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For many decades, the compositions written at the end of Smetana’s life were perceived and
interpreted as proof of the decline of the composer’s creative powers. The unusual austerity,
brevity, and harmonic boldness that give his last compositions an entirely different character
in comparison with his earlier works caused confusion among both the public and Smetana’s
admirers, who interpreted those characteristics as symptoms of the composer’s illness. For
this reason, the works were regarded as being of secondary importance within the context of
Smetana’s compositional legacy.

Besides the opera Certova sténa (The Devil's Wall) and the Second String Quartet, this
negative attitude was most reflected in the interpretation and reception of Prazsky karneval
(Prague Carnival), which Smetana completed as his last orchestral composition in September
1883. The work had originally been conceived as another cycle of symphonic poems, but the
composer only managed to realise the opening Introduction and Polonaise, and after the
unsuccessful premiere in March 1884, it was not heard again until more than 20 years later,
and even afterwards it made its way to the concert stage only with great difficulty.

Besides the work’s genesis, the present study attempts to outline the reasons leading to the
contradictory and gradually changing perception of a composition that was performed in
public for many years in an arrangement by Karel Kovarovic as well as in a version by Vaclav
Talich, which will be introduced in greater detail for the first time in this text.
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Prague Carnival. Introduction and Polonaise
Bedtich Smetana began working on the idea of composing another cycle of orchestral
compositions just a few months after finishing Md viast (My Country).! The probable stimulus
for this was the attempt by his friend Jan Ludevit Prochézka to arrange for the composer to
cooperate with foreign publishers? in order to gain him easier access to the worldwide market.?
As Smetana wrote in a letter to Prochdzka dated December 1879: “Unfortunately, Urbdnek has
already obtained the rights to all of the symphonic poems from ‘Ma vlast, six compositions, for a
very low fee. But now I want to compose something for orchestra in a similar vein to my ‘Czech
Dances) and Bote could publish them along with an arrangement for piano four-hands.”* In
February of the following year, he further elaborated on his idea: “For Mr Pohle I would like to
write an orchestral symphonic poem with the title ‘Béhm. Karneval or ‘Prager Karneval, where
not only the Czech dances mentioned above® would appear, but also little scenes and figures, for
example, from my operas like masks. I think it’s not a bad idea — the genre and form are entirely
new — and it would generate interest and might even become profitable.”®

Soon, however, Smetana put aside the composition’s actual realisation because of work
on the opera Certova sténa, which he had begun to sketch at the end of 1879 and did not
finish until June 1882. A letter to Josef Srb dated 13 June 1882 implies that already while
finishing the opera, he had also been devoting himself to new ideas:” “I have begun pencil
sketches for a quartet — a string quartet, and meanwhile I want to write a big symphonic poem:
‘Czech Carnival’ (or ‘Prague’?) while throwing together some sketches at the same time for a
chorus for ‘Hlahol”® At the same time, however, Smetana’s physical and mental state was
deteriorating, culminating with two severe seizures in November and December of that year,
after which the composer was ordered to cease all work.” Despite this, Smetana secretly
continued writing his Second String Quartet,” which he finished in March 1883. Immediately

This work was financially supported by the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic (DKRVO 2024-
2028/22.1.a, National Museum, 00023272).

1) According to information on the last page of the score, Blanik was finished in Jabkenice on 9 March 1879.
2) At the time, Prochdzka was living in Hamburg, where he was trying to promote Smetana’s music at private
and public concerts and was engaging in discussions about him with the publishers Hugo Bock and Hugo
Pohle.

3) MOJZISOVA, Olga: Nezndmd skica Smetanova Prazského karnevalu, Musicologica Brunensia, vol. 45, 2010,
nos. 1-2, p. 163 (hereinafter MOJZISOVA).

4) Bedrich Smetana to Jan Ludevit Prochdzka, 23 Dec. 1879, NM-MBS S 217/293.

5) Earlier in the letter, Smetana mentions individual movements of the Ceské tance (Czech Dances): Furiant,
Slepicka, Huldn etc.

6) Bedfich Smetana to Jan Ludevit Prochazka, 25 Feb. 1880, NM-MBS S 217/295.

7) MOJZISOVA, op. cit. in footnote no. 3, p. 164.

8) Bedrich Smetana to Josef Srb, 13 Jun. 1882, NM-MBS S 217/390.

9) “Well, I am not permitted to think musically at all; I can read neither my own known compositions nor
compositions by other composers, or even imagine them in my thoughts [...] The new quartet and everything
in general must wait for continuation.” Bedrich Smetana to Josef Srb, 9 Dec. 1882, NM-MBS S 217/401.

10) Mentions in letters to Josef Srb dated 31 Jan. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/409 and 27 Feb. 1883, NM-MBS
S217/412.
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afterwards, he began working in parallel on the opera Viola and on Prague Carnival, which
he had partially finished in score just under two months later."! Work was going very slowly,
however, because Smetana’s health problems permitted him to compose only for brief
periods, during which he also had difficulty with concentrating and “maintaining coherence
of ideas and logic of musical structure with ever greater effort.”

The subsequent progress with composition can be estimated on the basis of mentions of
the work in further correspondence. In a letter dated 14 June 1883, Smetana informs Adolf
Cech: “I am working on Prague Carnival [...] I have finished the introduction in the score and
Lam at work on the first number: Polonaise.”" In a letter to Josef Srb dated 24 July, he mentions
the work and complains about the complexity of its composing and about his fatigue: “/ could
have finished the first number of the orchestral score of a big work: ‘Carnival] because I have
written out three quarters of it in score: Number 1: ‘Polonaise’!! And why have I not finished
it? Because I have been exhausted by work on this polyphonic music, and my mind has greatly
suffered from concentration on combining ideas with their differing character!*

Although the journal Dalibor published a report that the composition had already been
finished in August,”® Smetana finished writing Prague Carnival in September. As he wrote
in a letter to Srb dated 1 September: “[...] today the last note in the score is written for a
symphonic fantasy, Prague Carnival No. 1. Polonaise”"® In a letter dated 4 September, he
added: “I am done with the polonaise except for the percussion, which 1 shall start tomorrow.””
The final date entered into the autograph'® is then 14 September 1883. Shortly thereafter,
Smetana sent the score to Prague to Josef Srb, who immediately had the work copied out.”

Although Smetana had more movements in mind while composing, his illness prevented
him from getting around to elaborating them. At the end of the letter from Josef Srb dated
December 1883, in which Srb asks Smetana: “what is going on with the continuation of
Carnival; Iwould like to receive the second part you were telling me about in the summer as soon
as possible’* Smetana merely inscribed the comment: “/ have already forgotten everything
besides the ‘polonaise] which you have, I have not written anything more of the kind!I"* Two

11) “T am now at work writing big orchestral compositions: Prague Carnival, Number 1, swarming of masks;
it is short because of the content, like a nice painting of the swarming of people; the music precedes what
are really the most important dances at carnival; this prelude: the swarming of masks and the opening of
the ceremonial ball; I have already written out the main orchestral voices of a Polonaise in score.” Bedrich
Smetana to Josef Srb, 24 May 1883, NM-MBS S 217/422.

12) MOJZISOVA, op. cit. in footnote no. 3, p. 165.

13) Bedfich Smetana to Adolf Cech, 14 Jun. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/223.

14) Bedfich Smetana to Josef Srb, 24 Jul. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/426.

15) “In recent days, Maestro Smetana finished a big concert Polonaise, which is to constitute the first number in
the large orchestral cycle ‘Prague Carnival’” See B. Z.: Drobné zprdvy, Dalibor, vol. 5, nos. 29-31, 7 Aug. 1883, p. 295.
16) Bedfich Smetana to Josef Srb, 1 Sep. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/430.

17) Bedfich Smetana to Josef Srb, 4 Sep. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/431.

18) NM-MBS S 217/1262.

19) Josef Srb to Bedrich Smetana, 19 Sep. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/2287.

20) Josef Srb to Bedfich Smetana, 13 Dec. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/908.

21) Ibid.
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Bedfich Smetana: Prague Carnival / Prazsky karneval
Autograph, first page / Autograf, prvni strana
NM-CMH-MBS S 217/1262

days later, he sent Srb the reply: “Carnival must wait, and I don'’t know even the first number,

because I have nothing apart from the polonaise other than pencil scribbling which I can’t
remember anymore.”*

22) Bedfich Smetana to Josef Srb, 15 Dec. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/441.
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Smetana makes no mention of Prague Carnival in any later letter, in part because he
had turned his attention to composing the opera Viola. Above all, however, it was at the
beginning of 1884 that his physical condition deteriorated rapidly, and in particular his
constantly worsening mental problems prevented him even from taking part at celebrations
of his sixtieth birthday, during which Prague Carnival was first performed.

The work’s unsuccessful premiere

The premiere of Prague Carnival took place at a gala concert on 2 March 1884 at noon in
the hall of Zofin Palace for the occasion of Smetana’s birthday. The event, which had already
been announced in the journal Dalibor in early January,® was supposed to have been one
of the highpoints of celebrations of the composer’s 60 birthday, which also included the
performing of a cycle of four of Smetana’s operas at the National Theatre,** the publishing
of the piano-vocal score of the opera Dalibor, and several more events held in Prague and
elsewhere. Although information appeared at the end of February in the journal Dalibor
that Smetana’s family reported the composer was feeling well*® (which naturally encouraged
hopes that he would attend the concert in person), the composer did not come because of
the poor condition of his health.

On the evening before the gala concert, Smetana’s friends and admirers gathered at the
Artists’ Society (Umélecka beseda). Besides remembrance of the absent composer, there
were two speeches given by Jan Strakaty and Otakar Hostinsky. While Strakaty’s speech
celebrated Smetana as a national hero and the creator of Czech opera, Hostinsky spoke
about (amongst other things) the duty of performing all of Smetana’s works “so the Czech
public will still be in contact with all of the maestro’s artistic activities, and not only with a
few of his most popular compositions”* The very next day, however, Hostinsky’s remark was
challenged by the contradiction of the problematic premiere and subsequent reception of
Prague Carnival, which was heard as the last piece on the programme.”

23) [no initials]: Drobné zprdvy, Dalibor, vol. 6, no. 2,14 Jan. 1884, p. 19.

24) Originally, the operas in question were to have been Dvé vdovy (The Two Widows), Libuse, Hubicka (The
Kiss), and Tajemstvi (The Secret). However, the list of performances for 1884 states that instead of Tajemstvi,
Prodand nevésta (The Bartered Bride) was performed; see SRUT, Antonin: Prehled veskenyjch her, provozovanych
od 16. prosince 1883 az do 15. prosince 1884, Divadelni kalendar na rok 1885, vol. 4, pp. 74-75.

25) Plans were also made for holding gala concerts and banquets in the composer’s birthplace Litomysl as
well as in Pilsen, Chrudim, Tabor, Volyné, Brno, Havli¢kiv Brod etc.; see KL. Sp.: Drobné zprdvy, Dalibor, vol. 6,
no. 7,21 Feb.1884, p. 70.

26) “Concerning Maestro Smetana, who was still working until recently on the new opera ‘Viola’, a rumour
has been spreading in recent days that he is dangerously ill; Smetana’s admirers will certainly be pleased by
the news that has now arrived from his family, according to which the maestro has been feeling entirely well in
the last few days.” [no initials]: Drobneé zprdvy, Dalibor, vol. 6, no. 9, 28 Feb. 1884, p. 77.

