zwei Witwen) on 28 December 1881. The only letter from Smetana preserved in
On the other hand with domestic Czech composers Prochazka probably maintained the album (No. 132) was written shortly before the opening performance of this opera.
contacts primarily in person, so the album contains only a few of their letters from this Associated with it are two letters from Prochazka.

period, namely letters from Karel Sebor (No. 128) and Jindfich Kaan (Nos. 66-67).

30) Dvorak’s letters to Prochazka are published in Antonin Dvorak. Korespondence a dokumenty (A.D.:
Correspondence and Documents), ed. Milan Kuna, Editio Barenreiter, Prague 1987-2004: Vol. 1, pp. 196-99;

25) Quotations therefrom may be found in OREL, Dobroslav: ‘Jan Levoslav Bella. K 80. narozeninam seniora Vol. 2, pp. 211 and 231. However, the editors did not have the originals available but rather only their previous
slovenské hudby’ (J.L.B.: For the Eightieth Birthday of the Senior Representative of Slovak Music’, in Sbornik transcriptions in Antonin Dvorak pratelim doma (A.D. to Friends at Home), ed. Otakar Sourek, Prague-Brno
filozofické fakulty University Komenského v Bratislavé (Compendium of the College of Liberal Arts of Komensky 1941, pp. 21-22, 105, and 109.

University in Bratislava), Vol. 2, No. 25, Bratislava 1924, which also includes letters from Prochazka to Bella. 31) The critic August Ferdinand Riccius (1819-86) was in contact with Prochazka and a month later thanked
26) Ibid., p. 43. him for an invitation to a concert (No. 118).

27) The String Quintet in G major, Op. 77. 32) See TAUEROVA, Jarmila: ‘Tausendmal Dank! Tisiceré diky!’ (Tausendmal Dank! A Thousand Thanks!),
28) Slavia, sbirka narodnich pisni slovanskych (Slavdom: A Collection of Slavic Folk Songs), edited and with Musicalia, Vol. 3 (2011), Nos. 1-2, 2011, pp. 64-74.

piano accompaniment provided by Lud. Prochazka, Eduard Grégr, and Ferd. Datel, Prague, October 1874 33) Inthe end they were published by Simrock in Berlin.

(2 books). Pisné slovanskych narodd (Songs of the Slavic Nations), with piano accompaniment provided by 34) Besides these letters, the Prochazka album also includes a commemorative musical inscription by
Ludevit Prochazka, Sesit 1. Slovenské (Book 1: Slovak Songs), F. A. Urbanek, Prague, s. a. Dvorak dated 19 Sept. 1874 with a quotation from the beginning of his Nocturne No. 2 (No. 31/2 in Jarmil
29) According to an entry in Prochazka’s diary. See note 24. Burghauser’s thematic catalogue of Dvorak’s works).
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The content of this correspondence is known in the context of literature on Smetana,*® company, about his opera Wieland whose score had been lying ignored in Hamburg for
but perhaps it will not hurt to describe it here as a reminder of Prochazka’s activities on two years.
Smetana’s behalf. Prochazka invited Smetana to Hamburg for the opening of Dvé vdovy, The broader circuit of Prochazka’s contacts included other conductors besides
but Smetana refused to come for both financial and health reasons. After the fire in the Sucher, such as Julius von Bernhut and the conductor of the Dresden opera Ernst Edler
National Theatre he was not in good psychic condition. He wrote that his ‘distressed von Schuch. Among Prochazka’s Hamburg correspondence we also find another letter
mind now almost resembled despondency.” He had suffered a major financial loss by from Hans von Bilow (No. 25), whom as we have seen the addressee had known since
not receiving his fee for performance of the opera Libuse, nor did the festive hundredth the 1860s.
performance of Prodana nevésta or the premiere of his newest opera Certova sténa (The Prochazka and his wife associated mainly with musical performers, as attested by
Devil's Wall) take place. He was also disappointed that ‘Pollini has taken everything for inscriptions in the album made by the cellists David Popper (No. 109) and Adolf (?)
Dvé vdovy - the performance, the right of ownership, duplication, printing, etc.” Smetana Fischer (Nos. 39-41), the Swedish soprano Christine Nilsson (100), and the Austrian alto
was glad that Prochazka would attend the opening. He also thanked him for promoting Amalie Joachim (63-64) - wife of the violin virtuoso Joseph Joachim.
his music in Dresden, and suggested three of his symphonic pieces for performance: Music critics and theorists who had contacts with Prochazka included the above-
Vysehrad, Vitava, and the prelude to Libuse. mentioned Ludwig Hartmann (Nos. 51-52), August Ferdinand Riccius (No. 118), and
Prochazka informed Smetana about the success of Dvé vdovy in Hamburg in a letter Emil Krause (No. 71). Also preserved in the album is a letter from Hugo Riemann (121),
of 31 December 1881. He considered it very fortunate that the opera was reviewed for who was working in Hamburg at that time. And in Hamburg Prochazka met Beethoven’s
Dresdner Nachrichten by the important critic Ludwig Hartmann, and also that it was seen American biographer Alexander Wheelock Thayer (142-43).
by the head of the publishing house Ed. Bote & G. Bock, which later published the work. It While in Germany during the 1880s Prochazka renewed his work with Slavic folk
is not difficult to guess who invited both these men to attend the performance.3® Together songs, publishing collections of them in German translation (Vélkerstimmen and Slavische
with Hartmann, Prochazka also strove to achieve a production of Prodana nevésta (The Volksweisen) as well as collections of his own pieces inspired by folklore (Duetten and
Bartered Bride) in Dresden, where however only the overture was performed, in 1882. Slavische Reigen). Some of these collections include texts in English as well.3® Naturally
these publication projects are reflected in his correspondence.®® He dedicated some
Work in Hamburg songs to German performers, who thanked him for them in writing - Eugen Gura (No. 48)
The above-mentioned Bernhard Pollini (Bernhard Baruch Pohl),®” impresario of the and Mathilda Brandt-Gortz (No. 17). Folk songs published by Prochazka also captured
Hamburg opera, was one of the leading figures in Hamburg musical life with whom the interest of the baritone Julius Stockhausen (136). And Prochazka’s own songs even
Prochazka maintained contacts. Prochazka negotiated with him on Smetana’s behalf persuaded Robert Musiol (99) to include their composer in his musical lexicon. Prochazka
concerning Dvé vdovy. From a letter of Adolf Cech (No. 27) we know that he also negotiated was also interested in Lusatian songs; Michal Hornik sent him a collection of them in the
with Pollini on behalf of Prague’s National Theatre with respect to a performance of Karl hope that he might publish them.

Goldmark’s Die Kénigin von Saba. Cech wrote:

Die Kénigin von Saba is so battered [performed too frequently] in the German theatre
[in Prague] that it [the National Theatre] wants to give the opera only because of its [the
theatre’s| reputation, not expecting any great proceeds. If he [Pollini] doesn’t give it for

38) - Vilkerstimmen (National Songs.) [The title given thus, in both German and English; ‘National Songs’
should be understood as meaning folk songs.] Sammliung von Volksweisen in deutscher Uebertragungen flr
eine Singstimme mit Begleitung des Pianoforte von Ludwig Prochazka. N. Simrock, Berlin, 1884-85, No 8481-3,

the price (1000 Marks), let him keep it. 8500, 8613.
- Slawische Volksweisen in deutschen Ubertragungen von Ottilie Malybrok-Stiler, K. Viala, J. Wenzig, V.v.
Other musicians also turned to Prochazka concerning negotiations with Pollini. The Zdekauer, W. Swoboda etc. fir eine Singstimme mit Begleitung des Pianoforte von Ludwig Prochazka. Heft
. - . . . . . . 1.2.3.4.5.6.7. Berlin, Verlag von Ries & Erler, R. 2075 E, R. 2076 E, R. 2077 E, R. 2444 E, R. 2445 E, R. 2792 E,
Hungarian composer Odon Péter J6zef de Mihalovich wrote to Prochazka (No. 98) asking R 2798 E.
him to speak on his behalf to Pollini and Joseph Sucher, conductor of the Hamburg opera - Slavische Reigen (Slovanské reje) [Slavic Revelries] fiir Pianoforte zu 4 Hdnden componirt von Ludw. Prochéz-
ka. Heft 1, 2. Berlin, Verlag Ries & Erler, No. R. 4043 E.
35) Smetana’s letter and those of Prochazka are published in Bedrich Smetana a Dr. Lud. Prochazka. - Duetten fir zwei Singstimmen nach slowakischen Volksdichtungen mit Begleitung des Pianoforte von Lud.
Vzajemna korespondence (The Correspondence of B.S. with Dr. L.P.), ed. Jan Lowenbach, Umélecka beseda, Prochéazka (Dvojzpévy k sloviim slovenskych pisni narodnich s privodem Piana sloZil [...]) [Duets to Words of
Prague 1914, pp. 70ff. Slovak Folk Songs with Piano Accompaniment by L.P.] Deutsch von Frau O. Malybrok-Stieler. English words
36) Besides this letter the Prochazka album also includes a commemorative musical inscription dated 2 May by Mrs John Morgan of New York. [The previous sentence given thus, in English.] N. Simrock, Berlin 1885,
1877 giving an excerpt from Act | of LibuSe with the heading ‘Chrudo$ seeks his beloved among the girls.’ No 8529.
37) 183897. 39) See e.g. Richard Heuberger (No. 56).
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The Prochéazka album provides rich material for study of the history of culture in the 25 | Biilow Hans von pianist, conductor | German Hamburg 21 Nov. 1887
second half of the nineteenth century, pertaining not only to music. Many topics call for 26 | Chiomi Emilie singer ltalian Prague 6 Dec. 1877
more detailed study - among others folk song, the formation of Czech national culture, 27 | Gech Adolf conductor Czech Prague 15 May 1885
the development of concert life, the separation and overlapping of Czech and German 108 | Gerny Frantisek composer Czech [Prague] s. d. s. a.
cultures in Bohemia, Wagnerism and Anti-Wagnerism, Slavic cultural endeavours in 28 | Duleba JGseph (J6zef) composer Polish Prague 18 Feb. 1863
central Europe, influences of the eastern rite, and original Czech musical works. Here 29 | Dvorak Antonin composer Czech Prague 19 Sept. 1874
it has been possible only to sketch particular realms of research; selected topics will be 30 | Dvofak Antonin composer Czech [Prague] 15 Jan. 1880
discussed in greater detail in the introduction to a critical edition of the whole album 31 | Dvofak Antonin composer Czech Prague 20 Nov. 1886
| am preparing,*® which will present all the texts it contains in facsimile as well as in 32 | Dvofak Antonin composer Czech Prague 20 Mar. 1887
transcription with critical commentary. 33 | Eitner Robert music historian German Berlin 4 May 1875

34 | Esipova Annette Nikolayevna | pianist Russian Prague 12 May 1878
Table of Letters and Commemorative Inscriptions 35 | Fabian Josef conductor Czech Prague 11 Aug. 1864
in the J.L. Prochazka Album 36 | Famintsin Alexander conductor German | St. Petersburg | 10 May 1870
37 Famintsin Alexander composer Russian St. Petersburg | 24 April 1883
No. |Name of writer Profession Languae |Location Date Year 38 | Fibich Zdenék composer Czech s. I. 12 Sept. 1873
1 | AbertJohann Joseph composer German | Stuttgart 18 Nov. 1864 39 | Fischer Adolff?] cellist French [Hamburg] 17 Oct. 1885
2 | Abert Johann Joseph composer German | Stuttgart 3 April 1870 40 | Fischer Adolff?] cellist French Hamburg 18 Oct. 1885
3 | Ambros August Wilhelm music historian | German | Vienna 17 May 1872 41 | Fischer Adolff?] cellist French Leipzig 15 Jan. 1886
4 | Ambros August Wilhelm music historian | German | Vienna 28 June 1872-73 gg |Fitingoff-Shel musician Russian | Prague 25 Oct. 1875
5 Ambros August Wilhelm music historian German s. I. s.d. S.a. Boris Alexandrowvch -
- Forchtgott [-Tovacovsky]
7 Arnold Yury Karlovich composer German Moscow 1 Feb. 1873 42 Arnost composer Czech s. . s.d. s.a.
8 Arnold Yury Karlovich composer German Moscow 12 Mar. 1873 Forchtgott
6 Augusti A. [?] tenor Italian Prague 16 June 1871 (viz TovaCovsky-Forchtgott)
Augusti Giuseppina 44 | Fri¢ Josef writer Czech Paris 9 Now. 1864
(viz Vitali-Augusti) 43 | Galitsin Yury Nikolayevich | conductor, prince | Russian [Prague] 28 June 1870
11 | Auspitz-Kolarova Augusta | pianist Czech Vienna 26 Oct. 1874 45 | Goldmark Karl composer German Gmiinden 18 May 1878
9 Auspitz-Kolarova Augusta | pianist Czech Vienna 23 Mar. 1878 46 | Goldmark Karl composer German Gmiinden 28 May 1878
10 |[[Auspitz]-Kolarova Augusta | pianist Czech Wien 4 April s.a. 47 | Goldmark Karl composer German Vienna 18 Nov. 1878
12 | Bella Jan Levoslav composer Slovak Prague 28 Sept. 1873 49 | Gorski Wiadystaw composer Polish Prague 28 May 1870
13 | Bella Jan Levoslav composer Slovak Kremnia 7 Oct. 1875 48 | Gura Eugen baritone German Munich 26 Sept. 1887
14 | Bella Jan Levoslav composer Slovak Kremnia 23 Jan. 1876 50 | Harrach Jan hrabé politician Czech Prague 17 Jan. 1864
15 | Besekirski G. composer German Prague 13 Nov. 1869 51 | Hartmann Ludwig music critic German Dresden 16 Oct. 1882
16 | Bezdéka FrantiSek Rudolf |composer Czech Pisek 25 Feb. 1862 52 | Hartmann Ludwig music critic German Dresden s. d. .
17 Brandt-Gortz Mathilde singer German Hamburg 2 Feb. 1886 o ] harmonium B
18 | Breitner Louis pianist French s. I. s.d. 1872-73 53 | Hefmanek Hypolit virtuoso Czech [zamberk] 7 Nov. s-a
19 | Bubenickova Emilie singer Czech Prague 23 Nov. 1866 54 | Heuberger Richard composer German Graz 1-3 Mar. 1876
20 |Bilow Hans von pianist, conductor | German Munich 5 Feb. 1866 55 | Heuberger Richard composer German Vienna 28 April 1885
21 | Biilow Hans von pianist, conductor | German Munich 18 Feb. 1866 56 | Heuberger Richard composer German | Vienna 19 July 1885
22 | Bilow Hans von pianist, conductor | German | Munich 6 April 1866 57 | Heuberger Richard composer German | Vienna s. d. s. a.
23 | Blilow Hans von pianist, conductor | German Munich 4 May 1866 58 | Horn Eduard composer German s. . 24 Mar. 1876
24 | Biilow Hans von pianist, conductor | German Basel 1 Nov. 1866 59 | Horn Eduard composer German Vienna 19 April 1876
60 | Hérnik Michal priest Czech Bautzen 1 Feb. 1883

