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Neznamy dopis
Antonina Dvoraka
Richardu von Pergerovi

Jarmila Tauerova

Dopis Antonina Dvoraka ze dne 12. fijna 1897 v Praze adresovany Richardu von Per-
gerovi zakoupilo Narodni muzeum - Ceské muzeum hudby za finanéniho pfispé-
ni Ministerstva kultury na aukci autografi pofadané 22. brezna 2006 antikvariatem
J. A. Stargardt v Berliné.t

Tento dosud neznamy skladatel(lv dopis rakouskému dirigentovi a uméleckému fe-
diteli videnské Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde R. von Pergerovi? predstavuje prozatim
jediny doklad vzajemného kontaktu obou umélcll. Vztahuje se k pfipravam prvniho pro-
vedeni Dvorakova oratoria Svata Ludmila op. 71 (v némdéiné) ve Vidni 14. listopadu 1897
a zaroven je svédectvim skladatelovych zasah( do dila - Skrtd v souvislosti s jeho para-
lelné chystanym uvedenim v Praze o ¢trnact dni pozdéji.®

Jedna se o odpovéd Antonina Dvoraka na nedochovany ¢i dosud nezvéstny dopis Ri-
charda von Pergera, ktery skladatele kontaktoval kvili uvazovanym zasahim do dila. Jak
vyplyva z obsahu dopisu, kromé informaci o pfipravach videriské premiéry Zadal autora
také o svoleni s vypusténim nékterych Cisel.

Skladatel ve své odpovédi z 12. Fijna 1897 dékuje dirigentovi za vynaloZzenou namahu
a starosti s nastudovanim. V zasadé dava Pergerovi ve véci Skrtd ,volnou ruku“ a souhla-
si s jeho imyslem omezit celkovou délku trvani oratoria na dvé hodiny.

Zkraceni dila zhruba o hodinu, navrhované dirigentem, odpovidalo i Dvorakové pred-
stavé o podobé Svaté Ludmily v soucéasné pripravovaném prazském uvedeni. Jak v do-

1) Rukopis perem, némecky - kurentem, dvojlist 173 x 110 mm, popsany 4 strany; ulozen v NM-CMH 4 (Mu-
zeum Antonina Dvoraka, dale MAD), €. pf. 3/2006.

2) Vidensky rodak Richard von Perger (1853-1911), Zak J. Brahmse, byl ¢inny nejen jako dirigent, ale téz
jako pedagog a skladatel (mj. Koncert pro klavir a orchestr ¢ moll, nékolik komornich skladeb a dvé dila je-
vistni). Od r. 1890 byl pét let feditelem konzervatofe v Rotterdamu, po navratu do Vidné se stal uméleckym
feditelem Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde. V letech 1895-1900 byl z titulu své funkce odpovédny za vSechny
abonentni koncerty, jejich program i angazované solisty. Jeho pozlstalost je rozptylena. Viz téz HOY (geb. Per-
ger), Brigitte: Richard von Perger (1853-1911). Ein Leben fir die Musik. Im Schatten von Johannes Brahms,
[Dissertationsarbeit], Geisteswissenschaftliche Fakultat der Universitat Wien, Oktober 1997.

3) Po Umrti J. Brahmse na jafe r. 1897 se Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde zaméfila na provadéni velkych
duchovnich skladeb. Uvedeni Svaté Ludmily zahajovalo sezonu 1897-1898. Praha v r. 1897 slySela Svatou
Ludmilu opét po deseti letech, a to 28. listopadu. Jediné provedeni, poradané Vypomocnym spolkem ¢lent
sboru a orchestru Narodniho divadla, fidil za pfitomnosti skladatele Mofic Anger.
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pise skladatel dale piSe, rozhodl se po mnohych
Uvahach a neuspokojivych pokusech zkratit pro
tuto pfrileZitost klavirni vytah o sto stran, tj. témér
f._-;q.r " o jednu tfetinu.*
V\ g Nasleduje podrobny vycet konkrétnich Skrt
= jednotlivych Cisel v I. a Il. dilu, véetné nékterych
detailnéjsich zasahl uptresnénych notovymi prikla-
dy.® Tato ¢ast textu ma na rozdil od predchozich
dvou stran podobu lapidarnich technickych poky-
ny, jejichz smysl je pIné srozumitelny az ve spojeni
s partiturou. Dvorak zde upozorfiuje nejen na Skr-
ty, ale zminuje i ¢asti, které by mély byt naopak
zachovany - ,neskrtat” (dil Il., €. 22, 24).

Ackoliv byl Dvorak v té dobé jiz svétové pro-
slulym skladatelem, dopis je formulovan velmi
Richard von Perger zdvorile (,dovoluji si navrhnout®) a je z ného patr-
Eggoif\f;é %‘;tgiggh’ né, jak pisateli na vysledné podobé dila zélezelo.
Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde Wien Pergerem tfi konkrétné navrzené Skrty, jeden v Il.

dilu (¢. 25)adva ve lll. (€. 36 a €. 38), samoziejmé
pripousti. Soucasné zada, aby dirigent upresnil planované vynechani ¢isel z prvnich dvou
Casti oratoria. Treti dil patrné minil Dvorak ponechat az na rozsahlé vide v zavéreCném
sboru beze zmény. Byl s nim, jak piSe, az na zavér ,srozumén*. Tento Skrt slibil upresnit
v nasledujicim dopise, dalSi vzajemna korespondence, a tedy ani ohlaseny skrt, vSak
nejsou zname.

