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Foreword to Volume II





This volume takes up the story of Janáček’s life at the beginning of the First World War. It continues the pattern and structure of Volume I (outlined in its Introduction), that is, interleaving chronological chapters with a series of contextual chapters. Some of the latter, for instance Janáček’s finances, Pan-Slavism, and Music as autobiography, continue themes already initiated in the earlier volume. There are, however, fewer such chapters since several important topics – such as speech melody – have already been addressed in Volume I, which the reader is encouraged to consult. On the other hand the summative nature of this second volume allows for several surveys (e.g. Janáček and programme music, Genre in Janáček’s operas) ranging over the entire period of Janáček’s creative life.


As I write these lines, there are welcome developments in Janáček scholarship. Svatava Přibáňová’s edition of Janáček’s correspondence with his wife and daughter is complete and waits only for publication. A large grant has been made available for transcribing and making available online all of Janáček’s correspondence in the Janáček Archive, a scheme that will be overseen by Jiří Zahrádka. When these projects and others (for instance a complete edition of Janáček’s speech melodies) are realized, new and exciting possibilities will open out for coming generations of Janáček scholars and enthusiasts.


John Tyrrell, Beeston, 23 January 2007
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BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION


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


CATALOGUE NUMBERS


Numbers in large 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


Cross-references have been kept to a minimum and refer to chapter numbers within the present volume (e.g. chap. 23) or within vol. i (e.g. vol. i, chap 23).


CURRENCY


Until the end of 1918 currency is in koruna (K); for a fuller explanation, see vol. i, chap. 41. After 1919 currency is in koruna československá (Kč), see chap. 39.


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.


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 or firms:
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	GH
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	ON
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	OO
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	František Serafinský Procházka






	UE

	Universal Edition (this includes many letters written by the director of the firm, Emil Hertzka)
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FORMS OF NAME


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 the titles Janáček gave 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.


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 ‘a’ 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)


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


ň represents the sound 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


I have taken Zdenka Fischmann’s translations (occasionally modified) of Janáček’s letters to Rosa Newmarch (Fischmann 1986) but unless otherwise stated, all translations are my own. I have had, however, considerable help from those more skilled than I am in the particular languages involved (Czech and German) and wish to thank in particular Jan Špaček and Robin Thomson. 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.


Originals of the translated letters in JODA can be found easily by consulting the lists of sources given on pp. 368–77. For Janáček’s letters to Kamila Stösslová I have given references to the complete Czech edition by Svatava Přibáňová (HŽ); translations for many of these, however, can be found in IL, which shares the same numbering system. Those readers wishing to consult full versions in English are encouraged to look there. References in HŽ (and IL) are to letter numbers (HŽ, no….); page references to these sources are for commentaries, footnotes or other materials included.
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I



STORMS (1914–18)





















1



An interview in time of war*






Imaginary reporter: You are sixty now, Maestro Janáček. Your birthday on 3 July 1914 was celebrated in Brno with an unprecedented number of expressions of admiration for your achievements as Moravia’s foremost musician. You must have been gratified by the obvious affection shown to you.




LJ: All those letters and visiting cards?1 Yes, people were kind, and it gave my wife Zdenka much pleasure. But the report in Moravské listy got the date wrong – I started getting congratulations a whole month early.2


Even then nothing ever came from the Brno Beseda music society. You know I used to conduct it for all those years in the 1870s and 1880s.3


And nothing from anyone in Prague of any consequence.





IR: Your opera Jenůfa, premièred in 1904, opened a new chapter in the history of opera, not just in Brno but, as was said at the time, more generally.4 Almost for the first time in opera your libretto was in prose rather than verse; and you also put to the test your famous – some might say notorious – theory of speech melody.5 It was always a mystery to me why this remarkable opera, so fresh and original, was never taken up by the Prague National Theatre.




LJ: It’s not that we didn’t try! I don’t know how many times I wrote to Karel Kovařovic at the National Theatre about it.


I wrote before the opera was given in Brno (I hoped he might want to put it on in Prague first).


I wrote inviting him to the première – of course he didn’t come. It took many letters for him even to deign to come and see a later performance in Brno.


The Club of the Friends of Art – our cultural society in Brno – published a vocal score in 1908. But that didn’t help.


People wrote to Kovařovic’s masters, the Společnost of the National Theatre, but that got nowhere.6





IR: Do you have any idea why Kovařovic was so resistant to Jenůfa?




LJ: That man hates me. Years ago I wrote a trifle in the journal I edited, Hudební listy, about one of his operas. He’s never forgiven me.7 I tried to make amends. I wrote a long review of his best-known work, The Dogheads, which at least shows some sort of stagecraft.8 But that didn’t help.


I’ve had friends try and talk to him.9 He just looks the other way.


And yet they put on all sorts of rubbish at the Prague National Theatre, even Nešvera’s Radhošt’ – I suppose that was their token ‘Moravian’ opera.10


But Jenůfa is just too ‘Moravian’ for them.11


And then, when I write something not Moravian at all, like my next opera Fate, it turns out to be too difficult for the people in Prague.


It wasn’t too difficult for Brno – I know that because Maestro Hrazdira, when he began rehearsing the opera in Brno, found that the singers had no problems with it.12


Years and years it lies around at the Vinohrady Theatre in Prague and all the promises in the world from its conductor Ludvík Čelanský don’t help to get it performed.13





IR: Yes, we were appalled to read in the newspaper recently of the lawsuit that you instigated to try and force them to honour their promise.14 What a shame that you withdrew it from Brno just to try and get it done by a second-rank opera house in Prague!15




LJ: Well, I don’t know how it would have done in Brno without Hrazdira. Since he went off to Croatia,16 no-one in Brno has shown much interest in performing my operas. It took a whole press campaign to get Jenůfa revived in 1911.17 They gave just a couple of performances, and yet it was virtually a new opera by the time I’d revised it.18





IR: One of your pupils told me that you had written another opera, based on Svatopluk Čech’s Excursion of Mr Brouček to the Moon.




LJ: Don’t talk to me about it! The trouble I’ve had with that libretto!


No-one could give me what I wanted. In the end I had to do it all myself.


It wasn’t until 1912 that I discovered František Gellner. He at least was prepared to write the songs I needed (I can’t do rhymes!).


Last year I simply put it away.19


What’s the point? No-one wants to perform my operas.





IR: But you must have been pleased at least with the success of your male-voice choruses performed by the Moravian Teachers’ Choral Society under their conductor Ferdinand Vach both at home and abroad.20 Maryčka Magdónova is seen by musical experts as one of the most experimental works ever written in this field21 but even humble concertgoers such as myself can sense the extraordinary raw power of this piece.22




LJ: Yes, I must say, ever since Vach’s Moravian Teachers took up my two choruses in the Haná dialect in 190523 they seem to have had lots of success with my stuff.


Even the leading publisher in Prague, F.A. Urbánek, was keen to acquire Maryčka.


Before then he’d turned up his nose at everything I sent him.24





IR: I read in the papers earlier this year that you had written an even bolder chorus in this vein – The 70,000 – again with words by the great Silesian poet, Petr Bezruč. There’s a rumour that the Moravian Teachers found it too difficult.25 But, according to the papers, the Prague Teachers’ Choral Society performed it to great acclaim this spring.26 When will we hear it in Moravia? 




LJ: I don’t know about that. What with the war, will there be any male-voice choirs left?


What pleased me was that the conductor Otakar Ostrčil – not a bad composer himself – came up to me at the première and said some very complimentary things,27 and he had seemed such a dry old stick!


At least Vach had the grace to take up my cantata Amarus two years ago with his new mixed choir. And he found that it was actually quite good!28 He’d not been up to conducting it at its première in Kroměříž way back in 1900. He called me in at the last moment to take over. He’d trained his choir well enough, but the orchestra – amateurs and the local military band – was indescribable!29


In 1912, with a new choir and a half-decent orchestra, and that wonderful tenor soloist Stanislav Tauber,30 Amarus was quite a hit when they toured.31


I wrote it in 1896 and it’s the first piece that sounds as though it belongs to me.32





IR: Yes, I heard that when they performed it in Prague the conductor of the Czech Philharmonic, Dr Zemánek, was so impressed that he commissioned a new orchestral work from you, The Fiddler’s Child.33 I read your remarkable introduction to it (XV/206) in Hudební revue, and yet the scheduled performance by the Czech Philharmonic this spring was unaccountably withdrawn at the last moment.34 Why was that? The usual Brno–Prague rivalry?




LJ: Zemánek spent so long rehearsing Beethoven’s Ninth that there was no time for Janáček.


Zemánek wouldn’t conduct the piece himself. He said that I’d ‘grace’ the Czech Philharmonic with my presence as conductor as well as a composer.


I’d warned him that it was a tricky piece with its solo violin and the four solo violas.


Many intonation problems.


I asked for a special rehearsal with these soloists. But Zemánek wasn’t prepared to allow me enough time. And I suppose they’re not used to my style.


So I withdrew it to avoid a disaster.


He says that he’ll reschedule it in the next season and this time will give me as many rehearsals as I like.35 I don’t know if I believe him. 


But the Club of the Friends of Art published the score to commemorate my sixtieth birthday;36 maybe someone else – perhaps Ostrčil at the Orchestral Association – will take it up.37





IR: Although it’s clear from the orchestral preludes in Jenůfa that you know how to handle an orchestra and that you have a distinctive orchestral voice, one doesn’t really think of you as an orchestral composer.




LJ. It’s true that I haven’t done all that much in that field.


But some twenty years ago my Valachian Dances were popular. They were of course bound up with my folk work at the time38 but maybe one day I’ll tidy them up and make them available as a suite.39


Especially if I’m not allowed to be an opera composer.


Another piece was the prelude Jealousy. I intended it for Jenůfa but in the end didn’t use it for the opera. It was performed in Prague by František Neumann with the Czech Philharmonic in 1906. It wasn’t a great performance, but Neumann took it seriously.


He’s a Moravian, you know. What’s he doing stuck in Frankfurt at the opera there?40 We really ought to get him back in Brno. We could do with a decent conductor here.41





IR: I hadn’t thought of you as a composer of chamber music either; your former pupil Mr Jan Kunc told me that you had quite enough of that sort of thing when you were a student in Leipzig and Vienna.42 And yet, now that you have been putting on regular chamber concerts at the Organ School, you have begun to write for the fine players you have among the teaching staff there.43 We all liked the Fairy Tale for piano and cello that you wrote – you said at its first performance in 1910 there would be more movements coming later.44 Have you taken it any further?




LJ: Well yes, young Antonín Váňa, just an amateur, but a good cellist, was keen to get up a performance in Vyškov and I gave him another movement.45


But I think that the piece may be fine as it is.46


I’m not so sure, however, about the Piano Trio. I wrote it for the Tolstoy celebrations (I based it on Tolstoy’s novella The Kreutzer Sonata).47 I wonder whether it wouldn’t work better as a string quartet. But then I’d need a really good quartet to handle it48 and there’s no-one at the Organ School up to it.


Maybe I should stick to piano music! Those little piano pieces, On the Overgrown Path, proved very popular when I published them in 1911.


I got letters from all sorts of people about them.49


In some ways they are among the best things I’ve done. Really simple and yet they say a lot.


I suppose it was because so many of them were bound up with the death of my daughter Olga. Not quite twenty-one when she died …50


In the Mists is more of a virtuoso piece. It needs a good player such as Marie Dvořáková from the Organ School, but again it went down well.51


Funny, I don’t really think that the piano is my instrument. But I had lots of fun trying to make it sound like various different folk instruments. For instance in the accompaniments for the Moravian folksongs I published with František Bartoš.52





IR: Can you reveal anything about your future composition plans, Maestro?




LJ: Well, no more operas, that’s for sure!


You probably don’t know about The Eternal Gospel.


That’s my latest cantata.


After Vach’s success with Amarus I thought I might try something similar. Chorus, orchestra, a big tenor solo for Tauber. I finished it last year. It’s been lying around in case I want to make changes.53


But I hadn’t reckoned with the war. It might have to wait around rather longer now.





IR: Almost thirty-five years ago you founded Moravia’s leading musical institution, the Brno Organ School. How will the war affect it?




LJ: We’ll keep going.


Ever since we moved into the new building, the ‘Greek Villa’, in 1907 we’ve grown and grown.54 Last year we had almost sixty students on the books and a permanent teaching staff of eight.


War or no war, people will go to church and need organists and choirmasters. 


Musicians will need to be trained.


But I suppose some of the young men who might have come to us will get called up. A good thing we now take women!55


And some of the younger staff might be affected. We’ve already lost our caretaker, Simandl. He’s gone off to the front. I got a card from him the other day.56 I managed to find a replacement: his brother-in-law. He’s a hunchback and won’t be called up.57


My main worry with the Organ School is that we’ll lose our subsidy. They’ll spend the money on soldiers and guns. When the new term started in September I called all the teachers together. I told them that in future we’d probably have to exist just on student fees.


So everyone gets a third of what they used to.58


Maybe the older teachers will be able to cope and stand by me.


I just hope I keep on getting my state pension.59 I deserve it for all those years I taught at the Teachers’ Institute.60





IR: Maestro, we know you as Moravia’s leading composer, as the director of the Organ School, but also as our leading authority on Moravian folk music. Ever since 1906 you have been in charge of a team of collectors scouring the countryside for new folksongs and dances. You even get a government grant for this.61 How will the war affect this?