40) The critical edition is being prepared for publication in 2012.
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61 | Jablonsky Boleslav poet Czech Krakow 18 June 1872
62 | Jeltsch Karl (Charles) pianist German Paris 20 April 1874
63 | Joachim Amalie singer German Berlin 3 Nov. 1884
64 | Joachim Amalie singer German Prague 21 Jan. 1886
65 | Jiranek Josef pianist Czech s. | 2 May 1877
67 | Kaan Jindfich z Albest( composer German Prague 5 Mar. 1870
66 | Kaan Jindfich z Albestu composer German Lany 28 Jan. [1876-79]
68 | Kienzl Wilhelm composer German Prague 29 May 1876
Kolarova
viz Auspitz-Kolarova
70 | Kopta Vaclav violinist Czech Munich 13 Dec. 1886
69 | Kossuth Gyula ? Hungarian | Prague 9 Mar. 1865
71 | Krause Emil music critic German Hamburg 30 May 1885
72 | Krebs Mary pianist German Prague 5 Mar. 1874
73 | Krizkovsky Pavel composer Czech Brno 24 April 1861
74 | Krizkovsky Pavel composer Czech s. I. 28 May 1861
75 | Laub Ferdinand violinist Czech s. | [1870-74]
76 | Leger Louis philologist French Paris s.d. [1864]
77 | Leger Louis philologist French Prague 7 Oct. 1866
78 | Leger Louis philologist French Prague 16 Oct. 1867
49 | Leger Louis philologist French Prague 20 Dec. 1871
79 | Lenz Leopold bass-baritone French s. | s. d. ante 1862
80 | Liszt Franz er?dmcs(:mposer German Rome 31 Jan. 1866
81 Liszt Franz glr?dmcsgmposer German Budapest 7 Mar. 1875
82 | Lukes Jan Ludevit tenor Czech Prague 18 June 1863
83 | Manes Josef painter German s.a.
84 | Manes Josef painter Czech s. | s. d. [1866-71]
85 | Machwitz Justyna singer Polish [Praha] 6 Sept. 1871
86 | Marchesi Salvatore C. v. baritone German Vienna 1 April 1870
88 | Mayer Wilhelm pianist German Graz 25 Sept. 1875
87 Mayer Wilhelm pianist German Graz 24 Mar. 1876
90 | Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 5 Dec. 1860
91 Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 5 Feb. 1863
92 | Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 11 Dec. 1867
93 | Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 22 Feb. 1868
94 | Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 1 Mar. 1868
95 | Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 9 Mar. 1868
96 | Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 5 July 1868
97 Méchura Leopold Eugen composer German Otin 7 Nov. 1868
98 E\él;:grl]o;g;r Jozef de] composer German Alt Ausee 17 Aug. 1885

99 | Musiol Robert music journalist | French Rohrsdorf gfj'ﬂe 1888
100 | Nilsson Christine singer French Hamburg s.d. 1885
107 | Peka A. ? Czech Prague 17 May 1864
102 | Perfall Karl von zﬁsclgftratlve German Munich 7 Mar. 1866
103 | Perfall Karl von Z;jr:;gftratwe German Munich 15 April 1866
104 | Perfall Karl von Z?rgnc't”;‘:‘“at've German | Munich i,\iay 1866
105 | Perfall Karl von Zﬁgc'tno'ftrat've German | Munich 14 May 1866
106 | Perfall Karl von zﬁ:clrolftratwe German Munich 26 Oct. 1866
108 | Plotenyi Nandor violinist German Prague 12 Feb. 1865
109 | Popper David cellist German Hamburg 23 Feb. 1880
110 | Prochazka Ludevit composer Czech Hamburg 20 Feb. 1884
111 | Ptacek Frantisek conductor English Hamburg 12 Sept. 1880
112 | Reményi Eduard violinist German Budapest 25 Jan. 1865
113 | Reményi Eduard violinist French Prague 25 Feb. 1865
114 | Reményi Carl attorney German Prague 9 Oct. 1865
115 | Reményi Carl attorney Hungarian | Prague 9 Oct. 1865
116 | Remmert Martha pianist German Prague 12 Feb. 1878
117 | Ricci Mathilda singer French Prague 8 May 1878
118 | Riccius August Ferdinand ?S;?::j{i’c German Hamburg 20 Feb. 1880
121 | Riemann Hugo musicologist German Hamburg 18 June 1885
119 | Richter Hans conductor German s. I. October 1875
120 | Richter Hans conductor German Vienna 7 Oct. 1875
122 | Rilke Anna pianist German Leipzig December 1876
123 | Rubinstein Anton composer German St. Petersburg | 3 June 1874
124 | Rubinstein Anton composer Russian Hamburg 7 Nov. 1879
101 52:5;? :hzcgertr:z;gir;icr::ar; performers German Prague 18 Aug. 1874
125 | Ryba Josef pedagogue Russian Moscow s.d. [1872-88]
126 | Sahla Richard violinist German Prague June 1876
127 |Sauret Emile violinist French Prague 12 Nov. 1877
129 | Schulhoff Julius pianist German Dresden 15 April 1874
130 | Sklenar Josef lawyer Czech Prague 28 May 1888
130 | Sklenarova-Mala Otilie actress Czech Prague 28 May 1888
131 | Smetana Bedrich composer Czech Prague 2 May 1877
132 | Smetana Bedfich composer Czech Jabkenice 26 Dec. 1881
133 | Smietanski Emil pianist Polish s. I 4 Nov. 1867
135 | Starovoj S. composer Russian Prague 26 Dec. 1874
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136 | Stockhausen Julius singer German s. | 15 Feb. 1883
139 | Suchéanek Frantisek composer Czech Dresden 15 May 1861
140 |Suchéanek Frantisek composer Czech Dresden 4 July 1862
128 | Sebor Karl composer Czech Vienna 26 Oct. 1877
137 | Stulc Vaclav man of letters Czech s. | 24 July 1868
138 | Stulc Vaclav man of letters Czech s. . s.d. [1866]
141 | Taborowski Stanistaw violinist Polish Prague 25 May 1871
142 wsgg{oﬁfxander E;egt:;"’)fe“rs English | Hamburg 3 Sept. 1885
143 'I\;\sélzlroéfxander Siztrg‘;fe”rs English  |Trieste 26 Oct. 1887
144 | Thieriot Ferdinand composer German Hamburg September 1880
145 | Thieriot Ferdinand composer German Graz 17 Nov. 1880
146 | Timanoff Vera pianist German Berlin 10 Oct. [1872]
147 | Timanoff Vera pianist German Berlin 13 Oct. [1872]
148 | Timanoff Vera pianist German Berlin 23.[10] [1872]
149 | Timanoff Vera pianist German [Prague] 12 Nov. 1877
150 |[Sladovnik] Tomas priest Czech Linz 17 Aug. 1870
151 ;cr)ﬁicé:ﬁvsky [Forehtgott] composer Czech s. | 17 May 1864
152 | UIm [FrantiSek] critic German Prague 25 Nov. 1866
165 \F/f::th‘sﬁir?:gggyv writer Czech s.l. s.d. (1861]
153 | Veit Vaclav JindFich composer Czech Cheb 11 Feb. 1860
154 | Veit Vaclav Jindfich composer Czech Cheb 24 Nov. 1860
155 | Veit Vaclav Jindrich composer Czech Cheb 26 Feb. 1861
156 | Viala Carl singer German [Berlin] 9 Feb. 1876
157 | Viala Carl singer Czech [Munich] s.d. s.a.
159 | Vitali-Augusti Giuseppina singer Italian Prague 16 June 1871
158 | Vlasov Vladimir conductor Russian Prague 12 July 1868
160 | Vojacek Hynek composer Czech St. Petersbug | 8 June 1865
161 | Vorel Josef composer Czech Zdice 8 July 1861
162 | Vorel Josef composer Czech Zdice 17 Dec. 1864
163 | Vorel Josef composer Czech Zdice 29 Dec. 1864
164 | Vorel Josef composer Czech Zdice 23 Oct. 1872
166 | Wieniawski Joseph pianist German Berlin 18 Jan. 1875
82 | Zelefiski Wtadystaw composer Polish Prague 30 April 1863
167 | Zelefski Wiadystaw composer Polish Warsaw 26 Jan. 1873
168 | Zellner Leopold Alexander | composer German Vienna 13 Jan. 1866
134 | Zograff Alexandra von pianist Russian Prague 22 Mar. 1873
169 | Zenisek Frantisek painter Czech Prague 29 April 1885
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Pripravny vybor Hlaholu v r. 1860 / Preparatory committee for the Hlahol singing association in 1860:
Jan Ludevit Prochazka, Jan Ludevit Lukes (sedici / seated), Karel Bendl, Hefman Prerhof,

knize Rudolf Thurn Taxis (sedici / seated), Ferdinand Heller, Karel Kucera (sedici / seated), Leopold Zvonaf
Fotografie / Photograph

NM-CMH-MBS E XVIl/32

Fotografie na nasledujici strané / Photographs on the next page:

1/ Jan Ludevit Prochazka

Fotografie / Photograph, Th. Chramosta, Prag, nedatovano / undated
NM-CMH-MBS E la/12

2 / Marta Prochazkova

Fotografie / Photograph, E. Bieber, Hamburg, 1880

NM-CMH-MBS 635

3 / Marta Prochazkova v roli Brunhildy / Marta Prochazkova in the role of Briinnhilde
Fotografie / Photograph, E. Bieber, Hamburg, 1879

NM-CMH-MBS E IX/53

4 / Emilia Chiomi v roli Markétky / Emilia Chiomi in the role of Marguerite
Fotografie / Photograph, J. Mulac, Prag, 1878

Archiv Narodniho divadla / Archive of the National Theatre
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Andreas Ornitoparchus: Musice active micrologus
Tisk/ Print, Valentin Schumann, Leipzig, 1519, titulni strana / title page
NM-CMH 98 B 46 / adl. 2

Fotografie na pfedchazejici strané / Photographs on the previous page:

5 / Leopold Eugen Méchura

Fotografie / Photograph, J. Brandejs, Prag, 1865
NM-CMH-MBS E XXIVb/39

6 / Mathilda Ricci

Fotografie / Photograph, Agenzia Carozzi, Giornale Asmondeo, Milano, 70. léta 19. stol. / 1870s.

Archiv Narodniho divadla / Archive of the National Theatre

7 / Boleslav Jablonsky

Fotografie / Photograph, J. Brandejs, Prag, ca. 70. léta 19. stol. / ca. 1870s.
NM-CMH-MBS E la 552

8 / Eduard Reményi

Fotografie / Photograph, C. Hrbek, Klatovy, 1865

NM-CMH-MBS E XXIVb/32
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Hudebni ucebnice
z 16. stoleti v Ceském
muzeu hudby

DAGMAR STEFANCOVA

Kolem poloviny 16. stoleti se na prazské univerzité prednasela musica jako posledni
ze sedmera svobodnych uméni a fadila se tak ke gramatice, rétorice, dialektice,
aritmetice, geometrii a astronomii, v uzsim smyslu pak ke trem matematicky uchopitel-
nym a Ciselné definovatelnym védam tzv. quadrivia. Vyklad hudebni teorie byl predevsim
spekulativni (vymluvné patfila do povinné Cetby i Musica speculativa Johanna de Muris
z roku 1323), uvaZovalo se o zuSlechtujicim vlivu hudby. * Kromé toho vSak existovaly mo-
derni humanistické ucebnice, které se zabyvaly praktickymi hudebnimi otazkami a byly
uréeny zejména pro potreby univerzitnich pfipravek a koleji stejné jako partikularnich
humanistickych Skol, a to v Praze i mimo ni.2 V nejvétsSim poctu k nam tyto ucebnice pfi-
chazely z tiskaren vyznamnych stfedoevropskych univerzitnich meést, napt. Norimberku,
Lipska, Kolina nad Rynem, Wittenbergu ¢i Frankfurtu. Prvni Cesky psané prace o hudebni
teorii byly vydany v okruhu Jednoty bratrské.®

V Narodnim muzeu - Ceském muzeu hudby (NM-CMH, CMH) se hudebné&teoretic-
ké prace ze 16. stoleti nachazeji ve sbirkové knihovné hudebnéhistorického oddéleni.
Zakladni informaci o nich podala Katefina Mayrova,* v sou¢asné dobé probiha jejich
rekatalogizace v systému KpWin SQL.®> Badatelim je také k dispozici stary listkovy ka-
talog knihovny, fazeny abecedné podle autort nebo podle nazvi, pokud je autor nezna-
my.6 V letoSnim roce obohatil sbirku historickych uéebnic novy pfirtstek (sign. NM-CMH
D 124), ktery potfeboval zaradit do celkového kontextu. PFi té pfilezitosti se ukazalo, Ze né-
které z nasSich nejstarsSich hudebnich spist dosud nebyly presné identifikovany a nejsou
podchyceny ani v mezinarodnim katalogu hudebnich pramentd RISM,” ackoliv se jedna

1) Podle Zikmunda Wintra (O Zivoté na vysokych Skolach praZskych knihy dvoje, Matice ¢eska a Jubilejni fond
Kral. Ceské spolecnosti nauk, Praha 1899) se napf. nékolik bakalarskych tezi v roce 1573 vénovalo vlivu hudby
na ,zjiemnéni mysli a vyplenéni hfichli a chyb“ (s. 505).

2) Wenceslai Philomathis Musicorum libri quatuor, ed. Martin Horyna, KLP, Praha 2003, s. XIII.

3) BLAHOSLAV, Jan: Musica to jest Knizka zpévakum, naleZité zpravy v sobé zavirajici, Jan Glinther, Olomouc,
1558 (2. doplnéné vydani: Bratrska tiskarna, lvancice, 1569). JOSQUINUS, Johannes: Muzyka, tj. zprava k zpi-
vani nalezita, Jan Gunther [?], Olomouc, 1561.

4) MAYROVA, Katefina: Hudebni knihovna hudebnéhistorického oddéleni Muzea éeské hudby v Praze, jeji
formovani a zakladni profil, in: Acta Musaei Moraviae - Scientiae sociales 2000/LXXXV, s. 195-221.

5) Zaznamy jsou dostupné na http://cmh-opac.nm.cz.

6) Po retrokonverzi je tento katalog pfistupny i na adrese http://nris.nkp.cz.