27) PALLA, Hynek: Slavnost' Sedesdtych narozenin mistra Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, vol. 6, no. 9, 7 Mar. 1883,
pp. 82-83.

28) OTTLOVA, Marta: Posledni Smetanovy skladby: tviiréi ipadek, nebo genidlni priihledy do budoucna?, in: Vetché
stafi, nebo zraly vék moudrosti? Sbornik prispévki z 28. rocniku sympozia k problematice 19. stoleti, Praha
20009, p. 43 (hereinafter OTTLOVA).
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Josef Srb conceived the programme as a survey of Smetana’s works, from the Slavnostni
predehra C dur (Festive Overture in C major) of 1849 to his last finished work, Prague
Carnival® Motic Anger, the second Kapellmeister of the opera, was chosen as the conductor,
but this caused embarrassment with the public and eventually with the press as well®
because it had been assumed that such an important event would have been entrusted to
the hands of the first Kapellmeister, Smetana’s friend Adolf Cech.* Even before the premiere,
Anger was undoubtedly facing considerable pressure, a contribution to which was made by
the fact that the new composition was already causing certain doubts at the rehearsals.*

As is implied by the recollections of Smetana’s friends and admirers, the reactions to the
performance of Prague Carnival were mostly negative or at least very lukewarm. Josef Theurer
expressed his impression after the premiere most bluntly, calling the work “something quite
impossible”*® Otakar Hostinsky saw Prague Carnival as proof of the decline of the composer’s
creative abilities.** Naturally, the press reports were slightly milder. Hynek Palla wrote a lengthy
text that was published serially in three issues of the journal Dalibor,* calling Prague Carnival
the antithesis of the opening Festive Overture and a work that “goes beyond our comprehension,
which is unable after a single hearing to grasp the intellectual and formal connections, with the
music’s astonishing flights of freely wafting phrases, which overall are not at all bound to form or
to the meaning of the word ‘polonaise’ in the usual sense.” In a short article in a supplement to
the journal Zlata Praha® and in the review in the newspaper Bohemia,*® we also find the same

29) The other orchestral works performed were the symphonic poem Valdstyniv tdbor (Wallenstein’s Camp,
1859) and Vysehrad (1874). The solo numbers on the programme were the songs Kdo v zlaté struny zahrdt znd
and Z tvych pisni trin si udéldm from the cycle Vecerni pisné (Evening Songs) (1879), Saldnni polka Fis dur (Salon
Polka in F sharp major) (1855), and Slavnost ceskych venkovanii (Bohemian Peasant Festival) from the cycle
Réves (1875).

30) “At a gala celebration like this, the only person who should have been conducting was the man who had
presented the greater part of the maestro’s works to the public, whatever his name happened to be. The
mistake here was purely negative, not involving who conducted, but rather who did not conduct.” PALLA,
Hynek: Slavnost Sedesdtych narozenin mistra Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, vol. 6, no. 11, 21 Mar. 1883, p. 103.

31) The probable reason for this was a conflict between Srb and Cech, about which nothing more is known;
see Bedfich Smetana. Orchestrdlni skladby II., ed. Frantisek Bartos, Narodni hudebni vydavatelstvi Orbis, Praha
1951, p. XV (hereinafter BARTOS).

32) “This morning there was a rehearsal for the concert, and mainly the polonaise was played; although the
piece is a bit strange, it really does not make a bad impression despite some dissonances that pile up, and the
concert will end well with it [...].” Josef Srb to Josef Schwarz, 27 Feb. 1884, NM-MBS W 11/45.

33) THEURER, Josef: Z mych Smetanian, self-published, Litomysl, no date, p. 4 (hereinafter THEURER).

34) “In Smetana’s last work, the Polonaise, what we find are the ruins of a great artistic spirit...” HOSTINSKY,
Otakar: Bedfich Smetana a jeho boj o Ceskou moderni hudbu, Jan Laichter, Praha 1941, p. 355.

35) This involves vol. 6, no. 9, pp. 81-84 (7 Mar. 1884), no. 10, pp. 93-94 (14 Mar. 1884), and no. 11,
pp.101-104 (21 Mar. 1884).

36) PALLA, Hynek: Slavnost Sedesdtych narozenin mistra Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, vol. 6, no. 11, 21 Mar. 1884,
p. 101 (hereinafter PALLA).

37) -y: Z koncertni siné, Zlata Praha, vol. 1, no. 11, p. 46.

38) “Dieselbe entbehrt des fiir ein Werk in Tanzform nothwendigen leichter MelodienfluBes und wirkt
etwas befremdend, da die charakteristischen Rythmen einer Polonaise nicht pragnant hervortreten und im
SchluBacte sogar ganzlich fehlen. Wir horen daher nicht den volksmaRigen polnische Tanz, sondern eine
pompdse Promenademusik [...].” [T.?]: Musik, Beilage zur Bohemia, no. 64, 4 Mar. 1884, p. 2.
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complaint that although the composition is called a polonaise, it really is not a polonaise “in
the true sense of the word..

As can be inferred from these texts, the rejection of Prague Carnival was mainly based
on its contrariness to “the expectations of the day connected with ideas about Smetana’s
style.”” Smetana, generally viewed at the time as the creator of the Czech nation’s musical
style, was known mainly as the composer of The Bartered Bride, The Kiss, and My Country,
all compositions that can be called, from a musical perspective, clearly decipherable and
comprehensible. In this respect, Prague Carnival simply did not fulfil the expectations of what
Smetana’s music should sound like. The public expected a work with the title Polonaise to be
a composition purely structured in a dance form, but in Prague Carnival Smetana’s handling of
that form is very free. Moreover, in the composition there are frequent alternations of themes,
a violin solo appears, and there are also a number of dissonant sonorities that certainly cannot
be regarded as unusual in the context of music of the late 19* century, but that are indeed
unusual in the context of Smetana’s music that was being performed at the time and that was
widely known. This contrast was further heightened by the fact that at the gala concert, Prague
Carnival had been preceded by compositions already familiar to the public, and in particular
by Vysehrad, which Palla described in his text for Dalibor as “a work of magical beauty, whereby
Smetana obtained the supreme consecration of the musical genii’*

Another question that arises concerns the quality of preparations for the work’s
performance. Moric Anger was conducting directly from the autograph, and as it later
turned out, that score contained many errors caused by the health problems afflicting the
composer during his work.” From looking at the autograph, it is clear that Anger tried to
correct some of the mistakes,* but his changes were minimal and insufficient.

In addition, one must take into account the unusually large number of percussion
instruments Smetana employed in the composition.** As Josef Theurer’s recollection
suggests,** the sound of the percussion was too loud at the premiere, burying the other
instruments. The conductor Anger was probably unable to deal with this fact sufficiently, so
his performance did not make the composition sound good at the given venue.

39) OTTLOVA, op. cit. in footnote no. 28, p. 43.

40) PALLA, op. cit. in footnote no. 36, p. 102.

41) Usually, this involves missing or incorrect accidentals, especially for transposing instruments. In several
places, there are also redundant notes and incorrectly notated note durations. Particularly in the percussion
parts, there are rhythmic discrepancies and lapses where, for example, the composer notates certain
instruments’ parts in 4/4 time, although the actual metre is 3/4, etc. For more details, see: Bedfich Smetana.
Prazsky karneval, ed. Otakar Zich, Narodni hudebni vydavatelstvi Orbis, Praha 1924, editor’s report (pages not
numbered; hereinafter ZICH).

42) Mofic Anger’s changes in the autograph are marked in blue pencil. Besides corrections of obvious errors,
he also made some minor retouches to places that sounded unusual to him. See BARTOS, op. cit. in footnote
no. 31, pp. 196-214.

43) Timpani, bass drum, snare drum, cymbals, and triangle.

44) “Percussion instruments are employed to an unusual degree in this composition, and if I remember the
1884 performance of ‘Carnival’ correctly, it was all the noise they caused that covered up the many beauties
of the composition.” THEURER, Josef: Fragment opery ,,Viola“ od Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, vol. 21, nos. 2-3,
31 Dec. 1898, p. 10.
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Last but not least, the overall impression from Prague Carnival was also influenced
unfavourably by rumours about the composer’s illness, which were widespread at the time in
the circles of Smetana’s friends, and which had leaked to the public in various forms, and this
prejudiced listeners’ attitudes and expectations.* In that context, the subsequent perception
of the composition as a symptom of the composer’s illness suggested itself as being “logical;
and for a long time it influenced the reception of the work, which had to wait a long 23 years
for its next performance.

Josef Theurer and Karel Kovarovic’s retouches

The further fate of Prague Carnival is firmly associated with Josef Theurer, who was one of
the first to begin devoting himself to the question of Smetana’s late works at the beginning
of the 1890s.%¢ An important role in this was played by the publication of the parts for
the Second String Quartet by the company Bursik & Kohout in 1889, from which Theurer
himself constructed a score in 1894 in order to be able to verify his thesis that “Smetana’s
last works bear within them the stamp of madness’*® Having not found, in his own words,
“any abnormalities or traces of a bedarkened spirit, and to the contrary having found “one
unusual beauty after another” in the score,” he decided to approach Prague Carnival in the
same manner, being convinced it was a product of the composer’s decline on the basis of
his own hearing of the premiere in 1884. Through Josef Srb, he borrowed the performance
materials from the Smetana family, subjected them to thorough study, and discovered that
certain passages (which sounded absolutely impossible in his opinion) always involved
transposing instruments. After correcting the transpositions, what he discovered was normal
sounding music,* and that immediately caused him to change his opinion of the composition.
As a consequence, with the permission of the Smetana family, Theurer had the score copied
with the mistakes corrected,” and on its basis, in March 1898, he made a piano four-hands
arrangement of the work,** which then could again be played. That definitely took place that
year on 26 November at the Méstanska beseda (Burghers’ Association) in Pribram, where
Theurer gave a presentation titled O poslednich dilech Bedricha Smetany (About the Last Works
of Bedrich Smetana), at which he played the four-hand piano arrangement of Prague Carnival

45) OTTLOVA, op. cit. in footnote no. 28, p. 44.

46) Theurer admired Smetana’s works all his life, and he began to involve himself with them in more detail in
1894 after his relocation from Prague to Pelhfimov, where he worked as a teacher at the local grammar school.
He made up for the lack of opportunities for the greater experiencing of culture in a smaller city by studying
Smetana’s last works in detail, viewing them having been marred by mental illness, the traces of which he
attempted to find in them. See THEURER, op. cit. in footnote no. 33, p. 5.

47) The score was printed in 1896 by the publisher N. Simrock in Berlin.

48) THEURER, Josef: Smetaniiv ,,Prazsky karneval* Crta vzpominkovd, undated manuscript probably from 1918,
NM-MBS inv. no. A 327 (pages not numbered).

49) Ibid.

50) THEURER, op. cit. in footnote no. 33, p. 6.

51) Theurer made careful records of these errors and their corrections in his Pozndmky pfi studiu (Comments for
Study), which are in amanuscript kept in the collection of non-musical manuscripts and prints at the NM-MBS
under inv. no. A326.