LJ: We can say goodbye to the grant. It wasn’t all that much anyway.


What with the army having to move around, it’s not going to be easy for my collectors to travel the country as they did. Some of them, young Hynek Bím for instance, will probably get called up.62


But, I must say, we’ve been pretty energetic in the past nine years.


Thanks to Bím and Františka Kyselková,63 I’ve had an excellent team, really keen. We’ve probably got as much material together as we need.


But will any of the songs we’ve collected see the light of day? It was all meant to be published by Universal Edition in Vienna. A showcase for all the folk musics of the Austrian Empire, they said. That’s why we got money for it.64


We’ve had our first volume prepared for years. I’ve even written the introduction.65 But Universal Edition kept dragging their heels over it. With the war now, I can’t see it coming out.


Another thing that probably won’t come out because of the war is my harmony book. It’s out in Czech of course. It was published in 1912. People say it’s difficult, but we use it at the Organ School here.


Of course they won’t touch it in Prague.


My idea was to ignore Prague and get it published in Vienna. Foerster (you know, the composer and critic and incidentally the son of a famous theoretician), said he would recommend it to Hertzka at Universal Edition.


Antonín Váňa has been doing a German translation – though of course it would need to be gone through by a real German.66


But who knows what will happen to it all now with the war? They’re not going to be publishing any more harmony books for a while, are they?





IR: In what other ways have you been affected by the war?




LJ: Some families we know have sons in the army.67


Many recent graduates from the Organ School have been called up. I keep on getting cards from my pupils at the Front through what they call the ‘military field post’.68


Zdenka of course made a big fuss about it all. She went panic-buying. All the sugar, coffee, flour and rice that she and Mářa, our housekeeper, could carry home.69


No wonder everything has sold out.


Totally illegal of course, and she has had to hide it away in the Organ School loft.70 You won’t print this bit, will you?





IR: While we’re talking frankly, Maestro, I’d be interested to hear what you think is going to happen with this war. Not for publication of course.




LJ: At first I thought it wouldn’t amount to much. I didn’t think that Austria could wage a war. Just a bit of whimsy on the part of the Viennese.71


But soon I realized that it really was happening, and that there was more at stake. It could be the end of Austria as we know it. Is this the moment that the Russians will come to our rescue, just as they’ve done for the Serbs?72


I’ve always been pro-Russian. My brother František, now dead of course, worked in St Petersburg for several years. I visited him there in 1896. A totally different world. So nice to see Slavs running their own affairs, bringing culture to the less developed nations around them.73


When I came back home I got the Brno Russian Circle going.74 Zdenka now thinks that I’d better close it down. The authorities don’t like pro-Russian stuff.75 She takes such a pessimistic view of things.


I’ve always felt inspired by Russian literature. Why should I stop now?76


I’m thinking of writing a piece based on Gogol’s Taras Bulba.


Actually, I think it’s all a bit exaggerated. In many ways things haven’t changed much. Just look at the weekly Český svět! Apart from the odd picture of a general you wouldn’t think there was a war on!


It all depends on how long it lasts. If it’s not the quick war they predict, then who knows what might happen?
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1914b (July–December)





Archduke Franz Ferdinand was assassinated on Sunday 28 June 1914 at Sarajevo. The violent death of the heir to the Austro-Hungarian throne sent ripples of anxiety throughout the empire. But Janáček, as usual in denial, went off for his regular summer break to his home village of Hukvaldy on 16 July, still hoping, as he wrote in a letter to his niece Věra, that she would join him and Zdenka on 5 August for the planned trip to the Croatian resort of Crikvenica,1 where the Janáčeks had spent an enjoyable seaside holiday in 1912. From Hukvaldy on 18 July Janáček wrote again to Věra, filling her in on the Crikvenica plan: ‘We already have accommodation: Vila Jozefína, with a sea view. Ours for 140 K, yours for 120 K a month. We’ll send our luggage by post on 2 August.’ Věra, he wrote, should do the same, taking only one piece of hand-luggage with her (it would be difficult on the boat with more). She should get a passport for Montenegro, but if they were not allowed there, they’d include Venice in the trip. ‘So in Brno on 4 August at the latest’, he concluded.2


Six days later Janáček undertook a folksong sortie to Valašská Bystřice,* some 30 km south of Hukvaldy in Valašsko. According to his letter to Hynek Bím, his main folksong researcher, he would be in the area for three days, starting in Valašské Meziříčí on Friday 24 July.3 The trip coincided with Austria-Hungary’s ultimatum to Serbia (23 July) and its partial mobilization two days later, news that  got into the papers on 26 July. Austria-Hungary went on to declare war on 28 July. In Hukvaldy Janáček heard rumours that, as a civilian, he might have trouble returning to Brno by train, and so left abruptly, very cross that his holidays had been spoilt.4 Before he did so he wrote again to Věra: ‘It’s necessary to wait a moment, I don’t think that Austria can wage a war. From the Viennese circles it’s a whimsical and hazardous action. By 4 August it will probably be clear. On 1 August I will leave for Brno.’ Although, as he went on, Crikvenica was ‘far away and removed from the action, they are said to have introduced martial law there everywhere. […] At the very worst we could go somewhere else – to Luhačovice?’5


The Crikvenica-Montenegro/Venice trip was indeed called off – Janáček advised Věra to stay in Prague for the time being6 – but by September he concluded that it was safe to at least travel locally and went off for his usual holiday to the Moravian spa town of Luhačovice, arriving there on 3 September and staying in the Pospíšils’ guesthouse ‘Vlastimila’,7 where he had last been in 1905. He sent a card the next day to Zdenka saying that he had arrived safely. ‘Perhaps even that weight will fall from my shoulders in the quiet that reigns here.’8 Unusually, he had wanted Zdenka to accompany him but Mářa Stejskalová, the Janáčeks’ housekeeper, had been unwilling to remain alone in the house ‘in these bad times’, so Zdenka stayed with her, a source of future reproaches from her husband that she had ‘left him alone at such a sad time’.9 Janáček tried to get Věra to come but she was away at the time and the letter reached her only much later.10 Another card to Zdenka mentions that there are ‘only a few of my friends here’ – the hapless non-librettist of Brouček, Dr Zikmund Janke, was one that he mentioned – plus many doctors. ‘We don’t know what’s going on in the world. They’re waiting for people to flee.’ If the weather remained good, he would stay until ‘Saturday’.11 Since the card is undated and its postmark is illegible it is difficult to say which Saturday this was (neither the Luhačovice visitors’ book nor other correspondence provides any clue).12 Perhaps it was Saturday 10 September (i.e. a nine-day stay rather than his normal two or three weeks): in another undated card to Dr František Veselý Janáček mentioned that he was away for only a short break (escaping from Brno ‘for a few days’ peace’). He was greeting him ‘when the dice are being thrown for us’.13


This is one of the few indications at the time that Janáček was looking to the war as a solution to Czech national problems. Another, more explicit comment came in his letter to Věra of 2 August with the view that it would be a great confrontation between the German and Slav worlds, with the Czechs looking on helplessly.14 His feelings about the war were unambiguous. He had no love for the Austrians. They had declared war on an independent Slav nation, the Serbs. The Austrians’ allies, the Germans, had declared war on Russia. Janáček’s sympathies were firmly on the Serbo-Russian side. Most Czechs were rather more cautious and phlegmatic about the outcome and, at this stage, saw their future in an Austrian-controlled state, though one where the Czechs, like the Hungarians since 1867, would have more independence.15 Although Austria-Hungary was a principal combatant, the Czech lands came off comparatively lightly. The region was neither occupied nor attacked and, while there were severe shortages in the final two years of the war, there was no famine. More surprisingly in a country with nationalist tensions, there were few civil disturbances. The few strikes that took place in the latter part of the war were shortlived and easily contained. Life went on much as before, though the going got harder. Typical, perhaps, were Věra Janáčková’s comments in a letter to her uncle on 25 September:




In Prague there are many sad things to be seen and everyone’s lamenting. It’s probably the same with you in Brno.


Otherwise Prague tries to preserve its usual appearance and shows its enthusiasm for the war modestly and with reserve. I go regularly to the station to see the departures of our soldiers and there it’s possible to get many impressions and to recognize the thoughts of our people. […] It’s necessary to talk circumspectly about the war.16





If Janáček’s later recollections are to be believed, his enthusiasm for the Russians’ entry into the war stimulated a new composition, the Violin Sonata (VII/7): ‘I wrote the Violin Sonata at the beginning of the war, in 1914, when we were waiting for the Russians in Moravia.’17 Halfway through the sketches for the work, Janáček added a date ‘1 August’, which is the day the Germans declared war on Russia, thus signalling the beginnings of Russian-Austrian hostilities. He presumably went on composing against the encouraging news of Russian advances in East Prussia against the Germans (13–23 August). But he would have had to be quick: by 31 August the Russians had been defeated at Tannenburg.


Or perhaps he was thinking of the next month. On 3 September the Russians counter-attacked the Austrians in Galicia. Zdenka reported that their cannons could be heard in Ostrava.18 Věra Janáčková, in her letter of 25 September,19 allowed herself the observation ‘Everyone’s looking now in the direction beyond Moravia and especially during the present results there’s good hope.’ At last, it seemed, the fervent wishes of Czech Pan-Slavists would be realized: Russia was coming to the aid of her Slavonic brethren in the Austrian Empire. However, there is a problem with this stirring timetable. One movement of the Violin Sonata, the ‘Ballada’, was in existence as an independent movement several months earlier. On 21 May Antonín Váňa had written to Janáček asking to borrow material not only for the Piano Trio (X/22) – which he had previously performed with friends in 1910 – but also a ‘Ballada’.20 There is no independent musical source for the ‘Ballada’ (which was published separately in 1915 and which later became one of the middle movements of the Violin Sonata); its inclusion in the autograph of the earliest version of the sonata has led its editor in the Complete Critical Edition, Alena Němcová, to speculate that the whole sonata may have been in existence by then, i.e. 21 May 191421 (and the ‘1 August’ date enthusiastically added later). There is no proof either way. That the sonata lacks anything that could be interpreted as warlike gestures could be taken as corroboration for its prewar composition. So could Janáček’s creative timetable. With the cantata The Eternal Gospel (III/8) off his desk, say, by late March 1914, there would have been time in the next seven weeks to write a new chamber work. But the stimulus for writing another chamber work is more puzzling. Of course the new work usefully complemented Janáček’s existing chamber works, the Piano Trio (X/22) and the Fairy Tale for cello and piano (VII/5), but neat concert-planning was never one of Janáček’s considerations in writing new works.




*





‘The Club of the Friends of Art looked after that damned sixtieth birthday in the best way’, Janáček wrote to František Veselý on 17 July, a fortnight after his sixtieth birthday party: ‘They will publish, in a beautiful manner, a score of The Fiddler’s Child [VI/14]. I take pleasure from it.’22 According to Ludvík Kundera’s study of this Brno-based cultural society, the printed score, ‘nicely designed by the painter Prof. Hnátek and completed with a photograph of the composer’, was sent out ‘at the end of November’ to the thirteen founding and 312 active members of the club with a letter reminding them of the occasion for which the score was published.23 This is corroborated by Janáček’s sending copies to Prague, to the conductors Vilém Zemánek and Otakar Ostrčil and to his Prague fixer, Artuš Rektorys, all on 16 November,24 a coincidence in date that suggests the scores had come hot off the press.


Once a score was available there was the question of who would perform the work. When he sent a copy to Ostrčil, the conductor of the amateur Prague Orchestral Association since 1908, Janáček commented on the ‘strange dedication’ to Zemánek, the conductor of the Czech Philharmonic on the title page. ‘I kept my word, in contrast to the person who invited me to do the work.’25 Rektorys, whom Janáček knew much better, was treated to a fuller explanation:




When he [Zemánek] invited me to write the work, when he accepted it for performance – only then did I tell him about the dedication.


I kept my word despite all that happened at the orchestral rehearsal. I kept my word also because he promised to perform the work in this season.


It’s not in the programme of the Czech Philharmonic.


I regret the dedication now; the work carries a dishonourable name.26





Janáček’s disenchantment with Zemánek played straight into Rektorys’s hands. Thanking Janáček for the score, Rektorys commented that the ‘unblessed name of Dr Zemánek doesn’t deserve to be on a Czech work. He is a downright ugly character in our musical life.’27 Janáček may have thought that such words sprang from Rektorys’s warmly taking his part in this contretemps but in fact Janáček was only a pawn in a bigger game, namely to remove Zemánek from his conductorship of the Czech Philharmonic. The anti-Zemánek campaign, headed by the chief ideologue of Prague musical taste Zdeněk Nejedlý (see vol. i, chap. 57), criticized the ‘routine’ nature of his performances, and his repertory, which was broadly conservative-international, though it included some Smetana, Dvořák and contemporary Czechs, notably Suk, Novák and Ostrčil. What seems not to have been forgiven is a lack of interest in two of Nejedlý’s pet causes, Fibich and Foerster, and rather more sinisterly, his German-Jewish background and education. Such criticisms were made despite Zemánek’s tenacity and organizational skills that had held together a young and often fractious body in difficult times since 1903 and continued to do so throughout the war.