V zavéru dopisu Richardu von Pergerovi pfislibil Antonin Dvorak svou Ucast pri pro-
vedeni Svaté Ludmily ve Vidni a tento slib také splnil. Oratorium bylo pfijato s velkymi
ovacemi a skladatel byl po kazdém dile publikem nadSené vyvolavan. Videnska kritika re-
agovala na provedeni dvéma c¢lanky. V obsahlém fejetonu, publikovaném tfi dny po kon-
certé, se Eduard Hanslick zabyval nejen provedenim tohoto Dvorakova dila, ale zamyslel
se také nad klady a Uskalimi kompozice Svaté Ludmily véetné nutnosti kraceni a jejim

4) DVORAK, Antonin: Svata Ludmila op. 71, klavirni vytah, 1. vyd., Novello, Ewer and Co., London 1887 (&islo
plotny neuvedeno). Vytisk, do néhoz Dvorak zanesl zmifiované velké zasahy, se s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti
nedochoval. ExemplaF evidovany v CMH-MAD pod signaturou S 226/964 nepochéazi ze skladatelova majetku.
V Archivu Narodniho divadla se nachazi 7 vytiskd klavirniho vytahu prvniho vydani Svaté Ludmily, Skrty a pfipisy
v Zddném z nich vSak zfejmé neodpovidaji prazskému provedeni v listopadu 1897. Je zde uloZzen také jeden
exemplar prvniho vydani partitury, ktery obsahuje nékolik vrstev Skrtd a rliznych pripisu. Bez jejich podrobné
analyzy Zadné zavéry o proméndach dila pfi riznych konkrétnich provedenich nelze délat. Dvorakem zminovany
klavirni vytah se nenaléza ani mezi tiSténymi hudebninami v majetku rodiny, které jsou deponovany ve vile
Rusalka (viz NIUBO, Marc: Orientacni soupis kniznich a notovych materiélt v hornim pokoji ve vile ,Rusalce®
na Vysoké u Pribramé, nepublikovano, Praha 2004, CMH-MAD K 3563/08).

5) Vynechani sbor( €. 5 (TFihlav, ktery patfi troji tvari) a €. 9 (VZdy bozi s nami jsou) z |. dilu proved| Dvorak
uZ v Iété 1895, viz SOUREK, Otakar: Zivot a dilo Antonina DvoFaka, 4 sv., 3. [sv. 1, 2] a 2. [sv. 3, 4] vyd., Statni
nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a uméni, Praha 1954-1957. Citovano ze sv. 2, s. 256 (dale 0S 2/256
atd.). O tom, Ze Ludmilu ,pofadné zkratil”, napsal i Aloisu Goblovi z Vysoké 2. 9. 1895 (viz Antonin Dvorak.
Korespondence a dokumenty, red. Milan Kuna, 10 sv., Editio Supraphon, Praha 1987 -2004, citovano ze sv. 3,
s. 417 - dale ADKD 3/417 atd.).
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misté v kontextu oratorni tvorby.® Dlivody, respektive nutnost kraceni charakterizoval
a blize rozebral Robert Hirschfeld, ktery rovnéz zaznamenal i pfibliznou délku koncertu
- asi dvé a pul hodiny. | on se kromé& hodnoceni zminil o vyvoji a problematice oratoria.
Opodstatnénost kraceni vidél v rozdilu mezi posluchac¢em obdobi baroka a soucasnosti:
“Wir besitzen eben die Naiwitat der Alten nicht mehr und wollen auf einem Sitz zu schnell
Wissende werden. Darum also wird gekiirzt, und das erhéht die Wirkung.“’

Také Cesky tisk zaznamenal v nedatované zpravé uvedeni Svaté Ludmily ve Vidni,
i kdyZ situaci vidél ponékud odliSnéji: ,Skladatel dilo své pro Viden zkratil, jelikoz zdej-
Si ‘uménimilovné‘ obecenstvo nema té trpélivosti, aby vyslechlo, zvlasté o polednach -
skladbu nékolikahodinovou.“®

Pokud vezmeme v Gvahu Dvorakovo vyjadreni o délce trvani svétové premiéry, tj. tfi
a pUl hodiny vetné prestavky,® pak nelze vyloucit, Ze Pergerovy zasahy ve Vidni mohly byt
i méné razantni nez Dvorakovy v Praze. Lze tak soudit nejen z Dvorakova souhlasu s Per-
gerovym navrhem na dvouhodinové trvani dila, ale i ze skladatelova Gdajného zkraceni
klavirniho vytahu o sto stran. VSechny Dvorakovy Skrty nejsou znamy.°

Proces hledani optimalni podoby Svaté Ludmily zapocal Antonin Dvorak jiz kratce
po jeji svétové premiére v anglickém Leedsu (15. fijna 1886), tj. v souvislosti s londyn-
skou premiérou (29. fijna t. r.) a pokragoval zfejmé& i pfi prvnim uvedeni dila v Cechéch,
25. Unora 1887 v Narodnim divadle v Praze.'* Také pfi ceské premiéfe i nasledujicich
péti reprizach bylo uz oratorium provedeno ve zkracené verzi, ktera trvala zhruba dvé
a pll hodiny.*? Zasahy se tykaly pfedevSim sborovych Cisel z I. a Il. dilu. Na zakladé kritiky
Dvorak nékteré skrty otevrel, jiné naopak udélal, respektive vice zkratil I. dil.*®

6) H[ANSLICK], Ed[uard]: Feuilleton. Die heilige Ludmila, Neue Freie Presse, Morgenblatt, Nr. 11938, Wien,
Mittwoch, 17. 11. 1897, s. 1-3. Problémy nevidél pouze v rozsahu dila: podle jeho nazoru jsou obsaZeny
primarné v samotném namétu, nasledné i v celkové koncepci a dramaturgii oratoria. Véta ,Zu viel fir Wien!*
- ,Prili§ mnoho pro Viden!“ (pfeklad Jarmila Tauerova), svadéjici pfi vytrZzeni z kontextu k dezinterpretaci, se
vztahuje k plné délce Svaté Ludmily. Jako jeji celkovy rozsah uvadi pisatel bez udani zdroje dokonce 3,5 az 4
hodiny!

