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Introduction





Janáček would have hated this book. In a letter to Max Brod about the biography he was writing, Janáček gave the following instruction: ‘Definitely refuse all extra ballast which XY is asking you [to include]. What is at stake is your poetical work and not sober facts.’ Nevertheless, Brod steamed ahead and a week later asked Janáček to respond to thirty questions about his life, which, to the composer’s credit, he did. Janáček would no doubt have regarded the present project as an even worse example of ‘ballast’ and one that is furthermore quite unredeemed by any pretence at ‘poetry’.


Like others of my generation I came to Janáček’s life and works through Jaroslav Vogel’s classic biography. I could have had no better guide. Vogel was a creative artist – a composer himself and a fine conductor of Janáček’s music – with personal knowledge of Janáček. Through his broad culture and sympathies he was able to write for an international readership and produce a warm-hearted, generous book that has stood the test of time: it has been constantly in print in several languages. Written in an accessible style, it nevertheless takes account of the Czech scholarly discoveries of the 1950s (good years for Janáček publications although dark years for the country). Its chief limitation is its haphazardness in identifying sources, something I hope I have done better in this present work.


The first part of Vogel’s biography stands in the shadow of an earlier book, Vladimír Helfert’s detailed biography of Janáček’s early life, published as the Nazis thrust their way into Czechoslovakia. Like many other Czech intellectuals, Helfert was imprisoned throughout the Second World War, and on his release from a concentration camp was broken in health and spirit. He died in 1945 without writing any of the succeeding volumes of the biography that he had planned. There would have been another three or four and, had they been written, they would have made endeavours such as mine redundant. One of the finest Czech musicologists of his day, with a wide range of interests and, initially, a sceptical attitude towards Janáček, Helfert was the ideal biographer. He was a near contemporary of Janáček, able to draw on current memories, and trawl local archives and newspapers. My debt to Helfert will be evident from the many footnote references to his biography (LJPT) in the earlier part of this volume. If it is not an easy book to use, this is a reflection of an age in which density rather than accessibility was thought a scholarly virtue. A modern editor would have insisted on a more user-friendly approach with a clearer signalling of contents. Helfert’s views on the Janáčeks’ marriage, for instance, might not then have been buried unannounced in a seventy-page chapter on Janáček as a composer.


Since Brod, Helfert and Vogel wrote their biographies much more has come to light and in some cases been published. Janáček’s extensive correspondence with his two major publishers Universal Edition and Hudební matice is now available, the lost letters to Rosa Newmarch have turned up (in Panama!), Zdenka Janáčková’s memoirs (partly used by Helfert and Vogel, often unattributed) have now been published in English and Czech editions. Janáček’s early letters to Zdenka (in German) have also been published (Helfert had access to them in only manuscript), while the later letters (in Czech), a much underused source, have become fully accessible, as have the letters to his daughter Olga. In particular, all of Janáček’s letters to Kamila Stösslová are available in a fine Czech edition (and most of them also in English). Even Janáček’s Kamila Album, kept under lock and key in some inner sanctum of the Janáček Archive for many years, has been published. Altogether in the eighty years since Brod wrote his biography, and the fifty years since Vogel wrote his, many ‘sober facts’ have turned up that need sifting and assessing to provide a more comprehensive picture of the composer.




 





To some it may seem that a biography is a foolish and oldfashioned enterprise, or one that should be undertaken only if accompanied by health warnings and disclaimers to disarm critics. This is not my view. I am, however, aware that even the attempt to draw out an account of Janáček’s life based on documents is a subjective one: I have chosen this rather than that document; I have quoted more from this one than that; I have understood something in a particular way; or I have let a particular view prevail. In the end this is because I believe that one letter may be more important for understanding Janáček than another one, or one interpretation may be more plausible than any other I could have chosen. I can only hope that many years of working with the sources and thinking about them has led me to a view that others will also find persuasive. But I know that ‘facts’ change, that new documents turn up, that old ones can be differently interpreted, that different generations will find different emphases and that a biographer inevitably writes himself or herself into the story. I have at least tried to indicate my sources, my guesses and my hunches.


In the case of Janáček the would-be biographer has a head start over, say, Schubert, who left pitifully few letters, seldom dealing with serious matters. Thousands of letters that Janáček wrote have survived, and so have even more letters written to him. His last years are illuminated by almost daily correspondence with Kamila Stösslová. Janáček, furthermore, was a prominent member of his community, contributing as teacher, writer and journalist. He wrote on almost every subject that came up and it is not hard to discover his opinions on many topics. One of the aims of this biography has been to try and make sense of all this primary material, providing a sound, detailed, footnoted, chronological framework and putting it together in a way that illuminates Janáček’s day-today life and his creative life. In this I have been more active in seeking out new sources than in taking into account the views offered by those biographies published during the gestation of my book.


I have been able to take advantage of Dr Theodora Straková’s lifetime work on Janáček’s writings by making use of the detailed list that she published in 1997 (in JAWO); her catalogue numbers make possible brief, instant references to particular writings. For the first time, her list allowed one to see the spread of interests that Janáček committed to paper. Dr Straková’s magnificent two-volume collection of Janáček’s ‘literary’ writings (LD), issued not long before her ninetieth birthday, offers Czech readers the opportunity to get to know this material, with the many insights it provides into Janáček’s personality. In the light of this, my biography attempts to place Janáček’s compositions in the wider context of his extensive literary writings, theoretical concerns and ethnographic researches.




 





Until now most Janáček biographies have been ‘life and works’. When Vogel wrote his biography he was writing for people such as my younger self, who needed basic information about Janáček’s compositions. I regard this phase as now almost complete. In the past thirty years the recording and publication of most of Janáček’s works, and the generous provision of sleeve notes, CD booklets, detailed programme notes for concerts and opera performances has meant that the introductory nature of what Vogel was trying to do has been overtaken by events. Subtitling my biography ‘years of a life’ attempts to suggest something different, where the main thrust of concentration is indeed on the life of Janáček, year by year. This does not mean, however, that I have excluded discussion of Janáček’s music. Instead I have seen the works as part of his biography: with Janáček, life and works are so interconnected that it is often difficult to discuss one without the other. But, in order not to exclude an important part of a potential readership, I have used music examples only when it seemed the most economical way of saying what I needed to; this is confined to a few more specialist chapters.




 





This book is divided into seven parts, four of which make up vol. i (up to the outbreak of the First World War and Janáček’s sixtieth birthday in the summer of 1914) and three of which make up vol. ii (to Janáček’s death in 1928). Parts are further divided into two types of chapters: chronological and contextual.


The chronological chapters provide a straightforward narrative that for much of the time is delivered at the rate of one year per chapter, though earlier years (where information is more sparse) are grouped together and crowded later years (in vol. ii) are split. Any reader wishing for a chronological account of Janáček’s life and works could simply concentrate on these chapters and ignore everything else. Threaded between the chronological chapters is a varied series of chapters on particular topics, some of them constituting sequences throughout the book, e.g. ‘Music as autobiography I’ (and subsequently II, III and IV). Such chapters often range over several years. They comment on aspects of Janáček’s life, personality, music, environment, mentors and enemies, providing context and detailed explanations.


I cannot imagine there will be many readers of a book of this size who will start at the beginning, end at the end and will stick to the printed order. Many will select according to need or interest and may very well start dipping into some of the topics since they are shorter and have more intriguing titles. Because of this, I have tried to make all chapters relatively self-sufficient (inevitably with a little duplication); cross-references are given where helpful.


By the clear division of material I have tried to address the chief concerns of biography: to provide facts and a shaping commentary. More skilful biographers than I have contrived to combine the two modes of operation in a seamless narrative but in any reflective biography there will be ‘topics’ (even if not signalled as such) that will interrupt a chronological flow. What I have written here has all the joins showing and boasts no concealing art at all and no ‘poetry’. There are some readers who will prefer a more directed, opinionated narrative and wish to be swept up in a grand authorial vision of the subject. I believe there is also merit in a more transparent plan that might encourage the reader to find his or her own route through Janáček’s life and enable a more proactive reading of the materials offered.






















Author’s note





BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION


Unless specifically stated, I have used standard Czech sources of biographical information: ČSHS for musicians, OSN and MSN for non-musicians. 


 


CATALOGUE NUMBERS


Numbers in roman/arabic (e.g. III/6 for Amarus) are those of the Janáček catalogue (JAWO). A list and explanation of all such sigla are given in the indices at the end of this book. 


 


CROSS-REFERENCES


Those in this volume are to chapter numbers; those for vol. ii (in progress) are by chapter title.


 


CURRENCY


For a full explanation of units of Czech currency and abbreviations, see chaps. 41 and 67. 


 


DATES OF COMPOSITION


Unless new information or hypotheses are offered, dates of Janáček’s composition are based without further acknowledgement on those given in JAWO.


 


DATES OF RUSSIAN LETTERS


For letters written in Russia up to 1918, new style dates (signalled ‘N.S.’), i.e. the equivalent Western date, are given where possible. The Russian date of writing is twelve days behind the Western in the nineteenth century and thirteen in the twentieth.


 


EMPHASES IN QUOTATIONS


Unless specifically stated otherwise (‘emphasis added’), italic-type in quoted material denotes emphases in the original source (usually underlining).


 


FOOTNOTES AND ENDNOTES


There are two forms of note: footnotes (signalled with symbols), which provide additional information and explanations; and endnotes (signalled with numbers), which in conjunction with the bibliography provide sources.


Locations of documents are supplied only for unpublished letters. Where a reliable English translation of published correspondence exists, reference is made to that rather than to a Czech source. Initials are used for the following individuals:












	AR

	Artuš Rektorys






	KK

	Karel Kovařovic






	KS

	Kamila Stösslová






	LJ

	Leoš Janáček






	OJ

	Olga Janáčková






	ZJ

	Zdenka Janáčková






	ZS

	Zdenka Schulzová (the maiden name of the above)















FORMS OF NAMES


The Czech Academy regularly revises the spelling of Czech in an attempt to make it match pronunciation (see JAWO, xviii). For English, which is much more laissez-faire and resistant to spelling reforms, this creates a problem with proper names (of works and of people). Although this solution is not liked by my Czech colleagues, I have stuck to what people called themselves, and to what Janáček called his works. For instance. Zdenka Janáčková always signed herself as ‘Zdenka’ and Janáček always referred to her as ‘Zdenka’. In this book she is known as such and not as ‘Zdeňka’, which is how modern Czech sources refer to her. Similarly, I have retained the forenames of members of Janáček’s family presented, for instance, in Helfert’s biography (1938), rather than later versions such as Svatava Přibáňová’s article (1984) on Janáček’s family tree. Thus Amalie and Rosalie (as found in birth registers and other documents) are used for the first names of Janáček’s mother and sister and not the respelt modern versions of Amálie and Rozálie.


 


PRONUNCIATION


For readers who like to have a stab at pronouncing the Czech names they will encounter in this book, I offer a few general principles.


The Czech language stresses the first syllable of every word. The only exception is in preposition-plus-noun combinations such as ‘na Moravě’ [in Moravia], which is stressed as if it were a single word.


Vowels are open, more or less as in Italian, and never diphthongized as in English. They come in two forms: short and longer, the long ones signalled by an acute accent (thus the second ‘á’ in ‘Janáček’ is longer than the first ‘a’). For historical reasons a long ‘u’ is written ‘ů’ in some positions. The letter ‘y’ (both ‘y’ and ý’) is considered a vowel, differentiated from ‘i’ by grammar rather than by sound. The letter ‘j’ is pronounced as an English ‘y’ (as in Janáček: ‘YA-nah-check’) and is often used to create diphthong-combinations (‘aj’ is pronounced ‘ai-ee’; ‘ej’ is pronounced ‘eh-ee’ etc.).


Consonants are more or less as one might expect them in English, though without aspirates (the Czech ‘b’ and ‘p’ are ‘cleaner’ sounds than the English ‘b’ and ‘p’). Here are a few more exceptions:


‘c’ is pronounced ‘ts’, e.g. Laca (LA-tsa).


The combination ‘ch’ is similar to the final sound of the word ‘loch’, e.g. Tichon (TI-chon).


The letter ‘r’ is always rolled.


The letters ‘r’ and ‘l’ can take the place of vowels, e.g. Brno (BiR-no).


Diacritic signs (i.e. the Czech háček [hook], which after ‘t’ and ‘d’ is written as an apostrophe, but is otherwise written as an inverted circumflex) modify some consonants, and the vowel ‘e’, e.g.


č represents the sound ‘ch’ (as in ‘cheek’), e.g. Janáček (YA-nah-check)


d’ represents the initial sound in the word ‘dew’, e.g. d’ábel (DYAH-bel)


ě represents the sound ‘ye’, e.g. Katěrina (KA-tye-ree-na)


ň represents the initial sound in the word ‘new’, e.g. pastorkyňa (PAS-tor-kee-nya)


ř is a Czech speciality, a rolled ‘r’ with friction, e.g. Kovařovic (KO-va-rzho-vits)


š represents the sound ‘sh’ (as in sheet), e.g. Šárka (SHAHR-ka)


t’ represents the initial sound in the word ‘tune’, e.g. Kát’a (KAH-tya)


ž represents the sound ‘j’ (as in French jeu), e.g. Žárlivost (ZHAHR-li-vost)


In some northern Moravian dialect words the Polish ł (sounding ‘w’) is used, e.g. łáska (WAH-ska).


 


TRANSLATED TITLES


Czech (and Russian) works are generally given in English; the original titles can be found in the index.


 


TRANSLATIONS


Unless otherwise stated, all translations are my own, though I have had considerable help from those more skilled than I am in the particular languages involved: Czech, Russian and German. Where the translation comes from one of my earlier books and I think I can do better, I have not hesitated to make improvements or corrections.



















Acknowledgements





I gratefully acknowledge the award of a British Academy Readership in the Humanities in 1992–4, which enabled me to clear the ground; much of the work I did then was used in the Janáček catalogue published in 1997 (JAWO). In 2000 I joined Cardiff University as a Professorial Research Fellow, which allowed me to work regularly on the book. A further grant from the British Academy enabled me to engage a Czech research student for one year; another from the Arts and Humanities Research Board to pay for commissioning specific chapters on Janáček’s health and wealth. Publication has been considerably easier by generous grants from the Erna V. Fischer Trust Endowment for Czech Music at the Universiy of California, Santa Barbara, Department of Music and the Czech and Slovak Music of the USA. I am most grateful to Dr Derek Katz for his kind help in these matters.


I am grateful to the many scholars who have answered my questions: I am particularly in the debt of Milena Flodrová whose unrivalled knowledge of Brno archives and whose researches on my behalf have uncovered all sorts of fascinating, previously unknown facts. Others who have put their own research at my disposal or have helped me in various matters include Mark Audus (Nottingham), Dr Paul Banks (London), Dr David Beveridge (Prague), Prof. Geoffrey Chew (London), Harry Haskell (Guilford, CT), Dr David Wyn Jones (Cardiff), Dr Vojtěch Kyas (Brno), Dr Gunhild Oberzaucher-Schüller (Salzburg), Dr Jonathan Pearl (Santa Barbara), Prof. Robert Pynsent (London), Dr Rupert Ridgewell (London), Simona Sedláčková (Brno, Dr John Snelson (London), Prof. Miloš Štědroň, Heinz Stolba (Vienna), Mark Summers (London), Veronika Vevjodová (Brno) and Robin Thomson (Ashgabat). In addition to contributing expert chapters on Janáček’s health, Dr Stephen Lock (Aldeburgh) has also checked the manuscript from a medical standpoint. Without the timely assistance of Jim Page this book might never have been published.


The scale of the book has tested friends and colleagues to the limit of endurance. They have been generous in reading to various drafts and giving me many valuable suggestions reflected in the final form of the book. I am grateful to them all: Mark Audus, Geoff Chew, Jim Friedman, Yoko Kawaguchi, Margot Levy, Simon Rees, Nigel Simeone, Jan Špaček, Philip Weller and Šárka Zahrádková.


The book could not have come into the world without much help from my friends and colleagues in Brno: I am particularly grateful to Dr František Malý, head of the Music Section of the Moravian Regional Museum, who has allowed me generous access to the splendid holdings of the Janáček Archive and to his entire staff who have made me so welcome there over many decades. Janáček experts on the staff, Dr Svatava Přibáňová and Dr Jiří Zahrádka, have generously shared their treasures with me, have patiently answered my many questions over a long period, and have deciphered various illegible handwritings. The present Janáček curator, Dr Jiří Zahrádka, has given much practical help and moral encouragement; he has considerably enhanced the book with his series of ground-breaking chapters on Janáček’s finances. I owe a particular debt to Jan Špaček. He has been my chief research assistant in Brno for over five years and his enthusiasm for ‘Naše věc’ [Our thing] has been an inspiration. This book has benefited immensely from his systematic transcription of many letters, his searching out of obscure items in journals and newspapers, and in the final stages, of checking my translations. Similarly, Simona Sedláčková and Ludmila Němcová have ably assisted in many aspects of my archival work: without their transcriptions my database would be much the poorer.


It is good to be able to thank old friends who have worked on earlier books of mine, and have continued to help me in the preparation of this one: in particular I am grateful to Ruth Thackeray for advice on the many tricky problems of presentation and her alert copy-editing of the manuscript, and to Marion Hubbard who for almost twenty years has drawn the maps for my books and has contributed five to this one.


The book has been built on a database created over fifteen years, beginning at a time when databases and diacritics seemed to be incompatible – except for Nota Bene. The specialist software that this firm provides, with an integrated suite of word processing, database, textbase and indexing facilities in so many languages has been invaluable; the helpfulness of its staff legendary.


Finally I am grateful to Faber and Faber for their taking on such a large and commercially unrewarding project.




















[image: ]
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A LATE STARTER (1854–80)

























1


Images of Janáček





The most familiar image of Janáček is of an old man: a vigorous old man, but nevertheless white-haired and at least sixty-two. Here are two descriptions of him, one by Max Brod (who translated many of his operas into German), the second by Rudolf Těsnohlídek, the author of the novel on which Janáček based his opera The Cunning Little Vixen: 




An unknown old man stood in my room. It was Sunday, still quite early. A moment before, I had been sleeping deeply. Was I still dreaming? – This head with its high, beautifully domed forehead, twinklingly serious big open eyes, and curved mouth: it was Goethe’s head, as drawn by Stieler, but transposed here into softly Slavonic lines … A name sounded in my dream. ‘Leoš Janáček’. It was the composer of Jenůfa. […] His glance bewitched me. Still more his words, whose holy naivety moves me still today.1




 





Leoš Janáček was waiting in the little garden of the Conservatory. He sat among the bushes, with thousands of tiny little blossoms above his head; that head of his was just as white, and seemed to be the largest of the flowers. He smiled; and I knew at once that this was the smile which life awards us like a gold medal for bravery in the face of the enemy. For bravery in sorrow, humiliation and anger.2 





Against such lyrical, indeed beautiful, descriptions one needs to put others, such as a reminiscence of Jascha Horenstein. Looking back in old age at the International Society of Contemporary Music (ISCM) Festival held in Frankfurt 1927, where he was conducting a rehearsal, he took Janáček for the superintendent of the building: ‘very bourgeois, very middle-class, one would say lower middle-class’, with his watch and chain, and formal wear, ‘as pleasant as the owner of a Gasthaus, or an Austrian or Czech coffee house’.3 František Weyr, professor of law at Masaryk University, who had dealings with Janáček after the First World War, also didn’t think he looked much like an artist. He was too carefully presented, Weyr thought, with his ‘massive mane of already snow-white hair and cultivated moustache of the same colour’.4


Těsnohlídek depicts Janáček in repose, but most descriptions emphasize his energy and vigour, as for instance his appearance at a party in Prague after his return from England in 1926: ‘an animated seventy-year-old of keen and cheerful appearance; a mane of thick silver hair above his high-domed forehead’. This was someone who talked and gesticulated so energetically ‘that from time to time you think his old-fashioned shirt cuff might go flying’.5


Animation and energy are the overwhelming impressions that come across from one of the few pieces of cine footage of Janáček to survive. In the few seconds that it runs, it shows him greeting Mrs Maria Calma-Veselá on board a steamer during the ISCM Festival in Prague 1925. He pumps her arm with one hand while vigorously gesticulating with the other. The arms flail, the body is in constant motion, the eyes twinkle. He is shorter than the carefully posed photographs suggest. He is not well proportioned, the head is too big for the small body and by this stage – he was almost seventy-one – he is distinctly tubby.


It seems extraordinary that no-one bothered to record his voice. He was involved with early cylinder phonographs: one hopes for a barked introduction, or a word of encouragement to his folksingers, but the cylinders have no tales to tell other than the songs that they recorded. One has at least some idea how he spoke: it was kratce [short], as in many jokey representations of his speech omitting the acute accent (the long-vowel sign): not the standard Czech (krátce) with a long ‘á’ (‘aah’) but a short ‘a’ (‘uh’) instead. This trait is usually accounted for by a reference to his short-vowel Lachian dialect, which, it is said, he never lost. However not only were his vowels short, but also his sentences. And when he wrote letters – and sometimes formal prose – the paragraphs were just as short too: often a single sentence implying some sort of pause and possibly a shift before the next staccato rapid fire.


Most people who came across Janáček remembered the hair. In 1913 – he was then nearly sixty – he had begun to lose it and, consulting his doctor, was given ‘some sort of water’. Thereafter, as his housekeeper Marie Stejskalová recalled, ‘the master always moistened his hair with it. It helped; his hair seemed to thicken even more and took on that lovely white colour admired by everyone and about which so much was written. It shone around the master’s head like white fire.’6


Earlier images, before his hair turned white, still depict him as rather unusual and arresting in appearance. Here he is in 1906, just fifty-two, spotted on a rare visit to Prague by a couple of musical journalists: ‘Janáček from Brno’, as they identified him, with an ‘interesting head’, out of which shone ‘two dark and fiery eyes’, a ‘Napoleonic figure’ and crowned with a mop of ‘overgrown hair’ (XV/182).