7) Répertoire international des sources musicales (RISM), B VI*2 (Ecrits imprimés concernant la musique),
G. Henle Verlag, Miinchen-Duisburg 1971, 1069 s. Udaje jsou jiZ bohuZel zastaralé.
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0 vzacné tisky. Proto nyni predkladame souhrn-

ny chronologicky prehled hudebnich ucebnic ze | QVINTA. |
16. stoleti, které Ceské muzeum hudby vlastni m%?;‘m“,ﬁg}if}“fm“fﬁﬁgﬁ:ﬁl&m?fﬂ |
nebo spravuje jako staly depozit: st quancan = LD e f
. SCALA CLAVIVM
b hignatarum. I
1) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / piiv. 2 v |
(15)19 /e £ o
Andreas Ornitoparchus: Musice active micrologus, e Hac raried
Valentin Schumann, Leipzig. [2. vydani] 1 ..f:'._# il
54 fol., 4° i H%H[Hi‘ﬁrﬁ_ mﬂii
RISM B VI, s. 627-628: 18 evidovanych vytiskd o pinzeramt
(1 torzo) véetné CS Pnm (= NM-CMH 98 B 46 / o ol 1 : ey
pFiv. 2); RISM vSak napf. neuvadi exemplaf REZAIN m':-
z prazské Narodni knihovny xennts
(NK Cheb 05/039/adl. 3) L . wcrer,
C Fi Eﬂ:&%ﬁéﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁzﬁimmimmniun* 3
(2) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / priv. 3 &as uitare i ntendimus, canrum ex logo proprio q
1520 F“"ﬁﬂ“"“"”,;g;}‘{,_‘.l_‘;*l';;j{‘,';’;_‘”‘““*
Johannes Cochlaeus: Tetrachordum musices,
Friedrich Peypus, Nirnberg. [5. vydani]

30fol., 4°
RISM B VI4, s. 226-227: evidovano 10 vytiskl
véetné CS Pu (= NK 11 E 6)

(3) NM-CMH D 58 / piiv. 1

1536 . .

i ) Johann Spangenberg: Quaestiones musicae
[Johann Spangenberg: Quaestiones musicae in usum scholae northusianae
in usum scholae northusianae, Johann Petreius, Tisk / Print, Johann Petreius, Nlrnberg, 1536
Nirnberg. 1. vydani] (1. vydani / 1st printing); tabulka klicd /

table of clef signs (fol. B4r)

29 fol. (chybi titulni li ° 4
9 fol. (chybi titulni list), 8 NM-GMH D 58 / pFiv. 1

RISM B VI, s. 796-798: eviduje 10 exemplara,
vytisk z CS Pnm je zde uréen jako 2. vydani
(Georg Rhau, Wittenberg, 1536)

(4) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / piv. 1

1537

Sebald Heyden: Musicae id est artis canendi libri duo, Johann Petreius, Nurnberg. [1. vydani]
115 p., 4°

RISM B VI, s. 412: uvedeno 23 exemplafd, téZ CS Pn [sic!] (= NM-CMH 98 B 46 / pfiv. 1)

(5) NM-CMH D 81

1539

[Martin Agricola: Rudimenta musices], Georg Rhau, Wittenberg. [1. vydani]

23 fol. (chybi prvnich 8 folii), 8°

RISM B VI%, s. 69-71: uvedeno 11 exemplafd, v CR Zadny; sign. NM-CMH D 81 srovnana
s http://www.chmtl.indiana.edu/tml/16th/AGRRUD_TEXT.html [cit. 2011-07-01]
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(6) NM-CMH 98 B 46

1540

Sebald Heyden: De arte canendi libri duo, Johann Petreius, NUrnberg. [2. vydani Heydenovy
Musicae id est artis canendi - viz €. 4]

163 p., 4°

RISM B VI4, s. 412: uvedeno 33 exemplaf(, véetné CS Pnm (= NM-CMH 98 B 46), jmenovan jesté
CS Ps (= Strahov), vytisk vSak dnes neni dohledatelny ani ve fondu Strahovské knihovny, ani
Pamatniku narodniho pisemnictvi

(7) NM-CMH D 124 / p¥iv. 1

1541

Johann Spangenberg: Quaestiones musicae in usum scholae northusianae, Michael Blum,
Leipzig. [3. vydani]

40f., 8°

RISM B VI2, s. 796-798: uvedeny 4 vytisky, v CR zadny

(8) NM-GMH D 124 / pfiv. 2

1543

Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, Georg Rhau, Wittenberg.

16 + 19 fol. (torzo), 8°

RISM B VI, s. 506-509: vydani G. Rhaua neni evidovano; srovnano s exemplarem Bayerische
Staatsbibliothek Miinchen sign. Mus.th. 2040 na http://www.bsb-muenchen-digital.de

[cit. 2011-07-01]. Udaje o vydani z kolofonu.

(9) NM-CMH D 58

1561

Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, Valentin Neuber, Nirnberg.

42 fol., 8°

RISM B VI%, s. 506-509: uveden pouze vytisk CS Pnm (= NM-CMH D 58); asi 40. vydani

(10) NM-CMH D 54 / pFiv. 1

1562

Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, Johannes Berg & Ulrich Neuber, Nirnberg.
43 fol., 8°

RISM B VI%, s. 506-509: evidovano 5 vytiski, v CR Zadny; asi 41. vydani

(11) NM-CMH D 124

1568

Lucas Lossius: Erotemata musicae practicae, Ulrich Neuber, Nurnberg. [3. vydani]
88 + 24 fol., 8°

RISM B VI%, s. 517: uvedeny 4 vytisky, v CR Zadny

(12) NM-GMH D 30

1572

Heinrich Faber: Musica. Kurzer Innhalt der Singkunst (pfeklad Christoph Rid), Dietrich Gerlach,
Nlrnberg. [1. vydani]

19 fol., 8°

RISM B VI%, s. 305: uvedeny 4 vytisky, v CR zadny
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(13) NM-CMH D 81 / zalozka

vydani neurceno, snad souvisi s: Jan Josquin: Muzyka, tj. zprava k zpivani nalezita, Jan Glinther?,
Olomouc?, 1561.

1 fol., 8°

RISM neeviduje, Knihopis® KO3630 uvadi pouze jediny vytisk: KNM 27 F 24 (nelplné)

(14) NM-CMH D 81 / piiv. 1

vydani neurceno, chybi folia na zacatku i na konci tisku; neni totozné s ¢. 8, 10 a 11
[Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, tiskaf neuveden]

43 fol., 8°

(15) NM-CMH D 81 / pfiv. 2

vydani neurceno, chybi nékolik folii na zacatku a minimalné pét na konci tisku; neni totozné
sC.3a7

[Johann Spangenberg: Quaestiones musicae in usum scholae northusianae, tiskaf neuveden]
24 fol., 8°

Prehled signatur:

98B 46 (¢. 1, 2, 4, 6) D58 (€. 3, 9)
D 30 (& 12) D 81 (. 5, 13, 14, 15)
D 54 (€. 10) D 124 (€. 7, 8, 11)

Kroméjediné vyjimky (D 30)se ucebnice dochovaly v konvolutech nékolika spist. VSech-
ny pUsobi jako Gcelné sestavené a bézné pouZivané knihy, jejichZ uréenim nebylo zdobit
knihovni regaly (alespon ne v 16. stoleti), ale slouZit ¢tenafi. Obsahuji vlastnické pfipisy
a poznamky psané latinsky a ¢esky.® Jednoduché pergamenové vazby i prkénkova polo-
kozena vazba u kvartového svazku odpovidaji levnéjSim druhlm knizni produkce z 2. po-
loviny 16. stoleti.*°

Ve dvou svazcich (98 B 46, D 54) jsou hudebni spisy doplnény dalsi literaturou z obo-
ri matematiky,'* poetiky*? a gramatiky,'® a to literaturou ve své dobé zasadni a na uni-

8) HKnihopis ¢eskoslovenskych tiski od doby nejstarsi az do konce XVIII. stoleti, dil -1l (¢ast I.-IX.), Praha
1925-1967; dostupné téz na: www.knihopis.org [cit. 2011-08-22].

9) Snad nejkuriéznéjsi dobovy pfipis nachazime v konvolutu D 58 na foliu v misté chybéjiciho titulniho listu
Spangenbergovych Quaestiones: ,Tyto jsau knihy kradene a ten hoden wobiessieni“...

10) NUSKA, Bohumil: Typologie Ceskych renesancnich vazeb, in: Historicka knizni vazba. Sbornik pfispévku
k déjinam vazby a k metodice ochrany historickych kniZnich vazeb, Severoceské museum v Liberci, Liberec
1965, s. 36.

11) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / piiv. 4: Balthasar Licht: Algorithmus linealis cum pulchris..., Melchior Lotter, Leipzig,
1513;

NM-CMH B 98 46 / pFiv. 5: Heinrich Stromer von Auerbach: Algorithmus linealis numerationem..., Jacob Than-
ner Herbipolensis, Leipzig, 1517;

NM-CMH D 54 / pfiv. 2: Lucas Lossius: Arithmetices erotemata puerilia, Haeredes Christiani Egenolphi (= d&di-
cové Christiana Egenolpha), Frankfurt, 1577.

12) NM-CMH D 54 / pfiv. 3: Simon Verepaeus: Praeceptiones de figuris deu de tropis et schematibus, Arnold
Quentelius, Koln, 1596.

13) NM-CMH D 54: Petr Codicillus: Grammatica latina et recens pro scholis trivialibus, Johann Schumann,
Praha, 1594. 2. vydani revidované M. Martinem Bachackem z Nauméfic.

128 M Musicalia 1-2 / 2011

Hudebni uéebnice z 16. stoleti v Ceském muzeu hudby

verzité i partikularnich Skolach pouZivanou.** To ostatné plati také o Listeniové Musice
¢i Spangenbergovych Quaestiones, které se béhem 16. stoleti dockaly nékolika desitek
vydani. Pritomnost aritmetickych uéebnic vedle ucebnic hudebnich dokazuje, Ze jesté
v 16. stoleti mély tyto védy k sobé dost blizko. Pomineme-li jedinou inkunabuli ze sbhirek
CMH (Missale Olomucense, 1499, sign. AZ 86), patfi pravé oba Algoritmy - Licht(iv i Stro-
merQv - k nejstarsim tiskdm v CMH.15

Prehled provenienci:

Knihovna Ondreje Hornika (98 B 46)

Kralovska kanonie premonstratd na Strahové (D 54, D 58)
Knihovna augustinianského klastera v Dolnim Rocové (D 124)
neurcené (D 30, D 81)

Knihovnu Ondfeje Hornika ziskalo Narodni muzeum, respektive bibliotéka Musea Kra-
lovstvi ceského, spolu s celym Hornikovym odkazem na zacatku roku 1918. Tento knizni
fond prochazel zménami i pfesuny, které na ném zanechaly stopy. V hudebnim oddéleni
Narodniho muzea byl uloZen jako soucast sbirkové knihovny, a to ve dvou Ciselnych ra-
dach (98 a 99).¢ Konvolut 98 B 46 obsahuje nejstarsi spisy z tzv. Hornikovy knihovny a je
vyjimecny i mnozstvim vlastnickych pripisl a rliznych poznamek.

Z knihovny Kralovské kanonie premonstrati na Strahové pochazeji dva svazky, které
se do muzea dostaly na zakladé zmocnéni Statniho Gfadu pro véci cirkevni v ramci tzv.
svozU po zruSeni klastera v roce 1950. Po roce 1989 kanonie opét ziskala sv(j majetek
zpét, ponechala vsak jiz prevedené hudebniny, stejné jako nastroje, ikonografii a litera-
turu s hudebni tematikou ve spravé Ceského muzea hudby. Kromé toho se v souasné
Strahovské knihovné nalézaji dalSi hudebnéteoretické prace z 16. stoleti, napf. tfi rizna
vydani Listeniovy Musiky a 4. vydani Lossiovych Erotemat musicae practicae, které pfi
svozech zUstaly na Strahové zac¢lenéné do Pamatniku narodniho pisemnictvi.

Nejnovéjsi priristek do muzejni sbirky starych tisk( (D 124) pochazi z témér zapo-
menuté lokality - klaStera obutych augustinian v Dolnim Rocové na hranici dneSniho
Stfedogeského a Usteckého kraje. Rozkvét zdejsi knihovny spada do 17. a 18. stoleti, kdy
se klaster po tricetileté valce konecné konsolidoval a za¢al prosperovat po hospodarské
i duchovni strance. ,Nas“ konvolut byl do katalogu dolnorocovské knihovny zapsan v roce
1701. Ziskal ho bratr Rafael Pelikan, bibliofil, jehoz pfi¢inénim se klasterni knihovna

14) Viz napt. WINTER, Zikmund: Zivot a uéeni na partikularnich $koléch v Cechach v XV. a XVI. stoleti, Ceska
akademie cisafe Frantiska Josefa pro vé&dy, slovesnost a uméni, Praha 1901, s. 568; KABELKOVA, Markéta:
Hudba a Skola v obdobi ¢eské renesance, diplomova prace, Katedra hudebni, divadelni a filmové védy FF UK,
strojopis, Praha 1984, 194 s.

15) Viz pozn. 11.

16) Pochybnost o tom, Ze fada 98 pochazi kompletné z odkazu Ondfeje Hornika, byla jiz vyslovena ve studii
STEFANCOVA, Dagmar: Staré tisky z knihovny Ondreje Hornika, in: Problematika historickych a vzacnych kniz-
nich fondt, Olomouc-Brno 2010, s. 159-166.
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rozrostla o mnoho zajimavych titul(.*” V dalSich staletich sdilela osudy podobnych klas-
ternich fond( a zejména 50. Iéta 20. stoleti se na ni smutné podepsala. V soucasnosti
je knihovna opét majetkem augustinianského rfadu, ulozena a odborné zpracovavana je
v Oblastnim muzeu v Lounech.

Jedinou némecky psanou hudebni ucebnici z 16. stoleti pfedstavuje v muzejnim sou-
boru preklad Gtlého Compendiola musicae, které jeho autor Heinrich Faber vydal poprvé
v roce 1548. Do konce 16. stoleti se prace dockala asi Ctyficeti vydani a zaradila se tak
k neméné popularni Listeniové Musice a Spangenbergovym Quaestiones. Muzejni vytisk
(D 30) nema zadné jiné voditko k uréeni plvodni provenience, pouze neznamou signa-
turu 11.4.A.55 a na fol. All témér necitelny vlastnicky pfipis. Ani provenienci konvolutu
D 81 zatim nelze konkretizovat. Pergamen pouzity na vazbu pochazi z latinského misalu,
psaného gotickou minuskulou, na hibetu knihy a prednim pridesti je stara signatura
R. 5862, pochéazejici z neznamé knihovny.

Sbirka historickych hudebnich u&ebnic z CMH obsahuje pfedevsim knihy tist&né v né-
meckych tiskarnach, na prvnim misté v Norimberku (osm z dvanacti identifikovanych
spist). Potvrzuje se tak postaveni Norimberku jako knihtiskafského centra, které mimo
jiné vyrazné ovlivnilo produkci ¢eské i cizojazyéné bohemikalni literatury, a zaroven velmi
vyznamného obchodniho partnera pro Prahu (a nejen pro ni).*® Po dvou spisech jsou za-
stoupeny tiskarny z Lipska a Wittenbergu, kde se hudebnimu knihtisku vénoval vice nez
dvacet let Georg Rhau. Z jeho produkce byl v CMH nové identifikovan fragment Agricolo-
vych Rudiment musicae, které vysly jako latinska verze zhruba o deset let starsi hudebni
ucebnice v némeckém jazyku. Rhau je pozoruhodny také jako vydavatel Philomathovych
Musicorum libri quattuor (1518, 1534), nikoliv ovsem prvniho vydani, které tento autor
ceského plvodu svéril oficiné Hieronyma Vietora a Johanna Singrenia ve Vidni. Tim se
dostavame k Eeské hudebni pedagogice 16. stoleti: CMH sice nevlastni ani Blahoslavo-
vu, ani Josquinovu Muziku, Stastnou nahodou se vSak podafilo zachytit ¢esky tiSténou
mnemotechnickou pomUcku pro nacvik stupnic a solmizace.

Tuto tabulku nékdo kdysi zaloZil mezi stranky konvolutu D 81; jedna se o jediné folio
s vyobrazenim tzv. quidonské ruky a ,Skalou“ solmizacnich slabik a ton(, velmi cenné
predevsim proto, Ze pochazi z Ceské ucebnice nebo bylo vytiSténo zvlast pro ceské stu-
denty. Folio o rozmérech 150 x 95 mm precnivalo pres okraj mensi knihy, a tak ¢asem
prislo o okraje a nakonec bylo preloZeno napdl. Cesky psana hudebni pedagogika se
ovsem ve 2. poloviné 16. stoleti mohla pochlubit jen dvéma tituly: Blahoslavovou a Jos-
quinovou Muzikou, které ,ruku“ i ,Skalu“ publikovaly hned na zacatku vykladu. Po pro-

17) MARES, Karel: Cesty vzniku knihovny augustinianského klastera v Dolnim Ro&ové a zajimavéjsi ptivodni
mayjitelé knih, in: Sbornik okresniho archivu v Lounech VII, 1995, s. 17-36.

18) VOIT, Petr: Role Norimberku pri utvareni ceské a moravské knizni kultury prvni poloviny 16. stoleti, in:
Ztracena blizkost. Praha - Norimberk v proménach staleti, ed. Olga Fejtova, Vaclav Ledvinka a Jifi PeSek s re-
dakéni radou, Documenta Pragensia XXIX (2010), s. 389-457.