Rektorys went to work fast and reported back three days later. He had sent the score of The Fiddler’s Child to Ostrčil (who of course already had one from Janáček) and got back the encouraging reply that Ostrčil would programme the work at the Orchestral Association’s next concert after the planned My Fatherland concert, providing that Zemánek and the Czech Philharmonic had not performed it first and that this was indeed Janáček’s own wish. The piece, Ostrčil had told Rektorys, would be a ‘tough nut’ for his orchestra, but he found the work interesting, and although he could form no clear idea of it from reading the score, he had a ‘very high opinion of the composer according to pieces that [he] had already heard from him’. Rektorys now suggested to Janáček that he write to Zemánek withdrawing the work since it had not been scheduled in the first (autumn) series of Czech Philharmonic concerts (it could of course be scheduled in the second series of subscription concerts but Janáček was told to ignore that possibility). At the same time Janáček should write to Ostrčil asking him to perform the work with the Orchestral Association. To his credit Rektorys did not hide his motives: ‘Thereby you’ll be aiding our age-old attempts to bring about the dismissal of Zemánek from the place in which he should never have found himself.’ And, equally to his credit, Rektorys did not disguise the fact that the Orchestral Association was already having a bumpy ride because of the war and the disappearance of many of its players into the armed forces.28


Janáček did as he was told, writing immediately (23 November) a curt note to Zemánek saying that he had no further wish for a performance by the Czech Philharmonic of The Fiddler’s Child since the Orchestral Association under Ostrčil wished to perform it,29 and on the same day a rather friendlier letter to Ostrčil asking him and the Orchestral Association for ‘a little love and much devotion’ during their study of the work whose performance he now ‘respectfully requested’. Its success, he added, depended on the choice of tempos: ‘The flow of mood in the composition is simple and only in a lively flow of the right tempos will it be understood.’30


Zemánek was understandably cross, both at the allegation that he hadn’t kept his word and at the thought that Janáček had more faith in an amateur body such as the Orchestral Association than he had in the fully professional Czech Philharmonic. Janáček, he said, had expressly wanted him to perform the piece at the same time in 1915 as it would have been in 1914 (namely in the early spring). Announcements were made for forthcoming concerts only up to December and so later plans such as the scheduled performance of Janáček’s The Fiddler’s Child didn’t feature in this particular programme. In his studiedly polite letter Zemánek nevertheless let off steam about Janáček’s ‘unfriendly behaviour during the spring rehearsals’: while assuring Zemánek (‘in front of witnesses’) that he didn’t hold him responsible for the postponement, he had been speaking to critics behind his back. In these circumstances of mutual mistrust, he concluded, it was probably just as well that Janáček was going elsewhere.31


Zemánek had considerable right on his side: in his frustration Janáček had indeed briefed the critic Emanuel Chvála on the incident (see vol. i, chap. 66) and he had now allowed himself, on dubious grounds, to be bounced into withdrawing the work from the Czech Philharmonic. In Janáček’s further contacts with Ostrčil, there is some indication that the problem may not have been purely lack of rehearsal time or Janáček’s inexperience with the Czech Philharmonic. Ostrčil had written back to express his delight at the outcome and asked how he could get hold of the performance material, i.e. the full score and parts.32 Janáček replied that his copyist was working on the material and he would let Ostrčil know when he was finished. Could the Association perhaps contribute half the copyist’s fee?33 Ostrčil was naturally puzzled. Since the piece had been rehearsed by the Philharmonic last year, there must have been performance materials for that. Why were new ones necessary now?34 Janáček’s explanation was that the work had been so badly copied that to play from it ‘would provide more anger than delight’. What he did not say was that since the Czech Philharmonic fiasco he had made revisions, now incorporated into the printed study score, and new performing material thus had to be made.35


Such questions became increasingly irrelevant, however. By now it was clear that the war would be protracted. On the Western Front there was stalemate; on the Eastern Front the Russians had been defeated at the Masurian Lakes and driven off German soil. And although the Russians and Austro-Hungarians were still fighting it out in Galicia any thoughts of a speedy Russian victory (and thus a quick-fix solution to the Czechs’ aspirations) were fading. Janáček’s thoughts began to get more gloomy:




You know [he wrote to his niece Věra], it’s as if one is in the fire. In one’s own work one comes up against that mood of the day as against an iron wall – ‘with all that’s hanging in the air’, it’s not possible to think one’s own thoughts.


They’ve conscripted Zdenka’s brother [Leo Schulz]; you can imagine what effect this has had on her family. It’s also added nothing to peace at home.


If at least that great wave could sweep over; but this continual swelling up is a thousand times worse.


Have a glance in the newspapers to see if you can’t find something about The Fiddler’s Child; the score has been printed.


We [at the Organ School] will perhaps struggle on with a third of our pay until the end of the academic year.


We won’t jump for joy during the process.36





As the year ended anyone would have concluded that Janáček’s career as an opera composer was effectively over: Prague wouldn’t touch him and Brno seemed indifferent. Not so long before, one might have expected that the new non-operatic works such as his symphonic poem for orchestra The Fiddler’s Child (VI/14) and the cantata The Eternal Gospel (III/8) would be performed in the near future, but the changing circumstances of a nation at war meant that prospects for these works had suddenly become much more bleak. As Janáček looked ahead to the new year he might well have concluded that it held little joy for him. And he couldn’t have been more wrong.
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1915





Janáček’s completion on 22 January of a first version of a substantial, three-movement symphonic piece, Taras Bulba (VI/15) was a typically foolhardy venture. The war was raging and the impact on daily life was increasingly obvious. How did he imagine that this large-scale work could be performed when its predecessor, The Fiddler’s Child (VI/14), was languishing, withdrawn from the Czech Philharmonic on the basis of a very indefinite offer of performance by the Orchestral Association? However, that is to anticipate events. It was only later during 1915 that Janáček heard that the Association was too depleted to plan future concerts so that The Fiddler’s Child, let alone any successor, was now on hold. Three factors may have prompted the composition of Taras Bulba: Rektorys’s suggestion on 11 May 1914 that Janáček might write another piece especially for Ostrčil and his band;1 the publication of his previous orchestral work The Fiddler’s Child in November 1914; and the battles then being fought in East Prussia and Galicia. Here Janáček appeared to have remembered Gogol’s novel, which he had read almost a decade earlier as a member of the Russian Circle.2 No matter that what Gogol depicted are Cossack battles against the Poles. Janáček’s puzzling later description of the piece as a Victory of the Slavs’3 seems to indicate that by 1926 (and presumably also by 1915) he had forgotten the inconvenient fact that in Gogol it was two Slav peoples at war. Instead he seems to have reframed his hazy memory of the novel from what was happening in the early months of the 1914–18 war with the Russians (vice Ukrainian Cossacks) pitted against the Germans and Austro-Hungarians (vice Poles); see chap. 17. If this supposition is true it might well be that Taras Bulba was triggered by the new Russian offensive in Galicia against the Austro-Hungarians in early December 1914. By 22 January 1915, when Janáček completed his first draft of the work, the outcome of the Carpathian campaign waged by the Austro-Hungarians against the Russians was still uncertain. Had he begun the work rather later, he might have become dispirited by the decisive entry of the Germans into the conflict, with their breakthrough at Gorlice-Tarnow in May, the recapture of the Austrian fortress of Przemysl on 3 June and the Germans’ taking of Warsaw on 5 August.




*





The committee of the Club of the Friends of Art met on 25 February. The minutes record Janáček’s suggestion that the club should investigate the conditions under which artists in Moravia were living in wartime and make the results known to the Regional Council to give help to those most in need (Vienna and Prague already had similar arrangements in place). Questionnaires were sent out, results summarized, and help requested in the form of a 3000 K subsidy, chiefly to pay for publishing pieces and thus their composers, thereby giving practical help to them at the same time as realizing one of the club’s artistic aims. Although the Regional Council refused this request, the club assisted the Jenůfa conductor Cyril Metodĕj Hrazdira in this way (at the beginning of the war he found himself as an operetta conductor in Zagreb). Similar help was given a year later to another Janáček contact and Brno conductor, Karel Moor.4


Perhaps it was at this same committee meeting that Janáček heard about the fate of František Veselý, a former chairman of the club. At the beginning of the war Dr Veselý was serving as a regimental doctor, but on the emperor’s birthday (18 August 1914) he ostentatiously refused to drink a toast to Franz Josef and as a result had been dismissed from his post. However, when the mayor of the Bohemian town of Bohdaneč heard of this, he enterprisingly invited Veselý to become chief medical officer of this spa town5 – a smart move since, in his seven-year tenure at Luhačovice, Veselý had built it up from a small spa to a resort that attracted increasing numbers of visitors each year. On learning the news, Janáček wrote that day to Veselý, commiserating and predicting his ‘rehabilitation’ in the future (a strange wish for someone who clearly wanted no truck with the Austrians or their institutions). He also undertook to visit Bohdaneč, although, as he wrote, what he really needed was another seaside holiday.6 Neither Veselý nor Janáček realized it at the time but Veselý’s new post had laid the foundation for the series of events that, by the end of the year, would lead to Kovařovic’s dramatic change of mind about Jenůfa.


The Austro-Hungarians’ chief military engagements so far had been to launch an attack on Serbia (not very successfully: by mid-September 1914 they had been driven out of Serbia for the second time) and to defend their province of Galicia against the Russians. Russia was seen as the more dangerous enemy and by early 1915 the Austrian administration began rounding up Russian sympathizers. Zdenka took a few pre-emptive measures herself to avoid difficulties for her husband, well known as the chairman of the Russian Circle and characterized in police records since 1909 as ‘p.v.’: ‘politisch verdächtig’ [‘politically suspect’].7 Unknown to her husband she burnt his correspondence with the Croatian politician Stjepan Radić and, with the aid of the gardener Reiching,* she encouraged ivy to grow round Olga’s tombstone and hide its Russian inscription.8 The Russian Circle was officially banned on 9 March 1915 and five days later Janáček had the humiliation of watching the police going through its archives at the club rooms in Falkensteinerova ulice (now Gorkého).9 By then, fortunately, the archives had been doctored by the administrator of the circle, Olga Vašková, on Janáček’s instructions. Anything that hinted at Russophilism had been destroyed and something innocuous substituted.10 While Janáček was being cross-questioned at the police headquarters (as he later recalled to František Kolář), the Janáčeks’ flat was being searched for incriminating evidence. The police removed his correspondence with his brothers František and Josef (both of whom had worked in Russia) and all his books in Russian. Although Janáček continued to be regarded with suspicion, the authorities left him alone. The wife of the procurator Dr Ascher was a former pupil of his and was able to promote the image of Janáček as being eccentric, solitary and more interested in his music than in politics.11


Soon afterwards the Janáčeks went to Prague for Easter, arriving on Saturday 3 April. Janáček had written in advance to his niece Věra, saying that he badly needed to buy a new spring overcoat in Prague – one that would make him look ‘at least ten years younger’.12 He needed the full address of his doctor, Dr Výmola, and information on whether the hotel Archduke Štĕpán (his usual Prague hotel, where he had stayed during his previous trip in April 1914)13 was ‘in Jewish hands’.14 In response, Věra discovered that the present tenant was Jewish and suggested a few other hotels, if Janáček did not want to stay at the Archduke Štĕpán.15 It is not clear in which hotel Janáček stayed (he certainly put up at the Archduke Štĕpán later that year), while Zdenka (maybe she was the anti-Semite?) stayed with Věra and her mother. In her account of the trip, something of a highlight during these drab times, Zdenka commented on her surprise at the cheerful atmosphere in Prague, with concerts and theatres in full swing and attracting large audiences.16 Much the same held true nine months later when the American consul reported on this same phenomenon: ‘I’m compelled to say that life here seems absolutely normal. The streets are crowded with well-dressed people and coffee houses, cinematographs, theaters and cabarets are going full blast. Of course I’m not speaking of the underlying conditions but of the general appearance of things.’17


The war nevertheless had an impact, especially on the younger men. A particularly bothersome case was Janáček’s star folksong collector Hynek Bím, who on 27 April 1915 wrote to him asking if Janáček could write on his behalf to Dr Karl von Wiener, head of the Austrian folksong committee, who might be able to pull the right strings in Vienna.18 Three days later Janáček obliged,19 his request (in German) drafted on the back of Bím’s letter. Bím was, Janáček emphasized, one of the few specialists in the field, devoting himself to his work with ‘industry and stamina’.20




*





In June Janáček began casting his mind about where to spend the summer, and with the Veselýs now ensconced in Bohdaneč he made enquiries about a possible trip there:




So tell me how one lives at your place.


How expensive is the food?


How much is modest accommodation?


Lots of ladies’ parades? In hats?


After the end of the school year I’d like to visit Bohdaneč with my wife; perhaps about 20 July. One’s just left with such a longing now that the Italians have climbed in.21





The last sentence, perhaps unwise for both Janáček and Veselý in the light of wartime censorship of mail,* referred to the Italians’ declaration of war against Austria on 23 May. Perhaps it was this potentially good news (that is, if Janáček regarded the Italians as an effective fighting force) that encouraged him to get back to his wartime ‘symphonic rhapsody’ Taras Bulba. He wrote a revision date into the score on 18 June. Before the end of that month he had the first indications from Ostrčil of the doubts about the Orchestral Association’s mooted première of The Fiddler’s Child: ‘the present unquiet conditions unfortunately make it impossible for the Orchestral Association to say with certainty whether it will be possible to arrange any concerts next season.’ It might now be a long wait before the piece could be performed. In these circumstances, they would quite understand if Janáček took The Fiddler’s Child elsewhere.22


Janáček presumably received this letter on Wednesday 30 June (it was written the day before). If anything, it seemed to have urged him on with Taras Bulba. He put another date on the score that day and two days later, 2 July, signed it off as finished. This done, he wrote back that same day to Ostrčil:




Go on now, bite into that sour apple!† Where [else] should I turn! Whether it will be later doesn’t matter.