When she first encountered him in 1877 (she was twelve at the time) his future wife Zdenka remembered Janáček as ‘slim then, a figure smaller rather than larger, his pale face made a strong contrast with his hard, curly full beard, thick black curly locks and very striking brown eyes.’ She was particularly taken ‘with his small, full white hand’. In manner he was at first reserved, though she did not find him as strict as she expected him to be, ‘let alone ill-natured, as was frequently said of him’.7 Janáček’s pupils at the Brno Teachers’ Institute (where he taught for most of his life) found him ‘strikingly taciturn, reserved and strict in every way’ and treated him with some caution when he appeared, with his ‘wonderfully shaky step’, his ‘tiny figure shuffling his way’ round the benches, and, without a word, sitting down at the piano, ‘his black locks waving luxuriantly in a gleam of sunlight’.8


What is abundantly clear is that his feelings were near the surface, reined in with difficulty. ‘Deeply sensitive, with a soul of rich moods, agitated by the gentlest touch, sharply choleric at the strongest impulse’,9 was how a fiftieth-birthday tribute put it, a reference to his exceptionally short fuse, even in professional situations. Weyr’s impression was of someone who had something ‘aggressive and challenging’ about him and he soon felt that ‘it wasn’t perhaps pleasant to come into conflict with a man of such an explosive temperament even when it was just some general difference of opinion that was at stake.’10 ‘Janáček can never bear any criticism from anyone and considers himself always infallible’,11 was how his exasperated father-in-law put it in 1883, not long after Janáček married Emilian Schulz’s daughter. When criticized at a meeting of the staff of the Teachers’ Institute, it was reported (in an official, minuted complaint) that he had ‘waved his arms’, spoken ‘with an angry voice’ and had stumped off ‘demonstratively’, having called the teaching staff a ‘nasty lot of good-for-nothings’.12


In more conciliatory circumstances it was not the short fuse that caused problems so much as the fact that potential colleagues found it difficult to operate at the speed needed. Viktor Dyk, one of the innumerable librettists for Brouček, remembered the demands put upon him, a letter coming out of the blue from the suddenly famous composer of Jenůfa, ‘four pages, written with a characterful, energetic hand’, making a surprising request:




He was composing The Excursion of Mr Brouček to the Moon. And it was I, yes I, who could help him. He had tried elsewhere, but none of those to whom he turned was giving him satisfaction. What was needed was me, what was needed was concise speech, trenchant verse, or so Janáček wrote. Half request, half order. And before I got round to replying, a reminder came, and then a second reminder: I must do it, if his work was not to be killed off and destroyed. And for him, the composer who had had to wait so long, it was impossible to wait patiently. In the end – the reader must not imagine that this all lasted more than four or five days! – he appeared before me.13





And when Viktor Dyk was arrested (this was in the middle of the First World War), Janáček attempted to continue working with his librettist ‘as though absolutely nothing had happened’ and was bemused by the thought that the military censorship might slow things down. ‘Leoš Janáček, continually bombarding me with letters and in cases of need always willing to surprise me with a visit in Prague, lost interest in his collaborator as soon as he ceased to be a collaborator.’14


When Jan Mikota took over the difficult job of handling Janáček for the publishing wing of Hudební matice he found that the ‘social and commercial tone’ that he sought to instigate soon disappeared. Above all Janáček wanted negotiations to be as brief as possible, without long consideration: just ‘yes’ or ‘no’. Answers were curt, sharp and surprising: Mikota had never come across anything like it.15


Those who were nearest to him, such as his wife Zdenka, found him not only bossy, demanding and needing instant attention, but also sometimes mean, heartless and cruel. Even allowing for the friction of day-today married life and the fact that Zdenka’s memoirs portray only too well the image of a wounded wife, there are many stories, such as his treatment of her in the later stages of pregnancy or inflicting his mistress Gabriela Horvátová on her in a most public way, that are difficult to explain other than through a cruel streak or at least insensitivity. Kamila Stösslová, the love of his later life, saw a more agreeable and relaxed person: she seems to have released in him a long-suppressed sense of fun. All other commentators found him without any spark of humour: ‘I don’t remember’, Weyr wrote, ‘that I ever heard from his lips some involuntary witticism or hearty laughter’.16 According to František Kolář, who knew him from at least 1905* and twenty years later in Luhačovice, he hated jokes and people soon learnt not to tell them in front of him.17 The worldly Gabriela Horvátová, invited to comment on him in her old age (by which time she had memorialized the hitherto despised Zdenka as an ‘angel’) recalled that there were ‘six’ Janáčeks: with his mercurial changes of mind one never knew which one she was going to get.18 On the whole, however, women got closer to him than men: he had male colleagues and professional friends, but after the death of his brother František he had no really close male friends. Always susceptible to women (Kolář tells how he would perk up when he saw a pretty girl and adjust his moustache and tie in a shop window),19 he would reveal more of himself to Gabriela Horvátová and especially Kamila Stösslová than to anyone else.


Much of what appears to be cruel in him can be explained by his upbringing: a young boy from a poor family sent away from home at the age of eleven – a crucial stage of his upbringing – and denied the company of his siblings and the love of his parents. His belligerence can be explained by his having to fight his way up from poverty and neglect, and the fact that, for much of his career, he considered his talents and achievements undervalued. Until late in life he certainly had a chip on his shoulder which can account for much of his behaviour. When recognition came, first national, then international, the bitterness largely faded. Weyr recalls the ‘exceptionally conciliatory appearance’ of the white-haired old gentleman who in a sprightly and contented way walked the streets of Brno.20


More difficult to explain, however, is how this country boy became an important and original composer. Destined and trained to be a teacher (and teaching remained important to him throughout his life), he became an opera composer. Although, like so much else, opera came late to him, he blossomed in old age to compose at white heat some of the most immediately captivating, varied and original operas of the twentieth century, some of the very few to find a permanent place in the repertory. And, in the gaps between writing the operas, he would turn out, even more speedily, arresting works in other genres: the Glagolitic Mass, two splendidly vibrant string quartets, a celebratory Sinfonietta, and some extraordinary and visionary choral music. As in the case of Haydn, stuck out in the marshes of Eszterháza and ‘forced to become original’, Janáček in another province of the Habsburg Empire similarly became his own person, an anomaly difficult to pigeon-hole in the annals of twentieth-century music.† Although his belated musical education took place at leading institutions in Prague, Leipzig and Vienna, autodidactism and self-help were in his blood: something of the naive rustic remained with him throughout his life so that he came across to his contemporaries as ill-educated and homegrown. But in his own way, and in his own time, he found his own path and his own voice. When he emerged into prominence in old age he came to be seen as one of music’s true originals, one of the most engaging composers of the twentieth century.
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Nations and languages





Czech, Bohemian, Moravian


‘First of all, I presume I am a Czech composer and not just a Moravian one as they nowadays like to pretend in Prague.’ Janáček was commenting, if such a neutral word can be applied to his usual tone of outraged indignation, on the description of himself as a ‘Moravian composer’ in the most recent edition of the Riemann-Einstein Musiklexikon.1 When he made this statement in 1926, the differences between Czechs and Moravians were certainly smaller and fewer than they had been. Moravians lived in Moravia, Bohemians next door lived in Bohemia and both spoke the same language, Czech. Janáček’s insistence that he was a Czech composer underlined that he was one of the Czech-speaking nation, not merely a composer from the province of Moravia. He was, as the great Czech historian František Palacký described himself, ‘Moravian by birth, Czech by nationality’.2


There was, however, a linguistic problem when Janáček claimed that he was a ‘český skladatel’ [Czech composer]. In English the adjectives ‘Czech’ and ‘Bohemian’ have differentiated if overlapping meanings. Whereas ‘Czech’ refers to any aspects pertaining to the people (e.g. customs, culture, music, and especially language) from the combined area of Bohemia, Moravia and Czech Silesia, ‘Bohemian’, in modern parlance, refers only to the province of Bohemia (as well as, of course, to people of unconventional lifestyle, a meaning I shall now ignore). Thus not all Czechs are Bohemians; some, like Janáček, are Moravians. Similarly, Czech music can be written by Bohemians, Moravians and even a few Silesians, but Bohemian music can be written only by those from Bohemia, thus excluding Janáček.


The Czech language cannot make this distinction: ‘český’ has to do service for both ‘Bohemian’ and ‘Czech’. The famous string quartet in which Josef Suk played most of his life is known in Czech as the ‘České kvarteto’. Its translation into English can cause problems. Both forms, ‘Bohemian Quartet’ and ‘Czech Quartet’, are used and both are correct since all members of the quartet came from Bohemia (‘Bohemian’) and all of them spoke Czech (‘Czech’). Even if English is more precise adjectivally, both Czech and English are inadequate when it comes to nouns. Apart from uncomfortable neologisms such as ‘Česko’, ‘Czechia’ and ‘Czecho’ there is no single official word in either language to denote the Czech-speaking region. One has to make do with ‘the Czech lands’, ‘the Czech provinces’, ‘Bohemia and Moravia’ (as in the old Czechoslovak weather forecasts) and today, of course, the ‘Czech Republic’.


A thousand years before Janáček made his claim about being a ‘Czech composer’, Moravia had been at the heart of the Great Moravia, in which the Bohemians, together with the Lusatian Sorbs, the Silesians, the Vistulans, the Slovaks and the Pannonion Slavs,3 were just another subservient people. It was to the Great Moravia that Cyril and Methodius, the ‘Slavonic missionaries’ sent by Byzantium, came in 862 and gave the region an alphabet (at first Glagolitic, later Cyrillic), a language (Old Slavonic, based on Macedonian dialect and at the time perhaps intelligible to other Slavs) as well as a Christian religion. The awareness that the celebration of this event fostered in Moravia 1000 years later was essentially Pan-Slavonic, locating Moravia at the hub of a vast Slavonic empire (as the mythopoeic versions of the time saw it) that could stand up to its vigorous German-speaking neighbours. This was the vision of Moravianness that Janáček embraced as a young boy (see chap. 7), one that would inflect his views and his music up to the end of his life. It is this that distinguishes him from the composers born in Bohemia such as Smetana and Dvořák. The people in Prague who ‘pretended’ that Janáček was ‘Moravian’ had in fact put their finger on something. Even if Janáček was ‘Czech’ by nationality he, like so many Moravians of his generation, felt a strong regional identity that arose from different founding legends, different customs, different dialects, different folk costumes, and, most of all for Janáček, different folk musics.


Great Moravia soon crumbled. At the death of Methodius in 885, Rome brought it under its Bavarian espiscopate, and the followers of Cyril and Methodius took their mission – with more permanent results – to other Slavonic regions such as Kievan Rus and the Bulgarian Empire. Within a couple of centuries the centre of power in the Czech-speaking lands would shift to Prague, the capital of the Kingdom of Bohemia. The lands attached historically to the Czech crown consisted of three provinces, Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia. Silesia came and went according to political circumstances: today most of it is in Poland. Bohemia and its sister province Moravia have been linked in every political grouping but have always been somewhat separate (the ‘Kingdom of Bohemia’, the ‘Margravate of Moravia’, established in 1182).


As long as whoever wore the Czech crown resided in Prague, then the Moravians’ closest relations would be with Bohemia and its capital, even when the Czech crown was also worn by the Holy Roman Emperor, as it was, for instance in the days of Charles IV, the ‘Charles’ of the Charles University, the Charles Bridge and the Karlštejn castle. The top layers of government were especially close. The Margrave of Moravia was generally a post held simultaneously by the King of Bohemia (or a close relative). Moravian and Bohemian gentry (the ‘Estates’) formed a unified group, owning lands in both provinces.4 Two events, however, drove the Bohemians and the Moravians apart. One was the fifteenth-century religious wars of the Hussites, a proto-Protestant sect with a greater following in Bohemia than in Moravia, which remained more staunchly Catholic.5 Even more crucial, however, was the Battle of the White Mountain where the Bohemian and Moravian Estates confronted their Habsburg ruler and lost. Its date, 1620, became as epochal and resonant for Czech history as 1066 is for English history – though it was essentially the ‘Renewed Constitution’ of 1627 that enshrined the new provisions. The guaranteed freedoms the Czechs had enjoyed even under the Habsburgs (from 1526 the elected Czech dynasty) were eroded in an increasingly centralized Austrian empire, which sought to impose its Catholic religion and its German language on its subjects. For the purposes of administration, Bohemia and Moravia became separate provinces reporting separately to Vienna, a typical Habsburg strategy to divide and rule. They had separate governors representing the Austrian crown, separate parliaments, until 1775 separate customs and excise, and until 1756 different systems of weights and measures.6 In 1749 Moravia gained a separate administrative status equal to that of any other Austrian crown land7 and from then until 1918 there were no formal administrative links between Bohemia and Moravia. Nearer to Vienna than to Prague, Brno was sometimes described as a suburb of Vienna,8 especially after the opening of the railway link between Vienna and Brno in 1839.


As a visitor from Slovakia, Jozef Miloslav Hurban, reported in 1839, those Moravians who continued to speak Czech in the face of increasing Germanization claimed that they spoke ‘moravsky’ [‘Moravian’], and were surprised when they were told it was little different from the language spoken over the border in Bohemia,9 a statement that says volumes about the paucity of contacts between the two provinces. The statement also underlines how little the National Revival, well under way in Bohemia, had travelled over the border to Moravia. This seismic shift in national self-awareness had begun in Bohemia at the end of the eighteenth century. With the growing interest shown in Czech folk cultures and the advances in Czech literature, Czech theatre and Czech opera, Czech as a literary language began to fight back from near extinction.


When Janáček was born in 1854, Vienna was the capital of a multinational empire that included present-day Austria, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Croatia, northern Italy and parts of Poland, Romania and the Ukraine. The regime had to weather the storm of the pan-European nationalist uprisings of 1848 but the empire’s integrity would soon be destabilized by a series of military defeats that led to a policy of accommodation with its many constituent peoples. The loss of Austria’s Italian provinces in 1859 hastened the fall of the absolutist government and brought about a more liberal era. Consequences of this were the relaxed laws of association and the easier formation of Czech societies, pressure groups and cultural organizations such as the Hukvaldy Singing and Reading Club, which Janáček’s father founded in 1865.10 The 1860s became a period of fervent Czech nation-building seen in the creation of iconic Czech nationalist organizations such as the Sokol gymnastic movement, the ‘Hlahol’ choral society and the Provisional Theatre (the later National Theatre), all based in Prague.


Similarly Austria’s defeat in the Austro-Prussian War of 1866 led to the Ausgleich [Compromise] of 1867 in which the German Austrians divided the empire with the Hungarians, its most populous and vociferous minority. Separated by the river Leitha there was now an Austrian half (Cisleithania) and a Hungarian half (Transleithania). The much-used official formula ‘kaiserlich und königlich’ [‘imperial and royal’] conceded local kingdoms as well as proclaiming an all-embracing empire. The Czechs, who came under the more benevolent Austrian rule, resented these new arrangements: although they had proved their loyalty in the Austro-Prussian War, the Dual Monarchy appeared to privilege the Hungarians and encourage the aspirations of German chauvinists living in the Czech lands. Such events contributed to Czech disaffection with the empire,11 and reinforced the cravings for political independence – and also the need to bring the on board.


However, there was a huge difference in national consciousness between the two provinces. By the 1880 census Prague had become a predominantly Czech-speaking city with over 82% Czech speakers.12 In contrast Moravian cities lagged behind with Brno remaining predominantly German-speaking up to 1918.13 There were many reasons for this, including a more relaxed attitude in Moravia towards language (many institutions used Czech or German indiscriminately), and the fact that Bohemia had in Prague a clear cultural centre, whereas in Moravia culture was spread between Brno and Olomouc (the seat of a university until it was closed in 1860).14 Most significant of all was the fact that intellectual life in Moravia was spearheaded not by the middle classes (as in Bohemia) but by the lower clergy.15 Many of the clergy in Moravia looked askance on the dangerously ‘Hussite’ Bohemians and felt that if they wished to keep Catholicism alive they were better off looking towards Catholic Austria.16 And they were proud of the ancient religious traditions. Jozef Miloslav Hurban, the Slovak visitor in 1839, noticed the cult of Cyril and Methodius in the altars and statues wherever he travelled in Moravia.17 While in Bohemia national awareness was built on the founding legends of Libuše, the Přemyslid dynasty, and the heroic exploits of the Hussite armies, in Moravia the Catholic church laid more emphasis on the proselytizing saints, Cyril and Methodius, and in the 1860s the celebration of their mission was used to emphasize the region’s Slavonic roots and the glories of the Great Moravian Empire.


Vladimír Helfert18 noted another difference between Moravia and Bohemia: the ‘modern’ orientation of music in Bohemia. Its leading nineteenth-century composer, Bedřich Smetana, was an adherent of Liszt and thus a fully fledged neoromantic. Bohemian Czech music after Smetana continued to reflect avant-garde trends in German music – part of the ‘progressive’ programme fostered by leading Czech theorists and ideologues of the time. By contrast Moravia’s leading nineteenth-century composer was the monk Pavel Křížkovský, whose music looked back to early Romanticism and was nearer to its Moravian folk roots. There were few adherents of neoromanticism in Moravia and significantly Janáček, when he went abroad to study, chose Leipzig, the city of Bach, Mendelssohn and Schumann, which in 1879 was still conservative in ambience and approach.


Moravia was ‘abolished’ in 1949. Although in 1918 there had been attempts to centralize the newly created Czechoslovakia by scrapping a layer of administration at provincial level and by heading off any separatist inclinations that might be felt in the newly-acquired Slovakia, Subcarpathian Ruthenia and indeed in Moravia itself, it needed the more vigorous efforts of the new Communist government in 1949 to destroy a political entity that had lasted for eight hundred years. Despite this, the concept of ‘Moravianness’ lingered on. When in 1991, a couple of years after the fall of Communism, a new census allowed ‘Moravian’ as a nationality, more than half of those in southern Moravia considered themselves Moravian (rather than Czech, Slovak or Silesian).19


Moravia and its regions


Within Moravia itself there are sharp ethnographic divisions, all of which are important in the context of this book. Apart from the rump of Silesia that administratively became part of northern Moravia, the most important ethnographic areas are Valašsko and Lašsko in the north and Slovácko in the south, and, to the west of all of them, Haná (see Map 1). Janáček was born in the north in what at the time was considered to be Valašsko; his third opera Jenůfa was set in Slovácko; his first choruses to become popular (IV/28) were in the Haná dialect. In this sense Janáček could claim full citizenship of Moravia, especially after his involvement with Moravian traditional music from 1888.


Between each of these ethnographic regions there are distinctions and folk memories that help explain their differences. Haná, its name merely commemorating a river, is the central Moravian region, fertile with good agriculture and rich peasants. Slovácko looks east to its neighbour Slovakia [‘Slovensko’]. Its dialect shares similarities with Slovak and its name is often translated as ‘Moravian Slovakia’. There is frequent confusion in documents of the time, with ‘Slovensko’ used where ‘Slovácko’ is intended. Equally tellingly, there is no proper name for the inhabitants of Slovácko. Whereas a man from Slovakia is a ‘Slovák’ [‘Slovak’], a man from Slovácko is a ‘moravský Slovák’ [‘Moravian Slovak’]. Like Haná, it is rich agriculturally and is particularly famous for its wine culture: wine and folksong are intertwined here as in no other Czech region.


Valašsko is a rich word, cognate not only with Wallachia in Romania but also with a host of other words denoting non-Germanic foreignness, usually Celtic or Italianate. Its etymological roots go back to the Celtic tribe in southern Gaul known to the Romans as the ‘Volcae’ and conjecturally to the ancient Germans as the ‘Walhōs’. This name was applied by the Germans to the Celts in general (cf., in a British context, Wales, Cornwall and surnames such as Wallace and Walsh) and later taken over by the Slavs, though here the foreignness denoted was Italianate. Up to the early twentieth century Czechs used the word ‘Vlach’ to denote an Italian and ‘Valach’ (cf. Wallach) a Romanian.20 The adjective ‘vlašský’ was routinely used in the nineteenth century in the phrase ‘vlašská opera’ [‘Italian opera’].


Archaeology as well as etymology suggests that the Valachians of Moravia were not originally from the area and, although they lost the Italianate language they once spoke, they were often thought to be a race apart. Unlike the rich Haná or Slovácko regions, these were mountainous regions where agriculture was poor, and sheep and goats were the main form of farming. The word ‘valach’ (with a lower-case ‘v’) today still means a shepherd.


The eastward references of both Slovácko (pointing towards Slovakia) and Valašsko (pointing towards Wallachia in Romania) have a musical significance. Draw a line down the middle of Moravia roughly at the eastern border of Haná. On the western Haná side the musical folk traditions look towards those of Bohemia and western music in general; on the other side they look east. It is this division that aligns Janáček far more with his Hungarian contemporary Béla Bartók than with the Bohemian composers Smetana and Dvořák. Both Janáček and Bartók drew musically on the exotic folk traditions of an area that included half of Moravia, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania and even parts of Turkey.


Today Janáček is not regarded ethnographically as ‘Valachian’ but ‘Lachian’. This is a comparatively new concept: the words ‘Lašsko’ or ‘Lach’ [‘man from Lašsko’] are not found in nineteenth-century Czech reference books.21 According to Janáček’s colleague and later collaborator František Bartoš, nineteenth-century Lachs called themselves either ‘Moravians’ or ‘Valachs’.22 Janáček routinely employed the adjective ‘Valašské’ for ‘Lašské’ during the nineteenth century, for example in his orchestral arrangements of local dances (1889–91),  enthusiastically promoted and published as Valašské tance [Valachian Dances] (VI/4), although these dances originate from villages around Janáček’s native Hukvaldy, in what is today called ‘Lašsko’. Similarly, the scenario (1889) for his ballet based on Valachian Dances (x/20) stipulates a setting in ‘Valašsko’, but with the Hukvaldy castle (now in ‘Lašsko’) in the background.
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Map 2 Lašsko and Valašsko.








In the first volume (1886) of his important work on Moravian dialectology (Dialektologie moravská) Bartoš began to make a distinction between the dialects of Valašsko and Lašsko. His distinction slowly began to be accepted as standard in the twentieth century, and with it a differentiation of the two areas, though such a division remains informal. When planning in 1903 the Moravian contribution to the putative Pan-Slavonic Exhibition in St Petersburg (XV/316), Janáček distinguished ethnographically three types of Moravians: ‘Slováci’ [‘Moravian Slovaks’], ‘Laši’ [‘Lachs’] and ‘Valaši’ [‘Valachs’]. Twenty years later, when he brought together for publication six of his Valachian Dances, he retitled them Lachian Dances (VI/17). Generally the Lachian dialect is distinguished by its substitution of short vowels for long ones (denoted in spelling by the use of an acute accent: thus ‘Janaček’ rather than ‘Janáček’, with its long though unstressed second syllable). Neighbouring Polish has also had an influence in the Lachian habit of stressing the penultimate syllable, rather than the first syllable as in standard Czech.23


The Czech language effortlessly adds ‘-sko’ (or ‘-ko’) to the end of a word to denote a region, and words such as ‘Lašsko’ (i.e. the region of the Lachs) can often sound more official than they actually are. When in 1948 Jaroslav Procházka published a book on Janáček’s Lachian roots, he conceded that the term ‘Lašsko’ was geographically and even ethnographically imprecise, and for the purposes of his book suggested both a ‘narrower Lašsko’ and a ‘wider Lašsko’ that encroached on to Silesia and parts of Haná (such as Přerov).24 Realistically, however, Lašsko might be defined as an area contained between the rivers Odra and Ostravice (which goes through the twin town of Frýdek-Místek) and with the river Ondřejnice running down the middle. Larger towns are Místek, Příbor, Frýdlant, Štramberk and Frenštát (at its southern border; its northern border would stop short of Ostrava). Janáček’s native village of Hukvaldy is almost at its heart. Lašsko is an area that is at the crossroads, intersected by the old imperial road linking Vienna to Těšín and beyond. To the north-east there is Poland, to the south-east Slovakia. To the north-west there is Silesia, and to the south-west Valašsko.




*





Although he didn’t see it this way, Janáček’s birth as a subject of the Habsburg Empire was not a disaster. For all the many petty humiliations suffered by a minority-language speaker in a multi-ethnic nation there were undoubted advantages: a stable society, a sound educational infrastructure, a decently paid and decently pensioned job in education, a well-run bureaucracy, good communications and a postal service in which letters arrived the next day sometimes even the same day. Janáček’s sixty-four years under the Habsburgs certainly advanced his career. His initial dealings with his publisher Universal Edition were undertaken when Vienna was still the capital city: by the end of the First World War it was a capital city anxious to give an impression of trying to be fair to its minority nations. Had Janáček not been an Austro-Hungarian subject, it is possible that the Vienna Hofoper might have been less eager to stage Jenůfa and send it on its international way into the German-speaking world.