7) My uZ zkratka nejsme tak naivni jako ti stafi a chceme védét vSechno naraz. Proto je nutno kratit, coz
zvySuje Gcinek“ (pfeklad Jarmila Tauerova), viz HIRSCHFELD, Robert: Die heilige Ludmila, Neue Musikalische
Presse, Nr. 47, 21. 11. 1897, s. 2. Délku provedeni vymezil autor slovy: ,Dem Werke wurde aber eine Stunde
seiner Lange genommen*“ - ,Dilo bylo ale zkraceno o hodinu“ (pfeklad Jarmila Tauerova).

8) Rubrika RuUzné zpravy, Dalibor XX/1897, ¢. 3-5, s. 34. Pisatelova interpretace vyzniva jako ironicka vytka
v(¢i videnskému publiku, kvdli némuz musel skladatel dilo Gcelové zkratit. Je docela mozné, Ze autor zpravy
neznal ohlasy videnského tisku a ani si nezjistil, jak to ve skute¢nosti bylo. Stejné tak neopodstatnéna je jeho
pripominka k dobé konani koncertu - nedélni poledni koncerty nebyly v té dobé ni¢im mimoradnym.

9)  Prvni provedeni Svaté Ludmily v Leedsu 15. 10. 1886 trvalo vetné prestavky tfi a pll hodiny (podle
skladatelova svédectvi zachyceného v nékolika dopisech: V. J. Novotnému jesté v den premiéry, A. Rusovi
a J. Zubatému o tfi dny pozdéji - viz ADKD 2/184, ADKD 2/186 a ADKD 2/188). Délku prestavky odhaduji
na 20-30 minut. Dal&i minuty nutno pfipoCist na potlesk mezi dily a na zavér, pfipadné na kratka preruseni
mezi jednotlivymi Cisly. Z tohoto spekulativniho odhadu vyplyva, Ze Cista délka trvani oratoria byla zfejmé i v pfi-
padé premiéry kratSi nez tfi hodiny.

10) Viz poznamka €. 4.

11) | pfes pocatecni nadSeni prevazil u kritiky posléze negativni postoj jak k libretu a jeho prekladu, tak
i k délce oratoria. Nutnost kraceni zminuje ostatné Dvorak jiz v dopise J. Zubatému z 18. 10. - viz ADKD 2/188.
Podrobné&ji o reakci kritiky a kraceni dila viz SLAVIKOVA, Jitka: Dvorak a Anglie aneb Zemé, které mnoho dlu-
Zim, Paseka, Praha - Litomysl 1994, s. 113 ad. Londynské provedeni trvalo po Skrtech bez prestavky 2 hodiny
20 minut, zdroj pisatelka neuvadi.

12) 0S2/255.

13) 0S 2/255. Ctyfi provedeni fidil skladatel, dvé Mofic Anger.
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Dalsi etapu zasaht mohlo predstavovat provedeni Svaté Ludmily za Dvorakova fizeni
v Olomouci 18. a 19. dubna 1896.%* Vyrazné kraceni proved| v této souvislosti vSak uz
v [été 1895 ve Vysoké, o cemzZ informoval také pritele Aloise Gobla.*® Bylo inspirovano
kvétnovym provedenim Lisztova oratoria Svata Alzbéta v Narodnim divadle a Dvorakovou
predstavou o mozné scénické verzi dila.*®

Svédectvi o tom, Ze se v Praze 28. listopadu 1897 jednalo opravdu o vyrazné zkraceni
oratoria, je obsaZeno v emocionalné ladéné reakci Karla Knittla: ,Skoda, Ze objemné,
bohatstvim hudebnich kras a jadrnym slohem oplyvajici dilo nemohlo byti provedeno
celé a Ze nutno bylo Ciniti zkratky, které mnohé vzacné Cislo nemalo poskodily. Nejhire
vedlo se v tomto ohledu Cislim sborovym... M&me za to, Ze Iépe by bylo provésti jeden dil
takového dila cely, nez z kazdého dilu skrovnou jeho ¢ast.“Y”

Dvorakovy zasahy do oratoria uvedené v dopise z 12. fijna 1897 cituje podrobné, ale
ne vzdy presné, novodobé vydani partitury oratoria Svata Ludmila z roku 1964, Supple-
mento lll, prostfedni sloupec.'® Autofi vydavatelské zpravy k tomuto dodatku, FrantiSek
Bartos a Antonin Cubr, v soupise pramen(l uvadé&ji, ze méli k dispozici fotokopii tohoto
skladatelova dopisu R. von Pergerovi z majetku Muzea A. Dvoraka.'®

Zminéna fotokopie je v muzeu vSak jiz fadu let nezvéstna, coz dokladaji také
oba inventafe fondu A. Dvorak z poloviny 80. let 20. stoleti, evidujici i nékteré
dllezité kopie notovych a nenotovych rukopis(i.?° Obsah dopisu neznal zfejmé ani
Otakar Sourek, a proto ve své monografii uvadi, e ve Vidni i v Praze zaznéla
Svatéa Ludmila ve stejné, Dvorakem zkracené verzi, kritizované Karlem Knittlem.*

Nové ziskany original dosud neznamého Dvorakova dopisu Richardu von Pergerovi
z 12. fijna 1897 tedy umoznuje tento nazor upresnit: ve Vidni zaznélo dilo se zasahy
R. von Pergera, ktery ¢astecné prejal Skrty navrzené skladatelem. Prazské uvedeni ora-
toria vSak s timto znénim zcela totoZné nebylo. Zatimco o Pergerovych zasazich informu-
je dopis pouze ¢astecné, Dvorakovy Skrty, i kdyZ ne Uplné vSechny, zachycuje pomérné
presné. Nelze vyloucit, Ze prazské provedeni Svaté Ludmily v Rudolfinu dne 28. listopadu
1897 predstavuje Dvorakovo nejradikalnéjsi zkraceni tohoto dila.??