130 M Musicalia 1-2 /2011

Hudebni uéebnice z 16. stoleti v Geském muzeu hudby

studovani Hostinského edice obou praci'®
a porovnanim s obéma vydanimi Blahosla-
va (KNM 18 F 7, KNM 27 F 23) i s jedinym
znamym exemplafem Josquinovy Muziky
(KNM 27 F 24)?° konstatujeme, Ze muzejni
fragment z téchto ucebnic nepochazi. Obsa-
hové je témér totozny s verzi Josquinovou,
avsSak typograficky na vyssi Grovni. Na frag-
mentu Castecné chybi okraje (tedy mozna
i foliace), na hornim okraji prvni strany se
témér odlomil rukopisny pfipis ze 2. polovi-
ny 16. stoleti. Velmi dobre si Ize predstavit,
Ze pomUcka byla vytiSténa jako Skolni jedno-
list, nicméné inspirovana Josquinem: na za-
kladé této Uvahy bychom fragment mohli
datovat post 1561. Proméreni tiskovych
pismen a jejich porovnani s pismy uzivany-
mi v Glintheroveé tiskarné®* vyloucilo, Ze se
jedna o zbytek stale jeSté nepotvrzeného,
ale ani nevyvraceného vydani Josquinovy
ucebnice v Prostéjové roku 1551, jakkoliv
byla tato mySlenka lakava a vzrusuijici.

o . . o . Studijni pomiicka v podobé , quidonské ruky“ /
V muzejni sbirce prevazuji praktické  study aid in the form of the ‘Guidonian hand’

a prehledné ugebnice, zabyvajici se jak jed- NM-CMH D 81,

. . zaloZka - 1. strana / bookmark - first side
nohlasou hudbou (s durazem na zpév gre-

gorianského choralu), tak hudbou figuralni. Zakladni publikace (Listenius, Spangenberg)
jsou zastoupeny v nékolika rdznych vydanich. Ze starSich vyznamnéjsich prament sice
nemame k dispozici napf. Gaffuriovu praci Practica musice nebo spisy Nicolause Wollic-
ka, z doby kolem poloviny 16. stoleti chybi klicové Compendium musices Adriana Petita
Coclica a Finckova Practica musica, presto vSak miZeme povaZovat soubor historickych
ugebnic v CMH za reprezentativni. Knihy se navic tési dobré fyzické kondici: dvé byly
v posledni dobé restaurované (D 30, D 58) a také nové nalezeny ¢esky fragment prosel
restauratorskym osetfenim. Nezbyva nez pozvat badatele k jejich dalSimu studiu.

19) HOSTINSKY, Otakar: Jan Blahoslav a Jan Josquin. Pfispévek k dé&jinam Geské hudby a theorie uméni XVI.
véku, Ceska akademie cisare FrantiSka Josefa pro védy, slovesnost a uméni, Praha 1896, C + 136 s. Hostinsky
editoval Blahoslavovu Muziku podle 2. vydani z roku 1569 a Josquinovu Muziku podle jejiho jediného znamého
vydani z roku 1561.

20) Upfimné dékuji Marté Vaculinové, vedouci oddéleni rukopis( a starych tiskii KNM, za jeji obétavou vstiic-
nost béhem stéhovani KNM a zpfistupnéni vsech tfi tiski k mému studiu.

21) Velmi dékuji Petru Voitovi za jeho konzultaci a pomoc pfi komparaci tiskového pisma.
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new acquisition consisting of a bound group of three musical instruction books
from the sixteenth century, together with discovery of a single-sheet print serving
the same purpose, inspired an overall discussion of musical instruction literature from
the sixteenth literature deposited in the Czech Museum of Music. The museum’s set of
fifteen old prints, in some cases unique, is compared with available lists of such prints,
primarily in RISM. A basic description is complemented by analysis of provenance and
comparison of the single-sheet print with instruction books by Jan Blahoslav and Jan
Josquin.

Musical instruction books - sixteenth century - old prints - bound groups of books
- Jan Blahoslav - Jan Josquin - the Ondrej Hornik collection - Strahov - Dolni Rocov
- Premonstratensians - Augustinians - ars musica

Around the middle of the sixteenth century lectures were given at the university in
Prague on musica as the last of the seven liberal arts, which otherwise included grammar,
rhetoric, dialectic, arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy. With the three last-mentioned
disciplines, understandable mathematically and definable numerically, music formed
a more narrow grouping, the quadrivium. Discussions of music theory were primarily
speculative - required reading included for example Musica speculativa by Johannes de
Muris from 1323 - and focused on music’s ennobling influence.! In addition, however,
there were modern humanistic instruction books concerned with practical musical issues,
intended mainly for the needs of university preparatory courses and colleges as well
as humanistic town schools, both in Prague and elsewhere.? Most of these instruction
books came to the Czech lands from print shops in important central European university

1) For example, according to Zikmund Winter in O Zivoté na vysokych Skolach praZskych knihy dvoje (Two
Books about Life in Prague Schools of Higher Education), Matice ¢eska and Jubilejni fond Kral. ceské spolecnosti
nauk, Prague 1899, p. 505, in 1573 several bachelor’'s degree theses were written on the influence of music
in ‘making the mind more fine and weeding out sins and errors’.

2) Wenceslai Philomathis Musicorum libri quatuor, ed. Martin Horyna, Koniasch Latin Press, Prague 2003,
p. XIII.
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towns such as Nurnberg, Leipzig, Cologne, Wittenberg, and Frankfurt. The first writings
on music theory in the Czech language were published in association with the United
Brethren.®

Writings on music theory held by the Czech Museum of Music (Ceské muzeum hudby,
in shelf marks abbreviated ‘CMH’) as part of the National Museum (N&rodni muzeum,
‘NM’) are found in the collections library of its Music History Division. Basic information
about these writings has been published by Katefina Mayrova.* Presently they are being
recatalogued in the KpWin SQL system;® also available to researchers is the library’s
old card catalogue, arranged alphabetically according to authors or, if the author is
not known, according to titles.® This year the collection of historical instruction books
was augmented by a new acquisition (shelf mark NM-CMH D 124), which needed to be
incorporated into the overall context. On this occasion it was discovered that some of
the museum’s oldest writings on music had not yet been precisely identified and are not
included in the RISM international catalogue of musical sources,” even though they are
rare prints. For these reasons we hereby present a complete chronological list of musical
instruction books from the sixteenth century owned by or administered as permanent
deposits by the Czech Museum of Music:

(1) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / adl. 2

1519

Andreas Ornitoparchus: Musice active micrologus, Valentin Schumann, Leipzig. [2nd printing,.]
54 fol., 4°

RISM (B VI2, pp. 627-28): eighteen copies listed (one of them a torso) including one in CS Pnm (=
NM-CMH 98 B 46 / adl. 2); however, RISM does not list e.g. the copy in Prague’s National Library
(Narodni knihovna), i.e. NK Cheb 05/039/adl. 3.

(2) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / adl. 3

1520

Johannes Cochlaeus: Tetrachordum musices, Friedrich Peypus, Nurnberg. [5th printing.]
30 fol., 4°

RISM (B VI%, pp. 226-27): ten copies listed including one in CS Pu (= NK 11 E 6).

3) BLAHOSLAV, Jan: Musica to jest Knizka zpévakim, nélezité zpravy v sobé zavirajici (Music, i.e. a Book
for Singers, including Needed Information), Jan Glinther, Olomouc, 1558 (2nd, expanded printing: Bratrska
tiskarna, lvancice, 1569). JOSQUINUS, Johannes: Muzyka, tj. zprava k zpivani nalezita (Music, i.e. Information
Needed for Singing), Jan Gunther [?], Olomouc, 1561.

4) MAYROVA, Katefina: ‘Hudebni knihovna hudebnéhistorického oddéleni Muzea éeské hudby v Praze, jeji
formovani a zakladni profil’ (The Music Library of the Music History Division of the Museum of Czech Music
[today’s Czech Museum of Music] in Prague: Its Formation and a Basic Profile Thereof), in Acta Musaei Moraviae
- Scientiae sociales 2000/LXXXV, pp. 195-221.

5) The entries are accessible via the internet at http://cmh-opac.nm.cz.

6) After retroconversion this catalogue, too, is available on the internet, at http://nris.nkp.cz.

7) Répertoire international des sources musicales (RISM), B VI*2 (Ecrits imprimés concernant la musique),
G. Henle Verlag, Munich-Duisburg 1971, 1069 pp. Unfortunately the information provided here is now
outdated.

Musicalia 1-2 /2011 B 133



Dagmar Stefancova

(3) NM-CMH D 58 / adl. 1

1536

[Johann Spangenberg: Quaestiones musicae in usum scholae northusianae, Johann Petreius,
Nlrnberg. 1st printing.]

29 fol. (title folio missing), 8°

RISM (B VI2, pp. 796-98): ten copies listed; the copy in CS Pnm is described as the 2nd printing
(Georg Rhau, Wittenberg 1536).

(4) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / adl. 1

1537

Sebald Heyden: Musicae id est artis canendi libri duo, Johann Petreius, Nirnberg. [1st printing.]
115 pp., 4°

RISM (B VI%, p. 412): twenty-three copies listed including ‘CS Pn’ (sic, should be CS Pnm) (= NM-
CMH 98 B 46 / adl. 1).

(5) NM-CMH D 81

1539

[Martin Agricola: Rudimenta musices], Georg Rhau, Wittenberg. [1st printing,]

23 fol. (first eight folios missing), 8°

RISM (B VI3, pp. 69-71): eleven copies listed, none in the Czech Republic.

NM-CMH D 81 compared with http://www.chmtl.indiana.edu/tml/16th/AGRRUD_TEXT.html
(accessed 1 July 2011).

(6) NM-CMH 98 B 46

1540

Sebald Heyden: De arte canendi libri duo, Johann Petreius, NUrnberg. [2nd printing of Heyden’s
Musicae id est artis canendi - see No. 4.]

163 pp., 4°

RISM (B VI%, p. 412): thirty-three copies listed, including CS Pnm (= NM-CMH 98 B 46); also listed
is CS Ps (= Strahov), but today this copy cannot be found either in the collection of the Strahov
library or in the Pamatnik narodniho pisemnictvi (Museum of Czech Literature).

(7) NM-GMH D 124 / adl. 1

1541

Johann Spangenberg: Quaestiones musicae in usum scholae northusianae, Michael Blum,
Leipzig. [3rd printing.]

40f., 8°

RISM (B VI2, pp. 796-98): four copies listed, none in the Czech Republic.

(8) NM-CMH D 124 / adl. 2

1543

Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, Georg Rhau, Wittenberg.

16 + 19 fol. (torso), 8°

RISM (B VI, pp. 506-09): the printing by G. Rhau is not listed.

Compared with the copy in the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich, shelf mark Mus.th. 2040
(http:// www.bsb-muenchen-digital.de, accessed 1 July 2011). Information on the printing taken
from the colophon.
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(9) NM-CMH D 58

1561

Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, Valentin Neuber,

NUrnberg. S .

42 fol., 8° ; v

RISM (B VI%, pp. 596-09): the only copy listed E&RT ﬁ?l]; Ils Qv F;}E f&?.! A
is CS Pnm (= NM-CMH D 58) bmddn}ﬂhuaﬂﬁﬂaﬂumtu- :

Ca. the 40th printing. Wmﬂ'ﬂﬂ‘fﬂﬂﬁ

(10) NM-CMH D 54 / adl. 1 lfgr!m (5;: mtt{f‘)uﬂr mm}f .
1562 AM PRIME M ADY [

Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, Johannes Berg lﬁﬂﬁbﬂ‘ifﬂfwu,q-ﬁa O
& Ulrich Neuber, Niirnberg. v picrilivm it lucem editd, :

&
43 fol., 8° LVCA LOSSIO,
RISM (B VI*, pp. 506-09): five copies listed,

none in the Czech Republic. LS
Ca. the 41st printing. Melodie fex ﬁﬁ:}m carminum ufitatis
rum,in primis(uaves,in gratiam pues
rorum felecia & edicae, v

(11) NM-CMH D 124
1568 M:‘«’xrgr; MD LXPHIL %

Lucas Lossius: Erotemata musicae practicae, \ = ]
Ulrich Neuber, Nurnberg. [3rd printing.] Ouum.dItglq ad decennium,

88 + 24 fol., 8°
RISM (B VI%, p. 517): four copies listed,
none of them in the Czech Republic.

(12) NM-CMH D 30 Lucas Lossius: Erotemata musicae practicae

1572 Tisk / Print, Ulrich Neuber, Niirnberg, 1568;

Heinrich Faber: Musica. Kurzer Innhalt titulni strana s pfipisem Rafaela Pelikdna o zapsani

der Singkunst (translated by Christoph Rid konvolutu tfi tisk( do katalogu dolnoroCovské

D(.a S th | (r: N L y 1. t. p_ ) knihovny v roce 1701 / title page with inscription
ietric oer ach, Nurnberg. [1st printing.] by Rafael Pelikan concerning entry of the bound

19 fol., 8 group of three prints in the catalogue of the library

RISM (B VI%, p. 305): four copies listed, in Dolni RoCov in 1701

none in the Czech Republic. NM-CMH D 124

(13) NM-CMH D 81 / bookmark

Not determined which printing; perhaps associated with Jan Josquin: Muzyka, tj. zprava k zpivani
nalezita (Music, i.e. Information Needed for Singing), Jan Gunther?, Olomouc?, 1561.

1fol., 8°

Not listed in RISM. Only one copy listed in Knihopis® KO3630: KNM 27 F 24 (incomplete).

(14) NM-CMH D 81/ adl. 1

Not determined which printing; folios at the beginning and end of the print are missing; different
from Nos. 8, 10, and 11.

[Nicolaus Listenius: Musica, printer not named.]

43 fol., 8°

8) HKnihopis Ceskoslovenskych tiskt od doby nejstarsi az do konce XVIII. stoleti (Bibliography of Czechoslovak
Prints from Earliest Times to the End of the Eighteenth Century), Vols. Il (Parts I-IX), Prague 1925-67; on the
internet at www.knihopis.org (accessed 22 Aug. 2011).
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(15) NM-CMH D 81 / adl. 2 musical ones shows that in the sixteenth century these two disciplines were still quite
Not determined which printing; several folios at the beginning and at least five at the end of the close to each other. Apart from the one incunable in the collections of the Czech Museum

print are missing; different frorp Nos. 3 apd 7‘, . . of Music (Missale Olomucense, 1499, shelf mark AZ 86), the two books on Algorithmus
[Johann Spangenberg: Quaestiones musicae in usum scholae northusianae, printer not named.] . . . 15
by Licht and Stromer (see note 11) are among its oldest prints.

24 fol., 8°

Shelf marks: P.rovenance: N ’

98 B 46 (Nos. 1, 2, 4, 6) D 58 (Nos. 3, 9) Library of Ondrej Hornik (98 B 46)

D 30 (No. 12) D 81 (Nos. 5, 13, 14, 15) Royal Canonry of Premonstratensians at Stra}hov (D 54, D 58)
D 54 (No. 10) D 124 (Nos. 7, 8, 11) Library of the Augustinian Monastery in Dolni RoCov (D 124)

Undetermined (D 30, D 81)

With the single exception of D 30 these instruction books are preserved in groups
of two or more bound together. All of them give the impression of being purposefully-
assembled and commonly used books whose intent was not to ornament bookshelves (at
least not in the sixteenth century) but to serve readers. They contain owners’ inscriptions
and comments written in Latin and Czech.® The simple parchment bindings and (in the
case of 98 B 46, in 4° size) binding in wooden plates partly covered with leather are
in accord with cheaper types of book production in the second half of the sixteenth
century.X°

In two of the groups of books (98 B 46 and D 54) the writings on music are
complemented by additional literature from the fields of mathematics,** poetics,*? and
grammar®® - literature that was of fundamental importance in its time, commonly used
at the university and in the humanistic town schools,** as was also true of such books as
Musica by Listenius and Spangenberg’'s Quaestiones, issued in several dozen printings
during the sixteenth century. The presence of arithmetical instruction books alongside

The library of Ondrej Hornik was acquired by the library of the Museum of the Kingdom
of Bohemia (today’s National Museum) together with the remainder of his collection
early in 1918. This collection of books has undergone changes and relocations that have
left their mark on it. It was deposited in the music division of the National Museum as
part of the collections library, in two series bearing numbers 98 and 99.% The group of
books catalogued as 98 B 46 contains the oldest writings from the Hornik library and is
exceptional in its large quantity of owners’ inscriptions and various comments.