52) NM-MBS H 1366, acquisition no. 6/2005 C3/83.
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with Maxmilian Biedermann.*® Although news about what Theurer had been doing appeared
in the press,** the work was not performed in the following years, and Theurer continued to be
the only person studying it in detail and trying to bring it to public attention.

Another report about Theurer’s activities dates from the end of 1906, when he again gave
a lecture (this time at the “Slavia” social club in Prague) about Smetana’s final compositions.”®
About them, “/ie made the assertion that mental defects of our great maestro are not noticeable
and that his creative power in them is undiminished.”® Also among the listeners sitting there
that evening was Zdenék Nejedly, who three years earlier in his Déjiny ceské hudby (History of
Czech Music) had called Prague Carnival a work in which we see only the ruins of Smetana’s
genius.” He was literally thrilled, however, by Theurer’s erudite disquisition and by the piano
four-hands performance of the composition, so he decided almost immediately to send
a challenge through the belles-lettres journal Zvon to Karel Kovarovic, chief of opera at the
National Theatre at the time, to get him to give the composition a new performance for which
a “revised score is fully ready for performance”™® Later joining with Nejedly in this challenge was
Josef Theurer, who handed over his score of Prague Carnival to Kovarovic in December 1906,
including a list of corrections (which Kovarovic himself had requested); Theurer then asked
him to perform the work.® Kovarovic complied with the two men’s request, but he was not
satisfied just to use Theurer’s revised score. He borrowed the manuscript of the work from the
Smetana family®® and made his own copy® of the composition, into which he carried over the
bulk of Theurer’s corrections and added instrumental retouches of his own.*

Kovarovic made changes mostly to the wind parts, particularly for the brass instruments,
giving them a more important share of the composition’s overall sonic image in comparison
with the original. The probable reason for this was an attempt by Kovarovic to “fill in”
passages that sounded “empty’; adding music of his own to some bars or carrying over
melodies from other instrumental sections. Besides wanting to make the composition sound
fuller, Kovarovic also tried to highlight the music’s ceremoniousness, which is something for

53) [no initials]: Koncerty, Dalibor, vol. 20, no. 48, 3 Dec. 1898, p. 378.

54) For example, Mojmir Urbanek reported enthusiastically about the concert; see URBANEK, Mojmit:
Pribram. Smetaniiv vecer, Dalibor, vol. 21, no. 1,17 Dec. 1898, p. 6.

55) The evening included a concert at which the Bohemian Quartet performed Smetana’s Second String
Quartet, and Prague Carnival was again heard in Theurer’s piano four-hands arrangement.

56) [no initials]: Rizné zprdvy, Dalibor, vol. 29, no. 11, 8 Dec. 1906, p. 283.

57) NEJEDLY, Zdenék: Déjiny ceské hudby, Hejda & Tudek, Praha [1903?], p. 219.

58) The score that Nejedly had in mind was the one prepared by Josef Theurer. NEJEDLY, Zdené&k: Posledni
skladby Smetanovy, Zvon, vol. 7, no. 11, 30 Nov. 1906, p. 174.

59) THEURER, Josef: K otdzce ,,upravy Smetanova ,,Prazskeho karnevalu®, Dalibor, vol. 31, nos. 7-8, 28 Nov.
1908, p. 54.

60) This factis implied by the letter from Karel Kovarovic to Josef Theurer dated 4 May 1907; see ZACHAROVA,
Stanislava: K osudum rukopisii poslednich dél Smetanovych. Spory o Prazsky karneval a Modlitbu (1907-1911), in:
Vlastivédny sbornik Podbrdska, Okresni archiv a okresni muzeum, Pribram 1980, p. 25.

61) Kovarovic’s score of Prague Carnival is now kept at the Music Archive of the National Theatre under shelf
mark H727/P3.

62) For a detailed list of all of Kovarovic’s changes to the work, see BARTOS, op. cit. in footnote no. 31,
pp.196-214.
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which the brass are the ideal
means.®® Besides changing
the wind parts, Kovarovic
also greatly reinforced the
strings in certain places,
most prominently in the
gradation in the Amimato
section, for example.

Prague  Carnival — was
first heard in Kovarovic's
arrangement at the Rudol-
finum on 9 April 1907 at
a concert of the Pension
Society for Members of the
Ensemble and Orchestra of
the National Theatre. Thanks
to the carefully rehearsed
performance, the  work
aroused real enthusiasm and
earned a lengthy ovation,
whereby  the  audience
compelled the performers to
play the composition again.
In reflecting on the event,
Theurer and Nejedly were
unsparing in their praise,
declaring in unison that
Bedrich Smetana had been

First page of Kovarovic’s score of Prague Carnival /

Prvni strana Kovarovicovy partitury Prazského karnevalu

Music Archive of the National Theatre / Hudebni archiv Narodniho
divadla, H727/P3

ahead of his time in Prague Carnival and had created an entirely new orchestral style “that

Sflourished afterwards in Germany into today’s most modern artistry.”** These rather exaggerated

statements were moderated by the reactions of other critics, whose attitude towards the work’s

revival tended to be lukewarm.®®

The composition’s success led to it being programmed at a concert for the occasion of
the 50t birthday of the violin virtuoso Frantisek Ondric¢ek on 28 April at the National Theatre,
when the work again enjoyed great success and was repeated that same evening. Thus,

Prague Carnival was played four times during a single month, and soon thereafter the music

63) Kovarovic proceeded in the same manner in 1917 in retouching My Country; see DEHNER, Jan: Kovarovicovy
retuse Mé vlasti, Opus musicum, vol. 24,1992, no. 2, pp. 40-48.

64) NEJEDLY, Zdenék: Hudba, Zvon, vol. 7, no. 30, 12 Apr. 1907, p. 478.

65) E.g. MELICHAR, A.: Koncerty, Smetana. Hudebni revue, vol. 2, no. 9, (1 May 1907), p. 123, or SILHAN, A.:
Smetanuiy Prazsky karneval, Pehled, vol. 5, no. 32, 3 May 1907, p. 588.

90 Musicalia 1—2/ 2024



Smetana’s Prague Carnival Arranged by Vdclav Talich

Ob.LII
CLLILB
Fag. LIL
LILF
Cor.
IL.Iv.c
LIL.F
Trbe
III.IV.C
Vi
4 . Y
LIL 25 = e 3 ==
; T 1 T [ —— f
Trbni J n A m{"\l nl N
Ill.e T‘b = = e —r—
R f —_— 7
mp mf 4 f

Kovarovic’s retouching of Prague Carnival (differentiated by smaller noteheads) /
Kovarovicovy retuse Prazského karnevalu (rozliseny drobnéjsim notovym pismem)

Editor’s Report from the 1951 critical edition by Frantisek Bartos (see footnote no. 31), p. 200 /
Vydavatelskd zprdva kritické edice Frantiska BartoSe z roku 1951 (viz pozn. 31), s. 200

department of the Artists’ Society (Uméleckd beseda) began to plan the publication of a four-
hand piano reduction, which was arranged by Roman Vesely on the basis of Kovarovic’s score.®®
After that, the Philharmonic Cooperative borrowed Kovarovic’s arrangement for copying,
and the work was added to the repertoire of the Czech Philharmonic, which performed
Prague Carnival for the first time on 1 March 1908 in Karel Kovarovic’s arrangement at its
jubilee twentieth symphonic concert at the Commodity Exchange.®”

Vaclav Talich’s arrangement

After the performance of Prague Carnival by the Czech Philharmonic in March 1908, the
work was played again in March 1910 and in January 1915.% In both cases, the interpreters
were the Czech Philharmonic and the conductor Vilém Zemanek, and because the orchestra
only had a copy of Kovarovic’s score available at the time, Prague Carnival was played with

66) SMETANA, Bedrich: Prazsky karneval. Ctyfrucni klavirni vtah z partitury zpracované Karlem Kovafovicem
upravil Roman Vesely, Uméleckd beseda, Praha 1908.

67) [no initials]: Koncerty, Dalibor, vol. 30, no. 25, 14 Mar. 1908, p. 194.

68) This information only applies to Prague. The National Theatre also owned performance materials for the
composition, but according to the theatre’s internal records, the work was not performed there until 1924.
However, these records only apply to performances of works in the building of the National Theatre, so the
possibility cannot be excluded that the orchestra of the National Theatre also played the work in other cities.
The archive of the Czech Philharmonic also keeps records of performances outside of Prague, but the orchestra
did not play Prague Carnival on any of those programmes during the period in question.
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Kovarovic’s retouches. As respect for Smetana’s music grew, and opinions began to take
shape concerning changes made to it by performers and publishers, efforts to perform the
original version of the composition soon began to emerge.*

Preparations for the first performance without Kovarovic’s retouches were entrusted to
Jaroslav Kficka at the end of 1917, but the performance was cancelled after disagreements
concerning the performance materials and a quarrel with the concert presenter. The task
of presenting Prague Carnival in its original version was thus taken up by Ludvik Celansky,
who performed the composition with great success on 23 October 1918, with only obvious
copying errors corrected.”

It is not known how Celansky went about preparing the original version. The score and the
corresponding performance materials used for the work’s performance in October 1918 have
not been preserved in their original form. At the archive of the Czech Philharmonic, there is
an undated copy of the score and parts with the number 786 (corresponding to Kovarovic’s
version) and a copy of Prague Carnival dated 22 December 1918 with the number 1328, but
it contains a number of alterations in blue pencil that were entered into it later. The work
may even have been played using this material after Celansky was replaced in 1919 by Vaclav
Talich as the Czech Philharmonic’s chief conductor.

Talich performed the composition with the orchestra for the first time at the end of 1920
and again in 1924, 1929, and 1943. Although we find mentions in the scholarly literature
that the Czech Philharmonic had “gone back to Kovarovic's more effective version’;’* in copy
no. 1328 mentioned above, right on the title page we find the inscription “Everything written
in blue pencil is corrected by K. Kovarovic and V. Talich! 26. V. 194.3.”

The exact purposed served by that score is not clear because the Prague Carnival
performance materials kept in the archive of the Czech Philharmonic correspond to score
no. 786, i.e., to Kovarovic’s arrangement. When examining copy no. 1328 more closely,
however, one cannot fail to notice that besides Kovarovic’s retouches, even more changes
had been marked and subsequently (especially in the percussion part) erased by someone.
The appearance of Talich’s name in the inscription suggests that he was the author of those
changes, and that has been confirmed by the discovery of a score and performance materials
for Prague Carnival kept in the archive of Czech Radio.

That archive contains three versions of the work: a score and parts made on the basis of
Otakar Zich's first critical edition (1924),” replaced in 2012 by printed parts from Frantisek
Bartos’s critical edition (1951),” and a copy of the score and corresponding parts with Vaclav
Talich identified as the author of the arrangement.”

69) BARTOS, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 16.

70) Internal records of the Archive of the Czech Philharmonic.

71) KUNA, Milan: Vdclav Talich 1883-1961. Stastny i hotky tidél dirigenta, Academia, Praha 2009, p. 1122.
72) BARTOS, op. cit. in footnote no. 31, p. 16.

73) ZICH, op. cit. in footnote 41.

74) BARTOS, op. cit. in footnote no. 31.