Dopis dokumentuje promény skladby v priibéhu rliznych provadéni a je vyznamnym

14) V pripadé provedeni Svaté Ludmily v Olomouci 21. a 22. 4. 1888 a v Kroméfizi 25. a 26. 4. 1891 nejsou
Zadné aktualni zasahy do dila zaznamenany. Obé provedeni fidil autor.

15) ADKD 3/417.

16) Scénické provedeni Svaté Ludmily se uskuteénilo az 30. 10. 1901. Zasahy dramaturgického charak-
teru proved! V. J. Novotny, nékolik potfebnych taktl hudby zkomponoval Dvofak 11. 8. téhoz roku ve Vysoké.
Do r. 1904 bylo oratorium pod oznacenim duchovni opera provedeno na jevisti celkem sedmkrat.

17) KNITTL, Karel: Dvorakovo oratorium Svata Ludmila, Dalibor 20, 1897, ¢. 6, 7, s. 43-44.

18) DVORAK, Antonin: Svaté Ludmila op. 71, kritické vydani podle skladatelova rukopisu, Statni hudebni
vydavatelstvi, Praha 1964, s. 712-713.

19) Tamtéz, s. 756.

20) CECHOVA, Olga - FOJTIKOVA, Jana: Antonin Dvofak (inventar fondu S 76), Narodni muzeum - Muzeum
Seské hudby, Praha 1981. SLAVIKOVA, Jitka - VANISOVA, Dagmar: Antonin Dvoiék (inventaF fondu S 226),
Narodni muzeum - Muzeum ¢eské hudby, Praha 1986.

21) 0S4/38.

22) V pripadé dalSiho koncertniho provedeni dila, tj. 3. dubna 1904 za fizeni Oskara Nedbala, nejsou zZad-
né aktualni zasahy ze strany autora doloZeny. Skladatel jiZ od konce predchoziho roku Zil ve znameni pfiprav
na premiéru své posledni opery Armida. Provedeni Ludmily, které bylo rovnéZ zkracené, se ze zdravotnich
dlvodU ani nezicastnil.
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pfinosem pro badatele, zabyvajici se problematikou geneze, interpretace a recepce tvor-
by Antonina Dvoraka. Znamena cenné obohaceni shirkového fondu Narodniho muzea
- Ceského muzea hudby - Muzea Antonina Dvoféka.??

Diplomaticky prepis predkladaného dopisu respektuje text i Dvorakiv dynamicky ru-
kopis; vSechny zasahy jsou uvedeny v hranatych zavorkach (Spatné ¢itelné slovo, nezfe-
telné misto, chybéjici pismeno, odkazy na citované notové priklady).?*

Marie Sittova

predstavitelka knézny Ludmily

v 1. prazském provedeni Dvorakova oratoria /
who sang the part of Princess Ludmila

in the first Prague performance

of Dvorak's oratorio (1887)

Fotografie v neuréeném kostymu /
Photograph in an underdetermined costume
Ateliér Winter, Praha / Prague,

nedatovano / undated

NM-CMH 1, F 5351

23) Zapomoc s prepisem a prekladem dopisu dékuji PhDr. Milené Bélicové a PhDr. Milanu PospiSilovi, CSc.,
za podnétné rady a pfipominky PhDr. Janu Dehnerovi. Obrazovad dokumentace pochazi z archivu Gesell-
schaft der Musikfreunde a byla publikovana s laskavym souhlasem instituce. Dik naleZi také fediteli archivu
Prof. Dr. Otto Bibovi, ktery mi poskytl nejen tyto dokumenty, ale rovnéz kopii ¢asti disertace Mag. Brigitte Hoy.
24) Také nasledujici preklad do ¢estiny usiluje o maximalni vérnost Dvorakovu némeckému originalu. Notové
pfiklady ze Svaté Ludmily na tfeti strané dopisu byly identifikovany podle partitury vydané Statnim hudebnim
vydavatelstvim v Praze r. 1964, a to takto: 1) str. 223, sopran t. 157-160; 2) str. 277, violoncello/kontrabas
t. 682; 3) str. 281-282, smyccové nastroje t. 95-98.
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Richardu v. Pergerovi
12/10 97

Velevazeny pane!

Prijméte, prosim, mtj virely dik za Vase pratelské radky a také za mnohou nama-
hu a starosti, jezZ Vam Ludmila zptsobila a jeSté zptisobi, protoZze umim ocenit a va-
Zit si toho, co znamena ptiprava takového dila. Pfred deseti lety jsem to sdm v Anglii
(Leeds) zakusil, i kdyZ také tam byl vyborny sbor a orchestr a ja musel délat jen posled-
ni zkousky, piresto mé to velmi namahalo a rozcilovalo, takZe jsem byl rad, kdyz bylo
po provedeni.
jednotlivych kusti, pokud se mé tyka, nechavam na Vas, co uznate za nejlepsi. Omezit
trvani na dvé hodiny je kaZdopadné vhodné, to udélame taky zde v Praze pri provedeni
v listopadu. Zkratil jsem to tak radikalné, Ze odpadlo sto stran klavirniho vytahu.