I’ve written a larger orchestral piece. I ask you then at least to play it through to me from the music – without any thought of a public performance: just so that I’d know for certain where and how to improve it.23





The letter is touchingly eloquent of Janáček’s lack of confidence. The unheard pieces were now piling up: Fate, Brouček, The Eternal Gospel and now two orchestral works. Today Ostrčil’s reply seems dispiriting in its brevity: ‘Hearty thanks for your decision [i.e. to leave The Fiddler’s Child with the Orchestral Association].’24 No show of interest in the new piece, its name, its nature or the feasibility of even a run-through.




*





Janáček had intended to take Zdenka to Bohdaneč with him but in the end he went alone (‘for his rheumatism’, according to Zdenka’s memoirs).25 There is very little indication of when he was there, or for how long. If he stuck to his original plan, he would have arrived around 20 July, staying for no more than a week. His presence is recorded by an undated card to Zdenka (with five tiny colourized photographs of the church, square, new spa building, post office and town hall) in which he sent his greetings ‘from a pretty spa’. To this the singer and writer Marie Calma-Veselá (and wife of Dr Veselý) added her regrets that Zdenka was not there too.26 František Mareš, Janáček’s long-term friend from Brno and head of the ‘Vesna’ schools, also signed the card and, judging from his comment, seems to have run into Janáček on the way, at Pardubice (where one left the train and continued the journey by road). Janáček also encountered the journalist and translator Tereza Turnerová. Interestingly, he told her about Fate, and how he felt the libretto was perhaps too ‘personal’ and too ‘local’ for the work to be staged.27


On Janáček’s return, Zdenka did at least accompany him to Radhošt’ (a favourite holiday area in Moravia), where they spent a few days together. Removed from the worries of the war, they were, she recalled in her memoirs, ‘the last relatively happy days’ for her. From Radhošt’ they went to Hukvaldy, staying with Janáček’s widowed sister-in-law Marie Janáčková. The latter was badly affected by the war, since the money her husband František had left her was invested in Russian bonds, a consequence of his having worked in St Petersburg from 1895. Whatever their value might have been at this stage she was unable to receive interest from a now enemy government. And any hope of later recompense was wiped out by the Russian October Revolution in 1917.28 She had virtually nothing to live on or with which to keep up paying the interest on the mortgage for the cottage and had to be helped out by the Janáčeks. Zdenka’s other sister-in-law, Janáček’s older sister Josefa Dohnalová, was scarcely better off. She was now separated from her husband, Jindřich Dohnal, living alone in his flat in the school while he lived in the classroom above, looked after by the young pupil he later married.


Hardly had the Janáčeks arrived in Hukvaldy, however, than Zdenka received a telegram saying that her mother in Vienna had had an operation. Fearing the worst from the terseness of the message, Zdenka left the same day, despite Janáček’s displeasure. Later she learnt from Josefa that ‘he cried and complained that I had feeling for “them” but none for him’, the usual symptom of Janáček’s bad relations with his parents-in-law.* When Zdenka eventually got from Hukvaldy to Brno, delayed by appalling train connections, she heard further bad news from their housekeeper, Marie Stejskalová: Čert the dog was dead, hastily put down because of an infectious illness that affected his legs. He had been bought as a puppy to give cheer to the dying Olga in 1902; his death severed another link with their daughter. The news in Vienna, once Zdenka managed to get there, was rather better. Her mother had not yet been operated on (for a goitre – Zdenka underwent the same procedure twelve years later). The operation went well, but Zdenka stayed until her mother had recovered her strength, while Janáček remained in Hukvaldy looked after by his sister Josefa and sister-in-law Marie.29 As Zdenka reported, he was particularly unhappy. She had confirmation of this in a brief postcard sent to her on 9 August saying that he would be leaving a week later, on 16 August, that there was ‘much sadness in his soul’ and that he wanted ‘to find comfort among thinking people’.30


The ‘thinking people’ seem to have been his friends in Bohdaneč, where he travelled the next day for his second spell that summer, despite his restricted finances. This is clear from Veselý’s letter, a reaction to Janáček’s news that he was arriving on 17 August: ‘It pleases us that you are travelling to us on Tuesday. I’ll book a place in the car.’ However, much more important than Janáček’s arrival in Bohdaneč was the news in the continuation of the letter:




Schmoranz was here some time ago and my wife sang Jenůfa to him. He was surprised by it, even enthusiastic, how nicely it flows, he said …


He asked for a score, which I’m sending to him in Prague today. By his return a conductor of the National Theatre, Mr [Bohumír] Brzobohatý, a Moravian born and bred, should have studied the score.


So be so kind and bring us another score, or rather have one sent to us from the club.† […]


One more thing! My wife promised Schmoranz that she’d sing Jenůfa at the National Theatre if no other singer from the National Theatre wants to sing the role. What do you say to that?31





Veselý’s letter is valuable in that it gives the most immediate, if brief, account of what became a famous story in Janáček mythology, the ‘open window’ story, as told by František Mareš at the time of Janáček’s seventieth birthday. In Mareš’s account (and, for all we know, he may have been a participant, having been in Bohdaneč in July) the whole thing was stage-managed by Josef Peška (1857–1923). A native of Bohdaneč, where he was headmaster of a school, Peška knew the Veselýs and, through Mrs Veselá, knew and liked Jenůfa. But he was also a prominent writer (as ‘Karel Šípek’) and librettist. Having written the librettos for most of Kovařovic’s operas, he knew the conductor and his administrative director at the National Theatre, Gustav Schmoranz, well. According to Mareš, Marie Calma-Veselá was instructed to sing excerpts of Jenůfa through an ‘open window’, while Peška would happen to be strolling with Schmoranz in the park beneath.




The first day Schmoranz was surprised that he didn’t know what was being sung, though it was – interesting. The second and third day his curiosity mounted, since he had found the singing extremely dramatic. Peška said nothing. Then finally Schmoranz could hold out no longer; he let himself be conducted to Mrs Calma and learnt that this was the title role from the derided Jenůfa. He was a little thrown but he was captivated. And won over.32





Marie Calma-Veselá, when she wrote up her account, also in Janáček’s seventieth-birthday year, claimed more credit for herself, describing how, when her husband had become chief medical officer of the spa at Bohdaneč, they got to know Josef Peška and, as ‘a friend and librettist of Kovařovic and a friend of Schmoranz’, they thought he would be a useful ally in their plan for getting Jenůfa to the Prague National Theatre:




After an evening in which I sang Jenůfa’s solos to my accompaniment and at which Karel Šípek was among the enthusiastic and deeply affected audience, he began to get genuinely interested in the matter. And that meant a great deal.


We agreed that I would sing Jenůfa to Schmoranz when he came to visit Šípek. I remember vividly how it went.


Just at that time I was busy installing an exhibition of paintings in the spa colonnade. […] It was there that Schmoranz and Šípek met me. Schmoranz remarked that I’d hardly be able to sing to him. Of course, I dropped everything and took him into the house.


I sang all of Jenůfa’s solos – all the way through – and Schmoranz was delighted. He then pronounced unequivocally that Jenůfa would be given at the National Theatre and asked for a vocal score to be sent.33





This was the wonderful news that greeted Janáček on his second trip to Bohdaneč. One might have thought that some of this would have been passed on to Zdenka in Vienna. If so, the letter has disappeared. The only traces of Janáček’s second stay in Bohdaneč that summer are a curt postcard, demanding to know why Zdenka hadn’t written,34 and a note in his copy of Wundt’s Grundzüge der Physiolo gischen Psychologie that he had completed reading this mammoth book on 25 August.35 And if Janáček had had any exciting news to convey to Zdenka when they eventually met up in Brno, it would have been quickly deflated by the disappointing sequel. On 29 September Schmoranz wrote to Mrs Veselá: ‘All my efforts were in vain. I’ll write to my friend Peška about the matter in more detail. The piano-vocal score, kindly sent to me, I’m returning with thanks.’36 Schmoranz wrote to Peška about the matter that same day:




I tried to interest anyone I could in Jenůfa, finally even Kovařovic himself, when he returned for good. He took Jenůfa with him to scrutinize it afresh, when I had truthfully described my impressions. But the result was still negative. The prayer and some of the monologues are, as he said, of course successful.





Their success Kovařovic ascribed to the fact that they could ‘keep to the form of Slovácko songs’ – a very strange statement. As for dialogue, this was ‘absolutely wrong’, both because Janáček was ‘doggedly’ following his principle of reproducing the ‘aural impression of people’s speech while at the same time, however, contrary to all real-life speech, he [made] the singers repeat individual passages of text countless times’. According to Kovařovic, the whole thing was a ‘strange mixture’ of




extreme primitivism (bordering on compositional incompetence) and long since out-dated, oldfashioned practices. Kovařovic’s new examination of the work merely confirmed his original view of the matter. And he said that he was pleased that in his verdict given some time ago he had in no way done the work an injustice.37





So despite the enthusiasm of his no-nonsense administrative director and of his trusted friend and librettist, Kovařovic was sticking to his guns. Peška, however, was not giving up so easily and wrote a hard-hitting letter to Schmoranz attacking Kovařovic’s judgement. There was the conductor’s negative view of Dvořák’s best-known opera Rusalka (a repertory favourite from the outset), which Kovařovic had derided at the piano rehearsals. There was Madama Butterfly, on which the National Theatre had first option but let go to the opposition (the German Theatre and the Vinohrady Theatre), where it became a predictable, sure-fire success. On the other hand there were many operas that had been staged at the National Theatre that should never have been accepted. ‘I return from where I started: if the Maestro had heard Maryčka Magdónova [IV/35] sung by the Moravian Teachers, he wouldn’t have dismissed Janáček as a run-of-the-mill beginner.’38


When Peška finally got a reply it was to say that Kovařovic was still holding firm to his former view. Dr Veselý reported this to Janáček in a letter of 20 October and began to outline a ‘campaign against Kovařovic’s infallible and uncompromising attitude’. The first shot in this was a ‘quiet action’:




With the bookseller Šolc* we’ve agreed the following: the Moravian-Silesian Beseda, according to the decision of its committee, will arrange a Janáček evening at which parts of Jenůfa will be performed. Write to me at once if you’d like to come along to this evening and yourself give an expert account of Jenůfa: an official invitation will of course be sent to you by the committee of the Beseda. My wife is to be the organizer of the evening and will draw up the programme. We want to hold the evening in the Mozarteum [in Prague] and invite to it members of the committee of the Družstvo† and critics. I’ve already spoken to Dr Šilhan from Národní [listy]. He’s definitely coming […].


My wife thinks that your Dvořáková‡ would play your piano compositions (In the Mists [VIII/22]). My wife advises that you should definitely come here and accompany her yourself in Jenůfa and give the account [of the opera].


Write whether you consider it desirable that the parts of Števa, Laca and the Kostelnička should be sung; we’d have to find singers.39





Janáček’s response the next day was enthusiastic. He would come and accompany Marie Calma-Veselá and speak about Jenůfa. Singers for Laca and Kostelnička would be good – but who? Possibly Růžena Maturová (the first Rusalka), as the voice of the original Kostelnička in Brno, Mrs Hanusová-Svobodová, was in decline. Unfortunately the original Brno Števa, Bohdan Procházka (now singing at the Prague National Theatre as Theodor Schütz), would probably not be allowed to take part. The ‘core of the evening’ should be extracts from Jenůfa; there would also be Janáček’s ‘few words’ and performances of In the Mists and ‘a short sonata for violin and piano’, which Janáček would send to ‘Mr Kocian’.40


This letter is important in providing among other things a terminus ad quem for the completion of the Violin Sonata (VII/7, but see chap. 2). Jaroslav Kocian (1883–1950) was one of the outstanding Czech violinists of the century who had already made a name for himself abroad (Janáček’s most recent communication from him had been a ‘respectful greeting’ from on tour in Kansas City in 1913).41 Certainly Kocian would have been a starrier option for the première of the new violin sonata than the violin teacher at the Organ School, Ladislav Malý. Kocian’s letter to Janáček, though warm-hearted, was not quite what Janáček had expected or wanted. He had looked through the new work ‘cursorily’ and was looking forward to ‘giving attention’ to it once he had got some of his present excessive workload out of the way.42 In other words, the piece was put aside indefinitely, which was no good for the proposed concert. It was also a disappointing first response to his latest work. Janáček passed on the letter to Marie Calma-Veselá:




When I sent the sonata I asked him only to tell me whether he liked it.


The answer was neither fish nor fowl.


Can you find out from him whether he’d play it? He’d probably entrust a judgement more easily to you.


I of course do not consider the work exceptional; but the second and third movements have a bit of truth in them.43





In view of Kocian’s lack of interest, Janáček set the work aside for revision, especially of the outer movements that at this stage seemed to be lacking the ‘bit of truth’ that he found in the others.