75) Archive of Czech Radio, O 4236.
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There is no more detailed information about this version by Talich, which he himself does
not mention in any known correspondence, nor is there anything in his estate that would
be directly connected with it. Frantisek Bartos, the author of so far the most recent critical
edition of Prague Carnival, in all likelihood did not know about it, having not listed it in
his very thorough critical report despite the fact that he undoubtedly had score no. 1328 at
hand.”® The dating of the version’s creation can only be estimated. No date was entered in the
aforementioned copy kept in the archive of Czech Radio, and the archival records tell us only
that the score found its way there in 1953 thanks to Prof. R. Kankovsky.”” However, an inscription
in score no. 1328 at the Czech Philharmonic archive tells us that this version by Talich must
have already existed in 1943 because erased passages in the score that are still legible in some
places correspond to changes made by Talich in the score kept at Czech Radio.

Véclav Talich based his arrangement” of Prague Carnival on the version by Kovarovic,
carrying over all of his retouches probably because as a conductor he had not encountered
any other performance materials. From the beginning, he was performing Prague Carnival
with the Czech Philharmonic, which played the composition using Kovarovic’s version. It is
unclear why this practice persisted despite the fact that after 1924 it was possible to play the
work in its original version on the basis of Otakar Zich’s critical edition, but the reason may
have been purely practical: the orchestra and the conductor had learned the composition
with Kovarovic’s retouches and were used to playing it that way.

As in the case of Kovarovic, Talich’s changes primarily involve orchestration. The most
important changes are for the percussion, which Talich employs to a greater extent nearly
throughout the composition. This applies most of all to the part for the snare drum, used by
Talich both at the work’s individual climaxes (Allegro jubiloso) and in more lyrical parts such
asin the Andante with the violin solo, where besides the triangle, Talich uses the more distinct
sound of the snare drum instead of the cymbals written by Smetana and Kovarovic.

The use of the rest of the percussion is considerably increased, such as triangle or timpani,
which Talich also added between bars 70-85, contrary to Smetanas original notation
(or Kovarovic’s version modelled after Smetana), where the timpani part has rests in this
passage. Another example is at the very end of the composition, where Talich unified the
timpani rhythmically with the triplets in the tutti orchestra. With regard to the rest of the
instruments, Talich made most of his changes to the wind parts (both woodwinds and brass),
carrying over the melodic lines of other voices into them, or making changes of his own. He
left the string parts unchanged with some minor exceptions.

In comparison with Kovarovic’s version, Talich’s achieves an even bigger and more
impressive overall sound. Especially because of the expanded role of the percussion and the
reinforcing of the brass, his Prague Carnival comes across as a pompous, truly ceremonial
composition full of dramatic buildups, with the ever-present expanded snare drum and

76) As is suggested by its mention in that Critical Report on p. 190.

77) Internal records of the Archive of Czech Radio.

78) Vaclav Talich also made changes to other work by Smetana such as the cycle My Country. His arrangements
of Jand¢ek’s operas Pfihody lisky Bystrousky (The Cunning Little Vixen) and Kdta Kabanovd are also well known.
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Copy of Talich’s version of Prague Carnival / Opis Talichovy verze Prazského karnevalu
Detail of the score, timpani part, bars 7274 / Detail partitury, part tympdnd, t. 72-74
Czech Radio Archive / Archiv Ceského rozhlasu, O 4236

triangle parts clearly and firmly tapping out the polonaise rhythm. In this way, Talich gives
increased “presence” to the actual polonaise of the work’s title, but that was something
that Smetana deliberately had not depicted so distinctly. Like Kovarovic, Talich likewise
prioritised his own idea about Smetana’s work ahead of the original composition, which was
something that probably did not interest him very much because he had been working with
Kovarovic's version from the very beginning.

It is not known how often or by whom this version by Talich was performed because there
are no more detailed records of which version of the work the orchestra was performing or to
whom the score and performance materials were being lent by Czech Radio. What is certain,
however, is that it has been recorded several times. Based on information from the Czech
Radio database and from comments inscribed by the players in individual parts, it was first
recorded in 1953 by Talich himself, both with the Prague Radio Symphony Orchestra and with
the Czech Philharmonic. While the radio orchestra recording is now only available online
on an album titled Rozhlasové snimky Viclava Talicha (Radio Recordings of Viclav Talich),”

79) See https://www.radioteka.cz/detail/crohudba-865-rozhlasove-snimky-vaclava-talicha.
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Copy of Talich’s version of Prague Carnival / Opis Talichovy verze PraZského karnevalu

Melody in the viola part carried over to the French horns, bars 36-39 / Prejimdni melodie z partu violy
do partu lesnich roht, t. 36-39

Czech Radio Archive / Archiv Ceského rozhlasu, O 4236
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the Czech Philharmonic recording appears on several different recording media including
complete collections devoting to Talich’s work as a conductor.®

However logical it may be that Talich wanted to perform the work in his arrangement,
it is interesting that his version of Prague Carnival was recorded two more times even after
his death: in 1965 by the Prague Radio Symphony Orchestra under the baton of Alois Klima
and in 1976 by the same orchestra led by Rudolf Vasata.® It was last heard in public in March
2017, when it was borrowed from Czech Radio by the Karlovy Vary Symphony Orchestra.®
At present, it is available at the archive for study only.

Conclusion

Although Talich, like Kovarovic, was undoubtedly making changes in an attempt to enhance
Prague Carnival, the text above clearly shows that his arrangement hindered the path to the
concert stage for the original work, which remained overshadowed nearly until the beginning
of the 21* century. In Talich’s case, moreover, the composition had been transformed into a
massive, showy, and sonically high-profile piece, corresponding more than anything else to
his own idea about what Smetana’s last completed composition “ought” to sound like, despite
the fact that Smetana himself had conceived it differently. The fact that the composition
was being performed in that arrangement even long after a critical edition of it had become
routinely available beginning in 1924 shows how little attention individual conductors were
paying to the question of what version of the work to perform or to whether the retouches
made to the score were legitimate or not. Now that exactly 140 years have passed since its
premiere, one can only hope that Prague Carnival will be appearing on concert stages in the
future in its original version not merely as a rarity, but rather as a work that is firmly part of
Smetana’s overall compositional legacy.

Address: Hana Ehlovd, Muzeum Bedricha Smetany, Novotného Idvka 1, 110 00 Praha 1,
Czech Republic
E-mail: hana.ehlova@nm.cz

The text is based on the author’s thesis Smetaniiv Prazsky karneval
(Univerzita Karlova, Filozofické fakulta, Ustav hudebni védy, 2019).

80) E.g. Vidclav Talich — Great Conductors of the 20* Century, audio recording, EMI Classics, 2002.

81) This information comes from the internal database of recordings at Czech Radio. While it is stated directly
that Rudolf Vasata’s recording uses Talich’s arrangement, in the case of Alois Klima’s recording, the author has
deduced this fact on the basis of her own listening.

82) This is shown by the packing slip inserted in the score O 4236.
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Smetaniiv Prazsky karneval
v uprave Vdclava Talicha

Hana Ehlovd

symfonickych basni, z néjz skladatel stihl zrealizovat pouze Gvodni Introdukci a Polonézu, po
neuspésné premiére v breznu roku 1884 znovu zaznélo az po vice nez dvaceti letech, ai poté
si svou cestu na jevisté hledalo jen velmi tézce.

Predkladana studie se vedle geneze dila pokusi nastinit davody vedouci k rozporuplnému
a v case se promeénujicimu vnimani kompozice, jez byla fadu let verejné uvadéna v uprave
Karla Kovarovice, a také verzi Vaclava Talicha, ktera bude v tomto textu poprvé podrobnéji
predstavena.

Prazsky karneval. Introdukce a Polonéza

Ideou zkomponovat dalsi cyklus orchestralnich skladeb se Bedrich Smetana zacal zabyvat
jen nékolik mésicti po dokonceni Mé viasti' Podnétem k tomu byla pravdépodobné snaha
jeho pritele Jana Ludevita Prochazky zprostiredkovat skladateli spolupraci se zahrani¢nimi
nakladateli,” coz mélo jeho dilu usnadnit cestu na svétovy trh.? Jak Smetana uvadi v dopise
Prochézkovi z prosince roku 1879: ,Bohuzel jsou md vsechny synf. basné Vlast, 6 skladeb, jiz
od Urbdnka ziskany, za velmi nizky honordr. Chci ale na zpiisob mych klavirnich ,Ceskych

Predlozend prace vznikla za finanéni podpory Ministerstva kultury v rdmci instituciondlniho financovani
dlouhodobého koncepcniho rozvoje vyzkumné organizace Narodni muzeum (DKRVO 2024-2028/22.1.a,
00023272).

1) Dle data uvedeného na posledni strané partitury byl Blanik dokoncen v Jabkenicich dne 9. biezna 1879.

2) Prochazka zil v té dobé v Hamburku, kde se snazil propagovat Smetanovo dilo na privdtnich i verejnych
koncertech a jednal o ném s nakladateli Hugo Bockem a Hugo Pohlem.

3) MOJZISOVA, Olga: !\{eg{zdmé skica Smetanova Prazského karnevalu, Musicologica Brunensia, ro¢. 45, 2010,
¢.1-2,s.163 (ddle MOJZISOVA).
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tancii’ podobné pro orchester komponovat, a ty by mohl Bote vydat, zdrover s 4 ruc¢nymi vy-
tahy.** V tnoru nasledujiciho roku svou myslenku dale rozvadi: ,Pro p. Pohle bych psal or-
chestrdlni symfonické bdsné pod titulem ,Bohm. Karneval; aneb ,Prager Karneval; kdeby nejen
horejsi® tance ceské ale i malé scény a figurky k.p. z mych oper co masky se objevily. Myslim,
ze myslenka neni Spatnd, druh a forma docela novd, a ze by to vzbudilo interess a snad se to
stalo i vynosné.“®

Vlastni realizaci dila véak Smetana zhy odlozil kvili prici na opete Certova sténa, kterou
zacal skicovat na konci roku 1879 a dokoncil az v ¢ervnu roku 1882. Jak ale vyplyvé z dopisu
Josefu Srbovi z 13. ¢ervna 1882, jiz béhem zavére¢nych praci na opere se vénoval i novym
nameétam:” ,Zacal jsem oluvkovy pldan ku kvartettu — Smicovému, mezi tim chci k velké synf.
bdsni: ,Karneval cesky* (neb Prazsky?-) a zdroven ndky ke sboru pro ,Hlahol’ ndkresy zesta-
vit:® Ve stejné dobé vsak dochazi ke zhorseni Smetanova fyzického i dusevniho stavuy, které
vyvrcholilo dvéma tézkymi zachvaty v listopadu a prosinci téhoz roku, po nichz bylo sklada-
teli natizeno prerusit veskerou praci.’ Navzdory tomu Smetana potajmu pokracoval v kom-
pozici druhého smyccového kvartetu,' ktery dokoncil v bieznu roku 1883. Ihned poté zacal
soubézné pracovat na opete Viola a Prazském karnevalu, ktery mél v partitufe rozpracovany
o necelé dva mésice pozdeéji."" Prace vsak postupovala velmi pomalu, protoze Smetana kvili
zdravotnim obtizim komponoval pouze v kratkych c¢asovych intervalech, v nichz mu navic
délalo potize se soustredit a ,se stdle vétsi namahou udrzovat souvislost myslenek a logiku
hudebni vystavby."*

Nasledny prubéh kompozice Ize odhadovat na zakladé zminek v dalsi korespondenci.
14. ¢ervna 1883 svéfuje Smetana v dopise Adolfu Cechovi: ,,V prdci mdm: Karneval Prazsky
[...] Uvod mdm hotovy v partiture jsem v prvnim cisle: Polonaise.“"® 24. ¢ervence v dopise Josefu
Srbovi dilo pripomind a stézuje si na slozitost kompozice a unavu: ,Mohl jsem dopsat prvni
cislo ,orchesterpartituru‘velkého dila: ,Karneval neb 3/4tni dil mdm v partiture vypsany: cislo
Int: ,Polonaisa’ !l — A proc jsem to nedohotovil? Proto ze mé unavila prdce tato mnohohlasni,
a muj diich tiize trpél pozornosti na spojené myslenky s jejich rozdilnych kardaktéru!*

4) Bedrich Smetana: Jan Ludevit Prochazka 23.12.1879, NM-MBS S 217/293. Uvozovky v citacich z korespon-
dence se fidi dnesnimi pravidly ¢eského pravopisu.