Nyni bych Vas chtél ale pirece jen o néco poprosit. Jedna se o vynechani a kraceni
nékterych ¢&isel, kdy se muZze snadno na to nebo ono zapomenout. Casto a dlouho jsem
na to myslel a vzdycky jsem doSel k vysledktim, které mé pozdéji neuspokojovaly. Tepr-
ve ted jsem se pokusil o nové kraceni. Dovoluji si navrhnout nésledujici skrty (celych
kust):

L.dil
MitiZe cely pry¢, ¢. 5. sbor pry¢!
a bude mi to velmi milé! Cislo 9. — pry¢!
Cislo 2. se mtize pievzit ze shodného tenorového partu Boiivoje.
V ¢isle 7. prosim prvni takt-orchestr vi
pak zacit od pismena C az do konce.
Cislo 10 — pry¢ (ad libitum)
Velky skrt v ¢. 11. — shor
C. 13 H dur shor 5 taktii po zacatku ziistane vi
pak skok az k =de, 5. takt po pismenu F
[notovy priklad ¢. 1]
C. 16. po A 9. takt vi na poslednich
6 taktt. C. 17. od zadatku az ke 3. takin pied
E [notovy piiklad ¢. 2] vi [az k] =de 7. takt pifed koncem
[notovy piiklad €. 3]
a nyni dél az do konce!
Ve II. dilu, prosim vynechat ¢. 21., 22. 24. tedy prosim neskrtat._Sbor loveii - 25., duet
ve III. a prvni ¢islo mohou se vynechat, jak mi piSete. Ale v poslednim sboru jsem udé-
lal jesté velké vi[de] : to VAm budu moci Fici pristé. Velmi Vas Zadam, abyste mi laskavé
rekl, ktera c¢isla jste v 1., II. dilu vynechal. Se tretim jsem, az na zavér, srozumeén.
Tedy jesté jednou muj nejvétsi dik a bude-li to jen mozné, prijedu k provedeni.
S vyrazem [hluboké]| ucty
Vas nejoddanéjsi
Antonin Dvorak

(Prrelozila Jarmila Tauerova)
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An Richard v. Perger
12/10 97
Sehr geehrter Herr!

Bitte vom mir den besten Dank fiir
Ihre freundliche Zeilen entgegenzunehmen,
so wie auch filr so vielen Miihen

und Sorgen die lhnen Ludmila
brachte und noch bringen wird.

Denn ich weif} es zu schatzen und
wirdigen, was so ein Werk

zu schaffen giebt. Vor zehn Jahren
habe ich es selbst in England (Leeds)
erfahren, obzwar da auch ein
ausgezeichneter Chor und

Orchester war, und nur 2z denie [?]
letzten Proben ich machen mufte,
hat es mich sehr angestrengt und
aufgeregt so daf ich froh war

als die Aufflihrung vorbei war.
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Also nochmals meinen herzl[ijchsten Dank!
Was nun die Kurzungen respt.

Weglassung einzelner Stii[c]ke

anbelangt Gberlasse ich lThnen

wie Sie[?] es am besten gut finden.

Die Dauer auf 2 Stunden zu

beschranken ist jedenfalls rathsam

das werden auch wir hier in Prag

im November bei der Auffliihrung

befolgen. Ich habe Kirzungen

gemacht, und zwar so radicale,

daf 100 Seiten des Clavier-

auszuges wegbleiben.

Nun mdchte ich Sie also doch um Etwas
bitten. Es handelt si[c]h um Weglassung
und Kurzung einiger Nr, und kann

man zu leicht die® oder jenes vergessen.
Ich habe oft und lang danach gedacht

und immer kam ich zu den [den?] Resultaten
die mich spater nicht befriedigten.



Erst jetzt habe ich versucht und neue
Kurzungen gemacht. Ich erlaube
mir folglende]: Weglassungen (ganze Stlicke)
vorzuschlagen:
| Theil
Kann ganz wegbleiben, Nro 5. Chorr weg!
und wird mir sehr lieb! Nro 9. - weg!
Nro 2. kann von dem selben Tenorpartie Bofivoj
Ubernommen we[r]den.
In N: 7. bitte erster Takt-Orchester vi
Anfangs dann vom Buchstaben C bis Schluf.
Nro 10 - weg (adlibitum)
Grofer Strich in Nro 11. - Chor
Nro 13 16 Chor 5 Takte von Anfang bleiben vi
13. Hdur
dann Sprung bis = 5 Takt nach Buchst. F
d

e

[notovy priklad €. 1]

Nro 16. vi nach A 9 Takt vi auf die letzten

6 Takte. Nro 17. Von Anfang bis 3. Takt vor

E [notovy priklad €. 2] vi de 7ter Takt vor Schluf
[notovy priklad €. 3]
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und nu[n] weiter bis zum Schluf3!
Im 2. Theil bitte! Wegzulassen. Nro 21.
22. 24. bitte also nicht zu streichen.
Jagerchor 25. das Duett im Ill.
und Nr erster N: kdnnen wegbleiben
wie Sie mir schreiben.
Aber im letzten Chor, habe ich
n[o]ch ein grofRes vi gemacht:
das ich Ihnen nachstens sagen kann.
Ich bitte Sie sehr darum, mir gefalligst
zu sagen, welche Nrim I, Il
Theil Sie gemacht weggelassen haben.
Mit dem dritten bin ich, bis auf den
SchluB, einverstanden.
Also nochmals mein besten Danck,
und wird es mir méglich sein, kom
ich zur Auffihrung.
Mit dem Ausdruck aus]...]Je Hochachtung
lhr ergebe[n]ster
Antonin Dvorak
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An Unknown Letter
from Antonin Dvorak
to Richard von Perger