Two bound groups of books came to the museum from the library of the Royal Canonry
of Premonstratians at Strahov based on empowerment from the State Office for Church
Affairs after the monastery’s dissolution in 1950, as part of the ‘svozy’. These svozy
were transfers for the purpose of concentrating property confiscated from churches
and members of the nobility into state institutions - transfers which unfortunately had
a negative impact on most monastery libraries. Following the ‘Velvet Revolution’ of 1989
the Canonry won back its property, but it left printed and manuscript music as well as
instruments, iconographical items, and literature about music which had been transferred

9) Perhaps the most curious period inscription is found in D 58 on the folio that replaces the missing title folio
of Spangenberg’s Quaestiones: ‘Tyto jsau knihy kradene a ten hoden wobiessieni’ (These books are stolen and

the thief should be hanged [1].) to remain in the administration of the Czech Museum of Music. Moreover, the present
10) NUSKA, Bohumil: ‘Typologie &eskych renesanénich vazeb’ (Classification of Czech Renaissance Bind- Strahov Library contains additional writings on music theory from the sixteenth century,
ings), in Historicka knizni vazba. Sbornik prispévki k déjinam vazby a k metodice ochrany historickych kniznich e.g. three different printings of Musica by Listenius and the fourth printing of Erotemata
vazeb (Historical Bookbinding: A Compendium of Studies about the History of Binding and Methods of Conserv- icae practicae by L . hich durine th ined at Strah . ted
ing Historical Bookbindings), Severoceské muzeum v Liberci, Liberec 1965, p. 36. mus: p ’I ) }/ OS?IUS' W I . urjng € svozy remame. a rahov, Incorporate
11) NM-CMH 98 B 46 / adl. 4: Balthasar Licht: Algorithmus linealis cum pulchris [...], Melchior Lotter, Leipzig, into the Pamatnik narodniho pisemnictvi (Museum of Czech Literature).

1513; o . o . The newest addition to the museum’s collection of old prints, D 124, comes from
mﬁg';isoglfnig/ Lz?;)';g' Hleézg_ch Stromer von Auerbach: Algorithmus linealis numerationem [...}, Jacob Than- an almost forgotten source - the monastery of the Calced Augustinians in Dolni Rocov
NM-CMH D 54 / adl. 2: Lucas Lossius: Arithmetices erotemata puerilia, Haeredes Christiani Egenolphi (= heirs on the border between today’s regions of Central Bohemia and Usti. The library there
of Christian Egenolph), Frankfurt, 1577. was developed mainly during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries when, after the

12) NM-CMH D 54 / adl. 3: Simon Verepaeus: Praeceptiones de figuris deu de tropis et schematibus, Arnold
Quentelius, Cologne, 1596.

13) NM-CMH D 54: Petr Codicillus: Grammatica latina et recens pro scholis trivialibus, Johann Schumann,
Prague, 1594. 2nd printing revised by M. Martin Bachacek z Nauméfic.

Thirty Years’ War, the monastery was finally consolidated and began to prosper both
economically and spiritually. The museum’s group of books catalogued D 124 was

14) See e.g. WINTER, Zikmund: Zivot a uéeni na partikulérnich Skolach v Cechach v XV. a XVI. stoleti (Life and 15) Seenote 11.

Instruction in Humanistic Town Schools in Bohemia in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries), Ceska akademie 16) Doubts that series 98 comes entirely from the estate of Ondfej Hornik have already been expressed in
cisafe FrantiSka Josefa pro védy, slovesnost a uméni, Prague 1901, p. 568; KABELKOVA, Markéta: Hudba STEFANCOVA, Dagmar: ‘Staré tisky z knihovny OndFeje Hornika’ (Old Prints from the Library of Ondfej Hornik),
a Skola v obdobi ¢eské renesance (Music and Schools during the Czech Renaissance), diploma thesis, Charles in Problematika historickych a vzacnych kniznich fondu (Issues Pertaining to Historical and Rare Book Collec-
University Department of Musical, Theatrical, and Film Scholarship, typescript, Prague 1984, 194 pp. tions), Olomouc-Brno 2010, pp. 159-66.
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entered into the catalogue of the library in Dolni RoCov in 1701. It was acquired by solmisation solfége printed in Czech. At some time in the past somebody inserted this table
Brother Rafael Pelikan, a bibliophile, thanks to whom the monastery library obtained among the pages of the group of books D 81; it is the only folio bearing an illustration of the
many interesting titles.r” Over the course of succeeding centuries it shared the fates of ‘Guidonian hand’ and a ‘scale’ of solmisation syllables and tones - very valuable above all
other similar monastery collections, and it suffered significant damage especially during because it either comes from a Czech instruction book or was printed separately for Czech
the 1950s. Presently the library is again the property of the Augustinian order, deposited students. This folio, measuring 150 x 95 mm, extended beyond the edges of the book,
and professionally administered in the District Museum in Louny. which is smaller, and thus in time it lost its margins and eventually was folded in half.

The only sixteenth-century musical instruction book in the museum’s collection that During the second half of the sixteenth century Czech-language musical pedagogy
is written in German is a translation of the little Compendiolum musicae, published by could boast of only two titles: the books called Muzika by Blahoslav and Josquin, which
its author Heinrich Faber for the first time in 1548. By the end of the sixteenth century included the ‘hand’ and the ‘scale’ at the very beginning of the discussion. After studying
this book was issued in about forty printings and thus took a place alongside the no- Hostinsky’s edition of both these books!® and comparing the museum’s fragment with
less-popular books Musica by Listenius and Spangenberg’s Quaestiones. The museum’s both original printings of Blahoslav’s book (KNM 18 F 7 and KNM 27 F 23) as well as with
copy (D 30) provides no clue to its original provenance apart from the unknown shelf the only known copy of Josquin’s (KNM 27 F 24)?° we can observe that the fragment does
mark 11.4.A.55 and, on folio All, an almost illegible owner’s inscription. Nor has it yet not come from either of these books. Its content is almost identical with the version of
been possible to determine the specific provenance of the group of books catalogued as Josquin, but with better typography. The margins are partially missing on this fragment,
D 81. The parchment used on the binding comes from a Latin missal written in Gothic and the original numbering of the folios, if any, has thus been lost. A manuscript inscription
minuscula; the spine of the book and the front flyleaf bear an old shelf mark R. 5862 from the second half of the sixteenth century at the upper edge of the first page is almost
from an unknown library. torn off. One can easily imagine that this aid was printed for schools as a single sheet,

but inspired by Josquin, in which case we could date it to 1561 or later. Measurement of

Most of the historical music instruction books in the Czech Museum of Music were the printed lettering and comparison thereof with lettering used in the print shop of Jan
printed in German print shops. Eight of the twelve books for which we know the location Glnther?! rules out the possibility that this is a remnant of a still-not-confirmed but also
of their printing came from Nurnberg, which confirms the position of that city as a book not refuted printing of Josquin’s instruction in Prostéjov in 1551 (however enticing and
printing centre exerting a major influence on production of literature pertaining to Czech exciting that notion might be).
culture in the Czech language and other languages as well, and also as a very important Dominant in the museum’s collection are practical and clearly-laid-out instruction
trading partner for Prague (and not only Prague).X® Print shops in Leipzig and Wittenberg books concerned with music both monophonic (with emphasis on singing Gregorian
account for two books each. In Wittenberg Georg Rhau devoted himself for more than chant) and polyphonic. The basic publications (by Listenius and Spangenberg) are
twenty years to printing books about music, including the recently-identified fragment in represented in several different printings. From among significant earlier sources, we
the Czech Museum of Music from Agricola’s Rudimenta musices, published as a Latin do not have e.g. Practica musice by Gaffurius or the books by Nicolaus Wollick. And from
version of a musical instruction book in German about ten years older. Rhau is also the period around the middle of the sixteenth century we lack Adrianus Petit Coclico’s
noteworthy as the publisher of Musicorum libri quattuor by Philomathes (1518 and important Compendium musices and Hermann Finck’s Practica musica. Nevertheless,
1534), but not of the first printing, which this ethnically-Czech author entrusted to the we may consider the set of historical instruction books in the Czech Museum of Music
print shop of Hieronymus Vietor and Johannes Singrenius in Vienna. to be representative. Moreover the books are in good physical condition: two of them

This brings us to the subject of Czech musical pedagogy of the sixteenth century. (D 30 and D 58) as well as the newly-discovered Czech fragment have recently undergone
Although the Czech Museum of Music does not own either Blahoslav’'s or Josquin’s Muzika, restoration. It remains only to invite researchers to further study of these valuable
by a happy accident it was able to acquire a mnemonic aid for practicing scales and sources.

17) MARES, Karel: ‘Cesty vzniku knihovny augustinianského klastera v Dolnim RoGové a zajimavéjsi pavodni 19) HOSTINSKY, Otakar: Jan Blahoslav a Jan Josquin. Prispévek k déjinam Geské hudby a theorie uméni
majitelé knih’ (Paths to the Origin of the Library of the Augustinian Monastery in Dolni RoCov and Interesting XVI. véku EJ.B. and J.J.: A Contribution to the History of Czech Music and the Theory of Art in the Sixteenth
Original Owners of the Books), in Sbornik okresniho archivu v Lounech (Compendium of the District Archive in Century), Ceskéa akademie cisarfe FrantiSka Josefa pro védy, slovesnost a uméni, Prague 1896, 100 + 136 pp.
Louny) VII, 1995, pp. 17-36. Hostinsky edited Blahoslav’s Muzika according to the second printing from 1569 and Josquin’s Muzika accord-
18) VOIT, Petr: ‘Role Norimberku pfi utvareni ¢eské a moravské knizni kultury prvni poloviny 16. stoleti’ (The ing to its only known printing, from 1561.

Role of Nirnberg in Forming Bohemian and Moravian Book Culture of the First Half of the Sixteenth Century), 20) | am very grateful to Marta Vaculinova, head of the department of manuscripts and old prints of the
in Ztracena blizkost. Praha - Norimberk v proménach staleti (Lost Closeness: Prague/Nlrnberg through the Library of the National Museum, for her generous accommodation of my needs during the time when the library
Transformations of the Centuries), ed. Olga Fejtova, Vaclav Ledvinka, and Jifi PeSek with editorial board, Docu- was being moved, and for allowing me to study all three prints included in my study.

menta Pragensia XXIX (2010), pp. 389-457. 21) |am much indebted to Petr Voit for his advice and help in comparing printed lettering.
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LLesni roh
Vaclava Frantiska
Cerveného

ze sbirky
Ondreje Hornika

MARKETA KRATOCHVILOVA
- FRANTISEK IBL

Hudebnl’ nastroje ziskavalo Ceské muzeum hudby (CMH) z riiznych zdrojd: jednim
z nich jsou také odkazy soukromych sbératel(l, ktefi své - mnohdy velmi rozsahlé -
c¢eského. Patfi mezi né i sbhirka prazského hudebniho skladatele, dirigenta a pedagoga
Ondreje Hornika (1864-1917), ktera se do Musea Kralovstvi ceského dostala jako dar
prostrednictvim Méstské rady v Karliné. Vedle velkého mnoZstvi hudebnin obsahuje pres
sto hudebnich nastrojl, mezi nimi fadu cennych kusu, z nichZ nékteré se staly soucasti
stalé expozice CMH. Vystaven je i lesni roh s evidenénim &islem E 416, jemuz je véno-
van nasledujici text. Studie vznikla v ramci vyzkumného zaméru podporovaného MK CR
(MK00002327202) Osobnosti ¢eské védy a kultury s diléim tématem Prinos sbératel-
ské Cinnosti Ondreje Hornika (1864-1917) pro pramennou zakladnu k déjinam hudby
v Cechéch.

Lesni roh E 416 pochazi z dilny Vaclava Frantiska Cerveného, ktera byla od poloviny
19. stoleti nejuznavanéjSim producentem zestovych nastroji ve stiedni Evropé. Vaclav
FrantiSek Cerveny (1819-1896) po sobé zanechal obsahlé nastrojaiské dilo. Je autorem
fady vynalezl a zlepseni - mnohé prejali nastrojafi na celém svété a dodnes z nich tézi.
Pochézel z rolnické rodiny z Dubce u Béchovic, v Praze se uéil hudebnimu nastrojarstvi
a se stavbou Zestovych nastrojli se zacal seznamovat v dilné Jana Adama Bauera. Poté,
co prosel nékolik nastrojaskych dilen v Cechach, na Moravé, na Slovensku i ve Vidni, si
v roce 1842 otevrel dilnu na Velkém namésti v Hradci Kralové. V roce 1844 ziskal prvni
patent na novy rohovy nastroj zvany cornon, ktery byl uréen predevsim pro vojenské jizdni
Cety. Poté nasledovala fada dalSich patent( a inovaci: ke konci Zivota jich mél na konté
nékolik desitek. Se svymi nastroji slavil Uspéchy na prdmyslovych vystavach v Evropé
i ve Spojenych statech a zaroven s tim rozSifoval soukromé obchodni aktivity. Nastroje
dodaval mimo jiné ruské armadé, pro jejiz Gtvary vyvinul napf. signalni trubky zvané rozky.
V roce 1859 jeho tovarna zaméstnavala jiz osmdesat lidi. S tim, jak se firma rozrUstala,
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zapojoval V. F. Cerveny do jejiho fungovani své syny. Pod jménem V. F. Cerveny a synové
firma prosperovala od 70. let 19. stoleti az do roku 1948, kdy byla tovarna znarodnéna
a zaclenéna do statniho podniku Amati Kraslice. V roce 1993 se firma zprivatizovala pod
nazvem Amati - Denak (Dechové nastroje Kraslice) a v jeji pobocce v Hradci Kralové se
nastroje pod znackou V. F. Cerveny vyrébéji dodnes.

Cerveny se vedle konstrukce a vyroby dechovych néstroj(i vénoval i otazkam teoretic-
kym: je autorem nékolika textl o Zestovych nastrojich a jiz v osmadvaceti letech navrhl
a vydal ¢eské hudebni nazvoslovi pro tuto nastrojovou skupinu.* Nékteré jeho terminy -
napft. snizec, strojivo, tahlo - se stale pouzivaji. Zabyval se rovnéz komponovanim a byl
obecné spolecensky velmi aktivni, napt. jako radni mésta Hradce Kralové.?

Cerveny svou kariéru zahajil v dobé, kdy skupina Zestovych néstrojl prochazela boufli-
vym vyvojem. Na jeho pocatku stal vynalez strojiva, s nimz v roce 1818 prisli Heinrich Stol-
zel a Friedrich Blihmel a ktery umoznil chromatizaci zestd. Nastrojafi pak realizuji velké
mnoZstvi vynalezl - nékteré formuji Zestové nastroje do dnesni podoby, jiné zanikaiji.