Just as one can be a subject of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland but yet feel oneself to be more of a Scot than anything else, so Janáček, despite working until retirement from the Teachers’ Institute as an Austrian civil servant, would not have dreamt of defining himself in terms other than Czech and Moravian. Here language and culture were the chief determinants of nationality, overlaying even place of birth. One only needs to compare Janáček with another famous son of the area born two years later, just five miles away from Hukvaldy in Příbor – Sigmund Freud – to see how important language and culture were at the expense of place of birth. It would hardly have occurred to Freud to define himself as Moravian (let alone Lachian), but then he was a Jew and a German speaker, and at the time German was for him the language of social mobility that would take him to Vienna and its cosmopolitan, but German-speaking, culture. In the new Czechoslovakia of the postwar era, Jews would have the choice of aligning themselves with the new country (as did Janáček’s friends the Stössels), as Germans, or somewhere in between Czech and German culture (as did Janáček’s translator and great promoter Max Brod). 


Czech and German


Like all Czechs of his period Janáček received a substantial part of his education in German. By the time of his birth, German had become overwhelmingly the language of education in the Habsburg Empire, and Czech, if it was used at all, was limited to rural primary schools. In the remote village school in Hukvaldy where Janáček’s father taught, the school register was kept in German until the beginning of the school year 1863–4 (when it began to be kept in Czech),25 but there is no evidence that German was used as a medium of instruction in Janáček’s education there. From the moment Janáček was sent to Brno as a choral scholar in 1865, however, his education continued in German. Like all the primary schools in Brno at the time Janáček’s school was a German-medium one and it seems (see chap. 7) that he repeated a year there expressly to improve his knowledge of German. Though no doubt contributing to his abiding dislike of German and German speakers, his German-medium education gave him a confident command of the language. He showed off his German to his uncle Jan Janáček with a little poem he wrote in his first surviving letter to him on 18 May 1866, when he was not yet twelve (see chap. 7). When he qualified as a teacher he was attested to teach at all national primary schools (which in effect meant being able to teach in German). In the introduction to his edition of Janáček’s letters to Zdenka Schulzová from Leipzig and Vienna, some seven hundred pages all in German, Jakob Knaus commented on how extensive Janáček’s German vocabulary was, and on how seldom he made mistakes or couldn’t find the right expression.26


By the time Janáček began his German education in Brno, Prague had its Czech Provisional Theatre and many other cultural institutions. Changes in education came rather more slowly, and not soon enough to help Janáček. It was only during the third year that the Men Teachers’ Institute in Brno was divided into Czech and German institutes and the rest of his education there could take place in Czech. By the time he was setting out as a young man to forge his career he was able to conduct choirs in Czech, teach in Czech, and establish an Organ School that, although officially German-Czech, nevertheless conducted most of its affairs in Czech.


Janáček claimed that even as a little boy he had been frightened of the German estate workers in Hukvaldy27 but this is a reminiscence of many years later. The earliest contemporary evidence for Janáček’s anti-German sentiments can be found in a letter to his uncle Jan in 1869: having wondered whether his uncle was a ‘faithful Czech or a faithful German’ he followed with a bloodthirsty poem about what might happen to the enemies of the Czechs (see chap. 7). This clear nationalist, pro-Czech, anti-German stance nevertheless did not prevent him from associating with a typically Germanized middle-class family of the time, the Schulzes, where despite the husband’s Czech background (and the fact that he ran a Czech-speaking educational institute), German prevailed as the spoken language within the family and the young daughter of the family, Zdenka, was brought up in German. Janáček did not object to teaching her the piano in German, and subsequently even courted her in German. When in 1879 he went to study in Leipzig and Vienna, his love letters to his future wife were written entirely in German.


The linguistic fates of two of Janáček’s brothers, Bedřich and František, provide an instructive parallel. Both worked abroad and both soon found themselves in circumstances where German was the lingua franca. The letters written to Leoš Janáček by Bedřich (by then ‘Friedrich’ or ‘Fritz’ and working in Klagenfurt as an engineer) are in German. His one surviving communication in Czech, a postcard from a holiday in Cordoba,28 is in such poor Czech that it is virtually unintelligible, a reflection both of the fact that his Czech was spoken rather than written, and that even his spoken Czech was rapidly disappearing. Many more letters survive from Janáček’s younger brother František and these provide a fascinating insight into the Janáček family’s mixed linguistic background. František established himself in what is now Poland (though then part of Prussian Silesia) and married a Polish woman. Until 1895, when he moved to Russia, he wrote to Leoš in the brothers’ best language of written communication, German.29 In his second letter from St Petersburg, which appears to be reporting remarks by Leoš, he agreed that it was wrong not to try and write in his mother tongue, and thereafter he did, if with some difficulty at first.30 Whereas Friedrich’s Czech had all but disappeared, František’s was in reasonable repair, topped up by trips to Prague and summer holidays spent with the family in Hukvaldy and his taking Czech newspapers.31 It was only written Czech that caused a few problems such as slips in spelling and some contamination from Russian. František continued to write long letters to his brother Leoš in Czech, and it was only as Janáček’s Russian improved that written communication between the two of them moved into Russian.




 





As soon as Janáček returned to Brno after his studies in Leipzig and Vienna he began to demand that Zdenka Schulzová spoke Czech with him, an uncomfortable transition for her as her Czech was rudimentary. His insistence on speaking Czech within the Schulz family was a major factor in poisoning the previously excellent relations between him and his future in-laws (see chap. 17). It could be argued that Janáček’s linguistic intransigence not only upset relations with his in-laws but led to the early breakdown of his marriage with Zdenka.


Janáček, however, won this linguistic battle. Both his children were brought up in Czech and his daughter Olga spoke so little German that when in 1899 Bedřich/Friedrich Janáček and his family (who spoke no Czech) arrived in Hukvaldy for the summer, Olga was virtually unable to communicate with her cousins (see chap. 36). On one of the Hukvaldy holidays Olga attracted the attention of an under-huntsman on the archbishop’s estate, and the young German found himself having to communicate in ‘wretched Czech’, though not for long since when Janáček turned up he soon put an end to the affair.32


Janáček’s anti-German attitude was so well known that his pupil Jan Kunc devoted a whole paragraph to this topic in his biographical article on Janáček for Hudební revue in 1911. Kunc recounted how Janáček never went to Brno’s German opera or German concerts, although he would have heard a much better orchestra than that used in Czech endeavours in Brno. It was not until 1906 that Janáček ventured into the German Theatre in Prague expressly to hear Strauss’s Salome (not given in Czech until 1923). Another sore point was local transport. ‘Until recently [Kunc recalled in 1911] he would never go into Brno trams, waiting until the [place] signs would be at least in both languages; only recently his heart condition forced him to give up this principle.’33 Brno was sufficiently small for Janáček to get around on foot, but when in 1907 the Organ School moved there was now a brisk walk of well over half an hour. The trams that plied between Staré Brno and central Brno were owned by Germans and carried only German place names.


Similarly, if Janáček sent a postcard that carried only German wording, he usually crossed it out and wrote a Czech translation over it. In the summer of 1907, for instance, when he was travelling in Jablunkov, Silesia, he sent Zdenka a postcard from ‘Jablunkau östr. Schlesien’, as the monolingual card had it. He put a stroke through the ‘au’ (writing ‘ov’ above it), and crossed out the next two words. Similarly he replaced the caption for the picture of the town square (‘Hauptplatz’) with its Czech equivalent ‘náměstí’. On the other side of the card he took the trouble to write out ‘Korespondenční lístek’ in exchange for an innocuous ‘Postkarte’.34 This practice – similar to Welsh-language enthusiasts’ emending of monolingual road signs – continued for the rest of his life. Even when his country became Czechoslovakia, Janáček resisted going to what he regarded as German regions such as Marienbad (by then Mariánské Lázně) and, despite doctor’s orders, set off for his Czech spa of Luhačovice instead. In 1925 the question arose of where the statue of his old teacher Pavel Křížkovský should go. Janáček objected to its being sited in a ‘German’ location (near the German Turnhalle) and instead proposed a more ‘Czech’ location such as near the Reduta theatre or the Lužánky hall (XV/280). For Janáček German was a symbol of his nation’s lack of independence: fighting against the use of German (whatever its practical advantages and cultural riches) was casting a blow for Czech.


Ironically, of course, Janáček needed German when his career took off. It was a matter of some astonishment to his Czech publisher Hudební matice that Janáček cheerfully signed up with Universal Edition in Vienna when it came to providing a German-language piano-vocal score of Jenůfa rather than dealing through them and their approved foreign publisher. Janáček’s early mastery of German now facilitated his professional contacts. He wrote all his letters to Universal Edition or to German-speaking interpreters of his music such as Otto Klemperer in German. With the German translator of his librettos Max Brod (who knew Czech well), correspondence was in German-Czech: Brod wrote in German (with the odd phrase in Czech where useful) and Janáček wrote back in Czech.


When Jenůfa was given its German première in Vienna in 1918, and Zdenka Janáčková accompanied her husband there, she noted drily: ‘It was so strange that he spoke German here the whole time, he who couldn’t bear to hear a single word of German at home.’35 When he went to Berlin for the première of Jenůfa on 17 March 1924 ‘he even made speeches in German’. Janáček the pragmatist won out when it came to promoting his music, though there were occasional flickers of annoyance when, for instance in 1925, Hudební matice produced a leaflet on Janáček for use at the forthcoming Venice Festival and sent it to him to look at. Why, he asked, was it ‘in German for Italy?’ There were other means of understanding one another ‘than the intrusive German’. And why was Hukvaldy called ‘Hochwald’? ‘Not a single German there.’36
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The Janáčeks





In his authoritative biography of 1938 Vladimír Helfert traced the Janáčeks back to the second half of the seventeenth century to Těšín, the border area with Poland. In 1697 Kašpar Janáček moved from Těšín and settled in the Silesian town of Frýdek, then an important textile centre. Originally apprenticed as a weaver, he now became a draper and a member of the local drapers’ guild. Helfert’s account of the Janáček family as drapers in the eighteenth century emphasizes the Czech-speaking tradition of the area and its Silesian character – an orientation towards Opava in the north rather than Olomouc, Brno or Vienna in the south.1 After the death of Kašpar’s grandson, Jan Janáček (born 1742) there is an abrupt change: later male Janáčeks are schoolteachers and live not in Frýdek but on the Czech side of the Silesian/Czech border in nearby villages such as Albrechtičky and Hukvaldy. Although Helfert makes much of this break, it is perhaps more startling than he revealed. The last child of Jan Janáček (by his third wife, Dorota Zuzana Brojačová, 1748–1808) was given in the birth register as posthumous. Helfert did not provide a death date for Jan Janáček and failed to notice that the word ‘posthumous’ after Jiří Janáček in the birth register was either ironic or compassionate. Jiří Janáček was born on 17 April 1778, almost four years after the death of Jan Janáček on 6 June 1774.2 All Jiří inherited from his ‘father’ was the family name.


No wonder that Dorota Janáčková, living in very reduced circumstances, would seek to leave Frýdek, where the circumstances of the birth of her little boy Jiří were well known. In 1784, at the invitation of Father Antonín Herman (1753–1801), she moved to the village of Velký Petřvald (now Petřvald) to serve as his housekeeper. Helfert allowed himself the speculation that the reason for this move was ‘personal, perhaps of a quite intimate character’.3 Jiří was then six and Herman became his mentor and guardian and in many ways a father to him. Whether Herman was his actual father one will never know, but in one way or another Herman was able to pass on to the young boy an education and world view completely different from that of the draper and small trader Janáčeks of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.


Herman came from a well-to-do aristocratic family. He was ordained as a priest and in 1778 (the year of Jiří Janáček’s birth) joined the Augustinian monastery in Fulnek, where he led a comfortable existence in a ‘cell’ kitted out with fine furniture, fifty-six paintings, many books and a complete riding outfit. In 1784 this privileged life came to an end when Joseph II’s reforms closed down the monastery and its twelve monks were dispersed and forced to work as priests in the community. Thus at the age of thirty-one Herman unexpectedly found himself as a chaplain in Velký Petřvald, a small village with a sixteenth-century wooden church and generally primitive conditions. There he quietly drank himself to death.4 But he made sure that Dorota’s son thrived. He provided his first schooling himself, awakening in him an interest in bookbinding, gardening and growing vegetables. Above all he sent him off to train as a teacher.5 And so the Janáčeks became kantors.


Today the word ‘kantor’ is used colloquially in Czech to mean a schoolteacher. Earlier, however, it also embraced the notion of a musician (the word itself derives from the Latin cantor, ‘a singer’). Outside the main towns, teachers were often chosen for their musical abilities in the knowledge that they would be able to augment their incomes by doubling up as organists or choirmasters. As a result many schoolteachers in even the most remote parts of the Czech lands were competent musicians, and music teaching would thus figure in the school syllabus, a phenomenon described approvingly by Burney in his Present State of Music in Germany (1775). From the seventeenth century to the nineteenth (significantly the period of maximum Habsburg national oppression) it was the Czech kantors who kept alive Czech language and culture. Kantors rightly took their place in the pantheon of Czech nationalist icons: the affectionate if sentimentalized portrait of a kantor in Dvořák’s opera The Jacobin is typical. More concrete information can be found in Jan Trojan’s remarkable study of the kantor tradition in Moravia, which lists over five thousand Moravian kantors at work during this period.6 Many were members of kantor families, with teaching posts often handed down from father to son. Jiří Janáček’s case was typical. Of his four sons, the two oldest (Josef and Jan) became priests, the two youngest (Jiří junior and Vincenc) became schoolteachers. In turn some of the sons in the next generation became schoolteachers too.


Kantors, particularly good ones, did more than teach in school and look after the music in church. In many cases they represented sources of further education and self-improvement and led the community in a variety of ways. Jiří Janáček senior, his interest in horticulture awakened by Father Herman, became an expert gardener and cultivator of fruit trees, known as far as Brno for his grafting techniques and supplying many fruit trees to the surrounding areas.7 His other interests included bookbinding, wood-carving, gilding8 and organ building. With the local tailor Jan Huvar he built the organ (including pedals and seventeen stops) in his local church at Albrechtičky, an instrument that remained in use up to 1891.9 Jiří junior specialized in beekeeping. Among the earliest memories of his son Leo were the forty-eight hives his father kept;10 images of the hive continued to enliven Janáček’s writings into his old age.11 Jiří junior also founded the Hukvaldy Singing and Reading Club. Its aims were broadly educational: reading instructive magazines and articles and the cultivation of Czech folksong.12 In 1865 it was one of the first such clubs in the region and represented an attempt to counter the pressure for Germanization that came from the archbishop’s administrators (who used German routinely up to 1909).13


Above all, both Jiřís were fine musicians. Jiří senior’s musical talents had been developed during his training as a schoolteacher in Ostrava (then just a small town rather than the industrial city of today). He was a passionate musician, a competent organist who knew how to improvise preludes, and a fine singer who could bring tears to the eyes of his listeners.14 Jiří junior (1815–66) had an even more extensive musical training, acquired from two famously musical kantors: at school in Velký Petřvald (under Josef Richter) and as a teaching assistant to Alois Urbánek in Neplachovice. In nearby Opava there were more musical opportunities, as there were in his later posting to Příbor, a town with an important musical tradition.15 Like his father, Jiří junior was an excellent organist, but in addition he was a pianist good enough to teach his son Leo to play Beethoven piano sonatas. Another son, Josef, remembered his father having a large collection of sheet music by various composers.16


Poised between school teaching and music-making, kantor families would occasionally produce outstanding musicians able to earn a living through music rather than through teaching. This was the case with the Foerster and Suk teacher families, who nurtured two of the finest Czech composers of the twentieth century, Josef Bohuslav Foerster and Josef Suk. And it was also the case with the Janáčeks, whose musical training deepened with each generation. However the humble circumstances of the family meant there was no question of Leo Janáček doing anything other than following the family tradition and becoming a schoolteacher. Whereas little Josef Suk (1874–1935) went to the Prague Conservatory in 1885 at the age of eleven, Janáček did not get to the Prague Organ School until 1874, by which time he was twenty and had completed his training as a primary schoolteacher.


Jiří Janáček senior took up his teaching post in the village of Albrechtičky in 1799 and remained there until the end of his life. He was an outstanding and energetic teacher who increased the school roster (school attendance was not obligatory at the time) and constantly won excellent reports from the school inspectors on the quality of his work and the commitment of his pupils.17 A great deal is known about his work since one of his teacher sons, Vincenc Janáček (1821–1901), wrote a full account of his father’s life. Helfert made considerable use of this manuscript (it has subsequently been published)18 and was able to verify many of its claims independently. Jiří senior taught until his retirement in 1842; he died in 1848, shortly after Jiří junior took up his teaching post in Hukvaldy on 26 September 1848.


By the time Jiří Janáček junior moved to Hukvaldy, he had held various temporary teaching posts, including one in the town of Příbor, where he met his future wife Amalie Grulichová (1819–84; see Plates 1 and 3), the daughter of well-off tradesfolk in Příbor. Her father, originally a tailor, ran a pub, and Amalie brought a dowry of 200 zl, roughly equivalent to her husband’s annual salary. Like her husband, she was a good musician. She had a fine voice, and played the guitar and the organ: after her husband’s death she served as village organist in Hukvaldy until the replacement teacher arrived. She was small and fair, her husband Jiří tall and dark,19 and with an explosive temperament.20 Both were said to be strict with their children.21


While Jiří senior thrived in Albrechtičky, Jiří junior had a much less happy time in Hukvaldy. He was thirty-three when he arrived and already the father of five. His post was not well paid in comparison with others in the area,22 and the schoolhouse (in which the Janáčeks also lived; see Plate 2) was unsuitable for its purpose. Converted in 1816 from an earlier building,* the walls were damp, the roof leaked, door frames rotted, and the stove hardly worked. Complaint after complaint had been made to the authorities by Jiří junior’s predecessor but to no effect.23 When faced with a similarly inadequate schoolhouse in Albrechtičky, Jiří senior had enterprisingly resorted to malicious damage – he weakened and then dislodged the timber supporting the roof24 – and got his new building within a year; his son simply sent in annual complaints or applied, in vain, for other postings.25 The conditions took their toll on his family. Of Jiří senior’s seven children six survived infancy. Of Jiří junior’s nine children born in Hukvaldy one was stillborn and another four died in infancy. A comparison of the size of their families also sheds light on the characters of the two fathers. Both submitted their wives to a quarter-century of childbearing. But whereas poor Amalie Janáčková produced her total of fourteen children at a rate of one every one or two years, her mother-in-law Anna Janáčková produced her seven children at a more leisurely pace; the later ones (including Jiří junior and Vincenc) were born at five- or six-year intervals. The result was that Jiří senior’s limited resources went further in a smaller and better spaced family, whereas Jiří junior was able to do rather less for his more numerous family, the youngest of whom was only seven when he died.


It was not until 1858 that Jiří junior’s pleas were heard, and repairs made to the schoolhouse. It was too late to save his health. After August 1858 he was unable to teach regularly because of rheumatism and a heart condition. He died in 1866, at only fifty.26 Jiří junior did not lack enterprise, as is evident in his extra-curricular activities, but he settled in Hukvaldy during exceptionally difficult times with failing harvests and high inflation27 and seems to have lacked the toughness of his father. Jiří senior got what he wanted through hard work, pushiness, guile and force of character. These were characteristics that were inherited by his grandson, Leo.
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Hukvaldy





Rieger’s encyclopedia1 describes Hukvaldy as a fortified castle, the largest in Moravia, belonging to the bishops of Olomouc, the ecclesiastical capital. The castle withstood sieges by the Hussites (1420–30), by the Duke of Mansfeld (1622), by the Swedes (1645), and by the Hungarians, the Turks and the Prussians (1742–58) and had been the seat of administration in the area up to 1760. In that year, however, this function was taken over by the ‘new castle’ built in the valley beneath. The old castle burnt down in 1762, leaving the picturesque ruin that remains to this day.


Rieger’s entry on Hukvaldy does not register the complicated changes in ownership of the castle. Although the Olomouc bishops (archbishops from 1777) were mostly the owners from 1250, it was in their possession continuously only from 1620. It was the Olomouc bishops, too, who in 1567 established the local brewery and the game reserve,2 both of which survived into Janáček’s day and are frequently mentioned in his accounts of the area. The article also fails to mention that a village had begun to grow up beneath the castle in the second half of the eighteenth century. In addition to the brewery there was a roadside inn, a mill, a distillery and from 1759 a chapel, later consecrated to St Maximilian.


Janáček’s earliest years in Hukvaldy coincided with the tenure of Archbishop Fridrich Egon zur Fürstenberk (1853–92), who devoted great attention to the village, reconstructing the ‘new castle’, repairing the school (too late, however, to prevent its damp conditions contributing to the death of Janáček’s father Jiří) and founding a horse farm in the game park: the ‘Andalusian’ horses3 about which Janáček enthused to Kamila Stösslová in 1918.4


By the time Jiří Janáček settled there in 1848, Hukvaldy and the two neighbouring villages, Horní Sklenov and Dolní Sklenov (which together formed an administrative unit) comprised 137 buildings. Its inhabitants were mostly poor cottagers – 264 men and 309 women – who cultivated flax and eked out a living by weaving the yarn into linen, later sent off for sale to Opava and Olomouc. There were said to be looms in all the cottages. Sheep were also reared in this poor mountain village.5


The 1890 census records the village of Hukvaldy alone (i.e. without the two Sklenovs) as having 86 buildings with 551 inhabitants. The short entry on Hukvaldy in Otto’s encyclopedia6 describes it as a village and parish castle chaplaincy falling under the Místek district. In addition to the features described above, the entry mentions a post office with telegraph facilities, a police station, a savings bank, and a steam saw mill. It also mentions the two-class school, the birthplace of Leo Janáček.
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Childhood (1854–65)





When Leoš Janáček was born in Hukvaldy on 3 July 1854 (christened the next day as Leo Eugen Janáček) he had six surviving siblings. However, only one of these, his sister Rosalie,* was near enough in age to be part of his child’s world. It was Rosalie who is mentioned in Janáček’s feuilleton Without Drums (XV/199) as being taken with him by their father to perform in church, Leo singing treble and Rosalie playing the viola. Janáček does not specifically name her (she is described only as a ‘sister’) but by then the older sisters hardly qualified as ‘us children’. By the time Leo was seven (a reasonable age for singing a solo in church) Rosalie Kateřina (born 1850) was eleven. Viktorie (born 1838) was twenty-three; she had married at not quite seventeen and continued for a while to live near the school.1 The next two sisters, Eleonora Amalie (born 1840; see Plate 4) and Josefa Adolfina (born 1842; see Plate 5), were twenty-one and nineteen, and, like Viktorie, were old enough to act as surrogate mothers for the younger children (see table 5.1).


Both Eleonora and Josefa trained as teachers of needlework and domestic crafts and both figure in Janáček’s later story. Eleonora, ‘gentle, kind and attentive’, was remembered fondly by Zdenka Janáčková as the best of the brood.3 Josefa was altogether tougher. She was the only one of the family to live permanently in the area and later married the Hukvaldy schoolteacher Jindřich Dohnal. In her old age she stayed in Janáček’s Hukvaldy cottage and served as his housekeeper when he was in residence and as caretaker when he was away.