*





Janáček’s encounter with Josef Peška in Bohdaneč had had another consequence. Janáček now had the opportunity of speaking to a successful professional librettist, and one, moreover, who seemed enthusiastic about him. Conversation had included the stalled Brouček project, which, in the light of the new show of interest in Jenůfa‚ was beginning to look more encouraging:




Just send it! I’ll be delighted to read it through and do it. I make just one condition: if my revision doesn’t suit you, don’t set it. 


Here it’s only [your] enthusiasm that counts, not courteous regard. As soon as I know what to do, I’ll write to you and you yourself will decide: yes – no. That idyll in Act 3* would appeal even to me. It will be necessary to scrape off part of the caricature of Philistinism from Brouček. His heart mustn’t be completely overgrown with lard.





Peška’s enthusiasm was a nice change from the negative responses that Janáček’s project usually provoked. And Peška clearly liked Janáček. The letter rambles on with a description of a visit by the composer Karel Weis, for whom Peška was writing a libretto (The Boyar’s Wedding), and of their Bohemian escapades (‘sometimes he’s quite loutish, but hearty with it. That’s why I like him’). ‘Send me Brouček here. I’ll launch into it immediately. I’m now working with amazing ease.’ In a postscript, perhaps to flatter Janáček with a favourable comment on a Moravian writer, Peška mentioned his latest reading, Ozef Kalda’s Little Heifers, which he liked ‘enormously’.44 Three days later Peška, enclosing a letter from Janáček, remarked to Veselý that he was ‘delighted that the silver-grey youth cheered up so easily, if only ostensibly, and is hurtling into work. But so far he hasn’t sent any material.’45


The Brouček libretto arrived a few days later. Peška mulled it over and sent his comments. They were forthright and devastating. After mentioning various musical adaptations of Brouček, including Moor’s and one by Kovařovic in 1892 (The Excursion of Mr Brouček to the Exhibition – cashing in on the popularity of the 1891 Regional Jubilee Exhibition), he then turned to the text of Janáček’s Brouček as it stood. Its freshness and stylishness, he declared, stood head and shoulders above Moor’s and Kovařovic’s versions but it assumed an existing knowledge of Čech’s novel. There was too much space devoted to subsidiary matters such as jealousy at Mazal’s dance partners and the Young Waiter with the sausages. He was not too sure about the transformation of the earth characters into moon characters. The first scene takes place outside at night so the audience would get only a vague impression of what the characters looked like. How could they then be easily identified in their different guises on the moon? But the greatest criticism was reserved for the planned epilogue: for Brouček, waking up from his hangover,




to deliver a moral lecture to the nation is unthinkable. Comic opera, and opera in general, is no place, in my view, for sermons, however well meant. Even in Čech’s book I was bothered by the inadequate psychology of the dream. That literary lunar escapade could have been dreamt up by Čech, but not however by a Prague drunkard of the most trivial order.


And I’m filled with amazement that you, a musician, can make do with that scrap of lyricism in the libretto, which is really only an unworked sketch – kitsch, as the painters say.





And that, as far as Peška was concerned, was that. Brouček was as good as dead and he began turning his mind to other matters. He would be returning to Prague on 7 November and would talk with Kovařovic about Jenůfa. ‘And what about your operatic op. 2 [i.e. Fate]? Wouldn’t you send me the text to look at?’46


Peška wrote even more frankly about Brouček to Marie Calma-Veselá: ‘It’s impossible. It’s just a sketch, without exposition, assuming that everyone knows Čech’s Brouček. You’ll see for yourself.’ Would the theatre really want to stump up money for the elaborate staging demanded by yet a third Brouček adaptation? ‘Besides’, he went on, ‘is the material worth it? Isn’t it out of date? Wasn’t it wrong in its conception? […] Doesn’t Mr Janáček also live just a little on the moon?’


For all Peška’s choleric comments about Brouček, he was nevertheless prepared to put himself on the line over Jenůfa. ‘When I return, I’ll invite Kovařovic to come round and will speak to him about Jenůfa. It’s possible that we’ll break off relations with each other for ever but it’s essential for me to open my big mouth once again.’47




*





Peška kept his word, and saw Kovařovic on 10 November. He reported this to Calma-Veselá that day and she immediately passed on the news in a letter to Janáček. She was to go to the theatre on a night the opera was not playing and would sing through the part of Jenůfa for Kovařovic. His objections were weakening, she said, and there was now some prospect of Jenůfa’s being given at the National Theatre in the spring. The planned Moravian-Silesian Beseda evening, however, was causing difficulties. Maturová was not singing any more; the event was scheduled for 11 December but Schütz was engaged up to Christmas. So, Calma suggested, if she were to get a binding promise from Kovařovic that Jenůfa would be performed in the spring, perhaps they should abandon the evening.48


Calma-Veselá was too optimistic. A meeting did take place at the theatre between the Veselýs and Kovařovic on 16 November. She didn’t sing, as expected; they simply spoke, pleading the cause of the opera. Kovařovic responded with his many objections. The chief one, however, was ‘the unvocal character’ of the opera. To confront this Calma-Veselá offered to sing excerpts from the two main female roles. A new meeting was agreed. Meanwhile Kovařovic wanted to have a look at the score.49 Veselý wrote to Janáček the next day:




Yesterday’s conversation with Kovařovic had the following outcome: K. wants to see the score. After receiving it he’ll ask my wife to sing through the parts noted in it within the week.


In principle he’s not now against performing it, at the moment he’s giving the war as a pretext, on the contrary he shows a willingness to perform Jenůfa – but later on. I think that after my wife’s singing he’ll soften even more and in the spring of 1916 – as we wish it – he will direct Jenůfa himself. He doesn’t want to make this retreat suddenly.


He has mentioned that some places are exquisite, especially the final scene; even without the singing, he says, it’s musically beautiful. And he said: ‘Why in fact should I not give Janáček although I don’t agree with some things, when I’m giving modern things with which I don’t agree at all?!’


Send the score by return of post, so that the matter won’t be held up. He’d be glad to see – perhaps it won’t even be necessary – some willingness on your part to change certain places. It seems that only insignificant sections would be affected and it would be more a show of goodwill.


It is well known that K. has even corrected Smetana.


The overall impression from the discussion was very favourable and Peška must have worked thoroughly on him.


Jenůfa will certainly be given, our task now will be to get it into the spring schedule. I’m delighted that I can give such favourable news. Of course we’ll now abandon getting up that evening.50





The calm tone of this letter belies the enormity of its contents. Janáček’s life and future career were beginning to turn after the twelve and a half dispiriting years since Kovařovic rejected the opera in April 1903. On 19 November Janáček sent off the full score to Kovařovic with a tight-lipped but dignified letter the next day:




Dr František Veselý is the reason why yesterday I sent you the full score of Jenůfa.


I have two requests for you should you want to perform the work in the National Theatre: don’t delay, and take on the conducting yourself.51





Kovařovic took his time looking at the score but, as Janáček learnt in a postcard from Veselý sent on 5 December, Marie Calma was invited to sing to Kovařovic.52 She did so on 8 December, armed with Janáček’s invigorating telegram: ‘Tak, prorazte!’ [‘So, break through!’].53 Calma-Veselá wrote immediately to Janáček about her success:




So I sang last night – Jenůfa and an example of the Kostelnička. Kovařovic was very satisfied – he said that some passages were marvellous.


He has only a few small objections – less as a composer, more as an experienced man of the theatre.


They are tiny things. He’ll note them in his vocal score (he asked for one as a present) – and then he’ll send it to me. I think – within a fortnight.


If you then agree with these small changes, which originate, let me remind you, more from a producer’s point of view (some cuts mainly in Laca’s part) – and were you to make them immediately – Jenůfa would be given for certain in early spring. […]


One thing’s certain, that he likes Jenůfa – that yesterday he came to like it even more and that he himself would be the best person to rehearse it and conduct it.


For the part of Jenůfa he wants me, saying that others wouldn’t be able to sing it like that – they have, in his words, ‘brittle’ voices. Horvátová would sing the Kostelnička, Schütz Števa.


Now it’s entirely up to you, Mr Director, to win Kovařovic over to Jenůfa once and for all with a show of good will.


Kovařovic has definitely promised me that when these small corrections are done [in the full score], naturally by you, the première will be at the beginning of April at the latest.54





This marvellous news contained within it the seeds of two future problems. The first was the casting. Gabriela Horvátová (see chap. 4) and Theodor Schütz did indeed both sing at the première, though Schütz, the original Brno Števa, moved into the part of Laca. But Calma-Veselá did not sing Jenůfa. After all her efforts to win over Kovařovic and after Kovařovic’s promises (at least as she reported them to Janáček), it was a cruel blow for her that permanently soured her relationship and that of her husband with Janáček.


The other problem was that Kovařovic was not letting go quite so easily and in exchange for accepting the opera he insisted on revising it. For over twelve years he had blocked the performance of the opera – his revenge, some might say, on Janáček for his sarcastic review of The Bridegrooms in 1887 (see vol. i, chap. 49). Despite all sorts of appeals to reconsider his original verdict, he had steadfastly maintained (as late as October 1915) that the opera was substandard. How on earth was he to save face? He did so by emphasizing what he regarded as ineptitudes on Janáček’s part but which today are recognized as intrinsic aspects of his style. Essentially, Kovařovic felt that the work could be tightened up by omitting repetitive passages, and the roughhewn orchestration could be smoothed out. So horns would replace Janáček’s much-used trombones and the sharper dynamic contrasts would be jettisoned for a more gradual approach, one that sometimes made it easier for the voice parts to be heard. Janáček accepted all this at the time unhesitatingly. His compliance then meant that for most of the twentieth century the opera was performed in Kovařovic’s version rather than Janáček’s.


Dr Veselý also wrote to Janáček on the same day as his wife, anxious that Janáček should not spoil all their hard work by refusing Kovařovic’s revisions:




Kovařovic fully acknowledges the beauty of the music and its individuality but as a man of the theatre he requires certain changes ‘for the work to achieve momentum and flow, and gain in dramatic impact’. By shortening a few bars Jenůfa won’t lose a shred of its originality but will gain in theatrical effect.





Interestingly, Veselý regarded the whole thing as a consequence of the bad blood between Kovařovic and Janáček: ‘If years ago there’d been a good friendly relationship between you and Kovařovic, Jenůfa could have had fifty or a hundred performances in the National Theatre by now.’55 The Veselýs’ nervousness about Janáček’s not accepting Kovařovic’s changes was unjustified. ‘How could I not accept suggestions from you for possible cuts!’, Janáček wrote to Kovařovic. ‘You can be assured that I’ll accept them thankfully. Whatever you think fit will hold good. Moreover, I ask you kindly to make these corrections.’56 At the same time he wrote to Veselý one of his most touching letters:




I’ve already torn up a second letter – thus one makes mistakes and does silly things when joyful.


I want to thank you and your wife – but what’s going round in my head is all too much, and thus I can’t find the words. Well, you know – it’s like a prisoner if the gates to life and freedom were to open. Will he be able to speak?57





In his response Veselý emphasized how much Peška had done for them: ‘Were it not for his great influence on Schmoranz and Kovařovic as well as his continual, daily contacts with the National Theatre I don’t know whether our action would have come off.’ Janáček should thank him with ‘a few appreciative words’.58 Peška of course modestly disclaimed most of the credit: ‘You exaggerate my contribution,’ he replied to Janáček, ‘I relied mainly on Schmoranz.’ Kovařovic, he wrote, had an unenviable position, sitting ‘in the archbishop’s musical throne’. In the fifteen years of his tenure at the theatre his nerves had gone to pieces, his character and temperament had completely changed. And now the war was taking its toll: ‘Do kindly bear that in mind when you deal with him.’ With Jenůfa already behind him, soon to be introduced in Prague with, it was hoped, the same impact as Maryčka (IV/35), Janáček should be thinking about new projects. Fate and Brouček seemed now to be off Peška’s agenda:




It must be, in my view, Moravian. Turn to Mrštík. Soon after Maryša I read that they [i.e. the Mrštík brothers] were working on something for the theatre with the title The Brewery. Remind him of that!


Turn to F.S. Procházka, editor of Zvon. A Moravian, a bright spirit, brilliant versifier. What about [his] King Barleycorn?


Turn to Ozef Kalda. Would he have anything for the stage? The last number of his The Little Heifers, A Valachian Cemetery, would be outstandingly suitable for symphonic expression. He’s a genius, original just like the best Russians. […] Excuse me that I’m replying and sending the Brouček text only today.59





The reference to Ozef Kalda, the pseudonym of Josef Kalda (1871– 1921), may have meant nothing to Janáček but is fascinating in the light of what is known today about the text of The Diary of One who Disappeared (see chap. 11). For the moment, however, what took Janáček’s fancy was not King Barleycorn as a possible new Moravian opera but Peška’s enthusiastic comments about its author, František Serafinský Procházka (1861–1939) – ‘a Moravian, a sharp fellow, brilliant versifier’. He would come back to that.


Meanwhile there was the urgent matter of the Jenůfa corrections to attend to. ‘Yesterday’, Veselý reported to Janáček on 15 December,




I sat in a café with Kovařovic and Headmaster Peška. Both send their greetings and K. sends word that he’s got his hands full with Der Rosenkavalier, which is being given tomorrow. After that he’ll make his changes in the vocal score and send it to you to carry them out in the full score.60





Janáček replied immediately:




If Mr Kovařovic could speed up his proposal for cuts by Sunday 26 December, it would save time and avoid sending the score to Brno. Either way, I’ll be coming to Prague on Sunday 26 December.