5) Smetana vy$e v dopise zmifiuje jednotlivé ¢asti Ceskych tancii (Furiant, Slepicka, Huldn ad.).

6) Bedrich Smetana: Jan Ludevit Prochdzka 25. 2. 1880, NM-MBS S 217/295.

7) MOJZISOVA, op. cit. v pozn. 3, 5. 164.

8) Bedrich Smetana: Josef Srb 13. 6. 1882, NM-MBS S 217/390.

9) ,,Nu, pranic nesmim hudebné myslet, nesmim ani svoje zndmé uz kompozice, ani cizi, jinych komponis-
ta skladby ¢ist, ani v myslenkach predstavit [...] Kvarteto nové a viibec vsecko musi na pokracovani cekat.”
Bedrich Smetana: Josef Srb 9.12. 1882, NM-MBS S 217/401.

10) Zminky v dopisech Josefu Srbovi z 31. 1. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/409 a 27. 2. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/412.

11) ,,Pi%u ted'na velkych orchestralnich skladbach: Karneval Prazsky, 1 Cislo, hemzeni mask, je kratké, proto ze

valu: Tuto predehru: hemzeni mask, a otevieni slavnostného plesu: Polonaisu mam v hlavnich orchestralnich
hlas( jiz v partiture vypsanych.“ Bedfich Smetana: Josef Srb 24. 5. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/422.

12) MOJZISOVA, op. cit. v pozn. 3, s. 165.

13) Bed¥ich Smetana: Adolf Cech 14. 6. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/223.

14) Bedfich Smetana: Josef Srb 24.7.1883, NM-MBS S 217/426.
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[ kdyz ¢asopis Dalibor zvefejnil zpravu o dokonceni kompozice jiz v srpnu,” Prazsky kar-
neval Smetana dopsal v zari. Jak uvadi v dopise Srbovi z 1. 9.: ,[...] posledni nota v partiture je
dnes 1ho zdi'i napsand k synf. fantasie, ,Prazsky Karneval ¢. 1. Polonais—a:*** V dopise ze 4. 9.
dodavé: ,S polonaisou jsem hotov az na ndstroje bici, které zytra zacnu.”"” Kone¢né datum
zanesené v autografu'® je tak az 14. zar{ 1883. Kratce nato zaslal Smetana partituru do Prahy
Josefu Srbovi, ktery dal dilo ihned rozepsat.”

Ackoliv Smetana pri kompozici pomyslel i na dalsi ¢asti, kvili nemoci se k jejich vypra-
covéni jiz nedostal. Na konec dopisu od Josefa Srba z prosince 1883, v némz je mu polozena
otézka ,co déld pokracovini Karnevalu; byl bych rdad, kdybych mohl co nejdrive obdrzet dru-
hou jeho ¢dst, jak jste mi v leté o tom vyprdavel ™ si Smetana pouze pripsal poznamku: ,Jd uz
vse zapomnél; mimo ,polonaisu’ kterou Vy mdte, nepsal jsem nic takového ddle!l* O dva dny
pozdéji Srbovi odpovédél: ,Karneval musi cekat, a ja ani to cislo prvni nezndm, neb ja nemd
nic jiného, nez polonezu ale v mlhdch oluvkéhe skrtdni."*

V zadném dalsim dopise se Smetana o Prazském karnevalu nezminuje, coz bylo z¢asti
zptisobeno tim, Ze svou pozornost obritil ke kompozici opery Viola. Predevsim se vsak na
zacatku roku 1884 jeho zdravotni stav rapidné zhorsil a zejména jeho stéle se stupnujici psy-
chické potize mu nedovolily ani zucastnit se oslav jeho sedesatych narozenin, béhem nichz
byl Prazsky karneval poprvé uveden.

Netspésna premiéra dila

Premiéra Prazského karnevalu se uskute¢nila béhem slavnostniho koncertu 2. biezna roku
1884 porddaném v pravé poledne v sile Zofina u prilezitosti Smetanova zivotniho jubilea.
Udalost, kterd byla v ¢asopise Dalibor ohlasena jiz zacatkem ledna,”® méla byt jednim z vr-
cholu velkolepych oslav skladatelovych $edesétin, k nimz pattilo také uvedeni cyklu ¢tyr
Smetanovych oper v Narodnim divadle,** vyddani klavirniho vytahu opery Dalibor a fada
dalsich akei porddanych nejen v Praze, ale i mimo ni.*® Ackoliv se na konci tnora v ¢aso-
pise Dalibor objevila informace, ze se dle slov rodiny Smetana citi dobre* (coz ptirozené

15) ,,Mistr Smetana dokoncil v téchto dnech velkou koncertni Polonésu, ktera tvofiti ma prvni Cislo velikého
orchestralniho cyklu ,Prazsky karneval‘“Viz B. Z: Drobné zprdvy, Dalibor, roC. 5, ¢. 29-31, 7. 8. 1883, s. 295.
16) Bedrich Smetana: Josef Srb 1. 9. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/430.

17) Bedrich Smetana: Josef Srb 4. 9.1883, NM-MBS S 217/431.

18) NM-MBS S 217/1262.

19) Josef Srb: Bedrich Smetana 19. 9. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/2287.

20) Josef Srb: Bedfich Smetana 13.12. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/908.

21) Ibid.

22) Bedrich Smetana: Josef Srb 15.12. 1883, NM-MBS S 217/441.

23) [bez Sifry]: Drobné zprdvy, Dalibor, roC. 6, €. 2,14.1.1884,'s. 19.

24) Pavodné se mélo jednat o opery Dvé vdovy, Libuse, Hubicka aTajf,mstv(. Ze soupisu predstaveni z roku 1884
vSak vyplyva, ze misto Tajemstvi byla uvedena Prodand nevésta, viz SRUT, Antonin: Prehled veskerych her, provo-
zovanych od 16. prosince 1883 az do 15. prosince 1884, Divadelni kalendar na rok 1885, ro¢. 4, s. 74-75.

25) Slavnostnikoncerty a bankety se pldnovaly poFédat také ve skladatelové rodné Litomysli, v Plzni, Chrudimi,
Tabore, Volyni, Brng, Havlickové Brodé ad., viz KL. Sp.: Drobné zprdvy, Dalibor, ro¢. 6, ¢. 7, 21. 2. 1884, s. 70.
26) ,,0 mistru Smetanovi, ktery doneddvna jesté pracoval o nové opefe Viola, rozéifila se tyto dny povést,
Ze jest nebezpecné nemocen; Smetanovi ctitelé zajisté potési se zprdvou, doslou soucasné z jeho rodiny, dle
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vzbudilo nadéji, ze se koncertu osobné zacastni), skladatel kvili $patnému zdravotnimu
stavu neprijel.

V predvecer slavnostniho koncertu se v Umélecké besedé sesli Smetanovi pratelé a priz-
nivci. Vedle vzpomindni na nepritomného mistra byly predneseny dva projevy, a to Janem
Strakatym a Otakarem Hostinskym. Zatimco Strakaty v tom svém oslavoval Smetanu jako
narodniho hrdinu a tviirce ndrodni zpévohry, Hostinsky mimo jiné mluvil o povinnosti pro-
vozovat véechna Smetanova dila, ,aby obecenstvo ceské stdle bylo ve styku s celou uméleckou
Cinnosti mistrovou, nejen s nékolika jeho nejpopuldrnéjsimi skladbami“* Jiz nasledujictho
dne se vsak tento Hostinského vyrok dostal do rozporu s problematickym prijetim a nasled-
nou recepci Prazského karnevalu, ktery zaznél jako posledni skladba programu.”®

Ten byl Josefem Srbem koncipovan jako priifez Smetanovou tvorbou, od Slavnostni pre-
dehry C dur z roku 1849 az po posledni dokoncené dilo Prazsky karneval® Jako dirigent byl
vybran druhy kapelnik Motic Anger, coz u vetejnosti a posléze i v tisku vzbudilo rozpaky,*
protoze se predpokladalo, ze takto vyznamnd udalost bude svéfena do rukou prvniho kapel-
nika a Smetanova pritele Adolfa Cecha.®® Anger kviili tomu nepochybné jesté pied premié-
rou celil nemalému tlaku, k némuz navic prispival i fakt, Ze nova kompozice zpusobovala
jisté pochybnosti jiz pti zkouskach.*

Jak vyplyva ze vzpominek Smetanovych pratel a obdivovatelt, reakce na provede-
ni Prazského karnevalu byly prevazné negativni, pripadné velmi vlazné. Nejprikieji svij
dojem po premiére vyjadril Josef Theurer, ktery dilo oznacil za ,cosi zcela nemozného®.*
Otakar Hostinsky Prazsky karneval vnimal jako dikaz upadku skladatelovych tvircich
schopnosti.?*

které mistr za poslednich dnd citi se plné zdravym.“ [bez Sifry]: Drobné zprdvy, Dalibor, roc. 6, ¢. 9, 28. 2. 1884,
s.77.

27) PALLA, Hynek: Slavnost' Sedesdtych narozenin mistra Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, rod. 6, ¢. 9, 7. 3. 1883,
s. 82-83.

28) OTTLOVA, Marta: Posledni Smetanovy skladby: tviirci ipadek, nebo genidlni prithledy do budoucna?, in: Vetché
stari, nebo zraly vék moudrosti? Sbornik prispévki z 28. ro¢niku sympozia k problematice 19. stoleti, Praha
2009, s. 43 (ddle OTTLOVA).

29) Z orchestralnich skladeb dale zaznély symfonické basné Valdstyniiv tdbor (1859) a Vysehrad (1874), ze s6-
lovych ¢isel byly na program zarazeny pisné Kdo v zlaté struny zahrdt znd a Z tvych pisni trin si udéldm z cyklu
Vecerni pisné (1879) a Saldnni polka Fis dur (1855) a Slavnost ceskych venkovanii z cyklu Sny (1875).

30) ,,Zde jako pfi jubilejni slavnosti mél dirigovat jen ten, kdo nejvétsi ¢ast mistrovych dél vefejnosti predvedl,
at jmenuje se pak Petr ¢i Pavel. Chyba byla zde ¢isté negativni nespoéivajic v tom, kdo dirigoval, nybrZ kdo
nedirigoval.“ PALLA, Hynek: Slavnost Sedesdtych narozenin mistra Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, ro¢. 6, ¢. 11, 21. 3.
1883,5.103.