Kolem poloviny 19. stol. se zacCinaji rysovat dvé koncepce ve stavbé zestovych nastro-
jU: Skola rakouska, pokryvajici tehdejsi Rakousko-Uhersko a Némecko, a Skola francouz-
ska, k niz se vedle Francie hlasila také Anglie, Belgie a Rusko. Zatimco V. F. Cerveny byl
prednim predstavitelem rakouské Skoly, jeho protéjSkem a rivalem byl Belgi¢an Adolphe
Sax. Podstatnym rozliSujicim prvkem obou Skol byla menzura tubusu. Rakouska $kola vo-
ru. DalSi rozdil mezi obéma Skolami byl v pouZiti strojiva. V pfipadé francouzskeé Skoly Slo
o strojivo pistové, které se vkladalo zhruba doprostred tubusu. Rakouska Skola pouZivala
strojivo zakruzkové neboli cylindrové,® které vsazovala blize natrubku. Zdokonalovanim
strojiva se V. F. Cerveny zabyval od zadatku své kariéry. Nejvyznamnéjsi vynalez v této ob-
lasti vznikl jiz v roce 1846: byla to takzvana zvukovodka (némecky Tonwechselmaschine),
ktera umoznovala rychlou zménu ladéni a ktera sklidila velky Gspéch mezi hudebniky
a zaroven byla, bez ohledu na Cerveného patent, kopirovana konkurenénimi nastrojafi.

Lesni roh E 416 je jednoduchy tfiventilovy lesni roh se zakruzkovym (cylindrovym)
strojivem. PouZité zakruzkové strojivo je pro nastroje V. F. Cerveného typické. Sroubovaci
vicko k otevreni ventilu se nachazi na vrchni strané pod tlakadly, nikoliv zespodu, jak je
tomu u modernich néstrojd. (Firma Cerveny zpUsob umisténi vicka zménila b&hem prvni
Ctvrtiny 20. stoleti.) Jako vSechny Zesté pouziva i tento nastroj prodluZovaci princip (€im
delSi sloupec vzduchu, tim hlubsi tén) a pomoci jednotlivych ventil(l sniZzuje zakladni ton
nebo néktery z vySSich harmonickych toni o 1 - ¥4 - 144 ténu. Korpus nastroje je vy-

1) CERVENY, Vacslav Frant.: Hudebni Nézvoslovi &ili pojmenovéani Zestovych (plechovych) hudebnich néstroji
a nékterych dild jejich..., Hradec Krélové s. a., 8 s.

2) Zliteratury o Zivoté V. F. Cerveného Ize uvést nasledujici tituly: PAVLIK, Jifi: Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny, doba,
Zivot, dilo, Torst, Praha 2006, 245 s. CERVENA, Sofia: Mujvaclav, Opus musicum, Brno 2001, 143 s. MORAVEC,
Josef: Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny, muzikant, podnikatel, vynélezce, Méstska ¢ast Praha-Dube¢, Sokol Dubeg,
1996, 40 s.

3) Zakruzkové strojivo je plivodni Cerveného pojem a je obvykly v eské organologické literatufe. Pro tento typ
strojiva se rovnéz pouziva termin cylindrické nebo cylindrové strojivo, ackoliv neni vystizny, protoze jeho hlavni
prvek, bubinek ¢i ménic, se jiz dlouhou dobu vyrabi kuzelovy.
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roben tradi¢ni metodou ze stfihu a klinu. Ozvuénik o priméru 277 mm lemuje ozdobny
pakfongovy 4 vénec, na némz je vyryt napis Z c: k: priv. fabriky Vac: Fran: Cervenyho
v Hradci Kralove. Vénec na korpus se napojuje zplisobem typickym pro ¢eskou nastrojari-
skou praxi 19. stol. Na Ustnici nastroje je vyrazeno As 1.

Vyborny stav nastroje napovida, Ze zjevné nebyl pfiliS pouzivan. Svédci o tom prede-
vSim tésnost ventill strojiva, které nenesou témér zadné stopy opotiebeni vzniklého pra-
videlnym otacenim ventilu v pouzdre, a také zachovalé uloZeni ventil(i v hornim a dolnim
loZisku. Neprfesnosti v chodu strojiva Ize pripsat spiSe nedokonalosti tehdejSiho strojniho
obrabéni. Znamky poskozeni, jaké ¢asto zplsobuje koroze vnitinich tahd vlivem vihkos-
ti, neprozrazuji ani Ctyfi tahy, jejichz chod je bezproblémovy a tésny. Nastroj neprodélal
Zadnou zasadni opravu.

Lesni roh E 416 se pravdépodobné dostal do Musea Kralovstvi ceského na zacatku
roku 1918 a spolu s tfirozmérnymi predméty z Hornikovy sbirky véetné dalSich hudebnich
nastroju byl uloZzen do tehdejSiho oddéleni historické archeologie. V inventafi ,sbirek,
mineralii, soSek, obraz(i odkazanych zesnulym p. O. Hornikem, prof. konservatore obci
Karlinské*, pofizeném 7. listopadu 1917,° nejsou hudebni nastroje blize specifikovany,
Zestovych je vSak uvedeno nejvice (48 kust). Do knihy prirtstk( hudebniho oddéleni NM
byl tento lesni roh zapsan v roce 1951 (€. pf. 1401/51), a to jako lesnice prosta in As, zn.
Cerveny.® V inventarni knize téhoZ oddéleni je popis nastroje podrobné&jsi: Lesnice in As
(,s“ je tuzkou Skrtnuto). Z mosazného plechu se tfemi zakruzkovymi zapojkami. Vénec
roztrubu z bilého kovu zdoben paskem z palmet. VyraZzen napis Z c: k: priv. fabriky Vac:
Fran: Cervenyho v Hradci Kralove. Bez natrubku. Rozméry 408 - 11,6 - 279. Dalsi zapis
0 nastroji predstavuje inventarni karta z roku 1985, kde je uveden fundament nastroje
jako A 1.

ProtoZe z vySe uvedenych zapisl neni jasné, zda jde o nastroj ladény v A nebo As, byl
nastroj pro Ucely této studie nové zméren. Ziskany byly nasledujici Gdaje: menzura (prd-
mér vrtani) 11,14 mm, prdmér ozvuéniku 277 mm, celkova délka vzduchového sloupce
2961 mm, z toho valcova ¢ast od natrubku ke strojivu (véetné strojiva) 994 mm, od konce
strojiva k ozvucniku 1961 mm. Z toho tedy vyplyva, Ze strojivo je vsazeno blize k natrubku
v souladu s praxi rakouské nastrojarské skoly. AZ ke strojivu ma tubus valcovy pribéh,
nebot je v ném umistén ladici tah.

Akustické méreni bylo provedeno ve vyzkumném centru hudebni akustiky na Hudeb-
ni fakulté Akademie muzickych uméni pomoci méficiho systému BIAS (Berkley Integra-
ted Audio Software). Po opakovaném zméreni akustické impedance vySel zakladni ton
na frekvenci 102 Hz, coz pri pfepoctu na komorni a o frekvenci 440 Hz odpovida tonu As.
S tim souhlasi daj vyryty na Ustnici nastroje a naopak je to v rozporu s ladénim uvede-
nym na inventarni karté, se zminénou opravou zaznamu o ladéni v inventarni knize, jakoz
i s Gdajem v aktualnim inventafi oddéleni hudebnich nastroju.

4) Pakfong je mosazna slitina s vy$Sim obsahem niklu, tudiZ je méné Zluta.

5) ANM, fond RNM, karton 87, €. inv. 56120. Inventar i s finanénim ohodnocenim byl sestaven na pozadani
Méstské rady v Karliné a se souhlasem Praesidia Musea Kralovstvi ceského.

6) Systematicky evidovano dne 19. 9. 1951.
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Dalsim problémem je datace nastroje. Ackoliv aktualni inventarni zaznam datuje na-
stroj po roce 1876, z nékolika dlvodl se domnivame, Ze nastroj ve skute¢nosti vznikI
pred timto rokem. Za prvé - tento nazor podporuje jiz zminény napis na vénci. Firma
V. F. Cerveny pouZivala vicero druh(l signovani, od struénych po rozsahlé napisy. Sig-
novani obsahujici ,c. k. priv. fabrika“ bylo pouzivano u starSich nastrojii a kolem roku
1875 zadalo byt nahrazovéno jednodussim signovanim: ,V. F. Cerveny Hradec Kralové*
nebo ,Koniggratz“.” Druhym argumentem pro prehodnoceni datace nastroje je pouZity
druh strojiva. Kolem let 1870-1880 mély uz Cerveného nastroje s cylindrovym strojivem
prevod daleko kratsi, pohodInéjsi a presnéjsi, nez je pfevod na popisovaném nastroji. Dfi-
véjSimu vzniku nastroje nasveédcuji také zminky v textech Gunthera Joppiga a Bohuslava
Cizka® o katalogu datovaném do roku 1846 a obsahujicim vyobrazenf lesniho rohu, ktery
se podoba nastroji E 416.

Lesni roh E 416, uloZeny v CMH, patfi ke vzacnym néastrojdm hned z nékolika d0-
vodU. Jednim z nich je paradoxné skuteénost, Ze se nejedna o mistrovsky vyrobek, ale
0 ukazku b&Zné produkce. Zestové nastroje obecné nepatfily mezi objekty velkého zajmu
sbératell, a pokud ano, jednalo se o nastroje nécim vyjimecné nebo o ukazky zahranicni
produkce. To je napt. pfipad sbirky pfi Stredni primyslové skole v Kraslicich, ktera ob-
sahuje vyznamné zahrani¢ni nastroje, mimo jiné originalni nastroje Adolpha Saxe, ale
pouze malé mnoZstvi nastroji kraslické provenience. Zestové nastroje byly v &eskych
zemich v 19. a 20. stoleti natolik rozSifené, Ze nebyly vnimany jako sbératelsky atraktivni.
Ve méstech i na venkové fungovalo velké mnoZzstvi soubord s Zestovymi nastroji, nelze
pominout vojenské kapely. KdyZ néjaky nastroj prestal slouzit, byl jednoduse vyhozen.
Ukazek standardni produkce Zestovych nastrojl se proto do soucasnosti zachovalo velmi
malo. Dalsim ddvodem vyjimecénosti tohoto exemplare je jeho dobry stav. Jak bylo zminé-
no vySe, nastroj nenese stopy Zzadnych oprav a zfejmé nebyl pfilis pouzivan.

A co je dulezité: jedna o jednoho z mala, mozZna jediného zastupce tohoto typu na-
stroje. V CMH se pod &islem E 415 nachazi jesté jeden roh signovany letovanou etiketou
V. F. Cerveny - strojivovy lesni roh lad&ny in Des s jinym typem strojiva, totiZ strojivem
videfiskym. Tento néstroj moZné ani nepochazi z dilny V. F. Cerveného, protoze etiketa je
vyrobena dosti hrubé a nepravidelné a je k nastroji pfiletovana, coz odporuje praxi Cerve-
ného. Clanek Jindficha Kellera® zmifiuje dalsi lesni roh V. F. Cerveného, uloZeny ve sbhirce
v Kraslicich, jde vSak o pozdéjSi nastroj s valivym strojivem. Podle dostupnych informaci
je tedy lesni roh E 416 z pozlstalosti Ondfeje Hornika jedinym dochovanym zastupcem
svého typu z dilny V. F. Cerveného.

Hornik pristupoval ke sbéru nastrojll jinak, nez bylo na prelomu 19. a 20. stoleti zvy-
kem, a zajimal se nejen o nastroje exkluzivni, ale i 0 béZnou nastrojarskou produkci. Diky

7) Nastroje byly signovany jak v ¢estiné tak némciné, také s ohledem na to, pro ktery trh byl nastroj urcen.
Nas byl tedy zfejmé urcen pro tuzemsky trh.

8) JOPPIG, Gunther: Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny, Erfinder und Hersteller von europdischem Rang, in: 150 Jahre.
Vaclav FrantiSek Cerveny & synové. Ein Blasinstrumenten-Hersteller in internationalem Format, Praha 1991,
s. 7-8. CIZEK, Bohuslav: Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny a jeho hudebni nastroje v prazském Nérodnim muzeu, in:
Hudebni nastroje, ro¢. 29, ¢. 4, 1992, s. 202.

9) KELLER, Jindfich: Kraslicka sbirka hudebnich nastroji, in: Hudebni nastroje, roc. 5, 1968, ¢. 5, s. 155.
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I IR LR L [ _ ' B8 he Czech Museum of Music has acquired musical instruments from various sources,

; 7 ¥ ! including private collectors who donated or sold their collections - often very extensive

- to the National Museum or its predecessor the Museum of the Kingdom of Bohemia.

One of those collections is that of the Prague composer, conductor, and pedagogue Ondrej

" et et A Hornik (1864-1917), which came to the Museum of the Kingdom of Bohemia as a gift via

the Town Council of Karlin. Besides a large number of musical manuscripts and prints

the collection contains over a hundred musical instruments, including many valuable

o specimens of which some have become parts of the museum’s permanent exposition.

One such instrument on display is a French horn with the Inventory No. E 416, which

is the subject of the following discussion. This study was written as part of a research

[ project supported by the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic (MKO0002327202)

j.",ﬁ A titled Osobnosti Ceské védy a kultury (Leading Figures in Czech Science and Culture),

il W H“[ 'v.lt'. ' including a section called Prinos sbératelslfé ¢innosti Ondreje Hornika (1864-1917)

i | ‘ LHit pro pramennou zakladu k déjinam hudby v Cechach (The Contribution of the Collecting

al LA L Activity of Ondrej Hornik, 1864-1917, to the Source Base for the History of Music in the
"'} A e Czech Lands).

Huv =

i
"

s s = The French horn E 416 comes from the shop of Vaclav Frantisek Gerveny (1819-
il 4 P B T e ey . . . .
- At S Ve ek e B 302 R il W) S5 il W] Y S g Tl A e L 96), who in the mid-nineteenth century became the most acclaimed producer of brass
LT om T b instruments in central Europe. Cerveny left behind an extensive output of instruments
G M and was responsible for numerous inventions and improvements, many of which were
Urwenghrt L s VO R Y i i i ili
appropriated by instrument makers around the world and are still utilized today. Born
Graf akustické impedance, ktery je vysledkem méfeni lesniho rohu E 416. Nahofe je cely priibéh kFivky, to a farming family in Dube¢ near Béchovice, he studied musical instrument making in
dole detail po¢atku kfivky. Frekvence zakladniho tonu néastroje se odecita z druhé amplitudy. p db to b inted with tructi fb inst ts in th
(Méfeni bylo provedeno pomoci systému BIAS ve vyzkumném centru hudebni akustiky na HAMU Praze.) rague an €gan to become acquainted with construction of brass instruments In the
workshop of Jan Adam Bauer. After having worked in several instrument-making shops
Graph of acoustical impedance based on measurement of the French horn E 416. First the entire curve . . . . . . : -
(above), then a detail of the beginning thereof (below). The frequency of the instrument’s fundamental tone m’ Bovhe,mla’ .MoraVIa, S_lovakla’ and’VIer}na’ in 1842 he oPened.hIS. own shop on Velké
is read from the second peak. nameésti (Main Square) in Hradec Kralové. In 1844 he obtained his first patent, for a new

(Measurement carried out using t_he'BIAS system in the musical acoustics research centre of the Academy horn called the cornon intended mainly for cavalry platoons. Then came many more
of Performing Arts College of Music in Prague.)

ay
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patents and innovations - several dozen in all by the end of his life. Cerveny scored
successes with his instruments at industrial exhibitions both in Europe and in the USA,
and also expanded his private business activities. One of his customers was the Russian
army, for whose units he developed various instruments including special signal trumpets
called rozhky. By 1859 his factory had eighty employees. As the firm grew he brought his
sons into the operation; it prospered under the name V. F. Cerveny a synové (V.F. Cerveny
and Sons) from the 1870s until 1948, when the factory was nationalized and incorporated
into the state enterprise Amati Kraslice. Then in 1993 the firm was privatized under
the name of Amati-Denak (the latter word an acronym for Dechové nastroje Kraslice
meaning Wind Instruments of Kraslice); instruments with the V.F. Cerveny trademark are
still produced today in its branch in Hradec Kralové.