I’ve got all sorts of other work there. I’ll stay there for two or three days: I could then carry out the revision of the full score according to the proposal. There would be time for consultation and it would be settled quickly, more quickly than by letter-writing.





Janáček would be at ‘the hotel in Na Poříčí, the Imperial, I believe’61 (one of Věra’s suggestions earlier in the year).62 If the score could be there by his arrival at 3 p.m. with any proposed cuts, he could deal with them then and there.63


By 20 December, when Veselý wrote again, Kovařovic was said to have ‘piled into the score industriously’ and by Janáček’s visit everything would probably be ready.64 Janáček got there very early: the Veselýs were confronted at 7.30 a.m. by a servant from Janáček’s hotel with a note written on Janáček’s visiting card, asking for Kovařovic’s corrected piano-vocal score.65 Half an hour later, Calma-Veselá reported, ‘Janáček was there himself with the vocal score and the full score, saying that he didn’t understand the cuts. I explained to him what Kovařovic had in mind, I saved two cuts by putting a new text underneath.’66


There was still the awkward moment of a personal meeting to be overcome. Janáček had expressed an interest in seeing Smetana’s Libuše at the National Theatre. Kovařovic was conducting and, during one of the intervals, Dr Veselý took Janáček to meet Kovařovic, their paths smoothed by Marie Calma-Veselá’s previously passing on mutual compliments. It seems to have gone well enough: ‘Janáček returned to his box satisfied and remarked to me in his terse way: “It’s all settled!” He had no idea how much work had been needed and how many good, earnest words for it to be settled.’67


Janáček himself commented to Veselý when he got back to Brno on 31 December:




During those few days in Prague it was as if my brain was in a furnace.


In a short time we concluded what had long been prepared.


I think that the performance of Jenůfa will not just be a drop in the ocean. I feel strongly that the little stone, vigorously thrown by your gracious wife, will pull down with it mountains of prejudice; I’m able to breathe freely. I thank her for it sincerely. 


And you? You rushed ahead setting fire all around. You awoke them from their ease, which is unpleasant for sleepy people.68





Janáček wrote another letter that day, the last day of 1915, this time to F.S. Procházka, whom he had presumably managed to see during his few days in Prague. He was sending him the text of Mr Brouček’s Excursion to the Moon. A postscript drew attention to a few gaps:




Composition is finished in fair copy as far as the text goes. The end of the second part of Act 2 lacks only that Bohemian nocturne between Mazal and Miss Málka [Málinka].


In Act 3, in Brouček’s flat, Mazal, Málka, the Housekeeper and Brouček encounter one another.


I ask you thus to take on the completion of the whole work.


I think that it will be to our honour and to that of Svatopluk Čech.


But just terribly soon.69
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1916a (January–28 May)





‘But just terribly soon.’ Perhaps Janáček did spend New Year’s Eve celebrating his momentous news with his wife and friends, but all that survives, much more characteristically, is his impetuous letter to his latest Brouček librettist, urging the greatest possible speed.


While waiting for something to happen on this front, Janáček wrote to Kovařovic offering the services of a copyist, Václav Sedláček.1 From February 1916 Janáček used Sedláček (a flautist in the Brno Theatre orchestra between 1910 and 1935) for copying his own compositions but this is Janáček’s first mention of one of his most reliable and longest-serving copyists, one who was to remain on hand to the end of the composer’s life.* In a letter written to Janáček that same day, 2 January, Dr Veselý described a concert that he and his wife had just come from in Prague given by the Moravian Women Teachers’ Choir. Its full name, the ‘Women’s Choir of the Moravian Mixed-Voice Teachers’ Choir’, denotes its origins as an offshoot of the mixed choir that Ferdinand Vach had founded in 1912 and with which he had so successfully performed Amarus up and down the country. The outbreak of war in 1914 and consequent loss of male singers through conscription put the future of the mixed choir in jeopardy and from November 1915 the women began giving independent concerts.2 Their Prague concert on 2 January 1916 had included choruses by Suk, Dvořák and Jaroslav Křička. ‘Don’t you have anything for women’s chorus or did Vach omit you?!’, Veselý enquired.3 So far Janáček had written nothing for women’s chorus. But that was soon to change.


Responses to Janáček’s New Year initiatives began to trickle in. Kovařovic explained that the National Theatre had many copyists, especially since the war obliged the theatre to allow the players to make a little on the side; Act 1 of Jenůfa was already being copied.4 Procházka reported on how he was getting on with Brouček:




I’ve read through the libretto. Filling in the places indicated won’t be difficult but I must go on thinking about the ending, which must be very swift and concise, and it seems to me here that, logically considered, it isn’t possible to place the end in the living room of Brouček’s apartment. What reason would bring there all those people who have to be there? I think that at the end there can’t be any change of scene; it must be played out in the Vikárka street, where it began





Procházka’s counter-proposal opened in the street with a lyrical duet for the lovers Mazal and Málinka interrupted by the ignominious return of Brouček, carried in by the police after his night-time adventures. Finding Würfl’s bill in his pocket, they had brought him back to the ‘Vikárka’ pub, where Würfl presides. Customers assemble, the sun rises, Brouček comes to, and so the thing ends ‘headlong and swiftly’.5 What might seem a perfectly logical suggestion nevertheless did not go down well. The sticking-point for Janáček was the setting: it had to take place in Brouček’s home. ‘I would also be able to bring a new tone – mood – to the composition, whereas back again in the street, I’d lapse into its atmosphere.’6 This is one of those rare exchanges that throws light on the roots of Janáček’s creativity. A new scene for him meant a new musical atmosphere. With it he would be stimulated into writing new music. The libretto for the final act of Brouček consumed an inordinate amount of time on Janáček’s and his librettists’ parts. And throughout Janáček insisted on his initial vision of Brouček at home.


Janáček perhaps concluded that Procházka was not going to provide what was needed without more to-and fro-ing, and so he got down to other tasks. Although the great wave of his folksong and dance arrangements was long gone, Janáček would still occasionally arrange folksongs. In 1909 the phonograph recordings of songs sung by Eva Gabel had led to half a dozen arrangements for piano and voice of these songs (V/9). But what could have prompted the Songs of Detva, Brigand Ballads (V/11)? The texts had been around for a good while: the first five came from Karol Medvecky’s 1905 publication Detva, the remaining three go back even further, to the Bouquet (XIII/1), a collection compiled by Bartoš and Janáček and published in 1890. The arresting start of the first three Detva songs may provide some clue as to why Janáček was attracted to them at this juncture. Each begins with a loud, long exclamation of ‘Ej!’. These are, in Janáček’s division (see vol. i, chap. 28), ‘heroic songs’, from the oldest stratum of folksongs. The hero here is a brigand – in local folklore an attractive figure whose beyond-the-law activities were considered admirable in a Robin Hood-ish sort of way. Hearing the great cries with which these songs begin, the listener might conclude that these are Janáček’s songs of triumph. He had torn up letters to the Veselýs in his joy at hearing of Jenůfa’s acceptance in Prague. Here in music is how he celebrated his great breakthrough. In the fifth song, the last to come from Medvecky’s collection, the mood darkens. The words are about the death of the brigand, laid in the black earth, the ‘whole world’ weeping over him. Janáček filled out the mostly minor-key tune with thick and haunting harmonies. This song forms a transition to the other, non-Detva, songs from the cycle, taken from the Bouquet. These texts are all sad ones. Particularly striking is Janáček’s inclusion of The Jealous Man. The tale of the dying lad who would kill his sweetheart rather than let her become someone else’s had resonances for Janáček that reverberated for over a quarter of a century. He had set the words as a male-voice chorus in 1888 (IV/19); its tune and its story had been behind Jealousy, the prelude to Jenůfa (VI/10 and VIII/16). There is something strange and touching about Janáček’s return to this talismanic song on the eve of what he knew would be big events for him.


If the Brigand Ballads were a sort of occupational therapy they certainly did the trick, releasing a flood of compositional activity. The first six songs are dated 16 January in Janáček’s autograph. On 18 January Janáček added his new solo-voice setting of The Jealous Man and the next day completed the cycle with one more song from the Bouquet: Killed by Love. These titles are wonderfully evocative, though at the time neither Janáček nor his wife would have realized their ironic significance.


The subject matter of the last Brigand Ballads flowed seamlessly into Janáček’s next creative project. Six days after he finished them he put a date at the end of his autograph of The Wolfs Trail (IV/39), his first piece in a new genre for him: a chorus for women’s voices. The trail in Janáček’s case seems to have led straight from Veselý’s enquiry a couple of weeks earlier. For the text Janáček returned to familiar territory, to a poem by Jaroslav Vrchlický, published in 1876. Its story is of the elderly ‘hejtman’ (an old term for a local headman or captain), lying in wait during the winter evenings for a wolf. The ‘trail’, however, brings him to his own house, where he discovers his beautiful young wife in the amorous embrace of his aristocratic employer, another tale of jealousy to complement that of The Jealous Man.


It is not only the subject matter that flows so naturally from The Jealous Man to The Wolfs Trail. In terms of genre, a folksong setting for voice and piano and a piece for women’s chorus seem far apart but in fact much of the new ‘chorus’ consists precisely of the same texture: solo voice accompanied by piano. There is a large part for a solo soprano to represent the old captain and even some of the choir passages are written for unison voices accompanied by piano. The standard three-voice combination of soprano-soprano-alto is a trickier medium than the standard four-voice male combination of tenor-tenor-bass-bass. Allow one part in a three-part texture to rest and the resultant ‘chord’ for two parts is incomplete. It may have been this that prompted Janáček to add a piano accompaniment to his new women’s chorus – something he had done only very seldom for his male-voice choruses. But having a piano accompaniment allowed for harmonically thinner – even unison – presentation of his female voices, the piano taking care of the harmony. For this reason The Wolf’s Trail sounds more like a development of Janáček’s Folk Nocturnes for women’s voices (IV/32) and only a step away from his piano-accompanied Brigand Ballads.


Nothing seemed to be happening on any other front – Jenůfa in Prague or Procházka’s deliberations over Brouček – and so Janáček continued composing. Perhaps in trying to ingratiate himself with his potential librettist, he began investigating Procházka’s popular collection of lyrical poems about Prague Castle, Songs of Hradčany, published in 1904. It is interesting to note what subject matter Janáček presumably thought suitable for Vach’s women teachers: crime  passionnel or nostalgic glimpses of days of yore, rather than the more brutal and contemporary male Bezruč choruses. In his settings of three of Procházka’s Songs of Hradčany (IV/40) there is much melancholy but little violence: the poor, so-called alchemists’ houses of the Golden Lane contrasted with the glories of Prague Castle nearby; the brass fountain that ‘sings’ sad tales; the summer palace, ‘built for love’, but which has so far seen mostly unhappiness. Janáček began with what became the third of the three songs, Belvedere, and once again felt the need to fill in the harmony instrumentally, this time with a harp taking up the verbal reference to the queen’s harp in the poem. Janáček put a date to the piece, 1 February 1916, i.e. a week after completing The Wolf’s Trail. He then added two more Procházka settings, The Weeping Fountain the next day and The Golden Lane on 3 February. As he proceeded, he seems to have become more confident in the new medium. In The Weeping Fountain he stopped adding a harmonic accompaniment but included a melodic flute to represent the ‘weeping’ of the fountain and in The Golden Lane there is no added instrument. It was only then that he reversed the order, reserving the harp-accompanied Belvedere as a rather grander sound for the final piece. Two days later, on 5 February, he wrote to Procházka for permission: ‘I took a fancy to Belvedere, The Golden Lane and The Weeping Fountain and they have deeply moved me. I think they speak with the music of truth. Will you give me permission to use them in a composition? And what about Brouček? Isn’t he already pining for an excursion?’7


Though not realizing the significance of the phrase ‘the music of truth’ (a particular mark of approbation for Janáček – see XV/143 and vol. i, chap. 29; also chap. 3 above), Procházka seems to have been flattered by this request, making only the condition, when he gave his permission, that the three settings be kept together and not mixed in with settings of other poems. As for Brouček, work was continuing but he had not realized ‘how difficult it was to get into the mood and thought-process of another author. I don’t want to force it, it must ripen.’8 Words such as ‘ripen’ perhaps indicated that the Brouček additions were still far off, and so Janáček once again marked time with another female chorus. According to the manuscript, Kašpar Rucký (IV/41) was completed on 12 February, ten days after the other settings. Several weeks later, on 20 March, Janáček went for a walk to the pilgrimage village of Vranov. From there he sent a postcard of Vranov’s ‘Moravian Switzerland’ to Procházka: ‘Thinking of you during a ramble in beautiful nature. I’ve also done Kašpar Rucký!’ Janáček’s setting of Procházka – much faster than Procházka’s progress on the libretto – may have been a form of tactful pressure. The postcard accordingly ended ‘but I’d like to lose myself also with “Mr Landlord” [i.e. Mr Brouček]!’9 Although from the same collection as the others, Kašpar Rucký is a story rather than an elegiac evocation, a tale of a Till Eulenspiegel figure up to ‘merry pranks’. Like his German folk counterpart, Kašpar comes to a sticky end, but with the devil’s help his after-death hauntings create even more mayhem. It is more ambitious in its vocal texture, with a solo female quartet added to four-part female chorus, as well as a dramatizing soloist. It was Janáček’s last composition for female chorus.