JARMILA TAUEROVA

t an auction of autograph manuscripts held on 22 March 2006 by the antiquarian

dealer J.A. Stargardt in Berlin, the National Museum - Czech Museum of Music with
financial support from the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic purchased a letter
written by Antonin Dvorak in Prague on 12 October 1897* to the Austrian conductor Richard
von Perger, artistic director of the Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde (Society of Friends
of Music) in Vienna.? This previously-unknown letter, which constitutes the only known
documentation of direct contact between Dvorak and Perger, concerns preparations for
the first performance in Vienna of Dvorak’s oratorio Svata Ludmila (St. Ludmila), Op. 71,
which took place on 14 November 1897 (sung in German); it also provides information on
cuts Dvorak himself made in the work for its performance in Prague two weeks later.3

Dvorak’s letter is his reply to a missing letter from Perger, who had contacted him
concerning cuts he was considering in the work. From Dvorak’s response we can infer
that, besides providing information on preparations for the Vienna premiere, Perger had
asked the composer’s permission to delete some numbers.

In his answer of 12 October 1897 Dvorak thanks Perger for his efforts and for the
care he was taking with preparations for the performance. In principle he gives Perger
a free hand in the matter of cuts, and he agrees with his intent to reduce the oratorio’s
total duration to two hours. The conductor’s proposed shortening of the work by roughly
an hour was in accord with Dvorak’s own plan for the upcoming Prague performance:
as he also writes in the letter, after long deliberations and unsatisfactory experiments
he himself had decided to shorten the piano-vocal score for this occasion by a hundred

1) Manuscript in ink, in German cursive script, one folded folio measuring 173 x 110 mm, four pages with
writing, Acquisition No. NM-CMH-MAD 3/2006.

2) Richard von Perger (1853-1911), a native of Vienna and pupil of Johannes Brahms, was active not only
as a conductor but also as a teacher and a composer; his compositional output includes a Piano Concerto in
C minor, several chamber compositions, and two stage works. For five years starting in 1890 he was director
of the conservatory in Rotterdam; he became artistic director of the Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde after re-
turning to Vienna. From 1895 to 1900 his position there carried responsibility for all subscription concerts,
including choice of their programs and soloists engaged. After his death his papers were dispersed, and they
are now in various locations. See also HOY (née Perger), Brigitte: Richard von Perger (1853-1911). Ein Leben
flr die Musik. Im Schatten von Johannes Brahms. (dissertation), Vienna: Geisteswissenschaftliche Fakultat der
Universitat Wien, October 1997.

3) After the death of Brahms in April 1897 the Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde focused mainly on performing
large sacred works. The presentation of Svata Ludmila opened the 1897-98 season. Prague then heard this
work on 28 November for the first time in a decade. The single performance in Prague on this occasion, given
by the Auxiliary Society of Members of the Chorus and Orchestra of the National Theatre, was conducted by
Moric Anger with Dvorak in attendance.
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pages, which is to say by almost a third.*

There follows a list of particular cuts of individual numbers in Parts | and |l of the
oratorio, with some details clarified by musical examples.® This part of the letter, by
contrast with the previous two pages, is in the nature of dry technical instructions which
can be fully understood only with the score in hand. Dvorak here not only describes cuts
but also mentions numbers that by contrast should be retained: ‘do not cut’ (Part Il, Nos.
22, 24). Although the letter is formulated very politely by a composer who was by now
world renowned-(‘l take the liberty of suggesting’)-it makes it clear that Dvorak cared
about what form the work would take. He allows as a matter of course three specific cuts
Perger has proposed, one of them from Part Il (No. 25) and two from Part lll (Nos. 36 and
38). But he asks to be further informed regarding numbers to be deleted from Parts | and
Il that Perger had evidently not specified in his letter. Apparently Dvorak intended to leave
Part lll intact except for a large cut in the closing chorus; he writes that he is in agreement
regarding Part Il up to the ending section. He promises to specify this cut in another
letter-however, no further correspondence between Dvorak and Perger is known.

At the end of his letter Dvorak promises Perger that he will attend the Vienna
performance if possible, and he was indeed present. The oratorio was received with great
ovations and the composer called out by the enthusiastic audience after each of its three
parts. Two articles were published by Viennese critics. In an extensive feuilleton published
three days after the concert, Eduard Hanslick wrote not only about the performance but
also about the merits and the problematic aspects of the composition, including the need
for cuts and the place of this work in oratorio literature.® The necessity of and reasons
for shortening were pointed out and further analyzed by Robert Hirschfeld in an article

4) DVORAK, Antonin: Svata Ludmila op. 71, piano-vocal score, 1st ed., London: Novello, Ewer and Co., 1887
(no plate number given), 325 pp. The copy in which Dvofak made these major cuts has apparently not sur-
vived. The copy held by the Antonin Dvordk Museum under Inventory No. S 226/964 does not come from
the composer’s possessions. Seven copies of this first edition of the piano-vocal score are deposited in the
Archive of the National Theatre, but none of them seems to show cuts and annotations corresponding to those
in the Prague performance in November 1897. Also deposited there is one copy of the first edition of the full
score; it contains several layers of cuts and various annotations, but without a detailed analysis thereof one
can draw no conclusions regarding changes made in the work for various performances. The piano-vocal score
mentioned by Dvorak in his letter is also not found among the printed musical materials held by the family in
DvoFak’s summer home in Vysoka; see NIUBO, Marc, Orientaéni soupis kniZnich a notovych materialii v hornim
pokoji ve vile “Rusalce” na Vysoké u Pribramé (A Draft List of Books and Items of Musical Notation in the
Upstairs Room in the ‘Villa Rusalka’ in Vysoka near Pfibram), unpublished, Prague, 2004, held by the Dvorak
Museum as CMH-MAD K 3563/08.