31) Divodem této volby byl pravdépodobné blize nezndmy konflikt mezi Srbem a Cechem, viz Bedfich
Smetana. Orchestrdlni skladby II., ed. Frantisek Bartos, Narodni hudebni vydavatelstvi Orbis, Praha 1951, s. XV
(dale BARTOS).

32),,Dnes dopoledne byla zkouska na koncert a hrala se hlavné polonéza; a jest to skladba drobet jiz podivna,
prece nedéla zly dojem vzdor nékterym disonancim nahromadénym a dobre se ji koncert zakonci [...].“ Josef
Srb: Josef Schwarz, 27. 2. 1884, NM-MBS W 11/45.

33) THEURER, Josef: Z mych Smetanian, vlastnim ndkladem, Litomysl, bez datace, s. 4 (ddle THEURER).
34),V poslednim dile Smetanové, v Polonézu, shleddvame jiz trosky uméleckého veleducha... HOSTINSKY,
Otakar: Bedfich Smetana a jeho boj o Ceskou moderni hudbu, Jan Laichter, Praha 1941, s. 355.
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Zpravy v tisku byly prirozené o néco mirnéjsi. Obsahly text Hynka Pally, ktery vysel na
pokracovani celkem ve tiech ¢islech ¢asopisu Dalibor,* oznacil Prazsky karneval za protipdl
uvodni Slavnostni predehry a dilo, jez ,predstihuje jiz nase porozuméni, které nestacuje, aby
na jedno poslechnuti postihlo myslenkovou a formdini souvislost udivujicim letem se nesou-
cich, volnych vét, které souhrnem nikterak se nevdzi na formu a vyznam ,polonézy‘ ve smyslu
obvyklém." Stejnou vytku k tomu, ze ackoliv je skladba oznacena jako polonéza, tak vlastné
polonézou ,v pravém slova smyslu” neni, nachazime také v kratkém clanku v priloze k ¢aso-
pisu Zlaté Praha* ¢i kritice deniku Bohemia.®

Jak lze z téchto textd vycist, neprijeti Prazského karnevalu vychézelo predné z rozporu
s ,tehdejsim ocekdavdanim spjatym s predstavou smetanovského projeviu.” Smetana, v té dobé
jiz véeobecné prijiman jako tvirce ¢eské narodni hudby, byl vniman predevsim jako autor
Prodané nevésty, Hubicky a Mé viasti, tedy kompozic, jez lze po hudebni strance oznacit za
jasné citelné a srozumitelné. Prazsky karneval v tomto ohledu jednoduse nenaplnil pred-
stavu toho, jak by méla Smetanova hudba znit. Pod titulem Polonéza publikum oc¢ekavalo
cisté strukturovanou kompozici v tane¢ni formé, s niz vsak Smetana v Prazském karneva-
lu pracuje velmi volné. Ve skladbé navic dochazi k castému stridani témat, objevuje se zde
houslové solo a také rada disonantnich souzvuk, které jisté nelze povazovat za neobvyk-
1é v kontextu hudebni tvorby konce 19. stoleti, ale v souvislosti s tehdy uvadénou a obecné
znamou Smetanovou tvorbou ano. Tento kontrast navic pri slavnostnim koncerté umocnila
skute¢nost, ze Prazskému karnevalu predchazely publiku jiz zndmé skladby, zejména pak
Vysehrad, ktery Palla ve svém textu pro Dalibor popsal jako ,dilo kouzelné krdsy, jimz obdrzel
Smetana nejvyssi posvéceni genia hudby.“*°

Jako dalsi se nabizi otazka trovné nastudovéani dila. Moric Anger dirigoval pfimo z au-
tografu, jenz — jak se pozdéji ukdzalo — obsahoval fadu pisarskych omyla zapri¢inénych
zdravotnimi potizemi, které skladatele pii tvorbé suzovaly.” Pii pohledu na autograf je

35) Jednalo se o rocnik 6, €. 9, s. 81-84 (7. 3.1884), ¢. 10, s. 93-94 (14. 3.1884) a ¢. 11, s. 101-104 (21. 3.
1884).

36) PALLA, Hynek: Slavnost Sedesdtych narozenin mistra Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, ro¢. 6, ¢. 11, 21. 3. 1884,
s.101 (déle PALLA).

37) -y: Z koncertnisiné, Zlata Praha, ro¢. 1, ¢. 11, s. 46.

38) ,,Dieselbe entbehrt des fiir ein Werk in Tanzform nothwendigen leichter MelodienfluRes und wirkt et-
was befremdend, da die charakteristischen Rythmen einer Polonaise nicht pragnant hervortreten und im
SchluRacte sogar ganzlich fehlen. Wir horen daher nicht den volksmaRigen polnische Tanz, sondern eine pom-
pose Promenademusik [...].“ [T.?]: Musik, Beilage zur Bohemia, ¢. 64, 4.3.1884,s. 2.

39) OTTLOVA, op. cit. v pozn. 28, 5. 43.

40) PALLA, op. cit. v pozn. 36, s. 102.

41) Nejcastéji se jedna o absenci ¢i zaménu posuvek pfedevsim u transponujicich nastroji. Na fadé mist se
také objevuji prebytecné noty a chybné zapsané notové délky. Zejména v partech bicich se vyskytuji rytmické
nesrovnalosti a opomenuti, kdy skladatel naptiklad nékteré ndstroje notuje Ctyrctvrtné, ackoliv se jedna o takt
trictvrtni apod. Podrobnéji viz: Bedrich Smetana. Prazsky karneval, ed. Otakar Zich, Narodni hudebni vydavatel-
stvi Orbis, Praha 1924, revizni zprava (necislovano; ddle ZICH).

Musicalia 1—2 / 2024 101



Hana Ehlovd

zfejmé, ze se Anger nékteré z nich snazil opravit,** jeho zdsahy jsou vsak minimalni a nebyly
dostatecné.

Do uvahy je vedle toho tieba vzit také netradi¢né velky pocet bicich nastroja, které
Smetana ve skladbé pouzil.*® Jak naznacuje vzpominka Josefa Theurera,** byl jejich zvuk pii
premiére prilis vyrazny a prekryval ostatni nastroje. Dirigent Anger s touto skutec¢nosti prav-
dépodobné nedokdzal dostate¢né pracovat a v jeho podani — a v daném prostoru — kompo-
zice nevyznéla dobre.

Celkovy dojem z Prazského karnevalu pak v neposledni radé nepriznivé ovlivnily také
zvésti o skladatelové nemoci, které se v té dobé jiz hojné irily v okruhu Smetanovych pritel
a v ruznych podobach pronikaly na verejnost, coz jiz predem urcovalo naladéni a o¢ekavani
posluchac¢ti.*® V kontextu toho se nésledné vniméani kompozice jakozto priznaku skladatelo-
va onemocnéni nabizelo jako ,logické” a na dlouhou dobu ovlivnilo recepci dila, které na své
dalsi provedeni cekalo dlouhych triadvacet let.

Josef Theurer a retuse Karla Kovarovice

Dalsi osudy Prazského karnevalu jsou pevné spjaty s osobnosti Josefa Theurera, ktery se
na pocitku 90. let 19. stoleti jako jeden z prvnich zacal zabyvat problematikou Smetanova
pozdniho dila.** Vyznamnou roli v tom sehralo vydani hlasa*” druhého smy¢cového kvarte-
tu firmou Bursik a Kohout v roce 1889, z nichz si Theurer v roce 1894 sam sestavil partitu-
ru, aby si mohl ovérit svou tezi, ze ,posledni dila Smetanova nesou v sobé pecet silenstvi.“**
Jelikoz ale dle svych vlastnich slov nenasel ,zddné abnormality neb stopy ducha zatemnélého*
a naopak v partiture nachazel ,nové a nové nezvyklé krasy",”® rozhodl se stejnym zplisobem
pristoupit i k Prazskému karnevalu, o jehoz Gpadkovém razu byl presvédcen na zakladé
vlastniho poslechu pfi premiére v roce 1884. Prostiednictvim Josefa Srba si od Smetanovy
rodiny vypuj¢il notovy materidl, ktery nésledné podrobné prostudoval a zjistil, ze néktera
mista — znéjici dle jeho nazoru naprosto nemozné — se tykaji pouze mutujicich nastroji. Po
jejich transpozici pak objevil normélné znéjici hudbu,* coz jej primélo ihned zménit svij

42) Zasahy Morice Angera jsou v autografu zaneseny modrou tuzkou. Krgmé oprav zjevnych chyb provedl
také nékolik drobnych retusiv mistech, kterd mu znéla nezvykle. Viz BARTOS, op. cit. v pozn. ¢. 31,s.196-214.
43) Tympany, velky a maly buben, ¢inely a triangl.

44) ,,Mérou neobvyklou uzito jest ve skladbé té ndstroju bicich a pokud se na provedeni ,Karnevalu® z roku
1884 pamatuji, byl to pravé hlomoz jimi zplisobeny, ktery zakryval cetné krasy skladby té.“ THEURER, Josef:
Fragment opery ,,Viola“ od Bedficha Smetany, Dalibor, roc. 21, ¢. 2-3,31.12. 1898, s. 10.

45) OTTLOVA, op. cit. v pozn. 28, 5. 44.

46) Theurer Smetanovo dilo obdivoval po cely sviij zivot a podrobnéji se jim zacal zabyvat v roce 1894 po svém
prelozeni z Prahy do Pelhfimova, kde plsobil jako pedagog na taméjsim gymnaziu. Absenci vétsiho kulturniho
vyziti na mensim mésté si vynahrazoval podrobnym studiem skladatelovych zavére¢nych kompozic, na néz
nahlizel jako na dila poznamenand dusevni chorobou, jejiz stopy se snazil v nich nalézt. Viz THEURER, op. cit.
vpozn.33,s.5.

47) Partitura byla vyddna az v roce 1896 nakladatelstvim N. Simrock v Berliné.

48) THEURER, Josef: Smetanuv ,,Prazsky karneval® Crta vzpominkovd, nedatovany rukopis pravdépodobné
zroku 1918, NM-MBS inv. ¢. A 327 (necislovano).

49)1Ibid.

50) THEURER, op. cit. v pozn. 33, s. 6.
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puvodni ndzor na kompozici. V ndvaznosti
na to si Theurer se souhlasem Smetanovy ro-
diny poridil opis partitury, v niz opravil chy-
by,* a v bieznu roku 1898 na jejim podkladé
vypracoval vlastni ¢tyfru¢ni klavirni vytah
dila,”* které tak mohlo znovu zaznit. S jis-
totou se tak stalo 26. listopadu téhoz roku
v prostorach Méstanské besedy v Pribrami,
kde Theurer poradal vecer s nazvem O po-
slednich dilech Bedricha Smetany, na némz
Prazsky karneval ctyfrucné proved!l spolu
s Maxmilidnem Biedermannem.® Ackoliv
zprava o této Theurerové ¢innosti probéhla
tiskem,** dilo se v nasledujicich letech nepro-
vadélo a Theurer zustal i nadale jedinym, kdo
se jim podrobnéji zabyval a snazil se jej pri-

blizit verejnosti.