*





There is some evidence of Janáček’s impatience with the lack of news from Prague. According to his letter of 5 February to Theodor Schütz, he had written to Kovařovic – no doubt for news – but ostensibly to say that Schütz would be ‘well employed in the part of Laca for all three acts’. Getting no response, he wrote to Schütz himself, mentioning this. ‘Has he [Kovařovic] already spoken with you about it?’10 And, getting no answer from Schütz either, Janáček eventually set out on a little sortie to Prague. He was there between Thursday 17 February (he saw Die Walküre that evening, conducted by Kovařovic)11 and Sunday 20 February, when he attended a concert at the Smetana Hall of the Czech Philharmonic, conducted by Zemánek.12 An ambiguously dated telegram to Zdenka (18? February) was probably sent during this visit and gave the joyous news that Jenůfa was in rehearsal.13


Janáček also visited the Veselýs. Presumably he told them what he had discovered about the casting of the opera. It came as a bombshell to Marie Calma-Veselá and it took several days for her to write to Janáček about it. She did so on 25 February. She had not been cast as Jenůfa as she had clearly expected to be. ‘I didn’t want to write to you about the impression that your news made on me earlier until I had thought it through and considered everything. Today, however, I must write.’ She could understand Kovařovic’s action, she said, since he had spurned her previous efforts to appear at the National Theatre. But she did expect Janáček to realize how much it meant to her to be able to ‘sing and act’ the part of Jenůfa. ‘After all, it was also my Jenůfa that won over Kovařovic and overturned his hundreds of objections about its unsingability and so on – and my deep conviction about the beauty of your work helped to defend it and to bring victory.’ The aim of getting Jenůfa on to the boards of the National Theatre had been achieved. Having lived the part, ‘in my blood and in my soul, I cannot remain silent to you about my disappointment that rests only in the fact that you could not say or did not know how to say: “I want Mrs Veselá to sing Jenůfa because I feel that no-one else would sing it like her.”’14


Janáček took his time in responding to this letter – over a month in fact, an eloquent delay for someone usually so efficient in dealing with correspondence. From all the hints he had been given, he was aware that Marie Calma was angling for the part. He could, at the very least, have passed on to Kovařovic the suggestion of using her, which is precisely what he did when his pupil Josef Charvát suggested his wife for the part.15 But for Calma-Veselá he did not do even that:




That I’ve remained so long in debt to your and your husband’s letter – from this you can judge that it wounded me deeply.


I know that I have acted honourably in regard to you, that I have in all places stood up for you and your inestimable service for the performance of Jenůfa. So, I beg you, don’t wrong me.


Don’t wrong Mr Kovařovic either; as head of an enterprise such as the National Theatre he couldn’t have acted otherwise in the matter of casting – if Jenůfa was ever to be performed.16





Of course Janáček was right about Kovařovic. If the work was to succeed it needed to be a fully professional operation, and no amount of identification with the role by Marie Calma would have compensated for the fact that she was a small-voiced singer with no stage experience and likely to be looked down on by the professionals around her. The Veselýs retired hurt, resisting all invitations to attend the première. It was a sad end to their efforts but it cannot be construed entirely as Janáček’s fault.


If anything, Janáček was more concerned about the Kostelnička. According to his letter to Kovařovic over Josef Charvát’s ambitious wife there is a reference to the fact that during his last stay in Prague he had been worried by the casting of that role. ‘I had always imagined Mrs Horvátová and I’m glad that it’s so.’17 Janáček already knew something of the temperamental Croatian singer Gabriela Horvátová (1877–1967). She had begun her operatic career as a mezzo in Zagreb, singing Carmen, among other parts, a role in which she first appeared in Prague in 1903. She was then twenty-six. Within weeks of her arrival in Prague she was performing in Czech, and after distinguishing herself as Ortrud in Lohengrin and Orlofsky in Die Fledermaus she was taken into the permanent company. She remained there until her retirement in 1930. Through her talent as an actress and immense dedication and versatility she became one of the key members of the ensemble, moving from contralto and mezzo parts (such as Carmen) to dramatic soprano (Elektra, Libuše). When Janáček went to Prague for the première of Parsifal on 1 January 1914 he had heard Horvátová’s Kundry (to Schütz’s Parsifal). Two years later, during his visit to Prague in February, he saw her as Brünnhilde, by which time of course he was able to look at the National Theatre singers in a different light – as potential singers in Jenůfa.


Soon Janáček had indications that Horvátová was enjoying her new part. ‘I heard from Schmoranz and others that Horvátová is enraptured with the Kostelnička’, Peška wrote on 21 March.18 Later, Zdenka recounted:




She arrived in Brno to sing a guest performance in the Old Theatre.* Leoš went to hear her and asked my advice about whether he should visit her. I urged him to do so. So he went to see her in the hotel Slavia, where she was staying. He returned somewhat disconcerted and, in answer to my questions whether he’d spoken with Mrs Horvátová, he said with embarrassment: ‘Yes, I spoke to her but, you know, she received me in bed.’





According to Zdenka, Janáček was innocent of the ‘informal ways of the theatre’ and nonplussed by his reception. At this stage, Zdenka seems to have been more amused than worried: ‘At the time I laughed at it: “That doesn’t matter, so long as she sings the Kostelnička well for you.”’19 From Mrs Horvátová Janáček discovered that things were going nicely. The next day, 28 March, he sent an enthusiastic note to Kovařovic, his most friendly to him so far: ‘Mrs Horvátová has told me so many fine and flattering things that truly I’m waiting impatiently for the day when I’ll hear how the roles are interpreted and performed.’20 Much the same sort of message had come through from Peška a week earlier (‘Kovařovic delights in the Slav spirit of the work’), though there were fears – in the end, justified ones – that the censor might ‘find fault with the recruits’ songs’.21 It was perhaps Peška’s mention of having bumped into the Veselýs that reminded Janáček that he owed Mrs Calma-Veselá some sort of answer, which he eventually discharged on 29 March.


Janáček was also offending other friends. The day after writing to Calma-Veselá, he found himself having to explain to Rektorys why he had sent his article About ‘Jenůfa’ (XV/209) not to his old friend at the journal Smetana, but to Hudební revue. The answer was innocent enough: Hudební revue had asked him for it directly whereas Rektorys had not.22 Nevertheless this was another blow to their former friendship. If Janáček had flattered Rektorys by sending him a spontaneous contribution for Smetana, might Rektorys have tried to modify the blistering attack on the opera by Nejedlý that he would publish later that year?


Janáček’s article for Hudební revue was written at full speed. It was requested on 15 March23 and appeared in the April issue – the fact that Janáček was responding to Rektorys’s enquiry about it on 30 March means that it was on the newsstands by at least 29 March. It was a typical production by Janáček. Whereas Hudební revue was probably hoping for a little introduction to the opera and its troubled path to the National Theatre, Janáček conceived the ‘about’ of the title very broadly. The opera itself was discussed only in the last couple of paragraphs; before then the reader was treated to another of Janáček’s expositions on speech melody. His argument was that his familiarity with speech melodies at the time of composing the first act of Jenůfa allowed him to ‘cope with the motif of any word, no matter how common or how exalted’ – i.e. he was able to respond to humdrum life as well as to deep tragedy. To this statement he then added a concrete example, of a woman calling her chickens, followed by a detailed analysis of how so much extra-musical information was conveyed in such a short utterance, and how the alteration of a single element would make the message different. Only after that did Janáček provide a musical quotation of a crucial line sung by the Kostelnička as she is about to take Jenůfa’s baby away: ‘Vidíte ji […], Kostelničku!’ [‘See her […], the Kostelnička!’]. There was almost no commentary on this passage, merely the assertion that with the motif of the word ‘Kostelnička’ the orchestra ‘captures precisely her, the Kostelnička’, not any Kostelnička but the Kostelnička of that fateful moment. And just before Janáček signed off he dealt with what had presumably been a troubling criticism. Some people had said that he had assembled the opera from speech melodies that he had heard. ‘Is it conceivable, that secretly I’d take these speech melodies I’ve collected, torn from other souls, so sensitive that they hurt, and from them “put together” my own work? How can such nonsense get around?’ (XV/209). 




*





On 3 April Procházka sent his Brouček work. He had ‘patched and knitted together’ what he could, he complained; he also described his proposed ending (at the ‘Vikárka’, not at home) and he would do that if Janáček wanted it, ‘but anything else I just wouldn’t know how to’.24 Janáček was enthusiastic: ‘I know that one sometimes begins something with distaste – and yet it works.’ Procházka had ‘succeeded excellently with the love verses; it’s enough for my work and falls well into the whole’. And, at least for the time being, Janáček seems to have gone along with Procházka’s proposal for the epilogue and asked him to supply it. This letter also gives the news that his cycle for women’s voices to Procházka’s words had already been passed on to Vach for his women’s choir. ‘The Songs of Hradčany are also already being rehearsed; they’ll be performed in Prague in the autumn’.* The best news of all, however, was that Jenůfa was ‘being rehearsed with understanding and enthusiasm at the National Theatre’.25


According to a letter from Janáček’s niece, the Prague papers were saying that Jenůfa would be given after the Easter holidays (Easter fell on 23 April that year) and that after several unsuccessful premières of other operas in Prague Jenůfa would probably do rather well.26 In response Janáček wrote that although the soloists and chorus had been rehearsed there had been only one orchestral rehearsal, so it would no doubt take a while. Could Věra find out Mrs Horvátová’s married name and current address? He had no answer from her at the address to which he had written. When she was in Brno ‘she already knew her part and was burning with love and understanding for it. Perhaps I’ll learn more from her.’27


In fact Horvátová’s letter giving her address was already on its way, uncharacteristically delayed in the post. ‘I reciprocate with thanks’, she wrote rather formally, ‘the receipt of your letter and am glad that you turned to me in this matter. Jenůfa is being rehearsed daily at the piano and is now fully prepared. […] As soon as the holidays are over we’ll begin at full steam with the rehearsals; the head of opera himself will surely inform you of these in good time.’ She ended by saying that ‘the more I get into it the more I like it’ and that went for all the other members of the cast.28 Peška continued to send encouraging accounts: ‘K. [Kovařovic] lets slips here and there a remark from the kitchen where your soup is cooking. And always with praise. It will be an uncommon success. Look forward to it, my friend!’29


A week after her previous letter Mrs Horvátová sent another bulletin about the progress: that morning, 25 April at eleven o’clock, they had had their ‘first big rehearsal’ to piano accompaniment and Kovařovic had taken the first orchestral rehearsal. All had gone well. After a few more days they would start blocking out the movements on stage.30 Three days later Kovařovic himself wrote. The piano rehearsals for the soloists had got to a point where Janáček’s presence would be useful. Could he come to Prague the following week, on 4 May?31


By the time of Janáček’s visit to Prague, Jenůfa rehearsals had settled down into this pattern: orchestral rehearsals from eight in the morning, blocking and movement rehearsals for the soloists from eleven, sometimes continuing after lunch, and, if there was no opera in the evening, a rehearsal with piano accompaniment for soloists and chorus, which lasted until nine. Janáček duly arrived on the afternoon of Thursday 4 May, in time for that day’s evening rehearsals, and spent Friday and Saturday attending all types of rehearsals. He returned to Brno on Sunday morning. Throughout Thursday and Friday he diligently wrote to Zdenka, and his reports thereafter, made on all his trips right up to the final rehearsals, convey much of his excitement as the opera took shape.


On the very first evening at 9.30 he set down his impressions for Zdenka:




The Kostelnička is ideal. Mrs Horvátová is an artistic character the like of which I’ve never seen or heard. In the words of Kovařovic it’s her greatest part. Jenůfa [Kamila Ungrová] sings well but so far doesn’t feel everything – in terms of voice she is better than Calma-Veselá. Schütz of course is outstanding and Lebeda [Antonín Lebeda, singing Števa], like all the soloists, is in his place. All sing with zeal such as they’ve never experienced here.32





Janáček remained touchingly grateful to Kovařovic. He had taken along the published study score of The Fiddler’s Child and, at this rehearsal, gave him a copy with the inscription ‘in grateful memory of the first rehearsal of Jenůfa’.33


During his time in Prague Janáček heard the orchestra rehearsing and was overwhelmed by its virtuosity and the care that Kovařovic was taking. He had set such high standards that he did not think they would be ready before 20 May. ‘They must, he says, be exemplary.’34 In the slacker parts of Thursday and Friday he had meetings with Kovařovic (‘he must have Jenůfa on his mind, waking and sleeping’), the secretary, the intendant, and the Jenůfa, who apparently needed coaching at home ‘in order to get her into the right frame of mind’ during her Act 2 prayer and reaction to the death of her child. Kamila Ungrová received him, Janáček described to Zdenka, ‘in full domestic finery’.