 





Table 5.1: The children of Jiří Janáček and Amalie Janáčková2












	born

	died

	name

	
comments 






	
born in Příbor  






	1838

	1894

	Viktorie  

	married Ondřej Červenka, emigrated to America but returned and died in Hukvaldy 






	1840

	1919

	Eleonora Amalie

	trained as a handicraft teacher; moved to Švábenice, where she died






	1842

	1931

	Josefa Adolfina

	trained as a handicraft teacher; married Jindřich Dohnal (later divorced), died in Hukvaldy 






	1844

	1919

	Karel Jiří  

	trained as a teacher, worked in Krhová, near Valašské Meziříčí






	1846 

	 1918

	Bedřich Vincenc

	emigrated to Germany, in charge of factories in Ebenthal near Klagenfurt, then in Warsaw, moving to Vienna at the end of his life






	born in Hukvaldy






	1849

	1849

	unnamed twin

	stillborn 






	1849

	1849

	František, twin of above

	lived two months 






	1850

	1868

	Rosalie Kateřina

	died of typhus in Příbor 






	1852

	1852

	Jiří 

	 lived fifteen minutes






	1854

	1928

	Leo Eugen 

	 






	1856

	1908

	František Josef

	worked in Prussian Silesia and St Petersburg as an engineer; returned to Hukvaldy when his health failed 






	1858

	1941

	Josef

	trained as a teacher; worked partly in Russia, ending up in a smallholding near Rožnov 






	1861

	1861 

	Adolf

	lived six days 






	1863

	1863 

	Marie

	lived six months 















By the time Leo was seven, some of the older children had left the nest. At some stage Viktorie and her husband the weaver Ondřej Červenka are said to have emigrated to America4 (she returned much later to Hukvaldy where she died in 1894).5 Eleonora settled in Švábenice (nearer Brno than Hukvaldy). Karel Jiří (born 1844; see Plate 8) trained as a schoolteacher and though he returned in 1865 to serve as his father’s assistant,6 he left Hukvaldy after his father’s death and took up a teaching post in Krhová near Valašské Meziříčí. Bedřich Vincenc (born 1846; see Plate 9) left home early and found work in Germany.


The five children born in Příbor all had long lives apart from Viktorie, who died at fifty-five. In 1849, a year after the Janáčeks settled in Hukvaldy, Amalie was delivered of twin boys, one stillborn and unnamed, the other named František, who, however, lived only a couple of months.7 In 1852 another son, Jiří, was born, though his life was even shorter: just fifteen minutes.8 No wonder Leo, born two years later, was said to be his mother’s favourite9 – the first son born in Hukvaldy to survive. He was followed in 1856 by another František (or rather František Josef; see Plate 7). Although František spent most of his life abroad, a closeness in age translated into a closeness in affection with his brother Leo. Of all his siblings František was the one with whom Janáček stayed most in touch, exchanging letters with him, visiting him in St Petersburg in 1896, sending his daughter Olga to stay with him in 1902, and regularly spending time with him in Hukvaldy, where František returned in 1905.


The Janáčeks’ next child Josef (born 1858; see Plate 10) also lived, but was the last to do so. From the nine children born in Hukvaldy only four survived childhood: a harsh testimony to the Janáčeks’ poor living conditions there. Leo was seven when his brother Adolf was born in 1861 and would thus would remember his six-day life and the six-month life of his sister Marie born two years later. Janáček’s own recollection (used by Brod in his biography, 1924) was that he was the seventh out of eleven children.10 This suggests that he was unaware of the dead twins of 1849 and the short-lived Jiří of 1852 but that he remembered all those that followed. These sad childhood memories were compounded by the death of his own son Vladimír at two and a half. It was not by chance that Janáček would go on to set an opera text (in Jenůfa) about the death of a baby.


On 1 May 1859,11 when Leo was getting on for five, he started attending his father’s school. Many years later he wrote down his recollections:




The Hukvaldy school. A large room, old benches, pockmarked. One class on the left – for the very small; one on the right – for those more grown up. Two blackboards: Father and the under-teacher taught at the same time. How not to get in each other’s way? In the corner a large stove; a bed beside it; on it the under-teacher slept.12





The ‘under-teacher’, however, arrived only at the end of 1859. Leo experienced a succession of four13 of which his brother Karel was the fourth. (The fifth and last of Jiří Janáček’s assistants arrived after Leo had already left for Brno.) As one of the ‘very small’ Leo naturally started in the lower class while Rosalie was by then in the upper class. In October 1861 Leo progressed to the upper class.


Leo was not his father’s best pupil. The only indication of how he did at school comes from the Kniha cti [Book of honour], an elaborately bound record of the Hukvaldy school from 1818 to 1877 in which pupils who particularly distinguished themselves at the annual school inspection are singled out. Naturally the local schoolmaster would have done his best to get his own children into the top group, and Jiří Janáček managed to do so with most of his children. Karel, Josefa and Bedřich all received three annual mentions (Rosalie seems to have been the star pupil, with four); Josef received two and Viktorie one. Those who don’t figure in this group are the gentle (but perhaps unacademic) Eleonora, Leo and František – another sign of early bonding between the two brothers. Leo appears only in the second league, where he is mentioned each year from 1860 to 1864.14 The one occasion that young Leo distinguished himself was in 1861 (he was then seven) where within his ‘Group II’ he was given a mark of ‘very good’ in reading.15


Not much is known about Leo as a young boy. Musical he certainly was, otherwise he would not have been accepted as a choral scholar in Brno and in Kroměříž, nor would his future path as a musician have been so smooth. High-spirited and enterprising he probably was too, if one can believe his nice story (Without Drums, XV/199) recounting how he and a young friend (Jan Hláčík) stole drums for the ceremonial celebration of high mass. One may wonder why early biographers did not interview any of Janáček’s siblings about their early life, but by his death only two were living, the then very elderly Josefa and Josef, the black sheep of the family. In his book published in 1930 Adolf E. Vašek acknowledges help from Josef and includes family details that can have come from no other source. However these are only scraps and perhaps serve only to illustrate that Josef had little to do with his famous older brother. 


There remain Janáček’s own much later reminiscences and, like all such memoirs, they need to be treated with caution. His earliest memory (he was then three) was of a fire that gutted the nearby brewery in 1857:




Fire. Fiery tongues of the blaze crept over the roof of the brewery – right next to the school – and at night in the summer! They carried us children in eiderdowns to the slopes of the park there above the [statue of the] Virgin Mary. I remember my cries. 16





He also remembered the animals: the cow in the stable, the ducks in the school court, his father’s forty-eight beehives; also the cottage of his sister ‘Vikýna’ (Viktorie) with its weaver’s loom, and the single shop ‘U Gobrů’,17 later to become the Hotel Mičaník. There were memories of church-going, trudging through the snow to midnight mass, wax candles in hand† (to be lit in church), their way illuminated by twinkling lanterns, or the pilgrimage to St Ondřej in the old castle, an annual event that took place on 30 November, by which time it was difficult getting up the steep slope after the first snow had fallen.18 Other memories were of the surrounding countryside: collecting bilberries, and the ants that bit, getting lost on Babí hůra (the thickly wooded hill nearby), and the stream running down from it where (he was told) children came from. There were also darker memories of German officials working on the archbishop’s estate: ‘a noisy throng of strange, unpleasant people – always there at the entrance like dark bees there around the hive’. Germans were to be avoided.19


Not until a year before he died, when he was specifically asked to comment on his feelings about Beethoven, did Janáček relate how his father taught him the piano:




The old Wolfenbüttel edition of Beethoven’s sonatas is well known: Wolfenbüttel, chez Louis Holle, métronomisées par Ignaz Moscheles.


That’s the format I’ve got before my eyes to this day: I think it was published in fascicles with greenish wrappers.


As an eight-year-old boy I battled with many of the sonatas on the old piano.


Oh, the notes melted into my tears like the bloody spots on the back of my left hand.


I’m sure I never got the bass right! And when my father stood over me with a brush in his hand, its bristles would suddenly bore into my left hand.


Since then I’ve known that notes should sweat blood when they are written and sweat blood when they are badly played.


And Father? No doubt he trembled at the thought that I wouldn’t turn out to be what he wanted me to be. (XV/291)





Three years later, with Jiří Janáček’s health failing, it was time to do something about Leo. According to Janáček’s autobiography, Jiří took his eleven-year-old son to two choral scholarship interviews, one in Kroměříž, one in Opava. The plan for Kroměříž, a musically and culturally important residence of the Archbishop of Olomouc, with places for eleven choral scholars, presumably made use of whatever connections Jiří Janáček had with the archbishop’s estate in Hukvaldy.20 Jiří prepared his son in the Kroměříž park by grilling him about scales, but in fact Leo seems to have been accepted without examination: Janáček remembered that in the interview with a German priest in a black habit he took no part – ‘as if I wasn’t there’. If this is so it seems surprising that he was accepted (as Janáček went on to say in his autobiography),21 a fact that Helfert’s examination of Kroměříž archives was unable to prove or disprove.22


But Jiří Janáček went for the alternative plan, initiated through the interview in Opava, which seems to have been more rigorous. Here Jiří Janáček made use of his chance acquaintance with the composer Pavel Křížkovský (1820–85), whom he had first encountered when he was a teaching assistant at Neplachovice. Vincenc Janáček tells a charming story of how his brother became friendly with the ‘little orphan’‡ Pavel Křížkovský, ‘whose mother begged him to teach the lad music and singing, which he did and later prepared him for a choral scholarship at the church of the Holy Spirit in Opava’.23 Helfert was able to confirm Jiří’s one-year tenure in Neplachovice (1831–2) but also made the point that there was only a five-year gap between the two boys – Křížkovský was eleven, and Jiří sixteen24 – so that Jiří fell more into the role of sympathetic older brother than teacher. Since 1848 Křížkovský had been in charge of the music provision at the Augustinian monastery in Brno. This connection forged what turned out to be a crucial link in the life of Jiří’s son Leo.


In 1865, when Jiří was attempting to get Leo enrolled as a choral scholar, Křížkovský was ill with a throat infection25 and that summer was convalescing in Opava, where his family still lived. Janáček remembered the coach journey to Opava (the rail link was built later):26 ‘I see only the interior of the high coach. Crumpled eiderdown. I see neither the horses, nor the coachman. Nor the countryside disappearing into the night, slept through in the bowels of the coach. Then the Opava square, an ant hill. I, frightened by everything.’27


In a reminiscence of Křížkovský Janáček also remembered something about his interview:




I was at his place with music, then a lad of about eleven. He played something. ‘I should listen to it!’ He sang and played at the same time on the piano. Some sort of sad song, something about a grave.§ ‘How did I like it?’ I don’t know what I answered. The composer probably wanted an outsider’s verdict. (XV/166)





It seems enlightened of Křížkovský to have wanted the opinion of an eleven-year-old on his piece. Maybe it was Janáček’s response to the ‘sad song’ that sealed his acceptance for a choral scholarship in Brno.
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Brno I: 1860–1914





Before 1860, Brno had been transformed by two major events. One was the train link to Vienna in 1839, the first steam passenger train in the Czech lands. Above all, this increased Brno’s value to the empire as an industrial town, now brought much closer to the imperial capital, and ensured that it would overtake Olomouc in size and importance. Another was the demolition of the city ramparts after 1852, which led to the creation of the ring road and parks, and released space for new buildings such as the Stadttheater, the ‘theatre on the ramparts’. Existing parks such as the Lužánky park, a favourite haunt of Janáček, had been open to the public since 1786.


Some societies had been founded before 1860, for instance the first German Readers’ society (1837), the male choral society Männergesangverein (1848), the German Musikverein (end of 1850s) and even some Czech societies such as the Jednota národní sv. Cyrilla a Methoda [The national society of SS Cyril and Methodius] (1848) and the Čtenářský spolek Beseda [Readers’ Club Beseda], which arranged musical evenings on Saturdays for members (1849). However the real transformation in Czech Brno is evident in the multitude of new societies which were permitted after the relaxing of laws allowed by the October diploma of 1860.


Although the population of Moravia as a whole was predominantly Czech-speaking in the nineteenth century (70.34% in the 1890 census), in the major towns such as Brno and Olomouc the situation was the opposite. Language was not considered in the 1869 census but there is no reason to believe that the balance of Czech and German speakers in Brno would have been much different from the census figures before the creation of Czechoslovakia in 1918, i.e. the Czech speakers hovered around a third. This was in contrast to Prague, where the proportions were reversed. Part of the Brno reason for this is that, with a German majority on the Brno town council, Germans were keen to keep it so, and the provision of Czech-medium schools was conceded reluctantly and usually only after appeals above their heads. Nevertheless, it is clear that from the 1880s there was much more opportunity for a pupil to be educated in Czech (a change that was too late for Janáček to benefit from apart from his final two years of teacher training). Surprisingly this seemed not much to have altered the balance of Czech and German speakers, if the census figures are correct (they were frequently contested by the Czech lobby). The call for a Czech university, however, was resolutely refused, and the conflict of Germans and Czechs over this in 1905 provided the context for Janáček’s 1. X.1905 for piano (VIII/19). A Czech university came about only after the First World War.


Staré Brno [Old Brno], previously a separate market town, had been absorbed into Brno in 1850, but it retained much of its individual identity, and was able to sustain many separate institutions such as the Starobrněnská beseda (see below). In 1869, the year Janáček completed his basic schooling, it had 7823 inhabitants, a figure that grew to 8952 in the 1890 census (the last separate figure before the First World War).1


The tables that follow are intended to reflect the growth in Brno as a town and in particular that of its Czech element before the First World War and to provide reference dates for many of the Brno institutions, buildings, societies and journals mentioned in this book.




Table 6.1: Population of Brno 1869–1910


N/A = not available2















	
year 

	total


	Czech-sp


	%


	German-speaking


	%


	 others








	1869

	73,771

	N/A

	N/A

	N/A

	N/A

	N/A 






	1880

	82,660

	32,142

	39.6

	48,591

	59.2

	1927 






	1890

	94,753

	28,202

	30.3

	63,622

	68.3

	2329 






	1900

	109,346

	38,365

	33.3

	68,702

	65.2

	2279 






	1910

	125,808

	41,943

	33.2

	81,617

	65.3

	2248 















Table 6.2: Transport within and from Brno 1860–19143












	1863

	Beginning of horse-drawn omnibuses: two routes going at hourly intervals,


including one running between the railway station and Lužánky via the main


square (to 1869)






	1869

	Rail link Brno–Olomouc–Šternberk (with a branch line to Přerov)






	1869

	Horse-drawn trams: five routes, including one from Staré Brno to Pisárky and one from Staré Brno to Moravské náměstí via the railway station (to 1875)






	1877

	Horse-drawn trams: two routes, including Staré Brno to Královo Pole via the


railway station (to 1881)






	1883


 

	Rail link ‘Vlárský průsmyk’ [The Vlár (river) pass]: Brno–Slavkov–Bučovice-


Kyjov–Veselí nad Moravou–Kunovice [to Trenčianská Teplá in Slovakia]


(completed 1886)


 






	1884


 

	Steam trams (‘Karolinka’ and other women’s names) (to 1900)


 






	1885


 

	Rail link ‘Tišnovka’: Brno–Tišnov


 






	1900


 

	Electric trams, the German-owned ‘Elektrische Linie’ (trams are still known in


Brno slang in a Czech corruption of this, ‘šalina’, i.e. ElektriSCHE LINIE)















Table 6.3: Education in Brno 1860–19144 












	When Janáček went to Brno all tuition at primary schools there was in German; he himself attended the German primary school at Lackerwiese ulice (now Jircháře, 1865–6). From 1867 high school tuition was permitted in Czech at the Gymnasium; Janáček, however, as a schoolteacher designate, attended the German Realschule in Staré Brno (1866–9).






	1867

	First Czech-language gymnasium [Gymnasium I] 






	1869

	Lehrer-Bildungsanstalt [Men Teachers’ Institute] at former Minorite monastery; Janáček trains there 1869–72 






	1869

	Deutsche Lehrerinnen-Bildungsanstalt [Women Teachers’ Institute] 






	1871

	Lehrer-Bildungsanstalt divided into separate Czech and German institutions; the German K.k.Lehrer-Bildungsanstalt mit deutscher Unterrichtssprache at Alejní ulice (now třída Kpt. Jaroše) and from 1893 at Schmerlingova (now třída Kpt. Jaroše); the C.k. (Slovanský) Ústav ku vzdělání učitelů s vyučování jazykem českým [Imperial and Royal (Slavonic) Institute for the training of male teachers in the Czech language] at the Minorite monastery and from 1878 at Poříčí no.5; the Czech Institute includes a Czech-language practice school for primary schoolchildren; Janáček teaches at the practice school 1873–6 and at the Teachers’ Institute 1873–1904






	1872

	Deutsche Lehrerinnen-Bildungsanstalt divided into separate Czech and German institutions: the K.k. Lehrerinen-Bildungsanstalt mit deutcher Unterrichtssprache at Deblínská (street no longer existent, now part of the Janáček Opera) and the C.k. Ústav ku vzdělání učitelek s vyučovácím jazykem českým [Imperial and royal institute for the training of women teachers in the Czech language] at Wawrova (now Hybešová) ulice; Janáček teaches Czech women teachers 1876–8; Czech Women Teachers’ Institute includes a Czech-language practice school for primary schoolchildren 






	1877

	First Czech-language private primary school (one class of 33 children, growing to 232 in second year) 






	1880

	First Czech Realschule






	1881

	First Czech-language public primary school for boys and girls; further ones opened in 1883 and 1886 (in Staré Brno) 






	1882

	Brno Organ School; founded by Janáček; he is director and chief teacher of theory and composition 1882–1918 






	1885

	First Czech industrial school; other types of Czech vocational schools (commercial, weaving, textile) 






	1885

	Gymnasium II in Staré Brno; Janáček teaches there 1886–1902  






	1886

	Further expansion of Czech schools by dividing existing ones 






	1886

	‘Vesna’ school for girls (see under table 6.5); František Mareš becomes director in 1888; by 1900 ‘Vesna’ evolved into a series of schools, providing instruction for girls both at an academic and at a practical level. Olga Janáčková learnt sewing there; Marie Stejskalová attended school there for a year and Janáček’s niece Věra came from Prague to attend school there 






	1899

	German technical schools divided into Czech and German technical schools 






	1900

	By now eighteen German and six Czech junior schools (two girls’, two boys’ and two mixed) as well as some private Czech schools






	1907

	Brno Organ School moves to final location, Giskrova (now Kounicova) 30















Table 6.4: Buildings in Brno 1860–19145












	1863–7  

	‘Červený kostel’ [‘Red church’], Protestant church in red-brick neogothic style 






	1867–8  

	Club building for German Turnhalle (gymnastic society) in red-brick neogothic style, reconstructed in 1878 after a fire 






	1868–70

	Hotel Grand, reconstructed c. 1900 






	1868–71

	Commercial Academy and Museum 






	1869–71

	Girls’ High School, demolished 1945 [site of Janáček Theatre] 






	1870

	German Interimstheater, demolished 1883 






	1871–2

	`Besední dům (the chief Czech cultural home); opened 3 April 1873 






	1871–2

	Kounic Palace 






	1872–4

	Pražák Palace; Czech Provisional Theatre housed in its great hall 1881–4 






	1873

	Lehrer-Bildungsanstalt 






	1875–8  

	Regional Assembly – Regional House I 






	1877

	Main Post Office and Telegraph Building 






	1878

	Czech Teachers’ Institute; new building in Staré Brno 






	1881–2

	Stadttheater (German Theatre; ‘theatre on the ramparts’, now the Mahen Theatre), the first in Europe with electric lights, opened 14 November 1882 






	1882–4

	New building for Gymnasium I in Alejní ulice (now třída Kpt. Jaroše) 






	1881–3

	Arts and Crafts Museum, now the Moravian Gallery 






	1883–4

	Czech Provisional (National)* Theatre, adapted from the former public house and dance hall Orfeum, opened 6 December 1884 






	1888–9

	Hotel Europa (Hôtel de l’Europe), an Art Nouveau building on the corner of Janská and Masaryková in which Gabriela Horvátová usually stayed (see vol. ii: 1916b) 






	1888–91

	Deutsches Haus (German cultural centre), demolished 1945 






	1889–08

	Regothicization of SS Peter and Paul (Brno Cathedral) 






	1894

	Czech Provisional National Theatre expanded with a second gallery and renamed National Theatre, demolished 1945 






	1896–7

	Czech lyceum and hostel ‘Vesna’






	1906–9

	Palace of Justice 






	1907–17

	Regional House II 















Table 6.5: Czech-language clubs and societies (non-musical) in Brno 1860–1914)6 












	1861

	Český čtenářský spolek [Czech Readers’ Club]: it organized the building of Besední dům (see table 6.4); Janáček was a member from 8 July 1874 






	1862

	Moravský tělocvičný spolek [Moravian Gymnastic Society (the forerunner of the Brno Sokol); Janáček was a Sokol member from 26 February 1876 






	1867

	Slovansko-zpěvácký spolek techniků brněnských ‘Zora’ [Slavonic choral society of Brno technicians ‘Zora’ (‘Dawn’)] from 1871 the Akademický čtenářský spolek Zora [Academic readers’ club ‘Zora’]; not exclusively a choral society, it cultivated a Czech patriotic agenda with lectures, besedas, folk music activities 






	1868

	Řemeslnická beseda Svatopluk [Craftsman Society ‘Svatopluk’]: the first exclusively Czech cultural group for workers and apprentices; includes choir 






	1870

	Ženská vzdělávací jednota Vesna [Women’s educational society ‘Vesna’ (‘spring’)]; founded originally as a women’s educational society, with its own women’s choir, it developed into one of the focal points of Czech Brno, founding schools (see table 6.3), organizing concerts, lectures and other cultural activities; Janáček had many connections at ‘Vesna’; he lectured there occasionally, and ‘Vesna’ pupils sang his Folk Nocturnes (IV/32) at its second performance






	1881

	Literární odbor [Literary section] of the Readers’ Club; renamed the Literary Club in 1882 






	1888

	Beseda starobrněnská [Staré Brno Beseda]: acquired its own premises in Klášterní náměstí in 1900, running a library and organizing lectures and various entertainments; Janáček, Zdenka and Olga were all members; disbanded 1917 






	1898

	Ruský kroužek v Brně [The Russian Circle in Brno]: Janáček was one of the founders and served in various functions, including chairman from 1910; disbanded 1915 and briefly revived 1919–21 






	1899

	The Moravská ženská útulna [Moravian Women’s Shelter]: founded as a shelter for needy young women from the country seeking work in Brno; soon began taking in orphans and abandoned children; Janáček, Zdenka and Olga all supported it in various practical ways (see chaps. 36 and 39)






	1900

	Klub přátel umění V Brně [Club of the Friends of Art in Brno]: included separate sections for literature, fine art and music (see table 6.6) 















Table 6.6: Musical clubs and societies in Brno 1860–19147 












	1860

	Beseda Brněnská [Brno Beseda],† from 1879 Filharmonický spolek Beseda brněnská [Philharmonic Society the Brno Beseda]; Křížkovský was conductor 1860–3; Janáček was conductor 1876–9, 1880–1, 1883–8. Janáček founded the Beseda music school in 1882 (and was director until 1889); Janáček’s journal Hudební listy published under its aegis 






	1861

	Brünner Männergesangverein (renewed) 






	1862

	Brünner Musikverein; including a music school 






	1864

	Techniker-Gesangsverein 






	1867

	Brünner Typographen-Sängerbund 






	1867

	‘Zora’, men’s choral society (see table 6.5); Janáček had good relations with the choir and took part on 29 April 1882 in a concert celebrating its fifteen years of existence