Dalsi zprava o Theurerové ¢innosti po- Josef Theurer (1862-1928) o

hézi 7 k K 06. kd loc Portrait photograph, Prague, 1922 / Portrétni
chazi z konce roku 1906, kdy ve spolecen- ¢ooarafie, praha, 1922

ském klubu ,Slavia“ v Praze opét referoval Rephotographed by Bedfich Renner / Prefoto
Bedfich Renner

o Smetanovych poslednich kompozicich,” v a MBS, inv. no. / inv. ¢. 9618

o nichz ,pronesl tvrzeni, ze v dilech téch

nejsou znatelny dusevni poruchy naseho velikého mistra a ze v nich tviirci sila jeho neocha-
buje.”*® Mezi posluchaci ten vecer sedél také Zdenék Nejedly, ktery o tii roky drive ve
svych Déjindch ceské hudby oznadil Prazsky karneval za dilo, v némz vidime jiz jen trosky
Smetanova génia.”” Theurertiv erudovany vyklad jej vsak spolu se ¢tyfru¢nim provedenim
kompozice doslova nadchl a prakticky ihned se proto rozhodl prostrednictvim beletristické-
ho ¢asopisu Zvon vyzvat tehdejsiho $éfa opery Nérodniho divadla Karla Kovarovice k tomu,
aby se ujal nového nastudovani kompozice, k niz ,partitura revidovdna jest k provedeni ipl-
né pripravena“>® K Nejedlého vyzvé se nasledné pripojil i Josef Theurer, ktery v prosinci roku
1906 predal Kovarovicovi svou partituru Prazského karnevalu véetné seznamu oprav — ktery

51) Tyto chyby a jejich opravy Theurer peclivé zaznamenal ve svych Pozndmbkdch pri studiu, které jsou v rukopi-
se ulozeny ve fondu nenotovych rukopist a tiskil Muzea Bedficha Smetany pod inv. ¢. A 326.

52) NM-MBS H 1366, p¥. ¢. 6/2005 C3/83.

53) [bez Sifry]: Koncerty, Dalibor, roc. 20, ¢. 48, 3.12.1898, s. 378.

54) O koncertu nadsené referoval napt. Mojmir Urbanek viz URBANEK, Mojmir: Pibram. Smetaniv veer,
Dalibor, ro¢. 21, ¢.1,17.12. 1898, s. 6.

55) Soudasti vecera byl také koncert, na némz Ceské kvarteto provedlo Smetantiv druhy smyécovy kvartet
a opét zaznél také Prazsky karneval v Theurerové Ctyfrucni iprave.

56) [bez sifry]: Rizné zprdvy, Dalibor, roc. 29, ¢. 11, 8.12.1906, s. 283.

57) NEJEDLY, Zdenék: Déjiny ceské hudby, Hejda & Tu¢ek, Praha [19037?], s. 219.

58) Zmitiovanou partiturou mél Nejedly na mysli partituru vypracovanou Josefem Theurerem. NEJEDLY,
Zdenék: Posledni skladby Smetanovy, Zvon, ro¢. 7, ¢. 11, 30.11. 1906, s. 174.
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si sim Kovarovic vyzadal — a poprosil jej, aby dilo provedl.*’
Kovarovic obé tyto prosby vyslysel, avsak nespokojil se
pouze s Theurerovou revidovanou partiturou. Vypujcil si
od Smetanovy rodiny rukopis dila® a poridil si vlastni opis®
kompozice, do néjz z velké ¢ésti prevzal Theurerovy opravy,
a navic pridal vlastni instrumentaéni retuse.®

Nejcastéji Kovarovic zasahoval do parti dechovych na-
stroju, zejména pak zestt, které diky tomu maji — ve srovnd-
ni s origindlem — vyznamnéjsi podil na celkovém zvukovém |
obrazu kompozice. Diivodem toho byla pravdépodobné :
snaha ,zaplnit” pro Kovarovice ,prazdné” znéjici mista, |
v nichz nékteré z taktt sam dokomponoval nebo melodii !
prevzal z jiné ndstrojové skupiny. Vedle snahy dodat sklad-
bé na plnosti se Kovarovic snazil také podtrhnout jeji slav-

nostnost, k ¢emuz byly pravé zesté idealnim prostredkem.®
Kromé decht Kovarovic v nékterych mistech zna¢né posi-
lil také ndstroje smyccové, nejvyraznéji napriklad v gradaci
v ¢asti Animato. f/__/ﬁﬁfnu v PRAZE
Prazsky karneval v Kovarovicové Gpravé poprvé zaznél

Karel Kovarovic (1862-1920)
Portrait photograph, Jan Mulac,
¢lentt souboru a orchestru Nérodniho divadla. Zasluhou Prague, 1901/ Portrétni

fotografie, Jan Mula¢, Praha, 1901

v , o "~ NM-CMH-MBS, inv. no. /
a vyslouzilo si dlouhé ovace, jimiz si obecenstvo vynutilo jny. & 1699

v Rudolfinu 9. dubna 1907 na koncerté Pensijniho spolku
peclivého nastudovani dilo vzbudilo doslova nadseni

okamzité opakovani skladby. Theurer i Nejedly ve svych re-
flexich této udalosti nesetrili chvalou a oba shodné vyikli myslenku, ze v Prazském karnevalu
Bedrich Smetana predbéhl svou dobu a vytvoril zcela novy orchestralni styl, ,ktery potom
v Némecku vykvetl v dnesni nejimodernéjsi uméni.“** Tyto ponékud nadnesené vyroky mirnila
reakce ostatni kritiky, kterd se k obnovené premiére dila stavéla spise vlazné.®®

Uspéch skladby vedl k jejimu zarazeni na program koncertu poiadaného u prilezitosti pade-
satych narozenin houslového virtuosa Frantiska Ondricka 28. 4. v Narodnim divadle, pfi némz

59) THEURER, Josef: K otdzce ,,uipravy” Smetanova ,,Prazského karnevalu®, Dalibor, ro¢. 31, ¢. 7-8, 28.11.1908,
s.54.

60) Tato skute¢nost vyplyvé z dopisu Karla Kovarovice Josefu Theurerovi ze 4. 5. 1907 viz ZACHAROVA,
Stanislava: K osudum rukopisii poslednich dél Smetanovych. Spory o Prazsky karneval a Modlitbu (1907-1911), in:
Vlastivédny sbornik Podbrdska, Okresni archiv a okresni muzeum, Pribram 1980, s. 25.

61) Kovarovicova partitura Prazského karnevalu je dnes ulozena v Hudebnim archivu Narodniho divadla pod
signaturou H727/P3.

62) Podrobny seznam véech Kovarovicovych zasahti do dila viz BARTOS, op. cit. v pozn. ¢. 31, 5. 196-214.
63) Podobnym zplsobem si Kovarovic pocinal v roce 1917 pfi tvorbé retusi k Mé vlasti, viz DEHNER, Jan:
Kovarovicovy retuse Mé vlasti, Opus musicum, ro¢. 24,1992, ¢. 2, s. 40-48.

64) NE]EDLY, Zdenék: Hudba, Zvon, ro¢. 7, ¢. 30,12. 4.1907, s. 478.

65) Napt. MELICHAR, A : Koncerty, Smetana. Hudebni revue, ro¢. 2, ¢. 9, (1. 5.1907), s. 123 nebo SILHAN, A.:
Smetaniiv Prazsky karneval, Prehled, ro¢. 5, ¢. 32, 3. 5.1907, s. 588.
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kompozice opét sklidila velky
uspéch a byla jesté toho vece-
ra opakovéna. Prazsky karne-
val tak béhem jednoho me-
sice zaznél celkem ctyrikrat
a hudebni odbor Umélecké
besedy zacal kratce nato
planovat vydani ctyfrucni-
ho klavirniho vytahu, ktery
na zakladé Kovarovicovy
partitury vypracoval Roman
Vesely.*® Kovarovicovu tpra-
vu si poté vypujcilo k opisu
také Filharmonické druzstvo
a do svého repertoaru jej tak
prevzala Ceskd filharmonie,
kterd Prazsky karneval popr-
vé uvedla 1. 3. 1908 na svém
jubilejnim dvacitém symfo-
nickém koncerté v Plodinové

burze jako tupravu Karla
Kovarovice.*”

Uprava Véclava
Talicha

Po uvedeni Prazského kar- Title page of Kovafovic’ score of Prague Carnival with his signature,

= an inscription that reads my own property, and the date Prague, 15 Jan.
nevalu  Ceskou  filharmo- 1907 Titylni strana Kovarovicovy partitury Prazského karnevalu
nii v bieznu roku 1908 se s jeho podpisem a pripisem majetek vlastni a datem V Praze 15. 1. 1907
Music Archive of the National Theatre / Hudebni archiv Ndrodniho
divadla, H727/P3

dilo znovu hrdlo v bieznu
roku 1910 a poté v lednu
roku 1915.% V obou piipadech byla interpretem Ceskd filharmonie pod taktovkou Viléma
Zemanka, a jelikoz téleso v té dobé disponovalo pouze opisem Kovarovicovy partitury, hral
se Prazsky karneval s Kovarovicovymi retusemi. Spolu s nartstajici ictou ke Smetanovu dilu

66) SMETANA, Bedfich: Prazsky karneval. Ctyfruéni klavimi vytah z partitury zpracované Karlem Kovarovicem
upravil Roman Vesely, Uméleckd beseda, Praha 1908.

67) [bez sifry]: Koncerty, Dalibor, ro¢. 30, ¢. 25, 14.3.1908, s. 194.

68) Tato informace se vztahuje pouze na Prahu. Notovy materidl ke kompozici vlastnilo také Narodni divadlo,
které ji vsak podle internich zaznami provedlo az v roce 1924. Tyto zaznamy se vsak tykaji pouze provadé-
ni dél v budové Narodniho divadla a neni tudiz vylouceno, ze se dilo v podani orchestru ND hrdlo i v jinych
méstech. Archiv Ceské filharmonie eviduje také mimoprazska vystoupent, avéak na zadném z nich se Prazsky
karneval v uvedeném obdobi neuvadél.
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a formovani ndzord na interpreta¢ni i vydavatelské zdsahy s nim spojené se vsak brzy zacaly
objevovat snahy o uvedeni originalniho znéni kompozice.*”

Pripravou provedeni bez Kovarovicovych retusi byl jako prvni na konci roku 1917 po-
véren Jaroslav Kricka, ktery byl véak po neshodach ohledné notového materidlu a roztrzce
s poradatelem koncertu odvolan. Ukolu provést Prazsky karneval v ptivodnim znéni se tak
zhostil Ludvik Celansky, ktery kompozici — pouze o¢isténou od zjevnych pisaiskych omylt
— s velkym tspéchem uvedl 23. 10. 1918.7°

Jakym zptsobem Celansky béhem piiprav postupoval, neni znamo. Partitura a ji odpo-
vidajici provozovaci material, z né¢hoz se dilo v rijnu 1918 hralo, se ve své originalni podo-
bé nedochovaly. V archivu Ceské filharmonie se nachdzi nedatovany opis partitury a partt
s ¢islem 786 — odpovidajici verzi Kovarovicové — a opis Prazského karnevalu s datem 22.12.
1918 a ¢islem 1328, obsahujici vsak fadu dprav modrou tuzkou, které do néj byly pozdéji
zaneseny. Z ného pak mohlo byt dilo uvadéno i poté, co Celanského v roce 1919 na postu
$éfdirigenta Ceské filharmonie vystiidal Véclav Talich.