Besides design and production of wind instruments, Cerveny also engaged in
theoretical issues. He wrote several studies devoted to brass instruments, and when only
twenty years old devised and published a Czech system of terminology for them.* Some
of his terms - e.g. sniZec (slide, as in slide trombone), strojivo (valve system), and tahlo
(pulling rod) - are still used today. He also composed, and was very active in society, e.g.
as a councillor of the city of Hradec Kralové.?

Cerveny launched his career during a period when brass instruments were undergoing
dramatic developments, beginning in 1818 with the invention by Heinrich Stdlzel and
Friedrich Blihmel of a valve system that allowed them to play chromatic tones. Instrument
makers came forward with a large number of inventions; some of them brought brass
instruments to their present form, while others achieved no widespread usage.

Around the middle of the nineteenth century two conceptions of brass instrument
construction began to take shape: the Austrian school which prevailed in the Austro-
Hungarian Empire and Germany, and the French school which was used in France,
England, Belgium, and Russia. V.F. Cerveny was a leading exponent of the Austrian
school; his counterpart and rival was the Belgian Adolphe Sax. An important feature
distinguishing the two schools from each other was the scaling of the tube. The Austrian
school chose a tube of the widest possible scaling (which was consequently shorter),
while the French used a narrower scaling. Another difference between the two schools
was in the valve system employed. The French school used piston valves, which were
inserted about in the middle of the tube. The Austrian school used rotating valves,

1) CERVENY, Vacslav Frant.: Hudebni Nézvoslovi Gili pojmenovani Zestovych (plechovych) hudebnich néstrojti
a nékterych dilu jejich [...] (Musical Terminology, or The Naming of Brass Instruments and Some of Their Parts
[...]), Hradec Kralové s. a., 8 pp.

2) From among writings about the life of V.F. Cerveny we might mention the following. PAVLIK, JiFi: Vaclav
Frantisek Cerveny, doba, Zivot, dilo (V.F. Cerveny - His Time, His Life, His Work), Torst, Prague 2006, 245 pp.
CERVENA, Sofa: Mujvaclav (My Véclav), Opus musicum, Brno 2001, 143 pp. MORAVEC, Josef: Vaclav
Frantisek Cerveny, muzikant, podnikatel, vynalezce (V.F.C. - Musician, Entrepreneur, Inventor), Méstska ¢ast
Praha-Dubec¢, Sokol Dube¢, 1996, 40 pp.
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also called cylindrical valves,® which were inserted nearer to the mouthpiece. From the
beginning of his career V.F. Cerveny worked on improving the valve system. His most
important invention in this area came already in 1846 and was called the zvukovodka
(transposing valve, in German Tonwechselmaschine), which allowed a swift change of
tuning. It became very popular among musicians and, notwithstanding Cerveny’s patent,
was copied by competing instrument makers.

The French horn E 416 in the Czech Museum of Music is a simple three-valve
instrument using a rotating (cylindrical) valve system as do most of Cerveny’s instruments.
The screwable cover for opening the valve is situated on the top side under the finger tabs,
not on the bottom as in modern instruments. (The Cerveny firm changed its placement of
the cover during the first quarter of the twentieth century.) Like all brass instruments, this
horn uses the extension principle: the longer the air column, the deeper the tone. And it
lowers the fundamental tone or one of its harmonics by a semitone, a full tone, or a tone
and a half using the various values. The body of the instrument is constructed in the
traditional manner. The bell, having a diameter of 277 mm, is rimmed with a decorative
band of pakfong* on which the following inscription is engraved ‘Z c: k: priv. fabriky Vac:
Fran: Cervenyho v Hradci Kralove’ (From the imperial-royal private factory of V.F. Cerveny
in Hradec Kralové). This decorative band is connected to the instrument’s body in a way
that is typical of Czech instrument-making practice in the nineteenth century. Imprinted
on the instrument’s mouth-piece is ‘As 1’ (A flat 1).

....,_._____l”._____._,..,...l---l"""'-l-.l-" ‘1I
i h“ —
Yag:  Trap OOV

Signovani na vénci lesniho rohu E 416
Insignia on the bell of the French horn E 416

3) The Czech term zdkruZzkové, meaning rotating, was first introduced by Cerveny and is used in Czech
organological literature. More common among both organologists and instrument makers in a broader context
is the term cylindrické (cylindrical), which however is inapproprriate because for a long time now the main
element - the drum (or ‘changer’) - has been made in a conical shape.

4) Pakfong is a brass alloy with a higher proportion of nickel, meaning it is less yellow.
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The instrument’s excellent condition suggests that it was not used very much. This is
shown especially by the close fitting of the valves, on which we see almost no signs of wear
from regular turning of the valve in the case, and also by the well-preserved mounting of
the valves in the top and bottom bearings. Imprecision in operation of the valve system is
probably attributable to the early stage in development of metal machining at that time.
There is no sign of corosion of the insides of the four ducts: they are tight and function
with no problems. The instrument has not undergone any major repairs.

This horn probably came to the Museum of the Kingdom of Bohemia early in
1918; together with other three-dimensional objects from Hornik’s collection including
additional musical instruments it was deposited in the division of historical archaeology.
In an inventory taken on 7 November 1917 of ‘collections, minerals, statuettes, and
paintings bequeathed by the late Mr. O. Hornik, professor at the conservatory, to the town
of Karlin’® musical instruments are not specified individually, but we can see that brass
instruments were most numerous with forty-eight items. This particular horn was entered
into the book of acquisitions of the National Museum’s music division in 1951 (with
Acquisition No. 1401/51) as a ‘simple French horn in A flat of the Cerveny trademark’.®
In the same division’s inventory book the description is more detailed:

French horn in A flat [in the original Czech As, but with the ‘s’ crossed out in pencil
leaving A]. Of brass sheet metal with three rotating valves. A band of white metal around
the bell decorated with a row of palm leaves. Engraved inscription ‘From the imperial-
royal private factory of Vac. Frant. Cerveny in Hradec Kralové’. Without mouthpiece.
Dimensions 408 - 11.6 - 279.

Another description of the instrument may be found on an inventory card from 1985,
which gives the instrument’s fundamental tone as A 1.

Because these registries leave us in doubt as to whether the instrument is tuned in
A or in A flat it was measured for the purposes of this study, with the following results:
scaling (diameter of the bore) 11.14 mm, diameter of the bell 277 mm, total length of the
air column 2,961 mm, of which the cylindrical portion from the mouthpiece up to and
including place where the valve system is mounted measures 994 mm, and from the end
of the valve system to the bell 1,961mm. From this it follows that the valves are placed
nearer to the mouthpiece, in accord with the practice of the Austrian instrument-making
school. The portion of the tube above the valves is cylindrical, because a tuning rod is
placed in it.

Acoustical measurements were taken in the musical acoustics research centre at the
Academy of Performing Arts College of Music based on Berkley Integrated Audio Software
(BIAS). Repeated measurement of acoustical impedance showed that the fundamental
tone has a frequency of 102 Hz, which with standard tuning of the tone a’ at 400 Hz

5) Archive of the National Museum, National Museum Registry, Carton 87, Inventory No. 56120.
This inventory, including a financial appraisal, was commissioned by the Town Council of Karlin with the consent
of the executive committee of the Museum of the Kingdom of Bohemia.

6) Systematically registered on 19 September 1951.
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corresponds to a low A flat. That is the tone engraved on the instrument’s mouthpiece,
but is contradicted by the tuning given on the inventory card, by the above-mentioned
correction of the entry concerning tuning in the inventory book, and by the tone specified
in the current inventory of the Musical Instruments Division.

Another problem is the instrument’s dating. Although the currentinventory entry dates
the instrument to 1876 or later, for several reasons we believe it was actually constructed
before that year. In the first place this view is supported by the above- mentioned
inscription on the decorative band on the bell. The V.F. Cerveny firm used several types
of identifying inscriptions varying in length. Inscriptions including ‘imperial-royal private
factory’ were used on older instruments, and around 1875 began to be replaced by
a simpler inscription: ‘V.F. Cerveny Hradec Kralové’ or ‘Kdniggrétz’.” Another argument in
favour of revising the instrument’s dating is the type of value system used. By around the
1870s Cerveny’s instruments with cylindrical valve systems had transmission that was
much shorter, more comfortable, and more precise than that of the instrument being
described. Further support to the earlier dating comes from an illustration of a French
horn similar to our instrument in a catalogue dated 1846, as mentioned in writings by
Gunther Joppig and Bohuslav Cizek.®

The French horn E 416 deposited in the Czech Museum of Music is considered
a rare instrument for several reasons. Paradoxically, one of them is the fact that it is not
a masterpiece, but an example of ordinary production. Brass instruments generally did
not attract much attention from collectors, and if so, the instruments were in some way
exceptional or came from abroad. For example the collection of the Industrial Secondary
School in Kraslice contains important foreign instruments, including original instruments
by Adolphe Sax, but only a small number of instruments from Kraslice. Brass instruments
were so common in the Czech lands in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries that they
held little interest for collectors. Both in towns and in villages there were many ensembles
having brass instruments, and we must not forget military bands. When an instrument
stopped functioning it was simply discarded, and as a result very few examples of
standard brass instrument production have been preserved.

Another exceptional trait of our specimen is its good condition. As mentioned above,
the instrument shows no signs of repairs and was probably not heavily used.

And what is important: this is one of the few preserved representatives, or perhaps
the only one, of this type of horn. The museum holds another instrument bearing the
name V.F. Cerveny under the number E 415 - a valved French horn tuned in D flat with
a different type of valve system, namely the Viennese type. However, this instrument

7) Instruments bore maker’s inscriptions either in Czech or in German, partly depending on the market for
which the given instrument was intended. The instrument in question was apparently intended for the domestic
market.

8) JOPPIG, Gunther: Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny, Erfinder und Hersteller von europdischem Rang, in 150 Jahre.
Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny & synové. Ein Blasinstrumenten-Hersteller in internationalem Format, Prague 1991,
pp. 7-8. CIZEK, Bohuslav: ‘Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny a jeho hudebni nastroje v prazském Narodnim muzeu’
(V.F.C. and his Musical Instruments in Prague’s National Museum), in Hudebni nastroje (Musical Instruments),
Vol. 29 (1992), No. 4, p. 202.
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may not even come from Cerveny’s workshop, seeing as the inscription is quite rough
and irregular, and is soldered to the instrument which is contrary to Cerveny’s practice.
An article by Jindfich Keller® mentions yet another French horn by Cerveny, deposited in
the collection in Kraslice, but this is a later instrument with a rolling valve system. Thus
according to available information the French horn E 416 from Ondrej Hornik’s estate is
the only preserved example of its type from Cerveny’s workshop.

Hornik took a different approach to collecting instruments than was usual in the late
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and was interested not only in masterpieces but also
in ordinary instruments. Thanks to his collection a representative sampling of historical
instruments has been preserved in good condition. The example of the museum’s
French horn E 416 provides further evidence of the importance of Hornik’s collection
for knowledge concerning the development of musical instruments in Bohemia and
Moravia.

Lesni roh / French horn
NM-CMH E 416

9) KELLER, Jindfich: ‘Kraslicka sbirka hudebnich nastrojd’ (The Kraslice Musical Instrument Collection),
Hudebni nastroje (Musical Instruments), Vol. 5 (1968), No. 5, p. 155.
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Beatlemanie!

VERONIKA SEIDLOVA

Rok 2010 se v Ceském muzeu hudby (CMH) nesl mimo jiné intenzivnimi p¥ipravami
a realizaci vystavniho projektu Beatlemanie!. Vystava byla oteviena 4. ¢ervna 2010
a kvuli prodlouZeni, které si vyzadal velky zajem verejnosti, ukonéena aZ 6. dubna 2011.
Za téchto deset mésicu ji shlédlo 39 315 osob, takZe se stala dosud nejnavstévovanéjsi
vystavou Ceského muzea hudby v poslednich letech.

Nelze nepfiznat, Ze predpokladana vysoka navstévnost a popularizace Ceského mu-
zea hudby obecné byla jednim z ddvodl pfi vybéru vystavniho tématu. Neslo vSak jen
o pouha ,gisla“, chtéli jsme predevsim pozménit zazité predstavy o nasi instituci, kterou
SirSi verejnost ¢asto vnima pouze v souvislosti s hudbou tzv. vaznou, prestoze se vénu-
jeme i hudbé& popularni. Siroce pojaté téma zfejmé nejslavnéjsi kapely euro-americké
popularni hudby na svété nam umoznilo seriéznim zplsobem reflektovat vliv The Beatles
na zivotni styl ¢eskoslovenské mladeze 60. let 20. stoleti. Rok 2010 se navic pro uspo-
radani takové vystavy jevil jako obzvlast vhodny, protoze je rokem mnoha vyroci s touto
kapelou spojenych.t

Ukol to v&ak nebyl tak jednoduchy, jak by se mozna na prvni pohled zdalo. Ze sbirko-
vych fondd CMH jsme ziskali oficialni licenéni kopie gramofonovych desek Beatles vyda-
nych u nas za socialismu a dokonce jednu sbératelskou raritu - kytaru ¢eskoslovenské
vyroby Resonet Grazioso, stejnou jako byla ta, na kterou v pocatcich své kariéry hral
George Harrison - védéli jsme vSak, Ze to nestaci. Rozhodli jsme se totiz uplatnit social-
néantropologické pristupy a pfriblizit historii ,zezdola“, z pohledu aktéra - mladého fa-
nouska Beatles Zijiciho v socialistickém Ceskoslovensku 60. let.

Zameérili jsme se tedy na sbér materialQ, které by fyzicky zpfitomnily cesty, jimiz se
beatlemanie oficialné i neoficialné dostavala za ,Zeleznou oponu“, a na zpUsoby, jak se
zde vysledné projevovala. V tom nam vyznamné pomohly mnohé dal$i domaci instituce,
predevsSim Popmuseum Praha a Moravské zemské muzeum v Brné, a pak hlavné jednot-
livei - soukromi badatelé, sbératelé a pamétnici. Prestoze se zpocatku kontakty na né
nenavazovaly snadno, nakonec se kolem vystavy vytvorila cela sit drobnych soukromych
sbératell a pamétnik, ktefi nam velice ochotné zapUjcili mnoho exponatd. Kromé vystfiz-
kl, plakat( a osobnich dobovych fotografii mladiku s vlasy pres usi to byly ¢asto dojemné

1) Vroce 1960 Beatles pod novym nazvem odjeli na prvni turné do Hamburku, v roce 1970 Paul McCartney
oznamil, Ze ze skupiny odchazi, rok 1940 je rokem narozeni tfi ¢lend skupiny - Ringo Starra, Johna Lennona
a Stuarta Sutcliffa, ptivodniho ¢lena The Beatles, ktery zemrel v roce 1962. V prosinci si navic kulturni vefejnost
pripomnéla i vyroci tragické, uplynulo tficet let od atentatu na Johna Lennona.
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rukodélné vyrobky z dob minulého rezimu, kdy si fanousci nemohli kupovat suvenyry ¢i
fotografické knihy z b&Zné komercéni produkce, ale museli si pomoci sami. Jednalo se
napfiklad o peclivé vedené deniky s opsanymi ¢lanky z eskoslovenského tisku, papirové
¢i drevéné modely a dokonce i obrazy. Tyto skromné predméty pak umisténim do vystavy
nabraly pro své majitele nové vyznamy a poskytly prostor navstévnikim k identifikaci
s vypravénym pribéhem. Méné Gasté, ale mimoradné zajimavé byly podomacku vyrobené
elektrické kytary a baskytary, které vznikaly v touze napodobit obdivované zapadni vzory
i po hudebni strance. Svoji prvni kytaru nam zapujcil také jeden z prvnich ¢eskosloven-
skych bigbitovych hudebnikd, Pavel Sedlacek.