	1868

	‘Svatopluk’, men’s choral society (see table 6.5); Janáček was conductor of the choir 1873–4, 1875–6 






	1870

	‘Vesna’, women’s choral society (see table 6.5; the ‘Vesna’ choir often joined forces with the Brno Beseda (originally just a male-voice choir) in concerts 






	1873

	Brünner Musikclub 






	1881

	Brünner Kammermusikverein 






	1881

	Jednota na zvelebení církevní hudby na Moravě [The Association for the Promotion of Church Music in Moravia]; it oversaw the founding of the Brno Organ School in 1882 (see table 6.3) 






	1883

	Pěvecko-zábavní spolek Hlahol v Brně [The singing and entertainment society ‘Hlahol’ in Brno]; its members occasionally came together with the Beseda for concerts conducted by Janáček during the 1880s 






	1885

	Typografická beseda Veleslavín v Brně [The typographers’ society ‘Veleslavín’ in Brno]; its members occasionally came together with the Beseda for concerts conducted by Janáček during the 1880s 






	1895

	Česká národní kapela [Czech National Orchestra]; Janáček conducted it in 1898, 1899 and 1900






	1902

	Brünner Philharmoniker, the first Brno symphony orchestra, founded on the model of the Vienna Philharmonic 






	1903

	Pěvecké sdružení moravských učitelů [Moravian Teachers’ Choral Society, literally Choral society of Moravian male teachers], founded by Ferdinand Vach, originally based on graduates from Kroměříž, the society was renamed as above in 1904; although generally rehearsing in Prostějov during this period, it frequently appeared in Brno and gave the first performances of many of Janáček’s choruses, including Maryčka Magdónova (IV/35) 






	1905

	Klub přátel umění v Brně [Club of the Friends of Art in Brno], music section; Janáček was a committee member from the start and held various functions, including chair of the whole club in 1909; The club organized concerts and published the piano-vocal score of Jenůfa in 1908, the music of In the Mists (VIII/22) and a miniature score of The Fiddler’s Child (VI/14) in 1914 as a sixtieth-birthday tribute to Janáček 






	1906

	Orchestrální sdružení [Orchestral Association] 






	1912

	Moravský smíšený sbor učitelský v Brně [Moravian Teachers’ Mixed Choir in Brno], founded by Ferdinand Vach to perform large-scale choral-orchestral works, such as Janáček’s Amarus (III/8)















Table 6.7: Brno-based Czech language newspapers and journals 1860–19148 












	1863

	
Moravská orlice [The Moravian eagle]: daily paper; Janáček contributed twenty-three reviews and articles between 1875 and 1920 






	1869

	
Časopis Matice moravské [The journal of the Moravian Matice (= foundation)] 






	1884

	
Hudební listy [Musical pages]: musical journal founded and edited by Janáček; it ran until June 1888 






	1885

	
Hlídka literární [The literary sentinel] (renamed Hlídka in 1896): a Catholic monthly journal for literature and aesthetics, edited by Dr Pavel Vychodil at the Benedictine monastery at Rajhrad near Brno; Janáček contributed twenty-one articles and reviews (especially in the series ‘Czech musical currents’) between 1886 and 1917 






	1889

	
Moravské listy [Moravian leaves]: daily newspaper edited by Adolf Stránský; Janáček wrote forty-six reviews and articles between 1890 and 1892; renamed Lidové noviny in 1893






	1893

	
Lidové noviny [The people’s newspaper]: daily newspaper edited by Adolf Stránský; Janáček wrote sixty articles and reviews and five music supplements between 1893 and 1928; he was also the subject of several interviews, usually conducted by Adolf Veselý; the Janáček family subscribed to this newspaper, which was the source for several of Janáček’s works, including The Diary of One Who Disappeared (V/12), The Cunning Little Vixen (I/9) and Nursery Rhymes (V/16 and 17) 






	1909

	
Moravské hudební noviny [Moravian musical news]: musical journal edited by Lad’a Kožušníček and Miroslav Lazar; it ran until 1911 
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* Over the years there was much variety in titling with ‘Provisional’ and ‘National’ alternating, sometimes used together. ‘Provisional’ implied that a better building would eventually materialize; ‘National’ emphasized the role of the theatre. ‘Czech’ was not part of the title but was implied by the language and is used in this book as a useful distinguishing word. Up to 1918 this is the building that the phrase ‘Czech Theatre’ means in this book within the context of Brno.







† The primary meaning of the word ‘Beseda’ is a friendly conversation or neighbourly gathering for a chat. In the nineteenth century several subsidiary meanings developed, including a social organization or club (as here) or a type of social entertainment or informal concert.
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From schoolboy to schoolmaster: Brno 1865–74





The Augustinians had been in Brno from 1350, their St Tomáš Monastery occupying a prime site in central Brno. Between 1782 and 1784, however, Joseph II dissolved most of the monasteries in his empire, sparing the Augustinians because of their important role as teachers (Joseph’s targets were essentially the contemplative and mendicant orders). However, the Augustinians’ accommodation was thought much too luxurious for them and it was taken over by the regional governor for his offices (today it provides one of the exhibition spaces of the Moravian Gallery). In exchange the Augustinians were offered an ex-Cistercian convent in Staré Brno. It was in a dilapidated state but it included a wonderful red-brick church (unusual in the area) dedicated to the Assumption of the Virgin Mary, one of the finest examples of Brno Gothic. By the time the Augustinians had finished making their new accommodation habitable, some of the rooms such as the chapter hall and the library were as elegantly furnished as in any aristocratic country house.1 This is where the Augustinians resided when the eleven-year-old Leo Janáček arrived in Brno in the autumn of 1865.


The monastery’s dedication to St Tomáš derived from the Augustinian church in central Brno and the association lingered on after the Augustinian monastery transferred to its new location in Staré Brno.* By the twentieth century it became known as the Staré Brno monastery, or as the Queen’s Monastery, after Queen Eliška Přemyslovna, who had founded it in 1323. In the 1950s the monastery was closed down by the Communist administration, the monks dispersed and the accommodation put to other use. After restitution in the 1990s, a few monks returned, as did the old name: the designation ‘St Tomáš’ has once again been promoted in official literature put out by the monastery.


The Augustinian community in Staré Brno consisted of about a dozen monks† (properly ‘canons regular’) together with a varying population of novices, lay brothers2 and up to a dozen choristers. Ruled by St Augustine’s belief of ‘per scientiam ad sapientiam’ [‘through knowledge to wisdom’], Augustinians valued education and emphasized teaching and research. In the Staré Brno monastery an atmosphere was created that was conducive to study and a safe haven for single men of a scholarly disposition, however uncongenial it might have been for a lonely boy. About the time Janáček was there, there was a remarkable constellation of scholars including Franz Theodor Bratránek (a notable Goethe expert), the botanist Aurelius Thaler, the philosopher Matouš Klácel (ultimately deprived of his chair in philosophy for spreading Hegelian ideas), the finest composer in Moravia, Pavel Křížkovský, and the father of genetics, Gregor Mendel. The food was excellent (the kitchens were well known in Moravia and attracted many trainee chefs during the thirty years that Louise Ondráčková was in charge)3 and the discipline, in comparison with the more spartan monastic orders, relaxed. As one of the chief centres of spiritual and intellectual life of the town, St Tomáš offered an atmosphere probably not much different to that of an Oxford college. In the early nineteenth century the monastery began providing tuition at the Philosophical Institute, a proto-university in a city that did not have a university until 1919.


Much of this civilized and enabling atmosphere was created by Cyrill František Napp (1792–1867), elected abbot in 1824 at the age of thirty-two (a tax was paid for every new abbot so they tended to choose young ones). He had been born into a wealthy family in Moravia and throughout his life confidently held various secular positions in Brno such as director of the Moravian and Silesian Gymnasia and member of the standing committee of the Moravian diet (the highest territorial authority), where he became deputy lord-lieutenant.4 He was duly decorated by the state as a knight of the Order of Leopold and Franz Josef. An attractive figure of the Austrian enlightenment (‘excellently knowledgeable, both genial and serious’),5 he had studied oriental languages, which he taught at the Brno Theological College, and had unusually wide intellectual and practical interests including education, fruit growing, wine-making and sheep breeding.6 Although not a trained musician, he had, before his election as abbot, been in charge of music provision at the monastery for two years (1816–18); surviving records of what was performed during his tenure are testimony to his wide knowledge of the repertory and his enterprise in searching out worthwhile new works.7 He maintained friendly relations with some of the leading figures in Czech patriotic circles such as Josef Dobrovský (1753–1829) and František Palacký (1798–1876);8 these became welcome guests at the monastery and contributed to its reputation as a centre of the Czech Enlightenment in Brno.9 


 As a first-rate manager and administrator Napp was responsible for the improvements in the monastery’s financial fortunes by introducing productive new methods in the farms from which it derived its income.10 Although something of a grandee, he was immensely supportive of the monks in his charge. Křížkovský’s letters home emphasize both Napp’s human qualities (for example making sure that during Křížkovský’s frequent bouts of ill-health he had first-class medical attention in Vienna, and adequate periods of recuperation)11 and his generous support of musical activities at the monastery. Equally, however, he encouraged the interest in meteorology and botany of one of his more remarkable monks, Gregor Mendel (1822–84). Thirty years older than Mendel, Napp seems to have sensed his potential, and made sure that he had free access to the monastery greenhouse for his experiments. When these thrived he had a much larger glasshouse built for him, this time heated by a stove.12 It was here that the famous experiments in peas were conducted and their results presented at two meetings of the Brno Naturforschender Verein at the Brno Realschule on 8 February and 8 March 1865, a few months before Janáček became a choral scholar. 




*





When the Augustinians moved to Staré Brno they transferred not only the name St Tomáš but also a bequest made to the monastery in 1648 by Countess Sibilla Polixena z Montani (née Thurn-Wallesessin), usually known as the Thurn-Wallesessin Foundation. The bequest had originally been made with the object of establishing a hospital but there was not enough money for that and instead the monastery undertook to maintain six poor, deserving and musical boys during their studies in return for their singing at monastery services. A boy supported by such a choral foundation was known in Czech as a fundatista, for which the nearest English equivalent is a choral scholar. As Vladimír Helfert points out,13 this practice is comparable with the first Italian musical conservatories, which developed from charitable institutions intended to look after and educate abandoned children. With one or two hiccups (e.g. after the 1848 Revolution, when the value of the Thurn-Wallesessin fund decreased so much that the accommodation of choral scholars was temporarily suspended), the Brno foundation was surprisingly long-lived, with moments of glory in the early part of the nineteenth century, as Janáček discovered when he did research for his autobiography.14 He found references to a seventy-piece orchestra playing Beethoven’s First Symphony to celebrate the name day of Abbot Napp, and performances of ‘the largest mass in the world, Cherubini’s Coronation Mass’, Beethoven’s ‘Eroica’ Symphony, Weber’s overture to Oberon, and Auber’s La muette de Portici (presumably the overture). Although these heydays had passed, the choir was still in reasonable shape under its very distinguished conductor when Janáček arrived in 1865. Janáček himself saw a continuity between the Thurn-Wallesessin Foundation, his own Organ School (which opened in 1882) and ultimately the Brno Conservatory which the Organ School became in 1919.15


The choral scholars lived in the monastery; food and medical attention were provided, as well as the smart light-blue, white-bordered uniforms, which gave the boys their local nickname of ‘bluebirds’.16 Everything else, such as money for school fees, laundry, shoes and other clothes, needed to come from home or elsewhere. The scholars observed a quasi-monastic regime, rising at five and getting in a sung mass before breakfast and school. There were daily singing rehearsals in the evening between six and seven, and extra rehearsals on Sundays.17 There was not much in the way of holidays. In the week between the two half-year terms the scholars had extra singing rehearsals and occupied themselves with copying out music or revising.18 In his first summer holidays (1866), all of Leo’s co-scholars managed to get away, but he was too poor to travel and remained in the monastery. It is likely that he spent the next two summers in the same way. 


By the 1860s the Thurn-Wallesessin Foundation provided for up to ten choristers, and although they had predominantly unbroken voices (trebles and altos), there were also a couple of older boys who sang tenor or bass. This small group provided the core of the music in the monastery and, with only two or three to a part, the boys learnt self-reliance and confidence at an early age. In commenting upon Křížkovský as a conductor Janáček said how dependable the choristers were after their daily training: ‘as sure as flutes’; ‘To conduct us was completely unnecessary’ (XV/166).


Leo’s arrival at the monastery came at a time of transition. Up to and including his first year, the choral foundation continued to operate as a conservatory, with instrumental tuition offered on a range of instruments and with the expectation of performing the orchestrally accompanied masses and other elaborate church music by Haydn, Beethoven and Cherubini. However by then the winds of change were blowing in the form of the Cecilian movement, which maintained that this musically rich repertory was essentially concert music and what was needed was a return to the unaccompanied choral music of the sixteenth century and earlier. Orchestral accompaniments were frowned on and the only form of accompaniment permitted was the organ. It took some time for the choirmaster at the Staré Brno monastery, Pavel Křížkovský, to come round to this view. The first sign of things to come was in the summer of 1866, and the process continued and accelerated so that by 1869, Janáček’s last year as a chorister and a year that climaxed in the patriotic celebrations in Velehrad for the 1000th anniversary of the death of St Cyril, the music provided was strictly in accordance with the new movement.


Janáček could play the piano and the violin reasonably well when he arrived at the monastery. While pianos were available (Křížkovský records passing on his older one to the choristers when Abbot Napp bought him a new grand piano),19 no instrumental tuition was provided after 1866 and any teaching was done either among the boys themselves or in the town. In a late reminiscence (XV/298), Janáček recalled trudging off for violin lessons to ‘Vilemína Normanová-Nerudová, my teacher’, from the famous Neruda clan‡ (see chap. 12).


A benefit of these reforms was a particular concentration on voices, which may help to explain Janáček’s preoccupation with voices throughout his life, and his skill in writing for them, both in choral music and in opera.




*





It was Amalie Janáčková who delivered her young son to the monastery, presumably in August 1865. Janáček does not explain how they made the journey. If they went by rail (and surely he might have commented on the excitement of his first train journey) then it would have involved a circuitous journey down the Ostrava-Břeclav line and then up from Břeclav to Brno (the more direct line via Přerov was constructed only from 1869). Otherwise the journey would have involved walking and some form of horse-drawn transport. Some of the most vivid and heart-breaking writing in Janáček’s autobiography relates to his arrival:




Fearfully mother and I spent the night in some dark cell – it was on the Kapucinské náměstí. Me with eyes open. At first light, out, out, out!


My mother left me at the Klášterní náměstí with a heavy step. Me in tears, she too.


All alone. Foreign people, not warm-hearted; foreign school, hard bed, bread even harder. No cuddles.


My world, exclusively mine, is founded. Everything fell into it.20





When Leo arrived at the monastery in Brno one familiar face should have been that of Pavel Křížkovský, with whom he had had a friendly interview in Opava a few months earlier. However Křížkovský was still away convalescing. A throat ailment led to his prolonged absence from the monastery and Leo probably encountered him in Brno first in early February 1866, and then for only two months.21


While struggling to come to terms with this harsh new world, Leo had his misery compounded by bad news from Hukvaldy: on 8 March 1866 his father died at the age of fifty. ‘The unimagined cruelty of it’ was his single comment in the autobiography.22 Would he have thought through the implications for his family? By then most of his Příborborn siblings were off his mother’s hands (the youngest, Bedřich, was twenty) and his sister Rosalie was sixteen, but there were still the two younger boys, František and Josef, to care for. Amalie Janáčková struggled on in Hukvaldy until the new teacher arrived in October. Then, it is assumed, she and the three children returned to her home town of Příbor, where she had relatives.23 Soon after, Křížkovský, having been present in Brno during most of February and March, was away again, this time recuperating in Vienna.24 Whatever comfort and counsel the young Leo might have had would have come from even less familiar figures in the monastery. After his father’s death Leo’s financial needs were taken over by his uncle Jan Janáček (1810–89), who was then parish priest in the tiny village of Blazice. It seems unlikely, however, that the Revd Janáček would have made the then laborious journey to Brno to break the news to his nephew. Janáček’s bleak comment ‘the unimagined cruelty’ rather suggests that the news came to him impersonally.


On 18 May 1866 Janáček sent his uncle a twelve-line poem in German, congratulating him on his name day. Conventionally sentimental, it nevertheless shows a good command of German for a twelve-year-old brought up in the depths of the Czech-speaking countryside. It is followed immediately by a prose translation in Czech and all his surviving letters to his uncle thereafter except one are in Czech. There are eleven of them altogether, written up to August 1869, when Leo’s time as a choral scholar at the monastery came to an end. No letters from Jan Janáček from this period have survived, but Leo mentions several times in his that he has heard from him, for example in his second letter (21 June 1866), which gives some idea of what normally passed between them:




You asked me in your last letter for which months I have paid school fees and the laundress. I have paid them for the months of April and May. Furthermore I ask you respectfully if I may go to physical training and for that I pay 20 kr and I ask you further to send me 1 fl 60 kr;§ I had my shoes mended. I thank you respectfully and kiss your hand and remain, your devoted grandson, Leo Janáček.25





More often than not, Leo signed off as a ‘grandson’. He was aware of his exact relationship to Jan Janáček (his first letter had been addressed to ‘Lieber Onkel’ and correctly translated into Czech as ‘Milý strýčku’) but the frequent occurrence of ‘grandfather’ does seem to imply a remoteness in the relationship. Many of the letters are as businesslike as the one quoted above, and only occasionally do boyish enthusiasms break through.


The choral scholars went outside the monastery for their schooling. At the age of eleven Leo had already completed the compulsory six-year primary schooling in Hukvaldy, but presumably it was felt that in the light of a village-school education and Leo’s plans as a teacher he should repeat the final year, which he did at a school in the Lackerwiese ulice (now Leitnerova-Jircháře ulice), some fifteen minutes away on foot with the ‘smelly tanning factory’ beyond (XV/298). This was not the nearest possibility (there was a primary school in Staré Brno), but the choice was perhaps suggested by Křížkovský, who taught religion and singing there. The school was reasonably new at the time, having been built as a four-class school in 1844, with a fifth class added in 1858.26 As at all the primary schools in Brno at the time, tuition was in German: out of the eighty-one students in the fourth class, he was one of only four singled out as ‘Czech’ in the school records, i.e. with an inadequate knowledge of German. Despite what was clearly a miserable time for him away from home, his health was fine, with no records of illness or missed classes.27 Furthermore he seems to have got on well with the music-making at the monastery:




Lots of music stands; instruments are carried in. A violin for the lame Mr Baroch. The positive organ [i.e. a small movable organ] in front, Hanáček, organist and headmaster, pulls out the very long stops.


Me a treble, Hönig double bass; there were even oboes and trumpets; Křížkovský with a viola of double height; playing without conductor. We knew how to: Horák’s masses, Kempfer’s [Kempter’s] masses. But also Beethoven’s [Missa] solemnis, Mozart’s, Haydn’s [masses]. How they praised me when I doubled once at the positive organ for Mr Hanáček!


And once at the Resurrection, when I grabbed the baton and conducted Schnabel’s Regina caeli!28





This lively picture would seem to come from Leo’s first year (1865–6) in view of the instrumentalists around and the elaborate repertory (though Beethoven’s Missa solemnis seems improbable). If the Schnabel piece was performed at Easter|| (as implied by ‘Resurrection’) then Křížkovský was back in Vienna, and so the ensemble may have lacked firm direction and thus given Leo the opportunity to have his first stab at conducting.


Political and other events soon crowded in. The Austro-Prussian War, a culmination of the long-term rivalry of Prussia and Austria for leadership of the German-speaking world, broke out on 12 June. Three weeks later, on 3 July, the Prussians had won their decisive battle at Sadová (Sadowa) and began occupying Austrian territory until peace negotiations were hammered out. Prussian soldiers entered Brno on 13 July, a hundred of them billeted at the monastery. Janáček comments in his autobiography how all his fellow bluebirds ‘flew away’ to safer climes. He alone of his companions was left to witness the events as they unfolded:




The Klášterní náměstí filled with Prussians. As if they’d descended like black swarms.


Only yesterday our ‘own’ soldiers were there. They ran away. […]


From Pekařská ulice to Křížová ulice one walked along a little bridge.


A cross by the bridge.


Armoured units passed frantically, and then in the sudden curve one cart skidded and turned over. Sacks flew out, and coffee spilt out from the torn ones. The narrow pass blocked.


I witnessed all of this commotion! (XV/298)





War brought with it an outbreak of cholera in Brno29 and Janáček remembered singing at many funerals. However, it was the music of the Prussians that made the biggest impression on him, one that continued to haunt him for over sixty years: ‘the tin drums rolled and above them the high piccolos squealed. Predatory music. Even today it lingers in my ears and buzzes. I, a lad of twelve, with my eyes out on stalks, followed the wild tumult of the Prussian army on Pekařská ulice, and on the Vídeňka [Vídeňská ulice] here in Brno’ (XV/253).


A peace treaty was signed in Prague on 23 August and by 13 September the Prussians had left Moravia, and Janáček’s companion choristers returned. But things had changed for ever: ‘The instrument stands deserted. Old works no longer resurrected. Mozart and Beethoven put aside.’30 Wind instruments were no longer taught. ‘Old Baroch, the last of the violin teachers, died soon afterwards in his little house in Hluboký vývoz.’31


And there was a substantial change in Leo’s schooling. Now twelve, he began his senior schooling, much nearer the monastery, in the Staré Brno Realschule then situated in the Staré Brno Town Hall. ‘Real’ indicates the inclusion of ‘real-life’ or ‘modern’ subjects as opposed to the Greek and Latin taught at a Humanistisches Gymnasium. While the Gymnasium route would take students to arts-based university courses, the more practical orientation of Leo’s senior school was appropriate for a boy aiming to become a primary schoolteacher. At what was technically an ‘Unterrealschule’ [‘Lower Realschule’], he studied a mix of subjects which included Czech, German, mathematics, history, geography, nature studies, chemistry and religion, as well as drawing, calligraphy, ‘measuring’ and singing. When Janáček came to recall these years he remembered only two of his teachers, Horálek the mathematician and Rain [recte J. Weiner] the Czech teacher,32 significantly both of them enthusiastic Czech nationalists.33


In a letter he wrote to his uncle in March 1867 Leo mentioned that he could not send the school report for the first half-year semester until his school fees had been paid. Meanwhile he was very short of cash. Jan Janáček had sent him 5 fl but much of this had already been swallowed up by the school fees, textbooks, stationery and by what appears to have been his one luxury: ‘milk every day’. His shoes were in crisis (two pairs could no longer be repaired, according to the grumpy shoemaker – Janáček remembered his unpleasant encounters with him over sixty years later, xv/298) and the third and final pair was beginning to fall apart. He needed a suit for singing at funerals.34




*





Although the more ambitious musical ventures at the monastery had ceased, Janáček remembered other musical occasions in which he took part, none of them verifiable and most of them dubious. ‘We sang, us boys on the Brno stage in Meyerbeer’s opera Le prophète’, he recalled in his autobiography.35 Helfert and others after him discovered that there were no performances in Brno of Le prophète between 1857 and 1874, and so suggested that what Janáček actually sang in was Meyerbeer’s L’Africaine, given, somewhat improbably in view of its staging requirements, at the tiny Reduta theatre in Brno, with a première on 2 April 1867. But, unlike Le prophète, whose Coronation Scene calls for a boys’ chorus and a couple of boy soloists, L’Africaine made no such demands, so there is no reason why the theatre would take on boy singers with all the difficulties that this presents. The opera ran in repertory in Brno for a total of seventeen performances that year;36 did they all involve the monastery choristers? Equally puzzling is Janáček’s comment that he accompanied Miss z Ehrenbergrů at a concert at the Lužánky hall – ‘and I was eleven years old’.37 One of the stars of the Prague Provisional Theatre (she created the role of Mařenka in The Bartered Bride), the soprano Eleonora z Ehrenbergrů was at the height of her fame and powers, and any performance by her in Brno would have been a newsworthy event. But Helfert, whose research included diligent scouring of contemporary newspapers, failed to find any such concert mentioned. And why would they have an eleven-year-old boy, not especially remarkable as a pianist, accompany the great lady? On the other hand these are precise and distinctive reminiscences: it seems unlikely that Janáček would have completely made them up. The only one of Leo’s youthful musical exploits reported by the older Janáček that sounds plausible is his singing a solo alongside Miss Marie Hřímalá in a Beethoven mass. It might not have been Beethoven’s ‘second’ mass38 (i.e. the Missa solemnis) but rather his Mass in C; there are reports from other sources that Hřímalá would occasionally help out in performances at the monastery.