Ten skladbu s orchestrem poprvé uvedl v zavéru roku 1920 a dale v letech 1924, 1929
a 1943 A¢koliv v odborné literatuie nachazime zminky o tom, ze se Ceska filharmonie
Jvrdtila k efektnéjsi verzi Kovarovicové' v jiz zminéném opisu ¢. 1328 nachdzime hned na
titulni strané pripis , Vsechno modrou tuzkou napsané je od K. Kovarovice a V. Talicha opra-
veno! 26. V. 1943."

Neni jasné, k ¢emu presné tato partitura slouzila, protoze provozovaci materialy
Prazského karnevalu ulozené v archivu Ceské filharmonie odpovidaji partituie ¢. 786, tedy
Kovarovicove tpraveé. Pii blizsim pohledu na opis ¢. 1328 si vSak nelze nevsimnout, Ze do néj
kromé Kovarovicovych retusi byly vepsany jesté dalsi apravy, které nésledné — predevsim
v partu bicich — nékdo vymazal. Uvedeni Talichova jména v pfipisu napovida tomu, ze jejich
autorem byl on, coz potvrdil nalez partitury a provozovaciho materialu k Prazskému karne-
valu ulozeny v archivu Ceského rozhlasu.

Ten uchovava tii verze dila, a to partituru a party vyhotovené na podkladé prvni kritické
edice Otakara Zicha (1924),” které byly v roce 2012 nahrazeny party tisténymi vychdzejicimi
z kritické edice Frantiska Bartose (1951),” a opis partitury a k ni prislusejicich partd, u kte-
rych je jako autor uveden Vaclav Talich.”

O této Talichové verzi neexistuji zadné blizsi informace. Sam Talich se o ni nezminuje
v zadné znamé korespondenci a stejné tak v jeho poztistalosti se nic, co by s ni piimo souvi-
selo, nenachazi. S nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti o ni nevédeél ani autor zatim posledni kritické
edice Prazského karnevalu Frantisek Bartos, ktery ji ve velmi podrobné vypracované kritické

69) BARTOS, op. cit. v pozn. ¢. 31, 5. 16.

70) Interni zdznamy Archivu Ceské filharmonie.

71) KUNA, Milan: Vdclav Talich 1883-1961. Stastny i hotky tidél dirigenta, Academia, Praha 2009, s. 1122.
72) BARTOS, op. cit. v pozn. ¢. 31, 5. 16.

73) ZICH, op. cit. v pozn. 41.

74) BARTOS, op. cit. v pozn. ¢. 31.

75) Archiv Ceského rozhlasu, O 4236.
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Copy of Talich’s version of Prague Carnival / Opis Talichovy verze Prazského karnevalu
First page / Prvni strana

Czech Radio Archive / Archiv Ceského rozhlasu, O 4236
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zpravé neuvadi, a to i navzdory skute¢nosti, ze mél partituru ¢. 1328 nepochybné v rukou.”
Dobu jejtho vzniku tak lze pouze odhadovat. V jiz zminéném opisu ulozeném v archivu
Ceského rozhlasu neni zadné datum zaneseno, z archivnich zdznamii pouze vyplyvd, ze se
sem partitura dostala v roce 1953 prostrednictvim prof. R. Kankovského.”” Pripis v partiture
¢. 1328 archivu Ceské filharmonie vsak naznacuje, ze v roce 1943 jiz tato Talichova verze mu-
sela existovat, protoze mista v partitue vymazana, a na nékterych mistech jesté citelna, odpo-
vidaji Talichem provedenym zménam zachycenym v partituie ulozené v Ceském rozhlasu.

Vaclav Talich ve své aprave’ Prazského karnevalu vychazel z verze Kovartovicovy, jehoz
retuse cele prevzal, a to pravdépodobné z toho divodu, Ze se jako dirigent s jinym notovym
materialem nesetkaval. Prazsky karneval totiz od pocitku provadél s Ceskou filharmonif,
kterd kompozici uvddéla v Kovarovicové verzi. Proc¢ se tato praxe udrzovala i pfesto, Zze po
roce 1924 jiz bylo mozné na zdkladé kritické edice Otakara Zicha hrét skladbu v originalnim
znéni, neni jasné, avsak divod mohl byt ¢isté prakticky: orchestr i dirigent méli skladbu na-
studovanou s Kovarovicovymi retusemi a byli zvykli ji tak hrat.

Talichem provedené tpravy se — podobné jako v pripadé Kovarovice — tykaji predevsim
instrumentace. Nejvyznamnéjsi jsou zmény partu bicich, které Talich uplatnuje ve vétsi mife
prakticky v celé kompozici. To se nejvice tyka partu malého bubnu Talichem pouzitym jak
v jednotlivych vrcholech skladby (Allegro jubiloso), tak v lyrictéjsich ¢astech, jako napriklad
v Andante s houslovym sélem, kde misto Smetanou a Kovarovicem psanych ¢inelti uplatiu-
je Talich vedle trianglu prave vyraznéjsi zvuk malého bubnu.

Znacné posileny jsou i ostatni bici nastroje, napriklad triangl nebo tympany, které Talich
vypsal i mezi takty 70-85, navzdory Smetanovu — a po jeho vzoru také Kovarovicovu — pu-
vodnimu zdpisu, v némz je v tomto misté part tympant prazdny. Nebo v samotném zavéru
kompozice, kde tympdany rytmicky sjednotil s triolovymi postupy v tutti orchestru. Z ostat-
nich néstrojt Talich nejvice zasahoval do parttt dech, a to jak drev, tak zesti, do nichz v né-
kterych mistech prevzal melodické postupy jinych hlast ¢i pouzil vlastni apravy. Party smyc¢-
ct nechal az na drobné vyjimky beze zmén.

Talichova uprava tak dociluje — ve srovnani s Kovarovicem — jesté vétsiho a vyraznéjstho
celkového zvuku. Zejména diky zvysenému podilu bicich a posileni zestti pusobi jeho Prazsky
karneval jako pompézni, vpravdé slavnostni kompozice plna dramatickych gradaci, v niz je
prostednictvim rozsifenych parttt malého bubnu a trianglu stéle pritomno jasné a pevné ,te-
pani“ polonézového rytmu. Tim jako by Talich jesté vice ,zpritomnil” titul skladby, polonézu
samu, kterou vsak Smetana zameérné nevykresluje tak zretelné. Stejné jako Kovarovic, i Talich
tak uptednostnil svou vlastni predstavu Smetanova dila pred originalem kompozice, o ktery se
pravdépodobné prili$ nezajimal, protoze od samého pocatku vychazel z verze Kovarovicovy.

Jak ¢asto a kym byla tato Talichova verze provadéna, neni znamo, protoze o tom, ja-
kou verzi dila ktery orchestr uvadél, stejné jako komu byla partitura vcetné provozovactho

76) Napovidd tomu zminka v této kritické zprave na s. 190.

77) Interni zaznamy Archivu Ceského rozhlasu.

78) Vaclav Talich zasahovali do jinych Smetanovych dél, napriklad cyklu Md vlast. Znamé jsou také jeho tpra-
vy Janackovych oper Prihody lisky Bystrousky a Kdta Kabanovd.
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materialu Ceskym rozhlasem pdj¢ovana, neexistuji podrobnéjsi zaznamy. Jisté vsak je, ze
byla natocena, a to hned nékolikrat. Podle informaci z databaze Ceského rozhlasu a pozna-
mek hract v jednotlivych partech se tak poprvé stalo v roce 1953, kdy sam Talich dilo nahral
jak se Symfonickych orchestrem Ceského rozhlasu, tak s Ceskou filharmonii. Zatimco na-
hravka s orchestrem rozhlasu je dnes dostupna pouze online na albu s nazvem Rozhlasové
snimky Véclava Talicha,” nahrévka s Ceskou filharmonif se objevuje hned na nékolika hu-
debnich nosicich, véetné komplettt vénovanych Talichové dirigentské osobnosti.*

Jakkoliv je logické, ze Talich chtél dilo uvadét ve své prave, je zajimavé, ze jeho verze
Prazského karnevalu byla znovu natocena jesté dvakrat i po jeho smrti, a to v roce 1965
Symfonickym orchestrem Ceského rozhlasu pod taktovkou Aloise Klimy a v roce 1976 stej-
nym télesem rizenym Rudolfem Vasatou.* Vefejné naposledy zaznéla v breznu roku 2017,
kdy si ji od Ceského rozhlasu vypujcil Karlovarsky symfonicky orchestr.*> V soucasné dobé
je varchivu k dispozici pouze ke studijnim acelam.

Zavérem

Ackoliv se Talich podobné jako Kovarovic snazil Prazskému karnevalu svymi zasahy nepo-
chybneé prospét, z uvedeného textu jasné vyplyva, Ze jeho uprava ztizila cestu na koncertni
podia origindlni podobé dila, ktera byla upozadovana prakticky az do pocatku 21. stoleti.
V pripadé Talicha se navic skladba proménila v mohutnou, okézalou a zvukové exponova-
nou kompozici, ktera vice nez co jiného odpovidala predevsim jeho vlastni predstavé toho,
jak by tato posledni dokonc¢ena Smetanova kompozice ,méla“ znit, navzdory tomu, jak od-
lisné ji sam Smetana koncipoval. Skute¢nost, ze se v této upravené podobé skladba uvadéla
i dlouho poté, co byla pocinaje rokem 1924 bézné dostupna jeji kriticka edice, pak ukazuje,
jak mélo se jednotlivi dirigenti zabyvali otazkou, jakou verzi dila budou provadét, pripadné
zda jsou retuse v notdch zaneseny opravnéné ¢ine. V roce, kdy od jeho premiéry uplynulo jiz
140 let, nelze nez doufat, ze se Prazsky karneval bude na koncertnich podiich do budoucna
objevovat ve své originalni verzi nejen jako rarita, ale také jako dilo, které je pevnou soucésti
skladatelova kompozi¢niho odkazu jako celku.

Adresa: Hana Ehlovd, Muzeum Bedricha Smetany, Novotného lavka 1, 110 00 Praha 1,
Ceskd republika
E-mail: hana.ehlova@nm.cz

Text vychazi z autorc¢iny diplomové prace Smetaniiv Prazsky karneval
(Univerzita Karlova, Filozofické fakulta, Ustav hudebni védy, 2019).

79) https://www.radioteka.cz/detail/crohudba-865-rozhlasove-snimky-vaclava-talicha

80) Napriklad Vdclav Talich — Great Conductors of the 20* Century, zvukovy zdznam, EMI Classics, 2002.

81) Tyto informace plynou z interni databdze nahravek Ceského rozhlasu. Zatimco u nahravky Rudolfa Vagaty
je primo uvedeno, ze se jedna o Talichovu dpravu, u nahravky Aloise Klimy tuto skutecnost na zakladé vlastni-
ho poslechu vyvozuje autorka textu.

82) Vyplyva tak z dodaciho listu vlozeného v partiture O 4236.
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