Celou vystavou prochazely dvé doplnujici se linie: prvni reflektovala strhujici pfibéh
nejslavnéjsi rockové skupiny vSech dob od jejich poc¢atkd v Liverpoolu, pfes vrchol viny
beatlemanie az po rozpad skupiny The Beatles a nasledné tvirci i Zivotni osudy jednotli-
vych ¢lend. Zvlastni ¢ast vystavy jsme pak vénovali kulturnim fenoméntim 60. let 20. sto-
leti, které Beatles svou tvorbou a postoji pfimo ¢i nepfimo ovlivhovali, nevyhybali jsme
se ani negativnim ¢i kontroverznim tématim, jako jsou napf. drogy. Druha prolinajici se
d&jova linka sledovala Zivot mladeze v tehdejsim Ceskoslovensku. Zabyvala se jak oficial-
ni, rezimem schvalenou, tak i neoficialni vrstvou tehdejsi kultury ¢i mody. Zvlastni diraz
jsme kladli na poc¢atky bigbitu v éeskych zemich a reakce establishmentu na Zivotni styl
dlouhovlasych mladych muzd, tzv. manicek. Zavérecna ¢ast vystavy se vénovala osobé
Johna Lennona jako ikony svobody, miru a revolty proti vétSinové spolecnosti a vyznamu
jeho kultu pro odpor proti totalitnimu rezimu v 80. letech 20. stoleti.

Vystavu se rovnéz podarilo obohatit o autentické ,dotykané“ predméty ¢lenl kapely
The Beatles, zapujcené z Floridy a Liverpoolu. Za vSechny jmenujme semiSovou bundu
Johna Lennona, v niz byl vyfotografovan na obalu alba Rubber Soul, a bendZolele Geor-
ge Harrisona. Ackoliv ,dotykané“ predméty Beatles pro nas nebyly z hlediska koncepce
patfily také voskové figuriny ¢len The Beatles, vyrobené v roce 1964 pro londynské
muzeum Madame Tussaudové.

Zazit dobovou atmosféru napomahaly audiovizualni a interaktivni prvky: navstévnici
si napfiklad mohli posedét v dobovém kiné a shlédnout film Perny den, mohli zaloZit
magnetofonovy pasek do kultovniho ¢eskoslovenského magnetofonu Sonet Duo a na-
hrat na néj pisnicku z rozhlasu, méli moznost pustit desku z dobového vychodonémec-
kého jukeboxu, namichat zvuky na mixaznim panelu v nahravacim studiu, napsat sv(j
vzkaz na repliku Lennonovy zdi atd. Vystavu doprovazel bohaty koncertni program véetné
naprosto ojedinélého vystoupeni Pete Besta, plivodniho bubenika The Beatles. Zluta po-
norka, postavena ve dvorané Ceského muzea hudby, ,odplula“ v kvétnu spolu s vétSinou
exponatl do Moravského zemského muzea v Brné, kde je Beatlemanie! zpfistupnéna
od 25. kvétna 2011 do 20. ledna 2012.

Mnoho informaci i fotografii Ize najit na webovych strankach www.beatlemanie.cz.
Fotografie z prazské vystavy a veskeré texty vystavnich paneld vysly ve stejnojmenném
katalogu o vystave (ISBN 978-80-7036-291-4).
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Autorsky tym:
Hlavni komisarka / Main commissioner: Dagmar Fialova
Odborna komisarka / Professional commissioner: Veronika Seidlova

Autori vystavy (v abecednim poradi) /Authors of the exhibition (in alphabetical order):
Jan Brecka, Radek Diestler, Dagmar Fialova, Petr Hrabalik, Marek Junek, AleS Opekar,
Filip Pospisil, Veronika Seidlova, Tatana Souckova a Vliadimir TuCapsky

Produkce vystavy / Production of the exhibition: Tatana Souckova

Architektonicky navrh / Architectural design: SGL Projekt s. r. 0. - Jifi Javlrek

a Tereza Karaskova

Graficky navrh / Graphic layout: Pavel Hrach

Grafika / Graphic design: i men s. r. 0. - lvan Kremlacek, Pavel Hrach, Magda FiSerova
Interaktivni prvky a ozvuceni / Interactive elements and sound system: Peter Balog,
Martin Musil

Hudba v mixaznim zarizeni / Music in mixing equipment: Peter Balog

—

Beatlemanie! - pohled do vystavy /
A view into the exhibition
Fotografie / Photograph, Martin Musil
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Beatlemania!

VERONIKA SEIDLOVA

he year 2010 in the Czech Museum of Music was marked by intensive preparations

for and mounting of the exhibition Beatlemania! It opened on 4 June 2010, and
because of great public interest its duration was extended to 6 April 2011. During these
ten months the exhibition was viewed by 39,315 people, making it the museum’s most
popular exhibition in recent years.

It cannot be denied that the expectation of heavy attendance and media attention
drawn to the museum as a whole was one reason for the choice of this topic. But it
was not just a matter of ‘numbers’ - we especially wanted to change some deep-
rooted notions about our institution, which the general public often associates only
with ‘classical’ music despite the fact that popular music is also within our range. We
conceived the topic - probably the all-time most famous band in the world from the realm
of Euro-American popular music - from a broad perspective, analyzing the impact of
the Beatles on the lifestyle of Czechoslovak youth during the 1960s. And the year 2010
seemed especially suitable for such an exhibition, including as it did many landmark
anniversaries connected with the band.t

However, the task was not as simple as it might seem. From the collections of the
museum we selected officially-licensed copies of Beatles phonograph discs which
had been released in socialist Czechoslovakia, and even a special collector’s rarity -

Album Sgt. Pepp.er’;

Lonely Hearts Club Band \ a Resonet Grazioso guitar, made in Czechoslovakia, identical to the one George Harrison
a slavnépyoskoveé figuriny played in the first years of his career. But we knew this was not enough. We decided

to apply socio-anthropological approaches and illustrate history ‘from below’, from the
viewpoint of a young Beatles fan living in socialist Czechoslovakia during the 1960s.

We focused on collecting materials that would physically illustrate the paths by which
Beatlemania made its way through the ‘Iron Curtain’ (both officially and unofficially), and
the modes in which it was then manifested in our country. In this pursuit we received
major help from many other Czech institutions, most notably the Prague Popmuseum,
and especially from individuals - private researchers, collectors, and witnesses to the
events of the time. Although contacts were not established easily during the starting
phases, in the end an entire network of private collectors and witnesses formed
around the exhibition, and they very willingly loaned us many exhibit items. Apart from
newspaper clippings, posters, and private period photographs of young men with hair
across their ears, these items included touching hand-made products from a time when
fans were unable to buy souvenirs or picture books produced commercially, but had to

Beatles

1) In 1960 the newly-named Beatles left for Hamburg on their first tour. In 1970 Paul McCartney announced
he was leaving the band. In 1940 three of the members of the band were born - Ringo Starr, John Lennon,
and Stuart Sutcliffe (a member of the original group who died in 1962). Finally, in December 2010 the world
commemorated the thirtieth anniversary of the tragic assassination of John Lennon.

Ukazka vystavniho panelu / Part of the exhibition panel
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rely on their own devices. For example we acquired diaries with regular entries including SRR 1
articles copied by hand from the Czechoslovak press, paper and wooden models, and . [
even paintings. Through their inclusion in the exhibition these modest items took on
new meaning for their owners and allowed visitors to identify with the story being told.
Less numerous but extraordinarily interesting were home-made electric guitars and bass
guitars, fashioned in an effort to imitate admired western models in music. One of the
first big beat musicians in Czechoslovakia, Pavel Sedlacek, lent us his first guitar.
Passing through the whole exhibition were two complementary time lines. The first of
them told the thrilling story of the most famous rock band of all time, from its beginnings
in Liverpool through the culmination of the Beatlemania wave until the dissolution of the
group and the subsequent artistic and personal fates of its individual members. This
story included cultural phenomena of the 1960s influenced either directly or indirectly
by the Beatles through their music and their attitudes; we did not even avoid negative
or controversial subjects such as drugs. The second time line of the exhibition traced
the life of young people in Czechoslovakia during that period, dealing with culture and
fashions of the day - both official (approved by the regime) and unofficial. We paid
particular attention to the beginnings of big beat in the Czech lands and the reaction
of the establishment to the lifestyle of long-haired youths. The closing portion of the
exhibition was devoted to John Lennon as an icon of freedom, peace, and revolt against
the majority society, and to the importance of his cult for resistance to the totalitarian

. . Beatlemanie!: Houslista Jaroslav Svéceny u repliky Lennonovy zdi v muzejni dvorané
regime in the 1980s. Beatlemania!: The violinist Jaroslav Svéceny at the ‘Lennon Wall’ replica in the museum’s atrium

We were also able to enhance the exhibition with many authentic objects touched Fotografie / Photograph, Martin Musil
by the Beatles, loaned from Florida and Liverpool, including John Lennon’s suede jacket
in which we see him photographed on the cover of the Rubber Soul album, and George
Harrison’s banjo uke. Although such items were secondary from the standpoint of our
conception of the exhibition, they played an important role in attracting media attention,
as did also wax figures of the Beatles made in 1964 for Madame Tussaud’s Museum in
London.

Audio-visual and interactive elements helped visitors experience the atmosphere of
the time. For example they could view A Hard Day’s Night in a period cinema, insert an
audio tape into the cult Czechoslovak Sonet Duo tape player, or record a song from radio
on it. They could play a phonographic disc on a period East-German jukebox, mix sounds
on a mixing board in a recording studio, or write a message on a replica of the ‘Lennon
Wall’. The exhibition was accompanied by an impressive series of concerts, including
an absolutely unique performance by Pete Best, the Beatles’ first drummer. In May the
Yellow Submarine stationed in the museum’s atrium set out for the Moravian Museum,
together with most of the other exhibit items, to be viewed by visitors in Brno from 25 May
2011 to 20 January 2012.

A wealth of information about and photographs from Beatlemania! can be found on
the website www.beatlemanie.cz. Photographs from the Prague exhibition and all texts

L . . e, . Beatlemanie!: Bendzolele Georga Harrisona ve vystavnim salu
from the exhibition panels were published in the exhibition’s catalogue of the same title Beatlemania!: George Harrison’s ‘banjolele’ in the exhibition hall

(ISBN 978-80-7036-291-4). Fotografie / Photograph, Martin Musil
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Adolf Russ: Vaclav Frantisek Cerveny
Olej na platné / Oil painting on canvas, 1878
NM-CMH F 2207
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Vacslav Frantisek Gerveny:

Hudebni Nazvoslovi ¢ili pojmenovani
Zestovych (plechovych) hudebnich
nastroju a nékterych dili jejich... /
Musical Terminology, or The Naming
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Thematic Catalogues

Czech Composers

Burghauser Jarmil ANTONIN

Antonin Dvorak — Thematic Catalogue

i A
H 7755, ISBN 80-7058-410-6, 844 pages, (Cz/Ger/Eng) D" UHAK

THEMATICKY
The second newly revised and substantially expanded edition provides an KATALOG
exhaustive catalogue of all Dvorak's compositions and a detailed time-line THEMATIACHES
o K> comp , , , VERZEICHNIS
of the composer’s life. Moreover, it is newly-equipped with an extensive THEMATIC

bibliography and a series of easy-to-use indexes. CATALOGUE
JARMILEURGHAUSER

i EARENREITER

Nouza Zdenék — Novy Miroslav
Josef Suk — Thematic Catalogue of the Works

H 7955, ISBN 80-86385-30-2, 490 pages, (Cz/Eng)

This publication covers not only the finished works but also minor juvenilia,
projected compositions, works of doubtful authenticity, arrangements of works
by other composers, and revisions of music by Dvordk. Catalogue includes

a precise description of all available sources, from sketches and autographs to
copyist’s manuscripts and published editions of the definitive versions.

Hudec Viadimir
Zdénék Fibich — Thematic Catalogue

H 7843, ISBN 80-86385-10-8, 854 pages, (Cz/Ger/Eng)

The most extensive list of Zdefiek Fibich's works including unfinished and uncertain
compositions, the composer’s piano reductions of his own works and arrangements
of folk songs and other composers’ compositions. Catalogue contains a biographical VeAmMIR e
study, a series of clearly laid out indexes and an extensive bibliography.

TEMATICKY KATALOG
¥ r
THEMATIC CATALOGUE

Schnierer Milo$ — Pefinova Ludmila
Vitézslav Novak — The Thematic and Bibliographical Catalogue

H 7814, ISBN 80-7058-473-4, 522 pages, (Cz/Eng)

This survey constitutes probably the complete list of Novak's works — 162 titles.
The catalogue presents a detailed bibliography, a series of useful indexes and
a chronological table to Novék's life and works.

b iter. " .
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Complete Critical Edition

of the Works of Leos Janacek

Janacek’s Complete Critical Edition was
launched back in 1978 with the aim of processing
Janacek's compositional oeuvre. After a break

of several years, work on the edition resumed

in 2009 with the publication of further volumes
(see below). Those published to date are available
individually or together at a reduced price as

a part or full subscription. For detailed publication
schedule please look at www.baerenreiter.com

This edition comprising 8 series presents an
authentic printed text based on all available
sources for each work. In addition to the musical
text, each volume also contains a preface, a critical
report (Czech / German), a rendition of deleted or
rejected versions, and a comprehensive appendix
of facsimiles.

String Quartet No. 2 “Intimate Letters”
ed. by Leos Faltus and Milo3 Stédrofi

This edition contains the complete score with
supplements in the form of a diplomatic transcription
of Janacek’s autograph [original version with viola
d'amore] and a complete facsimile of this version.

Series E /Vol. 4, H 7832 / BA 6857, full score and parts

The Danube
ed. by Leos Faltus and Milo3 Stédron

The editors returned to Janacek's unfinished
autograph of the symphony, endeavouring to follow
it to the letter as far as possible. However, the
sketchiness and torso-like nature of some sections
(especially in the fourth movement) required more
active intervention, described in critical commentary.

Series H/Vol. 3, H 7950 / BA 6861, full score

% Bdarenreiter Praha

Glagolitic Mass
ed. by Jifi Zahrddka and Leos Faltus

This edition presents two versions of the work in two
separate volumes: the version which the composer
completed before the first rehearsals and subsequent
premiere in Brno in December 1927, and the version he
partly reworked for the first Prague performance in April
1928.Volume | contains a detailed preface by Jifi Zahradka
closely examining the genesis of the work. Complete
performance material for both versions is available on hire.

Series B /Vol. 5 =1, Il

Forthcoming in 2012:

H 7935, score — final authorised version

H 8020, score — “September 1927" version
(before first performance)

Male Choruses Il
ed. by Leos Faltus and Petr Oliva

The second volume of Janacek’'s Male Choruses, with
the exception of the early Ave Maria from 1883,
contains masterpieces of Janacek's male choral works
written after 1900. The sung texts are given in three
languages (Cz/Eng/Ger).

Series C/Vol. 2, H 7840 / BA 6858, full score

Www.baerenreiter.cz
www.baerenreiter.com