*





By June 1867 Leo was even more in debt, recounting his woes in a letter to his uncle. He had had to borrow money from the ‘Adjunct’ (Father Method Vyskočil, who was in charge of the choristers) for stationery, school fees and laundry. Although Křížkovský meanwhile settled the school fee with the director of the Realschule (his colleague from the Benedictine monastery at Rajhrad, František Mathon), Leo still needed 6 fl 20 kr to repay the loan to Father Vyskočil, and an extra 2 fl for laundry and 1 fl 20 kr for new shoes. Meanwhile he also desperately needed a new coat. Even ‘Mr Regens’ (i.e. the Regenschori, choirmaster Pavel Křížkovský) had asked whether he didn’t have another coat. He should have gone for ‘holy confirmation’ but was unable to since he had no suitable clothes:




However, a couple of days later I got a letter from you saying that you couldn’t send me a coat or shoes until I sent you the measurement [for the coat] and the school report. Now my shoes were so worn out that they couldn’t be mended, and everyone was laughing at me, so I spent the money on shoes.





Jan Janáček seems to have been holding out for the school report before sending any more money. So this time Leo enclosed both the report and his measurements for a coat. Exceptionally there is a note on the letter in another hand, presumably Jan Janáček’s, ‘geschickt’ [‘sent’]. If Leo was reluctant to send his school report, there was much worse to come: for his first two years at the Realschule he was not a good student. Although in the first semester he came fifteenth out of fifty-seven, in the second semester he had dropped to twenty-fifth, with fifth-class grades (out of a scale of seven) in geography, arithmetic and nature studies, fourth-class grades in Czech and German, and a second grade only in singing (taught by Křížkovský).39 This letter contains one of the few hints that Leo visited his uncle. He had also asked for a further 1 fl 40 kr for a cap: ‘When I was at your place, I got a black one, and the shop was crowded and it was already damaged and now cannot be worn.’40


However this is the only reference in all eleven letters to ‘your place’, and from the dates of Leo’s later letters to his uncle it is clear that during the summer months of 1867 he stayed at the monastery. It seems odd that he didn’t try to see his mother and siblings, but the journey would have cost money, and all money had to be borrowed from his careful uncle. It is possible, however, that his mother managed to see him, if one can believe the story reported by Vašek in 1930. This is attributed to ‘an account of relatives’ (perhaps told to young Josef Janáček, when Amalie Janáčková returned):




It happened once that one of his parents came to Brno, asking among other things how [Leo] was getting on and what he was doing. Pavel Křížkovský opened the doors of the classroom and called out:


‘Come and see what he’s doing!’


Leošek in a group of friends was just at the moment doing acrobatics, standing with his head down and his legs in the air doing a handstand with the robust and raw joyfulness of a country lad.41





Another tale demonstrating Leo’s high spirits as a chorister, this time from Janáček himself, surfaced at the end of his life in the feuilleton For a few apples? (XV/296). In it Janáček described how he and his young friends crept into the monastery garden at night to steal apples but were detected:




We leapt over fences and just wanted to escape through the cloisters.


At the corner with a lighted candle held high stood our – our [choir] director Pavel Křížkovský!


As, one after the other, we needed to pass him, a minor scale was played on us.


For a few apples in our pockets – a minor scale in every octave. I got a slap across the face in the highest octave.





On 22 July 1867 the Abbot Cyrill Napp died at the age of seventy-five. On the order of the bishop, his funeral was as grand as church regulations allowed and even Křížkovský, describing it to his old mother in Opava, was pleased with the event: ‘there was never such a grand funeral as the funeral of Mr Prelate’, naturally with equally grand music provided by the monastery choristers under his direction.42 For all Křížkovský’s desire to steer the music provision along the more austere paths of Cecilian reform, the old ways lingered on. In the same letter he reported on another splendid occasion a few months later, when at the visit of the papal nuncio Falcinelli from Vienna, the bishop asked Křížkovský to direct the music at a celebratory mass at Petrov, the Brno Cathedral. Thus on 20 October Leo and his fellow choristers from the monastery joined the cathedral choir in Cherubini’s Solemn Mass in C under Křížkovský’s direction. This was another great success, with Křížkovský’s winning plaudits from the distinguished guest who, according to Křížkovský’s letter to his mother, declared that he could scarcely hear music better performed in Vienna.43 And there were other non-Cecilian events (even if less grand) such as the ‘serenade’ a week later that Křížkovský prepared for the fiftieth anniversary of the prior’s consecration as priest.44


Napp’s successor was none other than Gregor Mendel, a very different figure. Whereas Napp was urbane and confident in his dealings with the town, Mendel gave the impression of a country bumpkin not entirely at ease with the position in which he found himself (the most important cleric in Brno after the bishop). Though said to have a ‘waggish’ sense of humour, he was fairly introverted. He came from German-speaking peasant stock in Silesia; his Czech was acquired later and was not fluent, and his scientific work and correspondence was conducted entirely in German. Unlike his predecessor, he showed no interest in music or the music provision in the monastery – another reason perhaps why Křížkovský was able to further his Cecilian reforms without much opposition.


Mendel’s accomplishments in the field of genetics were almost unknown during his lifetime (his celebrated paper ‘Versuche über Pflanzen-Hybriden’ [‘Experiments on plant hybrids’], 1866,45 lay unread until rediscovered by the scientific community in 1900), and his colleagues at the monastery had no idea that among them they had a figure of world class. Mendel’s early obscurity is reflected by the fact that, fifteen years after his death, the hugely comprehensive Ottův slovník naučný [Otto’s encyclopedia] had no article on him, ¶ an omission rectified only in the supplementary volume of 1909. The statue erected to him in Klášterní náměstí in 1910 was a matter of international funds and local mystification.46 Even Helfert in his 1939 biography mentions Mendel only in passing (as the then ‘prelate’). Vogel does not even do that.


It is one of the strange facts of Janáček’s life that for two years he was under the charge of Mendel: two of the most famous people associated with Brno connected in this way. Mendel had contact with Leo at least twice a year since he needed to see his semester report (see below). And from 1872 when Janáček took over Křížkovský’s post as choirmaster at the monastery during the latter’s permanent absence in Olomouc, he would have had some dealings with Mendel from time to time.




*





Now in his second year at the Realschule, Leo once again had problems with his school report at the end of the first semester. He had, he wrote to Uncle Jan on 21 March 1868, been looking forward to a good report but it turned out that he had failed in arithmetic because he had been ill and had missed the exam. He was allowed to take a supplementary exam at the beginning of the new semester. Whereupon he got a ‘first-class report’, though he was unable to send it until he had shown it to Mendel. As usual there were more requests for money: he needed ‘10 zl by Thursday’ to replace the trousers (‘too small’) and coat (‘already completely worn out’). Interestingly, the letter is written in German (and then translated into Czech), the last time he would do this. Written a few months before Leo’s fourteenth birthday, it is assured and relaxed and even indulges in a bit of story-telling: how he was expecting a good result and how ‘Mr Assistant Michálek’, a former choral scholar now a teacher at the Realschule, had teased him (he was just ten years older than Leo) by asking him what he was expecting and then giving him the bad news that he had failed arithmetic.47


But this more confident dealing with his uncle was disrupted by a quarrel. It is documented only by the nephew’s abject apology, sent some time after 5 July 1868, but may be explained by his poor grades: he was on the cusp of failing geometry and arithmetic, hardly better in Czech, German and nature studies, though continuing to be excellent in singing. Only half of the missed classes had been excused.48




Dearest Uncle


First forgive me for the ill I’ve you done in this half-year. Only now do I see what wrongs I’ve done you. Only now do I see my stupid anger at you, now I see that your arrival will always be useful for me; now I see your great goodness.


God forgive me for it!


Uncle forgive me for it!


I’ve shed many tears when I’ve remembered it. I want to be true to you for ever and remain your loving grandson.





In addition to the fluctuations in family relationship (‘uncle’, ‘grandson’), and the earliest instance of Janáček’s dramatic single-sentence paragraphs (here with distinct liturgical echoes), the letter is revealing in its reference to uncle Jan’s ‘arrival’, presumably to sort out the matter face to face and maybe also to tell his nephew about the death (18 April 1868) of his sister Rosalie from typhus at the age of eighteen.49


Once this heart-felt appeal is out of the way, the letter reverts to begging mode (more shoes, laundry, stationery), including a very singular request for a coat and trousers made from ‘Russian linen’. Taken together with the signature ‘Lev Janáček’50 this suggests a shift in the youngster’s outlook on the world. He had just passed his fourteenth birthday and now suddenly adopted the Russian form (Lev) of his first name Leo (see chap. 14). This is the first instance of the Russophilia that would characterize Janáček for the rest of his life (see chap. 9).


When he next wrote, on 19 August 1868, the second semester was over, and holidays were beginning, though clearly he had little free time: he had wanted to write earlier but had to copy out music. He enclosed his report. In his reformed mode, he had got a first-class pass in conduct (which he declared he didn’t deserve). It is evident from the late date and no mention of any plans for visiting that he would not be spending any of his summer with his uncle.51


After the quarrel with his uncle (one of the few signs of teenage rebellion) Lev seems to have made a real effort in his last year, especially in the second semester. In the first semester his best subjects (all third-grade) were conduct, German, Czech, nature studies, drawing and French, with a fifth for mathematics. From the ‘inconstant’ grade for ‘industry’ it is also clear that he had not worked consistently hard: he came thirtieth out of the forty in his class. Interesting is the early exposure to French,** if only for one term (the subject is not included in his final report).52


Much of Janáček’s final year at the Realschule was dominated by the excitement over the celebrations of the 1000th anniversary in 1869 of the death of St Cyril. If Lev had become pro-Russian in 1868, this was now transformed into the pro-Slavonic stance that many clerical circles had adopted in Moravia, both a subtle expression of anti-Austrian feeling and to some extent also a proclamation of Moravia’s separate path from that of the hot-headed nationalists of Bohemia. The first manifestation of this was the celebration on 14 February at the Dominican church with a choir assembled by Křížkovský from the cathedral and from his monastery choristers, plus two male soloists. It is clear from the works that Eichler mentions (Křížkovský’s biographer Karel Eichler was organist on that occasion) that Křížkovský had taken account of the Cecilian reform, choosing the Mass in A major by Karl Greith (one of the chief theoreticians of the movement),53 and an unaccompanied motet Ecco, quomodo moritur justus, by Jacobus Handl.54


This occasion, however, was dwarfed by the celebrations at Velehrad later in the year. By 26 May Lev was bubbling over with enthusiasm:




Dear Uncle, it will be already known to you that this year there is a large celebration at Velehrad for which the reverend gentleman, Father Křížkovský has been appointed director, which he has accepted. Whereupon twenty singers will leave for Velehrad on 5 July from Brno, among whom will be me, as will all the choral scholars. The journey, food, accommodation will be paid by the reverend gentleman, the Archbishop†† of Olomouc [Fridrich Egon zur Fürstenberg]. You don’t know how much I’m looking forward to the sacred ground where once great Svatopluk [a ruler of Great Moravia] and the Slavonic apostles Ciryl [Cyril] and Metod [Methodius] had their post, that I will see it; I am not worthy to tread in their footsteps. I have one request for you, dearest Uncle: Please buy me a Slavonic suit. [You need do] nothing more than buy somewhere in the vicinity, perhaps in Bystřice, so-called ‘Russian linen’ of slightly better material, it won’t be so expensive there, then send it to me in Brno and in the monastery there is now a tailor who would sew it for me cheaply.55





All this – apart from the ‘Russian linen’ (a subject of further requests) – came about as Lev described. In his account Eichler described a week of celebrations in Velehrad topped and tailed with the feast of SS Cyril and Methodius on 5 July and its octave on 12 July, with assorted feast days in between. Among the older composers represented (for instance in graduals and offertories) were Vittoria, Palestrina, Anerio and Handl; nineteenth-century composers included Franz Xaver Witt, Johann Gustav Eduard Stehle, Bernhard Mettenleiter and others of the Cecilian persuasion. There were no festive masses by Mozart, Haydn, Beethoven or Cherubini: the whole celebration was conceived entirely according to what was appropriate to the newly reformed church music. The papal nuncio Falcinelli got a whiff of what was to come when he officiated at a pontifical mass on the feast of SS Peter and Paul (29 June) in Brno Cathedral with music provided by Křížkovský and a large group of singers including the Staré Brno choristers singing a mass by the reformist Franz Witt. ‘The result was splendid’, Eichler reported but with exquisite tact noted that ‘the nuncio did not show his satisfaction in the same demonstrative way as two years ago’ (when he was offered Cherubini). So it is unsurprising that the nuncio didn’t get to Velehrad. More surprisingly, neither did the Archbishop of Olomouc (‘indisposed’) although he seems to have paid for most of the celebration.


The papal nuncio did however give his blessing to the event by turning up at the Staré Brno monastery on 1 July, where he was welcomed by a serenade. Two days later, on Saturday 3 July, Křížkovský and his singers set off for Velehrad, where a busy schedule of services and performances awaited them. The group was made up of the Staré Brno choristers augmented by a few enthusiasts, altogether twenty singers (five per part),56 a small group for such an ambitious undertaking. Křížkovský was particularly anxious that the voice of his leading alto, Lev Janáček, would not break during all this heavy usage (Lev celebrated his fifteenth birthday on the day he left for Velehrad). Apart from a big event which Janáček may have attended in Velehrad on 18 August, conceived as a sort of culmination of the Cyril and Methodius celebrations and which attracted an audience of 40,000 including 250 priests, this was now the end of Lev’s singing career. By September 1869 he was no longer a choral scholar at the Staré Brno monastery. 


The Cyril-Methodius celebrations of 1869, and their detailed preparation, marked an important stage of Janáček’s understanding of his nationality. Already ‘Lev’, he was turning into the fervent Czech patriot of later years, and was now uncertain about where his uncle Jan stood. His letter of 26 May, with its eager anticipation of the Velehrad celebration, is prefaced with these extraordinary words:




Please forgive me that I’ve not written to you for so long. I’ve already written a couple of times to you – and then I burnt the letters – for I don’t know whether you are a faithful Czech or a faithful German – or a little bit of both. Ah, dear Uncle, you don’t know how I love these Czechs, you won’t believe how I hate these Germans, these Germans who don’t have their own homeland, who came into our beautiful Czech lands, to take our beautiful homeland away from us, attach it to themselves and then Germanize us.





And in case poor Jan Janáček (probably, like so many other Czechs of the time, ‘a little bit of both’) hadn’t got the point it was hammered home at the end of the letter with a poem entitled ‘To the Murderers!’ beginning ‘Silence, wretched prophets’ (those who had prophesied doom for the Slavs). ‘Thus we will punish our enemies’, Lev commented, as he sent it. Janáček’s first recorded creative endeavour in Czech‡‡ consists of forty-eight lines of jingoistic doggerel arranged in six eight-line stanzas. The final two lines provide the stirring refrain commanding both the prophets of doom or the murderers to be silent. It has a jaunty rhythm, and its lines of six or seven syllables are mostly stopped with emphatic rhymes. Much of the imagery is conventional, not to say bloodthirsty. What is interesting is the geographical vocabulary. There is a single reference to ‘king and fatherland’ that could perhaps suggest the old Bohemian kingdom (the word ‘Czech’ does not appear at all), but most of the time the poem is peppered with ‘Slav’ words: ‘Slavstvo’ [‘Slavdom’], ‘Slovan’ [‘a Slav’], ‘Slovanský’, ‘Slávský’ [‘Slavonic’]. The celebration of SS Cyril and Methodius had ensured that Lev Janáček would become a Pan-Slavist (see chap. 9).57


Whatever Jan Janáček may have made of the poem, he would have been pacified by the prompt sending of a satisfactory school report, which Lev copied out in a letter dated 6 August (the school year having ended on 30 July).58 The report put him into the top category, and he was sixteenth among the forty pupils in his class, a considerable improvement from the first half year, and a remarkable one in view of the fact that he had got by without textbooks, as he rather pointedly told his uncle. Included in Lev’s copy is an explanation of the grading system with five grades for conduct (he got a top grade here), five for industry (he got a second grade), and seven for progress. In the last he got to the second grade (‘excellent’) for nature studies, and the third category (‘praiseworthy’) for German, Czech, geography and history, drawing, calligraphy and singing. This is much the best of all his school reports. Only in arithmetic, chemistry and architecture [‘Baukunst’] did he sink into the fourth grade (‘satisfactory’). He had missed sixty-eight teaching hours, all excused.


There were more requests for clothes, which once again took on a nationalist aspect. The previous requests for a suit of Russian linen seem to have been ignored, for now what was wanted was a ‘beautiful light Sokol§§ suit’ for 6 zl rather than a much more expensive German one. His most fervent wish, however, was ‘for you to let me home again’ – the first time in four years. He didn’t need money for this: he had been paid his first professional fee of 7 zl 50 kr for his participation in the Velehrad celebrations.59 When (if?) he did get home is not clear. He wrote again eight days later (his final surviving letter to his uncle) in which it is clear that he still hadn’t moved from Brno. The demands for clothes continue and are given in detail: Janáček seems to have been turning into a natty dresser, with very specific requests, including high boots and long baggy trousers that could be laced up at the bottom and tucked into the boots.60 It sounds as if he were aspiring to a Russian appearance, the sort of thing that Tolstoy wore when dressing up as a peasant. Lev presumably attended the big Velehrad celebrations on 18 August and perhaps from there made his way to see his mother, not to Hukvaldy, but to Příbor, where he was able to visit the grave of his sister Rosalie.61




*





In September 1869 Lev Janáček began his post-school studies at the Men Teachers’ Institute in Brno, the k.k. Lehrer-Bildungsanstalt (see table 6.3). It is thought that Křížkovský found him rented accommodation near the monastery (according to the 1870 census he was registered as the thirtieth boarder at the Augustinian boarding house at Klášterní náměstí no. 1)62 and, in return for helping out with the choir, Lev continued to take meals at the monastery.63 A few months before, the teacher-training course at all such teaching institutes in Austria had been extended to four years. Janáček’s training at this ‘middle school’ continued in German, but in his third year (1871–2) the institution became Czech, the ‘Imperial and Royal Slavonic Men Teachers’ Training Institute’.64 This also led to a change at the top: on 15 November 1871 Dr Josef Parthe had to step down as director in favour of the Czech-speaking Gustav Zeynek, who in turn left to be a school inspector in Opava and was replaced on 30 September 1872 by Emilian Schulz,65 a change that would have long-lasting consequences for Janáček. Janáček’s life came to be intimately bound up with the Schulz family (see chap. 13).


Lev in fact got through the four-year course in three years. When he graduated at the age of eighteen he was expected to spend two years as an unpaid assistant teacher; Křížkovský’s account book shows that Jan Janáček continued to support his nephew for the first two years of his training.66 In his second year Lev received a state scholarship of 50 zl, increased the next year to 100 zl. It was not a princely sum but was comparable with a low annual wage (for instance a member of the chorus at the Prague Provisional Theatre earned 120–180 zl a year in 1862)67 and allowed him to be independent of his uncle. Although the letters had already ceased (or at least have not survived), later correspondence and reminiscences suggest that the two kept in touch and that Janáček visited his uncle occasionally, especially after 1870, when the latter moved to Znorovy (as it was called in the nineteenth century; in 1924 it reverted to the earlier name of ‘Vnorovy’).


The three years of teacher training (1869–72) are almost blank in terms of surviving records, though there is one intriguing personal reminiscence. For all its opening claims to date from Lev’s time at the Staré Brno monastery, the reference to ‘trudging’ to the ‘institute’ (i.e. in central Brno) places it within this period. Furthermore the distinctive personal appearance would not have been allowed by the monks (it sounds as though Lev had succeeded in badgering his uncle to let him have high boots):




As a choral student at the Staré Brno monastery foundation, Janáček wore his hair in long flowing locks that reached his shoulders. On his head he wore a Sokol cap¶¶ and on his feet, high boots, faldovačky.*** In this way he trudged day in day out to the institute, a stack of books tucked under his left arm. He was already then an excellent pianist and in the monastery he had an equal partner with whom, under the guidance of the great Křížkovský, he played Beethoven symphonies. There were precious moments of artistic enjoyment whenever these two enthusiasts sat down to the piano.68





This reminiscence was published in 1940 by Father Augustin Neumann,69 whose uncle František Neumann††† (a choral scholar at the monastery for five years and later headmaster of a school in Boskovice) seems to have been Janáček’s piano duet partner. Furthermore František Neumann remembered a song written by the young Lev, If you don’t want me, so what?, quoting the tune from memory. Astonishingly the song survived (V/1): the Janáček archive has a version in Janáček’s hand for piano and voice,70 the tune identical with Neumann’s except for the key. Janáček seems to have remembered this for a ‘Svatopluk’ concert a few years later (23 January 1876), where this title is given as the second of a group of ‘Three Songs’. The outer two are familiar as choruses (Ploughing IV/1 and True Love IV/8). Was this song perhaps given as a contrasting solo between the two choruses, or was it recycled as a chorus, as a surviving part suggests? Either way, the solo version would appear to be Janáček’s first surviving composition.‡‡‡


In his autobiography Janáček passed by the teacher-training years with two short sentences: ‘The Teachers’ Institute in the Minorite monastery. I think with gratitude of Dr Parthe from psychology.’71 Lev concentrated on the subjects that he was to teach – Czech language, history, geography, music (singing and organ) – plus of course educational methods and theory. Dr Parthe’s lectures on psychology, Helfert suggests,72 gave Janáček an early taste for an interest which importantly informed much of his own theoretical work in music.


These three blank years in Janáček’s life encourage one to speculate. At this stage of his life Lev Janáček was following in the family footsteps, on his way to becoming a schoolteacher, though one in whom a musical talent had already been detected, encouraged and to some extent trained. At the end of his five-year teacher training, with almost no money at his disposal, Janáček spent a year in Prague furthering his studies exclusively in music so that he could qualify specifically as a music teacher. Whatever else happened while he was at the institute in Brno, it presumably dawned on him that if he did not wish to spend the rest of his life as a general schoolteacher he would need to do something about it. A youthful ambition as a ‘forester’ (recorded in his first year at the Realschule)73 seems to have been discarded early on, and music took its place. Meanwhile he had little option but to put his head down and get his standard teaching qualifications out of the way.