5) Dvorak had cut the choruses No. 5 (‘Tfihlav, ktery patfi troji tvari’) and No. 9 (‘VZdy bozi s nami jsou’) from
Part | already in the summer of 1895. See SOUREK, Otakar: Zivot a dilo Antonina Dvofaka (The Life and Work
of Antonin Dvorak), 4 volumes, 3rd ed. (Vols. 1 and 2) and 2nd ed. (Vols. 3 and 4), Prague: Statni nakladatelstvi
krasné literatury, hudby a uméni (State Publishing House for Fine Literature, Music, and Art), 1954-57. Here
Vol. 2, p. 256. Dvorak wrote that he had ‘substantially shortened’ Ludmila in a letter of 2 September 1895
to Alois Gobl from Vysoka; see Antonin Dvorak: Correspondence and Documents (hereafter ADCD), ed. Milan
Kuna et al., 10 vols., Prague: Editio Supraphon, 1987-2004, here in Vol. 3, p. 417.

6) H[ANSLICK] Ed[uard], ‘Feuilleton. Die Heilige Ludmila’, Neue Freie Presse, Morgenblatt, Nr. 11938, Wien,
Mittwoch, 17 Nov. 1897, pp. 1-3. Hanslick saw as being debatable not only the work’s length. In his opinion
there were problems primarily in the story, and consequently in the overall conception and dramatic structure
of the oratorio. Hanslick’s judgement ‘Zu viel fir Wien!” (Too much for Vienna) can be misunderstood out of
context: it pertains to the oratorio in its full length-which he gives (without mentioning his source) as three and
a half to four hours!

118 M Musicalia 1-2 / 2009



An Unknown Letter from Antonin Dvofak to Richard von Perger

that also recorded the approximate length of the concert-about two and a half hours. He
too, besides his evaluation, mentioned the development of the oratorio as a genre and
related issues. He saw the justification for shortening in the difference between listeners
of his time and those during the Baroque period:

We no longer have quite the naivite of the older ones, and want to know everything
too quickly, all at once. And so it is shortened, and this increases the effect.”

The Czech press also reported on the performance in Vienna, but saw the situation
somewhat differently:

The composer shortened his work for Vienna, because the ‘art-loving’ public there
lacks the patience to listen to a composition lasting several hours, especially at noon.”

Actually, judging by Dvorak’s own report on the length of the world premiere, i.e.
three and a half hours including an intermission,® we cannot rule out the possibility that
Perger’s cuts in Vienna were less drastic than Dvorak’s own in Prague. This is suggested
not only by Dvorak’s consent to Perger’s proposal to reduce the work to two hours, but
also by his own reported shortening of the piano-vocal score by a hundred pages. Not all
of Dvorak’s cuts are known.°

Dvorak began the process of seeking the optimal form for St. Ludmila early on, shortly
after its world premiere in Leeds, England on 15 October 1886, in association with the
first performance in London two weeks later on 29 October.!* Apparently he continued
the process in connection with the first performance in the Czech lands, given on 25
February 1887 in the National Theatre in Prague. For the Czech premiere and the ensuing

7) HIRSCHFELD, Robert Dr., ‘Die heilige Ludmila’, Neue Musikalische Presse, Nr. 47, 21 Nov. 1897, p. 2. The
German original: ‘Wir besitzen eben die Naiwitat der Alten nicht mehr und wollen auf einem Sitz zu schnell
Wissende werden. Darum also wird geklirzt, und das erhdht die Wirkung.‘ Hirschfeld specified the length of
the performance as follows: ‘Dem Werke wurde aber eine Stunde seiner Lange genommen’ (But the work was
shortened by an hour).

8) Dalibor XX, Nos. 3-5 (27 Nov. 1897), p. 34, in the column ‘RUzné zpravy’ (Miscellaneous Reports). One
wonders whether the writer knew the reviews in the Vienna press. His interpretation sounds like a sarcastic
rebuke of the Viennese audience, for whose sake the composer had to shorten the work. But it would probably
have been possible to determine the actual situation. Likewise unjustified is the writer's remark on the timing
of the concert: concerts at noon on Sunday were nothing unusual during this period.

9) The premiere, in Leeds, England on 15 October 1886, lasted three and a half hours including an intermis-
sion according to Dvorak’s testimony in three letters-to V.J. Novotny on the day of the premiere and to Antonin
Rus and Josef Zubaty three days later. See ADCD, Vol. 2, pp. 184, 186, and 188. If we estimate the length of
the intermission as twenty to thirty minutes and subtract additional minutes for applause between the parts of
the oratorio and at the end, as well as possible short breaks between numbers, the net length of the oratorio
was apparently less than three hours already in the case of the premiere.

10) See note 4.

11) Despite initial enthusiasm, the British reviews later tended to adopt a negative attitude toward the libretto,
its translation, and the oratorio’s length. Dvofak mentioned the need for shortening already in his letter to Josef
Zubaty of 18 October-see ADCD Vol. 2, p. 188. For details on British critical response and the shortening of the
work see SLAVIKOVA, Jitka, Dvorak a Anglie aneb Zemé, které mnoho dluZim (Dvorak and England, or A Land to
Which | Owe A Lot), Prague-Litomysl: Paseka, 1994, pp. 113ff. Slavikova reports, without giving a source, that
after cuts the London performance lasted two hours and twenty minutes not counting the intermission.
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five reprises the oratorio was performed in a shortened version that lasted about two and
a half hours.*? The cuts affected mainly choruses in Part | and Part II; based on reviews
Dvorak restored some of them-but made others, further shortening Part .13