*





Given his continuing connections with Křížkovský, Lev probably attended the concert at the Brno Beseda on 9 January 1871 celebrating Křížkovský’s fiftieth birthday.74 He is equally likely to have taken part in the music Křížkovský composed for the service on 26 July at St Tomáš’s church, where a statue commemorating the great Moravian folk-music collector (and Křížkovský’s mentor) František Sušil was unveiled. That evening there was a special concert at the Lužánky hall at which Křížkovský’s settings of Sušil’s words were performed, as well as solo folksongs sung by Jan Ludvík Lukes,75 a former Brno Augustinian choral scholar and now the leading tenor soloist at the Provisional Theatre in Prague. There is an indication, too, that Lev took part in a concert in Brno on 6 May 1872 involving the ‘Zora’ choir, the Brno Beseda and ‘Svatopluk’ – a symbolic event in view of his later associations with the last two organizations.76


On 20 July 1872 Lev completed his studies at the Teachers’ Institute, passing the qualifying exam with a general result of ‘good’, and ‘very good’ in geography, singing and organ.77 Four days later he was given a temporary certificate, ungraded, which allowed him to work as an under-teacher or provisional teacher at primary schools with German or Czech as the language of instruction.78 When he began his two years unpaid teaching practice – and there is no information about how it might have come about – Lev was lucky. Instead of being sent off to some village school, he was allocated to the ‘practice school’ attached to the Teachers’ Institute. Furthermore it was the only primary school in Brno at the time to provide instruction in Czech, all the others being run by the ‘town’, which was then in German hands. The person who signed the certificate allowing him to do so (with the approval of the Regional School Board), dated 25 November 1872, was none other than the new Czech-speaking director of the institute, Emilian Schulz.79


The fact that he was now a young professional rather than a student seems to have allowed Lev time for other forms of self-improvement. He resumed his studies of French (briefly begun for a single semester at the Realschule in 1868–9, see above): Helfert records his copying out French sentences and other materials between 8 November 1872 and 24 July 1873.80 In the next academic year (1873–4) he completed a course of academic lectures given by Professor Antonín Matzenauer on Czech language and literature at the Moravian Regional Academy.81 There was also more time for music-making outside the monastery and the schoolroom. On 19 January 1873 Janáček accompanied the violinist Otakar Kopecký at the piano when he played at a concert given by the ‘Svatopluk’ society.82


During the second of his two unpaid teaching years, Janáček began to look ahead. Early in 1874 Schulz had requested a testimonial from Křížkovský with a view to Janáček’s pursuing further musical training:




With reference to the application of Mr Lev Janáček I am very pleased to state my opinion, namely that in the light of his unusual musical gifts, especially for playing the organ, should Mr Janáček be given the opportunity of getting an all-round knowledge of the musical system and devoting himself exclusively to this art for a longer period under excellent teachers, a splendid result could be expected since his truly exceptional talent justifies such a hope. Pavel Křížkovský, choirmaster83





Křížkovský’s opinion, given on 12 January 1874, was based on observing Janáček as a performing musician: as a conductor (who had taken Křížkovský’s place in the monastery) and as an organist. He would have had little notion of Janáček’s talents as a composer since at the time Janáček had written only a handful of male-voice choruses for ‘Svatopluk’ (see chap. 10), performed in Brno when Křížkovský was in Olomouc. It is possible, however, that Křížkovský might have seen these few pieces, since he returned to Brno for a while during the summer of 187384 and Janáček could have shown his old teacher the music, most of it in the Křížkovský mould. 


Before he could further his musical studies, however, Janáček needed to complete his teacher training with final qualifying exams. Janáček’s request to the ministry to take these early, in April 1874,85 did not succeed and instead he took them in October, two years after he began his teaching practice. By 6 October he was already in Prague attending lectures at the Prague Organ School, as the dates of his lecture notes testify;86 if the exams were later than that, presumably he travelled back to Brno to take them. According to the detailed certificate awarded him on 18 November 187487 he was now fully qualified as a teacher for all primary schools (Czech and German), and in middle schools where Czech was the medium of instruction as a ‘literní’ teacher, in which the focus was on reading, writing, languages, history, geography and singing rather than drawing and handicrafts or more technical and vocational subjects.


The examination certificate is wonderfully detailed in describing the written and oral questions that he was asked, and provides comments on his responses. In Czech as a teaching language, when he was asked in his oral exam to talk about the ‘relation of poetics to aesthetics’ and the ‘vowel shift’, he was assessed as ‘showing great knowledge in grammar, literature and poetics’. His writing style was found to be refined and correct with the overall comment ‘very good’. In geography the examination included a description of Sweden and Norway; a cultural review of France; a comparison of the British Isles with the Italian peninsula; an account of European lakes; and a cultural review of the Kingdom of Bohemia in comparison with Moravia. Here Janáček was assessed as ‘very good’ in both written and oral examination.


In history the examination included the internal conditions of Rome after the Punic wars; the Czech king Václav IV and his time; the culture and religion of the old Egyptians; the French encyclopedists. Here the examiners commented on Janáček’s ‘exceptional knowledge of ancient history with great certainty in chronology’ and he was again assessed as ‘very good’. What is remarkable is that someone whose chief ambitions were now in music showed so much interest in and knowledge of these subjects.


The only parts of his examination that were assessed merely as ‘good’ (thus bringing the overall result down to a second-class certificate) were some aspects of teaching theory (such as the school system and education laws) and the practice class, where his explanation of the earth’s rotation, although ‘clear’, did not command the attention of all the pupils. Part of what Janáček was up to in Prague was perhaps to ensure that explaining the rotation of the earth did not need to form part of any future life and that if he was to be a teacher, it would be a teacher only of music.
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84 Eichler 1904, 51.


85 LJ to Ministry of Culture and Education, 31 Jan 1874 (LJPT, 73, fn. 2).


86 LJPT, 78, fn. 5.


87 Transcribed in LJPT, 73.









* In his correspondence Gregor Mendel often signed himself as being at the ‘Monastery of St Thomas’ (see Stern and Sherwood, 1966, 71, 78 and 80).







† Eleven of them are captured in a rare photograph taken probably between 1861 and 1864 and reproduced on Plate 6.







‡ However, Janáček’s memory may have served him ill. Although Wilma Neruda, later Lady Hallé, was born in Brno, by the time Janáček arrived in Brno she was in Sweden pursuing her highly successful career as a virtuoso violinist.







§ fl = florenus (florin), an alternative expression for zl (see chap. 41).







|| In 1865 Easter fell on 16 April.







¶ It would have been in vol.17, which came out in 1900.







** Helfert (LJPT, 90) has him starting French only in November 1872.


†† Janáček has ‘arcikníže’, literally ‘arch priest’.







‡‡ The name day poem for his uncle was in German (see above).







§§ Although primarily a gymnastics organization, the Sokol movement had strong nationalist elements and devised fanciful patriotic outfits for special occasions.







¶¶ A flat pill-box hat, usually with a feather.


*** High lace-up boots, from the German Falte [a fold].


††† This a different František Neumann from the conductor, whose first contacts with Janáček date from 1906 and who went on to be the conductor of many Janáček premières.


‡‡‡ Janáček’s Graduale in festo purificationis BVM ‘Suspecimus’ (II/9) might be seen as a rival in view of the ‘about 1870’ that its discoverer, Bohumír Štědroň, suggested for it in his Janáček catalogue. But this early date seems unlikely on stylistic grounds (see chap. 12).
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Pavel Krížkovský


Pavel Křížkovský





Torn between his monastic vows and his talents as a performing musician and composer, Pavel Křížkovský (see Plate 27) is an intriguing figure in Moravian music of the nineteenth century. He was born in 1820 and, like many a poor country boy (in his case illegitimate), he trained for the priesthood. But this was only after considerable exposure to music from an early age, for instance as a choral scholar in Opava, where he was aided by Janáček’s father, the young Jiří Janáček. He went on to university studies in Olomouc – poverty prevented his completing them – before arriving in 1843 in Brno, where he kept himself alive by teaching the piano and, it is thought, at the same time taking lessons with a leading musical theorist, Gottfried Rieger. He became a novice at the Augustinian monastery in Brno under Abbot Napp in 1845, a monk a year later and a priest in 1848, but he still continued with his musical activities – chiefly composing and performing – taking a full part in the concert life in Brno. He was one of the founders of the Brünner Männergesangverein (1848), he played the viola in string quartets at public concerts and in 1860, when the new, exclusively Czech, Brno Beseda was established, he became its first conductor. He held this post until 1863, when the Bishop of Brno, Anton Ernst Schaffgotsch, finally put his foot down and restricted his secular activities. Thereafter Křížkovský’s concert-giving was confined to church venues, notably at the Augustinian monastery, where he had become choirmaster in 1848, and at Olomouc Cathedral, where he was choirmaster from 1872.


Judging from the occasional references in his letters to his uncle, Leo’s attitude towards Křížkovský was respectful rather than affectionate. A portrayal of him as a benevolent but distant figure occurs in his autobiography (1924): 




Father Pavel Křížkovský. I remember him as a sick man in Škrochovice near Opava. Me a little singer – a treble soloist. I sing a solo in Beethoven’s Mass. Uncompromising, always strict during rehearsing. Unmethodical: he would be taken up with the overall effect. Before we got the hang of it! He called me to him, played me his song, asking me how I liked it. ‘Play me on the piano what occurs to you!’ Who knows what occurred to me then!1





Janáček’s reminiscences are as ‘unmethodical’ as Křížkovský’s rehearsal techniques had been. In a tribute to his mentor published in 1902 (XV/166) Janáček implies that Křížkovský’s playing him one of his songs and soliciting his opinion was part of the Opava interview. Presumably, too, Křížkovský heard him sing then, but when did the rest occur? According to the 1902 memoir, Křížkovský’s request for Janáček to improvise happened later, when he was delivering music to Křížkovský’s cell in the Brno monastery. It is striking that neither in 1902 nor in 1924 is there any comment about fatherly care: the memories recorded in both places are only those connected with music. More eloquent is the brief comment in Janáček’s 1902 memoir: ‘Křížkovský would never speak at all about himself, let alone to me, just a boy’ (XV/166). Although there was much that could have brought the two together – their family connections, their similar fates in being sent away as youngsters to be choral scholars, Leo’s undoubted musical talent – no such father-son bonding took place. And no adult relationship developed either. By the time Janáček had grown up, Křížkovský was in Olomouc. Janáček took his young bride to meet him on his honeymoon in 1881, but all she recalled was Křížkovský’s lending her husband money.2


Even if there was no emotional bond, Křížkovský’s impact on the young Leo was deep and long-lasting. In the Chorale Fantasy (VIII/4), his graduation composition at the Prague Organ School, Janáček symbolically included a contrapuntal working-out of the closing chorale from Křížkovský’s cantata SS Cyril and Methodius.3 Janáček’s writings about Křížkovský extend across his entire adult life from 1875 – from his first published article (about Křížkovský’s reform of church music, xv/1) – to fifty years later when he wrote a short piece for Lidové noviny about the location of Křížkovský’s statue in Brno (XV/280). In between there is a detailed article about Křížkovský’s importance to Moravian folk music and to Czech music in general (XV/166) and a commentary on his chorus The Drowned Maiden (XV/167), both published in 1902. Janáček wrote more about Křížkovský than about any other composer apart from Dvořák and Smetana.


Janáček’s most substantial article on Křížkovský (XV/166) was originally delivered as a lecture on 26 February 1902. This medium might have allowed a more personal approach but, apart from the couple of reminiscences quoted above, the piece is concerned only with Křížkovský as a composer and his relationship to his folk texts, and as a conductor. All had an influence on Janáček – Křížkovský was the most important musician he had yet encountered.


Křížkovský’s Czech sympathies, shared by many of the monks at the Augustinian monastery, were also important in shaping Janáček’s outlook. František Bílý (1854–1920), Janáček’s near-contemporary at the primary school in Lackerwiese ulice, recalled how Křížkovský, who taught religion there, came across to his pupils as sympathetic because he taught his subject in Czech, despite its being officially a German-language school.4 Křížkovský’s Czech sympathies were evident in many other ways. Born ‘Kriskowsky’ (according to the birth register) and signing himself at first as ‘Krischkowský’, he had adopted the purely Czech form of his difficult surname by the 1860s.5 Although he had been one of the founders of the Brno Männergesangverein, which despite its name was essentially a mixed German and Czech organization, he soon devoted his services exclusively to the Czech-only Brno Beseda. Apart from liturgical settings in Latin, his vocal music is overwhelmingly in Czech; he set only a couple of German texts.


Křížkovský’s compositional output is small and well over half of it, again understandably, was sacred or liturgical. Janáček wrote enthusiastically about the liturgical music (XV/1, 1875), but in his 1902 lecture he passed it by with hardly a word. Nor has it been of any interest to many others after the first substantial biography (1904) by Dr Karel Eichler, who as a priest himself took a more professional interest in this area. The collected edition of Křížkovský’s works begun in 1949 published most of his secular choruses and songs in its ‘Volume 1’ and left it at that. The sympathetic discussion of Křížkovský by Jiří Vysloužil in 20016 concentrates almost exclusively on his secular choruses.


Křížkovský’s eighteen secular choruses,* mostly for unaccompanied male voices and, with a couple of important exceptions, all based on folk texts, are at the heart of his compositional endeavour and are the reason why he was important to Moravian music and in particular to Janáček. His choruses turned up regularly at Brno Beseda concerts and formed part of the standard choral repertory of the period in Moravia. Janáček himself conducted many of them. Their success, he stated in his 1902 article, was ‘huge’, and he went on to mention half of them by name with comments on their structure and character that derive from an intimate knowledge of these works. Many of them he referred to not by their titles but by their folksong texts, which he knew equally well.


The texts all came from the huge collection made by another Moravian musician priest, František Sušil (1804–68). His Moravian Folksongs was published from 1835, first only as booklets with words. The revised edition of 1860 (now with tunes added) contained 2091 tunes and 2361 texts.7 This collection was Křížkovský’s quarry. His simplest choruses are not much more than arrangements harmonized for four-part male chorus, as for example his early choruses Enchantment and The Faithless Heart. In other cases Křížkovský would take the words only and, in his setting, attempt to recreate an authentic folk tune.


Křížkovský’s early choruses are often described as ohlasový works, works that are an ‘echo’ (ohlas) of folk art. An early manifestation of the Czech folk revival, the ohlas tendency was first seen in literary works attempting to imitate folk texts, for example An Echo of Russian Songs (1829) and An Echo of Czech Songs (1839) by the Czech poet František Ladislav Čelakovský (1799–1852) – Czech reflections of Romantic trends elsewhere, such as James Macpherson’s ‘Ossianic’ poems. Musical ‘echoes’ are of course more problematic than literary ones since anything more complicated than an unaccompanied tune will remove it from the sphere of traditional music to the sphere of art music. Nevertheless, a nod in the direction of traditional music can be seen in features such as the use of traditional texts, the syllabic setting and a general simplicity of means. Janáček commented approvingly in his article on Křížkovský’s uncomplicated rhythms, the intelligibility of the words and the way that his settings arise from the spirit of the original folk materials.


Janáček emphasized that the ohlasový genre was important in the development of Czech-sounding music, in contrast to the German-influenced Liedertafel style (XV/166). According to Janáček, Křížkovský was the first Czech composer to give Czech its ‘singing robe’, a ‘robe’ that Křížkovský had noticed in folksong and which he went on to incorporate in his own works. Admittedly Smetana, regarded elsewhere as the father of Czech music, came before Křížkovský with his polka-based concept of Czech music. But the Smetana polka style, Janáček suggested, could only go so far. He could also have said that the ohlasový style could only go so far too, as Křížkovský himself discovered.


Křížkovský’s Love-Gift (the first chorus mentioned in XV/166), begins as a straight homophonic arrangement of tune no. 998 from Sušil. Far more than just an arrangement, however, it turns into a substantial, six-minute piece with a three-part structure (Allegro, Moderato, Presto) and has the exhilarating character of a vocal scherzo. Janáček’s article goes on to discuss The Drowned Maiden I (1848), a simple exchange between a girl and her young man who is going off to war. She waits seven years for him and when he doesn’t return she drowns herself. The piece features many changes of key and tempo to characterize the two protagonists, an aspect that Křížkovský built on in his more extended setting of 1860. In this later version (The Drowned Maiden II) there is a larger cast of characters, their direct speech suggested by breaks and by changes of tempo. A ritornello – in effect variations of the main tune – holds this extended chorus together. Notable too is the use of a solo voice. Here it is used only for textural contrast (the solo voice does not represent a particular person), but all the ingredients are in place to turn this male-voice chorus into an unaccompanied cantata. Many of these features are suggested by the essentially balladic nature of the text and juxtapositions of dialogue.


Most of Janáček’s early choruses for ‘Svatopluk’ (1873–6) are ohlasový works (some actually designated as such)† and Křížkovský’s stamp on them is evident (see chap. 10). One of the least known is the male-voice chorus You cannot escape your fate (IV/9). Its title may seem to look forward to The Diary of One Who Disappeared (V/12); however this is not a fate-ridden tragedy but a much more light-hearted affair. In this Serbian folksong a girl foolishly throws an apple into the air and declares that she will marry whoever it falls on. It falls on an old man, whom she doesn’t want to marry, so she packs him off on various errands culminating in sending him to war – but he comes back even from war and so she capitulates saying ‘no-one can avoid his fate’. Setting these words, Janáček wrote a type of scherzando chorus in the manner of Křížkovský’s Love-Gift. As in Křížkovský’s choruses, the harmonic style is simple, without the fancy modulations of Janáček’s Vocal Duma (IV/10) (suggesting that iv/9 was written with ‘Svatopluk’ rather than the Beseda in mind, though publicly performed by neither choir).


Later Janáček choruses, such as the Bezruč ones (IV/33–6), which he began composing in 1906, are similarly little dramas along the lines of The Drowned Maiden, with individual roles characterized and brought alive, sometimes by the use of solo voices. Petr Bezruč’s texts are balladic and have a directness and simplicity of diction that allow them to come across as developed versions of traditional texts. Although Janáček’s musical style is much more experimental than Křížkovský’s, the techniques of dramatizing his settings as mini-cantatas held together by a varied ritornello directly mirror Křížkovský’s method in The Drowned Maiden (see chap. 54). One might have thought that Janáček’s analysis of Křížkovský’s The Drowned Maiden (1902, only a few years before the first of the Bezruč choruses) would have referred to some of these features. However, creativity works in different ways. Janáček’s approach to the piece was to sketch in (with a series of music examples) a ‘mesologický doprovod’, i.e. an accompaniment that suggests the natural environment against which the scene takes place. In this way he showed his own response to the inherent drama of the piece. It was clearly a piece that haunted him and continued to throw up parallels, such as his settings (1906–7) of Bezruč’s Maryčka Magdónova (IV/34 and IV/35) with its young heroine drowning herself, or his attempt to drag Pavla Křičková’s poem with the same title as Křížkovský’s chorus – Utonulá – into the inspirational vortex of his Danube Symphony (IX/7; see 1923).


If Křížkovský can be regarded as the first of Janáček’s ‘mentors’, it is less because of any personal relationship than because Křížkovský was a crucial precursor. He was his composition teacher, however, only by example. Janáček began composing only after Křížkovský left Brno for Olomouc in 1872.


Janáček was a more direct pupil of Křížkovský as a conductor and had a high regard for him in this capacity: ‘No-one who sang or played under him will ever forget any of the pieces they rehearsed. No-one could reach so boldly, so surely, as he could into the depths of a soul, into the expression of another soul, of another composer.’ Janáček always remembered how the Credo of Michael Haydn’s D minor Mass sounded under Křížkovský’s direction and had many vivid memories of such music-making, where the monastery musicians were joined by others from the town such as the oboist Josef Štross and the soprano Marie Hřímalá. Janáček regretted how such festive music gave way to the austerities of the Cecilian church music reforms and he found Křížkovský’s conversion hard to explain (XV/166).


Janáček took over Křížkovský’s two main musical posts in Brno: at the Augustinian monastery in Staré Brno in 1872 and at the Brno Beseda in 1876. Janáček’s unsystematic rehearsal techniques, his authoritarian stance, uncompromising standards and his commitment to the music he was conducting all sound very much like a younger model of Křížkovský. And Křížkovský himself seems to have sensed this, if Jan Kunc (presumably relying on Janáček’s own recollection) reported his comment correctly: ‘You’ll see how that fellow will soon outstrip me.’8


Significantly, when Janáček published his first article in January 1875 (XV/1) it was devoted to his old teacher. Křížkovský was of course still very much alive and would be bound to read the article, printed in Cecilie, the leading Czech church-music journal. So it is hardly surprising, despite Janáček’s proverbial tactlessness, that it is full of praise for Křížkovský’s achievements as a conductor, as a church-music reformer, and as a composer of secular and sacred works. Perhaps this public declaration was the only way that he could express some sort of thanks to his old teacher. Five years later, at a time when Janáček had triumphed as conductor at the Beseda and was forging ahead with his studies in Leipzig, one gets a glimpse of what Křížkovský thought of it all. Berthold Žalud, keeping Janáček in touch with Brno gossip, mentioned Křížkovský in one of his letters:




Křížkovský was here for about a week. He is now more cheerful. He regrets that you are lost to church music. I countered [this by saying to] him that someone who knows all types of music will certainly benefit church music more than a musician who has grown up one-sidedly. […] He said that it’s a great happiness for you that you’ve got to Leipzig.9





In 1883 Křížkovský suffered a stroke and was paralysed down his left side; later that year he retired to the Augustinian monastery in Staré Brno.10 Presumably Janáček saw him from time to time during his regular rehearsals and services at the monastery, and even at the Beseda concert on 29 March 1885, where Křížkovský heard him conduct Liszt’s Mazeppa among other works.11 That was, however, the last concert Křížkovský attended. On 8 May 1885 he was found dead in his cell. His funeral at the monastery church on 11 May was a large-scale affair, bringing together musical and spiritual Brno to celebrate both sides of his life. Janáček tended to avoid funerals and did not even attend his mother’s in Hukvaldy the previous year, but on this occasion he conducted the Beseda chorus, the monastery choral scholars and a brass band in the chorus that Křížkovský himself had composed for Sušil’s funeral in 1869: Take your rest.12 And in another act of homage, some ten years later, Janáček made his own setting for male-voice chorus of these words (IV/24). He derived great pleasure when the work, lost for thirty years, turned up at the end of his life.




Notes


1 Veselý 1924, 37–8.


2 MLWJ, 28.


3 Straková 1959, 170.


4 LJPT, 52–3.


5 Eichler 1904, 1.


6 DHM, 156–8.


7 J. Vysloužil: ‘Sušil, František’, NG2.


8 Kunc 1911, 121.


9 Žalud to LJ, 28 Jan 1880 (LJPT, 317, fn. 2).


10 Eichler 1904, 85.


11 Eichler 1904, 87.


12 Eichler 1904, 87.









* As listed in NG2; twenty-five if alternative versions are included.







† e.g. True Love (IV/8), which Janáček described to the ‘Svatopluk’ committee on 6 January 1876 as one of a cycle called Ohlas národních písní [An echo of folksongs] (LJPT, 333, fn. 2).
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Pan-Slavism I





Pan-Slavism, the movement for the union of all the Slav peoples, was a response to the writings of the German philosopher Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744–1803). Twenty years before Napoleon’s European wars began to stir up thoughts of nationalism among hitherto submerged or unimagined nations it was Herder who had stressed the importance of the mother tongue (rather than dynastic loyalty) in determining national loyalties. Furthermore, it was Herder in his Ideen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der Menschheit (1784–91) who had contrasted the Slavs with the more ‘advanced’ Germanic and Latinate nations and, as a disciple of Rousseau, had seen in their backwardness and artlessness their passport to a glorious future. The Slavs, he proclaimed, were the future leaders of Europe.1


In Hans Kohn’s definition, Pan-Slavism proposes an alliance, whether culturally or politically, of all the Slavs. Some writers such as John Erickson have sought to reserve the term ‘Pan-Slavism’ for the political movement and ‘Slavism’ or ‘Slavophilism’ for a cultural movement where boundary change is not envisaged.2 While this distinction is useful in a general discussion, it is not always practical since it is difficult in some cases to separate the two: many political ends were pursued subversively under the banner of culture, and some Pan-Slavists were unclear what they wanted. In this book the term ‘Pan-Slavism’ covers all manifestations.


The conflicting and complicated nature of Pan-Slavism is well demonstrated by comparing it with Pan-Germanism. At the start of the nineteenth century German speakers were dispersed among numerous kingdoms, grand duchies, prince-bishoprics, one empire and other assorted states. For those who believed the Germans should aspire to being a single people living within a single political entity there were two hopeful signs. One was the fact that, despite their various dialects, all Germans spoke roughly the same language. Second was the fact that most of the states where Germans lived were self-governing and could therefore come together in some sort of voluntary association – as most of them did in 1871. The more numerous Slavs, on the other hand, spoke up to a dozen languages, mostly mutually unintelligible, and apart from the Russians almost all were subject peoples, distributed among three multi-ethnic empires: Habsburg, Ottoman and Russian.


While Pan-Slavism by definition involved all Slavonic nations, in practice the term was frequently merged with Russophilism. Russia was by far the largest Slavonic nation and the only one with a long history of political independence. It had a distinctive culture, literature and musical tradition that could be admired and imitated. An awareness of Russian Slavs running their own affairs was a hopeful inspiration to subject Slav nations.


To most non-Russians Pan-Slavism and Russophilism were usually veiled expressions of nationalism and of aspirations towards independence. Such manifestations of nationalism varied according to which empire they were subject to and according to what religion they professed. In his classic exposition of Pan-Slavism, Hans Kohn contrasted the east and south Slavs with their ‘Illyrian’ aspirations to the ‘realistic’ Czechs and the ‘messianic’ Poles.3 The Poles had long experience of Russia: the two countries were divided not only by a common border but by centuries of bitter conflict. During the eighteenth century Russia had joined enthusiastically with Prussia and Austria in partitioning Poland out of existence. No Slavonic solidarity there, though it should perhaps be remembered that Russians saw Pan-Slavism rather differently as the unity of Slavdom under the hegemony of Russia, with all other Slav peoples abandoning their quaint ‘dialects’ for Russian and their Catholicism for Orthodoxy.


The east and south Slav nations that had been part of the Ottoman Empire took a different view of Russia and hence of Pan-Slavism. To them the Russians were potential liberators and they could view much of the nineteenth century as a triumphalist history in which one by one the Slav nations threw off the Ottoman yoke, often with Russian assistance. And any firmer embrace with Russia was not to be feared since many of these east and south Slav nations had belonged to the same Orthodox world that had been shattered by the fall of Constantinople in 1453. One could argue that what was on offer was a return to an idyllic Slavonic and Orthodox past.


The Slavs of the Habsburg Empire occupied an area somewhere in between. The Czechs had had their own brand of Protestant Christianity (based on the teachings of Jan Hus,?1372–1414) but by the nineteenth century most were Catholics like their Habsburg masters, so that religion was no longer a sign of difference, as in the two other empires. Although they were divided on the issue, the Czechs, like the other Catholic Slavs in the Habsburg Empire (the Slovaks, the Croats and the Slovenes), produced some of the most enthusiastic non-Russian Pan-Slavists. For Czechs an interest in Russia, even one covertly disguised as ‘Pan-Slavism’, was something of a political statement, the unspoken political affiliation of the conservative staročech [Old Czech] party.4 Enthusiasm for Russia denoted a lack of enthusiasm for Austria-Hungary, and was regarded with suspicion by the Habsburg authorities: the last thing they wanted was too much cosying up by the Czechs to the Russians, let alone any thought of the Russians ‘liberating’ their Czech brothers. If the Czechs had taken a more detached view of Russia they might have noticed that another Slavonic nation – the Poles – had not been protected by their Russian brothers. It was an uncomfortable thought for Pan-Slavists (should any of them have got round to thinking it) that the Poles and Ukrainians of Galicia had more autonomy within the Austrian Empire than Poles and Ukrainians within the Russian.


Pan-Slavism was given particular impetus by the events of the revolutionary year of 1848. Not long after the fall of the autocratic Austrian chancellor Metternich and the regime’s panicky promises of a liberal constitution, the Czech historian František Palacký presided over the first Pan-Slavonic Congress in Prague, where the solidarity of all Slavonic peoples was proclaimed. Among the delegates there were huge differences in attitude. At one end of the political spectrum there was Bakunin’s revolutionary dream of the destruction of existing empires to be replaced by a federation of independent Slavonic nations; at the other was Palacký’s more cautious preference for working within existing political frameworks. Palacký saw danger in a collection of dwarf nation-states that might be the successors to a dismantled Austria, all too small individually to resist the embrace of the Russian bear. His predictions came true a century later. Famously Palacký had proclaimed that ‘If the Austrian state had not existed for ages, we would be obliged in the interests of Europe and even of mankind to endeavour to create it as fast as possible.’5 Palacký would no doubt have welcomed the enlarged European Union of the twenty-first century as simply a bigger and better ‘Austria’.


As it was, Russia, which could have led a Slavonic revolt in 1848, preferred to come to the aid of Austria in quelling the rebellion and restoring the status quo. Despite the freedom of cultural expression permitted by the October diploma of 1860, political expression in the Czech lands remained risky or impossible until the collapse of the Habsburg Empire in 1918.




*





Among composers, the most important Czech Pan-Slavist was Dvořák (1843–1904). For all the later perception of him by Smetana’s supporters as having sold out to foreigners with his many commissions, publications, trips abroad and considerable following outside the country, it is clear that the inspiration of much of his work is essentially Czech, but within the context of the wider Slavonic world. So, in addition to the Czech Suite and the Hussite Overture, there are the Slavonic Dances and Slavonic Rhapsodies. Most of his operas had Czech subjects but two, Vanda and Dimitrij, had Polish or Russian subjects. And he had a particular penchant for that most Slav of all genres, the dumka (see below). All these characteristics set Dvořák apart from Smetana, whose nationalism was expressed musically in purely Bohemian Czech terms.


It was perhaps for this very reason that Janáček would favour Dvořák rather than Smetana. The earliest expression of Janáček’s Czech nationalism was his enthusiasm for the Cyril and Methodius celebration at Velehrad in 1869, an echo of a Pan-Slavonic world that linked Russia and Moravia. It is striking that the poem that Janáček sent to his uncle did not include references to Prague, Bohemian history or myths, but instead invoked the wider Slavonic world (see chap. 7).


It was not long before Janáček, in his Pan-Slavonic orientation, would gravitate towards Russia, its language and its culture. He had already demanded from his uncle Jan ‘Russian linen’ for a suit. Defiantly, he adopted the Russian name of ‘Lev’ from the age of fourteen to replace the more German form ‘Leo’, and ‘Lev Janáček’ remained his professional name for over a decade until softened into ‘Leoš’ in 1880 (see chap. 14). Quite when young Lev began learning Russian is unclear, but certainly not earlier than 1873 (i.e. when he was studying at the Brno Teachers’ Institute): the two Russian grammars surviving in his library were books published in that year. Helfert records Janáček writing notes of an ‘intimate nature’ in his exercise books in cyrillic script in 1874 (see chap. 11). The fact that these are merely a transliteration of Czech words suggests that all he had done so far was to master the script. Had he got further he might have concealed his thoughts more thoroughly by writing them in Russian.


Janáček’s first work inspired by a Russian author, the lost melodrama based on Lermontov’s poem Death (X/3) and performed by the Brno Beseda in 1876, was for the time an isolated instance. Even though it was another thirty years before he returned to Russian authors for compositional inspiration, a sympathy was clearly there. His two children, Olga (born 1882) and Vladimír (born 1888) were both given names that were popular in the Czech lands, but were nevertheless Russian borrowings and, incidentally, the names of Pushkin’s pair of lovers in his Eugene Onegin.




*





Although it is not something much associated with Janáček it is possible that the import of the instrumental dumka into Czech music came to Dvořák via Janáček. Vocal dumi, dumki or dumky are a characteristic of Polish and Ukrainian music, terms used for laments or pieces of a ruminative nature throughout the nineteenth century. One of Janáček’s earliest choruses has the ambiguous title Zpěvná duma [Vocal duma] (IV/10). While the first word can be translated variously as ‘singable’ or ‘tuneful’ the second word invokes the Slavonic world. In Czech the word duma is a Slavonic borrowing (from Russian or Ukrainian), a fancy word for ‘thinking’ or ‘meditating’ and hardly part of normal Czech vocabulary. The much more common secondary meaning (and more usually given in the diminutive, dumka) was ‘a mournful song, lament, heroic elegy’. This much Janáček would have gleaned from the second volume (1862) of Rieger’s encyclopedia,6 which was the chief Czech work of reference until Otto’s much larger encyclopedia began coming out in the late 1880s. Rieger goes on to explain that among the Ukrainians, dumy are ‘a special type of national epic poetry’. The Rieger entry is detailed and substantial, including a ten-line example of a typical duma and a discussion of its rhyme and assonance features and the numbers of syllables per line. It speculates about the possible origins in the Russian epic Slovo o polku Igorev, and provides an interesting cultural commentary on the word, more as a genre than as a specific form. Although Polish and Ukrainian musical dumky were in existence well before Rieger was published, there is no consideration here of any musical settings. The author of this part of the Rieger article discusses the word purely in cultural and literary terms.


Whether he read about the dumka in Rieger, or whether he came across it in some other way, Janáček clearly had some notion of what the word meant. The text that he set in his chorus came from František Ladislav Čelakovský’s collection An Echo of Czech Songs (1839), a pastiche folksong (about a grief-stricken girl) called The Breaking of a Promise. Vocal Duma is thus Janáček’s own title, but what he intended by it, by far his most ambitious chorus to date (see chap. 12), is more difficult to fathom, though its abundant melismas are perhaps an expression of lamenting, of keening, and in this way reflect the subject matter. Helfert, signalling this as Janáček’s most important composition to date, saw in it aspects of the Cecilian reforms in church music and its return to the modal and a cappella music of the sixteenth century.7 Jarmil Burghauser, on the other hand, suggested Russian Orthodox church music as being ‘much more striking than the influence of Catholic church music’,8 though apart from a few very low bass notes and the odd fervently incantatory section there is not much that would support this view (and it does rely on assuming that Janáček had actually heard Russian church music at this stage – by no means proven). Despite the duma of the title, it is difficult to argue that anything specifically Slavonic was intended in its music, merely the general suggestion of a lament.


But clearly the title lingered in Janáček’s memory and a few years later he used the term dumka for two instrumental pieces. One is lost, a Dumka for piano performed in Rožnov on 8 September 1879, its existence known only through a concert programme and a press report confirming Janáček’s participation (X/4).9 The other is a Dumka for violin and piano said, on the basis of Janáček’s recollection, to be composed in ‘1880’,10 i.e. during his time in Leipzig and Vienna (VII/4). There are good reasons, however, for placing it a few years later, though no later than March 1885, when it was performed (see chap. 23). For all its moody, ruminative character it doesn’t dispel the feeling that at this stage of his life Janáček’s Pan-Slavonic compositions are more a matter of Slavonic aspiration than of specific Slavonic colouring.




Notes
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7 LJPT, 339–41.
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Early professional life: before Prague (1872–4)





Janáček’s professional life started in September 1872 when, at eighteen and having finished his teacher training, he began work as a schoolteacher at the Czech-language practice school attached to the Teachers’ Institute in Brno. At much the same time he began his freelance career by taking over Křížkovský’s duties as choirmaster at the Staré Brno monastery when Křížkovský left for Olomouc Cathedral. He was paid no stipend at either institution. The Teachers’ Institute didn’t pay because they demanded two years’ unpaid work from novice teachers before putting them on the payroll. The monastery didn’t pay because there was no provision for it – the job was meant to be done by one of the monks. Quite what Janáček lived on for the next two years is not clear but the monastery gave him free meals in return for his work and the occasional one-off fee, for instance a payment of 10 zl on 16 April 1875 for extra work involved in the Easter services.1 Some fees came too from giving private music lessons: when Janáček went to Prague in 1874 these were handed over to his friend František Neumann (see chap. 11).


Officially Janáček’s post at the monastery can be dated to 2 October 1872 when he began filling in the choristers’ attendance register,2 but what with Křížkovský’s poor health he probably stood in for him at earlier times after he ceased to be a chorister in the autumn of 1869. In August 1872, when the society ‘Svatopluk’ was considering appointing Janáček its choirmaster, he was reported even then to be ‘director of singing at the Staré Brno monastery’.3


How long Janáček remained at the Staré Brno monastery as choirmaster is unclear. Helfert found four different dates suggested for when Janáček stopped (1884, 1885, 1888, 1891), the first two probably connected with the death of Křížkovský. ‘1888’ was what Zdenka Janáčková remembered,4 though not in her memoirs, where the subject is hardly mentioned. A reference in Janáček’s notebook for 1889–90 to an annual payment from the monastery for that year5 would seem to confirm his involvement at least until then.


The very fact of this uncertainty is eloquent. Janáček was not doing much more than letting things tick over. The reformist programme that Křížkovský initiated and Janáček maintained was restrictive in its approach to repertory. Schaffgotsch, Bishop of Brno, was emphatic that the Augustinian church should not become a concert venue, so that even the public concert planned on 30 August 1876 for the inauguration of the new organ had, after the bishop’s intervention, to be a private-invitation event.6 From March 1873, when Janáček became choirmaster of ‘Svatopluk’, and later, when he became choirmaster at the Brno Beseda, he had more scope elsewhere. It would seem that for the free meals he received, and perhaps out of loyalty to Křížkovský, Janáček simply stayed on at the monastery without particularly exerting himself. And, it must be said, there wasn’t much incentive. He was not paid a regular stipend until after his marriage in 1881 (when according to Zdenka he got 15 zl a month).7




*





Apart from conducting the monastery choir, Janáček’s first permanent freelance employment was as choirmaster of ‘Svatopluk’. With characteristic thoroughness, Helfert devoted many pages to ‘Svatopluk’, its antecedents and its profile as a cultural society in Czech Brno.8 The Řemeslnická beseda ‘Svatopluk’ [Craft society ‘Svatopluk’] was founded in 1868 as a self-help working man’s club, rather conservative in nature, and attracting not so much industrial workers as craftsmen and small traders. As with most such clubs of the time there was a patriotic subtext to its activities, its name commemorating the famous ruler of the ninth-century Great Moravia. It might seem odd that the society should latch on to an eighteen-year-old as a prospective conductor for its male-voice choir but, as Helfert explained, Janáček had an ally in the chairman Dr Josef Illner (1839–94), who had heard about his success at the monastery;9 furthermore there were few other suitable candidates among the tiny Czech-speaking population of Brno. For reasons that Helfert considered to be a matter of honourable principle Janáček declined the annual stipend10 despite the modest state of his finances. Perhaps the young Janáček was unsure of his ability to adjust to such different circumstances. Instead of a choir of a dozen young boys and a few novices, all of whom could read music and were obliged to go to rehearsals and who week after week turned in performances of a range of music including the polyphonic repertory of the sixteenth century, he was now faced with a choir of about forty men of various ages,* often with little cultural and musical background and with no particular obligation to attend rehearsals. But Janáček need not have worried. He was a success from the start: attendance at rehearsals noticeably improved11 and after a couple of concerts the press began characterizing the choir as the best in Brno.12


Janáček’s tenure of ‘Svatopluk’ is generally regarded as one of the turning-points in his life. This is no doubt true – his first compositions date from this period† – but it is worth remembering what a short period it was and how few events were involved. Janáček took up his post on 1 March 1873‡ and continued until the summer of 1874, when he went to Prague for his year of study at the Organ School. Although he was reappointed after his return in the autumn of 1875 and held the post for a further year, this was overtaken by other events (see chap. 12). It is the pre-Prague ‘Svatopluk’ period that is the crucial one.


During eighteen months in 1873–4 Janáček presided over eight ‘Svatopluk’ events: four concerts and, in the summer months, four excursions to nearby villages (two of them now suburbs of Brno):13


Table 10.1: Janáček’s concerts and entertainments with ‘Svatopluk’ 1873–4












	27

	April 1873: Beseda§ at the pub ‘U bílého kříže’ [‘At the white cross’], Pekařská ulice; premières of Ploughing (IV/1) and The Enforced Bridegroom (X/2)






	5

	July 1873: Beseda for blessing the society flag at the Besední dům; première of War Song (2) (IV/3)






	10

	August 1873: Excursion to Žabovřesky






	9

	November 1873: ‘Concert beseda’ at the Besední dům; première of The Fickleness of Love (IV/4)






	14

	March 1874: ‘Concert beseda’ at the Besední dům; première of Alone without Comfort (1) (IV/7) and second performance of Ploughing (IV/1)






	31

	May 1874: Excursion to Židenice






	19

	July 1874: Excursion to Žabovřesky






	6

	September 1874: Excursion to Šlapanice; performances of IV/1, IV/3 [or IV/2?], IV/4, IV/7















The excursions were partly recreational, partly to recruit members from further afield. Current members would process through the village, the choirmaster at the head, then the choir, then flagbearers with flags, committee members and others.14 All this would climax in a musical event, though one generally shorter and less demanding than the Brno concerts. At the first excursion in which Janáček participated, to Žabovřesky on 10 August 1873, a few relatively easy choruses were performed – according to press reports (such events were regularly written up in Moravská orlice) as precisely as in Brno.15


Four concerts and four excursions in eighteen months do not sound much, but it is a good indication of how high Janáček set his sights. Opportunities for participation at other society events were turned down on the basis of not enough rehearsal.16 Given weekly chorus rehearsals, the music must have been drummed into his singers with unrelenting vigour.


The programme for Janáček’s first appearance with the choir (27 April 1873) gives a good idea of the general approach that Janáček inherited. The event, designated as a ‘beseda’, i.e. not a concert, was held at a pub. The programme began with an unspecified ‘overture’ and ended with a dance: such instrumental topping and tailing was characteristic of the time and signalled the presence of one of the several military bands that readily took part in such events. There was also an unnamed cello solo performed by František Mráček (from the German Theatre orchestra in Brno, and a favoured participant in Czech cultural events), and a Miss Mudrová delivered a recitation (a popular genre of the time). The ‘Svatopluk’ male-voice choir itself was heard in four short pieces (all designated ‘premières’): one by a minor composer of patriotic choruses, Josef Drahorád; another for mixed voices (joined perhaps by the ladies from the ‘Vesna’ society) by a leading Prague choral and operatic composer, Karel Bendl (1838–97), and two choruses by Janáček, his Ploughing (IV/1) and The Enforced Bridegroom (X/2). Janáček’s choruses, specially written for the occasion (he produced a new chorus for each of the ‘Svatopluk’ besedas until his departure for Prague), marked the beginning of what became an important genre for him, and one that he would cultivate throughout his life.


Janáček’s increasing confidence and artistic ambitions as conductor and music organizer can be tracked by considering the next three besedas. The most significant aspect of the second (5 July 1873), still billed simply as a ‘beseda’, was that it took place not in a pub but in the recently opened Besední dům (see chap. 6), which from then on became the choir’s Brno home. The other two were billed as ‘concert besedas’. That of 9 November 1873 had a subscription list for the first time and 400 copies of the programme were printed. Furthermore, it was specifically advertised as being ‘without dancing’, thus losing the overture at the beginning. Omitting the dancing signalled that what was intended was no longer light entertainment but something more serious. Janáček’s organizational energy is evident in his attending to such details as the programmes and the subscription list and even arranging for a bouquet for Miss Mudrová, who appeared as reciter again.17


The different presentation was matched by the increasingly aspirational contents. Although the function of the second beseda was essentially to dedicate the society’s banner on its fifth anniversary (a circumstance fraught with ticklish political implications and needing skilful negotiation for it to happen at all),18 it nevertheless included music by Schumann and Mendelssohn. The young violinist Václav Kopta, recently returned from America, played a movement from the latter’s Violin Concerto and two other pieces. The choruses comprised mixed-voice works by Mendelssohn (joined by the ‘Vesna’ ladies) and Norbert Javůrek’s male-voice chorus To Moravia as well as Janáček’s specially written contribution for the banner ceremony, his War Song with brass and piano accompaniment (IV/3). Similarly, the third beseda was both an artistic success and a financial one, making a profit of 87 zl 85 kr, and included the first performance of Janáček’s The Fickleness of Love (IV/4).


It was the final beseda (14 March 1874), however, that showed how much had been achieved during Janáček’s short tenure. It was attended by Count Serényi and other local aristocrats, perhaps because of the drawing powers of the baritone Josef Lev (1832–98) from the Provisional Theatre in Prague, who sang among other things an aria from Rossini’s La Cenerentola. The instrumental portion included a piano trio, and among the choruses was Křížkovský’s SS Cyril and Methodius, one of his longest and most ambitious. Once again Janáček wrote a new chorus, his Alone without Comfort [1] (IV/7), and Ploughing, now a popular favourite, was heard again.


Janáček’s final public event with ‘Svatopluk’ before going to Prague was the last of the summer excursions. More ambitious than its predecessors, it took place in Šlapanice on 6 September 1874. After the choir’s rendition of a mass by Josef Drahlovský in the morning (expeditions were usually on Sunday), the ‘afternoon entertainment’ consisted of six choruses, two recitations and two cello solos. Of the six choruses, one was by Křížkovský, his Recruit’s Prayer, and four were by Janáček. What in fact Janáček presented was, with one exception, his entire male-chorus output performed so far, three of them grouped together as Three Songs. It is as if Janáček, in his final ‘Svatopluk’ event for the time being, was providing a mini-retrospective of his compositions.


The chorus omitted was The Enforced Bridegroom (X/2); while the music is lost the words survive in the programme of the first performance.19 The fact that it was not performed at Šlapanice suggests either that it had been lost by then, or that Janáček was unhappy with it.|| The four choruses sung on this occasion follow two traditions. War Song, with its affirmative unison opening and generally masculine vigour, is characteristic of the typical patriotic choruses of the time (such as those by Tovačovský¶ etc.). Its different character from Janáček’s other early choruses, and the fact that it was accompanied, arise from the festive occasion for which it was written. Janáček completely disowned the piece when it turned up many years later (he couldn’t believe he had written it).20 It exists in two forms, unaccompanied (IV/2) and accompanied (IV/3). The two versions share the same text and the same music at beginning and end, though the accompanied one has a more developed middle section. In the absence of dates on manuscripts one can speculate that Janáček first wrote the unaccompanied version and then expanded it to fit the ceremonial occasion at which it was performed. Alternatively, the unaccompanied version could have been made for the Šlapanice excursion. The fact that contemporary parts have survived for both suggests that both were performed.
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