Performances of Svata Ludmila under Dvorak’s baton in Olomouc on 18 and 19
April 1896 may have constituted another stage in cuts to the work.** The composer had
undertaken a substantial shortening of the oratorio already in the summer of 1895 in
Vysoka, as he informed his friend Alois GObl.*® This was inspired by a performance of
Liszt’s oratorio St. Elizabeth in May that year in the National Theatre and Dvorak’s idea
that Ludmila might be given in a staged presentation.®

Confirmation that the oratorio was substantially shortened in its Prague performance on
28 November 1897 comes from the emotional reaction of Karel Knittl:

It is a shame that this large work, overflowing with a wealth of musical beauties
and a fine style, could not be performed in its entirety and that it was necessary
to make cuts, which harmed many a precious number considerably. The choral
numbers fared worst in this respect [..] Let us say that it would be better to
perform one part of such a work whole than only a modest portion of each part.!”

Dvorak’s cuts to the oratorio given in his letter to Perger are reported in detail-but not
always quite accurately-in the modern edition of the full score from 1964, in the middle
column of ‘Supplemento III'.*® The authors of the editorial report on this addendum,
FrantiSek Bartos and Antonin Cubr, state in their list of sources that they had available
a photocopy of Dvorak'’s letter to Perger from the holdings of Antonin Dvorak Museum.*®
However, the museum has had no such photocopy for many years, as evidenced by both
of the inventories of the Antonin Dvorak Collection from the mid-1980s-which do report
some other important copies of musical and non-musical manuscripts.2° Otakar Sourek
was evidently not familiar with the letter’s content: in his monograph on Dvorak he states

12) SOUREK, op. cit., Vol. 2, 3rd ed., p. 255. Four performances were conducted by the composer and the
remaining two by Moric Anger.

13) |Ibid.

14) Thereis no record of new changes having been made to the work for the earlier performances in Olomouc
on 21 and 22 April 1888, nor for those in Kroméfiz on 25 and 26 April 1891. All these performances were
conducted by Dvorak.

15) ADCD, Vol. 3, p. 417.

16) The anticipated staged presentation of St. Ludmila was not given until 30 October 1901. Dra-
maturgical adaptations were carried out by V.J. Novotny, and Dvofak composed several new measures of mu-
sic needed for the purpose on 11 August 1901 in Vysoka. Through 1904 the oratorio was presented on stage
a total of seven times, designated as a sacred opera.

17) KNITTL, Karel, ‘Dvorakovo oratorium Svata Ludmila’ (Dvofak’s Oratorio St. Ludmila), Dalibor XX, Nos. 6-7
(11 Dec. 1897), pp. 43-44.

18) DVORAK, Antonin, Svata Ludmila op. 71, Critical Edition According to the Composer’s Manuscript, Prague:
Statni hudebni vydavatelstvi, n. p. (State Musical Publishing House, national enterprise), 1964, pp. 712-13.
19) Ibid., p. 756.

20) CECHOVA, Olga - FOJTIKOVA, Jana, Antonin Dvofék (inventar fondu S 76) (Inventory of the Collection
S 76), Prague: Narodni muzeum - Muzeum Ceské hudby (National Museum - Museum of Czech Music), 1981,
250 pp. SLAVIKOVA, Jitka - VANISOVA, Dagmar, Antonin Dvofék (inventar fondu S 226), Prague: Narodni mu-
zeum - Muzeum ceské hudby, 1986, 195 pp.
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that Svata Ludmila sounded in Vienna and Prague in the same version, as shortened by
Dvorak and criticized by Karel Knittl.?

The newly-acquired original of Dvorak’s previously-unknown letter to Perger of 12 Octo-
ber 1897 allows us to describe the situation more precisely. In Vienna the work sounded
with cuts made by Perger, who partially adopted those proposed by the composer; the
version given in Prague was not quite the same. While the letter informs us about Perger’s
cuts only partially, it records most of Dvorak’s with relatively great precision. It may be
that the Prague performance of Svata Ludmila in the Rudolfinum on 28 November 1897
represented Dvorak’s most radical shortening of this work.??

The letter helps document changes
made to Svata Ludmila for various
performances and is an important o Sencllachalt dec IEHIREE NI
contribution for researchers concerned s 2
with the genesis, interpretation, S MR _\"“,H,T,M_ i A
and reception of Dvorak’s music. It
constitutes a valuable addition to the Ersies

collections of the National Museum GESELLSEHAFTS CUNEEET

- Czech Museum of Music - Antonin i AR Ea

trn groeman Danlm:

Richanl wom Perisr,
Dvorak Museum.?

The edition of the letter presented
here is a diplomatic transcription
thereof, respecting Dvorak’'s text as
well as his dynamic handwriting; all
editorial additions, changes, and
comments (pertaining to poorly legible
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21) SOUREK, op. cit., Vol. 4, 2nd ed., p. 38. Knittl, however, does not mention the possible identity of the two
versions.

22) Forthe next concert performance, on 3 April 1904 under the baton of Oskar Nedbal, we have no evidence
of any new changes made to the work by Dvorak. Since the end of the previous year he had been fully occupied
with preparations for the premiere of his last opera, Armida. lliness prevented him from even attending the
performance of Ludmila, which was again shortened.

23) For help in transcribing and translating the letter | thank PhDr. Milena Béli¢ova and PhDr. Milan Pospi-
Sil, CSc., and for valuable advice and comments PhDr. Jan Dehner. The illustrations come from the archive of
the Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde and are published here with the kind consent of the institution. Thanks go
also to the director of that archive Prof. Dr. Otto Biba, who provided me not only with these documents but also
with a copy of part of the dissertation by Brigitte Hoy.
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