On Friday evening Janáček had a box for the evening performance of Fibich’s opera Hedy, to which he took Věra Janáčková and her mother Joza. His relatives, however, rather overdid their approval of the ‘beautiful music’. For Janáček it was ‘so dry that one’s tongue sticks [to the roof of one’s mouth]!’ After Act 2 he received a message to go backstage: ‘How joyfully everyone greeted me! It was almost like a passionate explosion of joy.’35


On the Thursday and Friday evenings (he did not report on Saturday because he was returning the next day), Janáček ate at the fashionable restaurant of the Obecní dům [Municipal House], the Art Nouveau complex that housed the Smetana Hall.* If he was hoping to get a little time to himself he was wrong: the first evening he bumped into the conductor and former violist of the Czech Quartet, Oskar Nedbal, on the second into Jaroslav Kocian. One wonders what sort of exchange this might have been after Kocian’s indifferent reaction to Janáček’s manuscript Violin Sonata (VII/7) now that the elderly composer had suddenly shot into prominence. Its recounting to Zdenka produced an effusion about the wonders of ‘artistic life’, ‘this true, creative life that draws human souls together, binding them in pure friendship – this sort of life is beautiful and I’m experiencing it. I didn’t suspect that some time I’d come to Prague for the happiest moments of my musical life.’ Although, as Zdenka later recalled, Janáček had been ‘full of uncertainty as to how he’d be understood’ before he went for these first rehearsals,36 any such doubts had been quickly swept away: ‘Of course I kept quiet about my things – although my heart is full and I could almost shout aloud about my joy when I see and hear how my work is enthralling everyone.’37




 *





It was not long before Zdenka’s suspicions of Mrs Horvátová were aroused: ‘When he arrived home, he just beamed, he spoke only of her. As if the other performers didn’t count for anything.’38 He taught for a few days at the Organ School and then perhaps on the night of Wednesday 10 May went off to Prague again, staying this time until the following Monday. Hardly had he arrived than he was summoned from the hotel Imperial by telephone for the Act 2 orchestral rehearsals. Next he attended a stage rehearsal of soloists and choruses (1–5.30 p.m.), which took in the two confrontations of the people and the Kostelnička: in Act 1, where she stops the dancing, and Act 3, where she confesses her crime. The latter clearly went well (‘the women members of the chorus wept’) but Janáček was less happy with the ‘circus’ that was being made of the Act 1 dancing, detracting from the dramatic appearance of the Kostelnička. They would have to work on it the next day. Although these were still only piano rehearsals, guests were beginning to turn up, including the intendant of the theatre, Otomar Kvěch, whose august presence ‘inspired the last drop of strength’. Presumably there was an opera performance that evening, which cut short any further rehearsal, and so Janáček was whisked off by Mrs Horvátová, ostensibly to visit the sick Vincenc Maixner (1888–1946), Kovařovic’s assistant and repetiteur and a particular favourite of Mrs Horvátová. At his bedside – they stayed until nine – the conversation was ‘only Jenůfa’‚ with mentions of the various people that Horvátová would be inviting to rehearsals, the eminent playwright and novelist Alois Jirásek (‘so I can meet him’) and Janáček’s rival, Vítězslav Novák. ‘Here there’s a stir from all this such as hasn’t been seen for a long time – especially among professional musicians there’s much excitement.’ And, in the middle of all this excitement, ‘I know that you aren’t, and can’t, be jealous of Mrs Horvátová; only because I know that I write to you that I’ve never known before such a deeply serious artiste.’39 Had Zdenka and Janáček already exchanged words on Zdenka’s being jealous of Mrs Horvátová during the few days that he was back in Brno, or was this a pre-emptive strike? Either way, Janáček’s relations with Mrs Horvátová were warming up fast.


On Friday morning Janáček attended part of the Mozart Requiem given at Vyšehrad as a memorial concert on the anniversary of Smetana’s death (12 May). Having left before the end, Janáček took the opportunity of dropping in on Procházka to set up a meeting about Brouček for the next evening, and then returned by tram to the theatre. They were rehearsing Act 1, with chorus, soloists, backstage music and ‘the clatter of the mill’. Janáček’s increasing confidence is evident from his interventions. The day before, he had merely expressed his disapproval to Zdenka of the way the dances were handled; now he insisted that the recruits were seen approaching from a distance (as the offstage music suggests) and that the sound of the mill (the opening xylophone) was heard coming from the mill, i.e. from on stage.40 As for the dances Janáček had already taken action. The publisher Emil Šolc had recently got in touch about exhibiting Janáček’s publications in various Prague bookshops;41 Janáček now got him to supply names and addresses of Moravians living in Prague who might be able to help with the dances. Šolc sent two suggestions, the sculptor František Úprka (who had given a hand with ‘Hunting the King’ during the 1895 Ethnographic Exhibition; see vol. i, chap. 32) and the graphic artist Stanislav Lolek (see chap. 28).42 By his letter of 12 May Janáček had announced to Zdenka that he had ‘chased up Úprka and Lolek to teach the steps and the movements. If only they come!’*


He had also tried to contact Gabriela Preissová, presumably to invite the author of Her Stepdaughter (the play on which his opera was based) to the première, but she was away. There were now conflicting pressures on Janáček. He reckoned he was needed in Prague until the première but he also had teaching obligations at the Organ School (‘those devilish young people in the Organ School can’t be trusted’).43 So in the end he decided to skip the Monday classes (sending a telegram for Zdenka to put up on the notice board for his students) and return to Brno by the afternoon express only after the Sitzprobe that morning – the first time that singers and orchestra would rehearse together. Already he was worrying that he had no opera ready after Jenůfa: Brouček needed to be finished, Fate needed to be corrected: ‘wretched librettos’, he grumbled.44


Whether he went that evening, on Friday 12 May, with Mrs Horvátová to ‘the intendant’s company at Žofín [island]’, as announced the day before,45 Janáček did not say when he next wrote. By then many other events and experiences had crowded in:




Today my head’s going round again. The orchestral rehearsal was wonderful. ‘Jako by sem smrt’ načuhovala’† – you know that place where one gets goose pimples – they played it in such a way that one trembles. After the rehearsal Kovařovic and I embraced; we were both overcome. The sculptor Úprka will take over demonstrating the dance from Act 1. So everything will be stylistically pure and perfect. Here it’s already known that Jenůfa will be an event. For the afternoon I was invited to Mrs Horvátová for tea. I made the acquaintance of [her husband] Mr Noltsch, a good-natured, vigorous fellow, nice and affable. He sat with us until the evening before having to go to a meeting and the three of us remained in discussion only about Jenůfa. […] I went through the whole flat – fourteen rooms and how [richly] furnished! Carpets to the value of 60,000 zl!





And in case Zdenka was getting anxious again, she was assured that ‘we thought of you kindly; after all I know that now perhaps even you believe in my musical calling’.46


Janáček’s Saturday evening visit to Procházka had been postponed to the next day, when, as he mentioned to Zdenka, they came to an agreement over Brouček and discussed Fate. After that he went on to the Prague Janáčeks. While visiting an exhibition of folk costumes with Věra, they met Dr Veselý’s sister and learnt that Calma-Veselá had ‘got the whole family up in arms’, presumably over Janáček’s and the theatre’s treatment of her. He had lunch with the Janáčeks, where Věra’s prospective fiancé Viktor Rosenberg and his mother were produced. Janáček seems to have taken to the forty-year-old Rosenberg, some fifteen years older than Věra: ‘Dr Rosenberg is nice; I just hope she marries him!’


Although there were no rehearsals at the theatre, there was plenty of activity that Sunday afternoon. After lunch Janáček went off as arranged for a meeting at the theatre with the administrative head Gustav Schmoranz, who was battling with the censor. So far it was not the recruits (and their unwillingness to fight) that were causing difficulties but the use of ‘Hail Mary’, sung by Jenůfa in Act 2. The omission of this passage is unthinkable in the dramaturgy of the opera and Schmoranz had to send someone the next day to try and talk the governor into permitting the prayer. Janáček also spent the evening at the theatre, where Kovařovic was conducting The Bartered Bride.47 He commented on the ‘gorgeous sets’ for this opera but also on the general admiration for the work, which he found difficult to share. ‘They so like it here yet it is – with the exception of the final act – dramatically impossible. From this viewpoint Act 2 is downright bad.’ The Sitzprobe the next day was already occupying his thoughts: ‘Tomorrow will be a decisive day. The orchestra will finish Act 3 and then the orchestra and soloists Acts 1 and 2. In the words of Mrs Horvátová, tomorrow will be a “battlefield”.’48 The phrase had come from a note that he had received from her:




Please forgive me that I can’t keep my word today and look in for a moment at the theatre, although I longed for you very much the whole day. Instead I remember the beautiful moments spent in your dear, beloved company.


I don’t want, however, to distract myself too much before the orchestral rehearsal tomorrow that will be a memorable red-letter day for me and therefore I think it will be better to stay at home.


Please keep thinking of your Kostelnička.


For today, dear Maestro, I’m just sending you heartfelt greetings – but all the more looking forward to seeing you on ‘the battlefield’.49





Even allowing for Horvátová’s theatrical exaggeration, phrases such as ‘beloved company’ and ‘longed for you’ suggest a deepening relationship between the two.


Presumably, as soon as the rehearsal was over, Janáček stuck to his plan to ‘jump on to the express that afternoon’, bearing the photograph of Horvátová as Brünnhilde that she perhaps thought appropriate to the ‘battlefield’ and which he enthusiastically showed to Zdenka.50 Teaching commitments awaited him the next day but also many arrangements in connection with the première. On 16 May he began sending out letters of invitation: to members of the Club of the Friends of Art,51 whose publication of the piano-vocal score had been an important milestone in the progress of the opera to the Prague stage, and to Mrs Adéla Koudelová as chair of the women’s educational association ‘Vesna’.52 During his first visit, Janáček had pronounced (on 4 May) that Kovařovic would not be ready with the orchestra until 20 May.53 By 16 May, when he sent out the invitations, there was now a firm date for the première: Thursday 25 May.




*





Janáček spent a mere two days in Brno, 16–17 May, before returning to Prague. Presumably this was just enough time to give his Organ School students something to get on with. He would not return to Brno until after the première.* While his previous trip had been dominated by attending rehearsals and making suggestions, by this final trip he seemed happy to let things take their course and instead attended to publicity under the energetic direction of Mrs Horvátová. Thus on 18 May, after the orchestral rehearsal, he visited press agencies, and spoke to the critics, Dr Antonín Šilhan from Národní listy, who promised a preview article, and Emanuel Chvála, who had made the trip to Brno twelve years earlier for the première. He also saw Otakar Ostrčil, now conductor at the Vinohrady Theatre, who said that he had wanted to perform Jenůfa there. Kovařovic continued to display zeal; ‘I think of it as if it were my work’, Janáček reports him saying, a fine turnaround from his views of only six months earlier. There was no gainsaying Kovařovic’s professional commitment: ‘The other day he sat over the score until five in the morning!’ Janáček proudly noted that Kovařovic had already devoted twenty-three orchestral rehearsals to Jenůfa, one more than for Charpentier’s Louise. It was clear, too, that the management had realized they had a success on their hands. A way of filling the house when things were uncertain was to make the première a subscription day, as they had done recently with Vítězslav Novák’s first opera, The Imp of Zvíkov. But significantly the première for Jenůfa was scheduled to be outside the subscription series.54


On 19 May the orchestra worked on Acts 1 and 2 before being joined by the soloists and chorus. Úprka was now assisted in the dances by the Moravian landscape painter Alois Kalvoda (1875–1934); also in the auditorium were the other National Theatre conductors and the intendant. The latter had good news about the censor: the police had allowed talk of ‘God’ and the singing of the ‘Hail Mary’. However the problem with the recruits had surfaced after all. Janáček went that afternoon to the police headquarters to talk to a Dr Martyn about it. ‘He suggested to me that Laca [recte Števa] should go to – America, instead of to the army! I explained to him that it wasn’t possible now but proposed words that came out as “I, poor fellow, will gladly be a soldier” [i.e. instead of “I, poor fellow, have to be a soldier”]. His face lit up immediately.’


Mrs Preissová was now back in Prague – Janáček had had a note from her – and after his encounter with Dr Martyn went to her for tea. She was pleased that their ‘baby’ was doing so well but was also keen to know what she might make out of the performances. Still later that day (Friday) Janáček found Kovařovic slaving over the score again. It was only when mentioning Mrs Preissová that Janáček discovered that the National Theatre was still waiting for him to sign a contract. In all the excitement of acceptance this seems to have been overlooked. The terms proposed were 600 K as a straight fee plus 8% of the gross takings from each performance. He thought he would offer a sixth of the performance royalties to Preissová and, with Peška’s help, try and push the fee up to 1000 K. He also learnt that the première had been postponed by a day, to Friday 26 May. After signing this letter to Zdenka, Janáček went to a meeting that evening with his fellow Moravians František Bílý (whom he had known since his student days), the publisher Emil Šolc and the poet František Táborský, who wanted to arrange a celebration after the première.55


Saturday was a day of social visits escorted by his ‘adviser’, and ‘energetic and crafty guide’, Mrs Horvátová. As he put it in a letter to Zdenka: ‘Premières are all the same, but one has to know about these social contacts and manners. A fellow cannot be churlish here.’ So off he went to visit the intendant and other luminaries, and Kovařovic’s wife, Anna Kovařovicová, though Horvátová really had her sights set on the governor (‘she wants by hook or by crook to contrive an introduction’ – she never did, or presumably Zdenka wouldn’t have heard the end of it). She even accompanied him to the police station, quite undaunted ‘and like an advocate successfully buttered them up. The censor is cutting the recruits; again they have called me for tomorrow.’ Unwittingly Janáček let slip mention of an incident that was symptomatic of something that would cause future problems with the company: ‘She [Horvátová] is grateful to me for the role, which elates her, and because I quite rightly singled her out in front of everyone during the rehearsal.’56 The ‘singling out’ was only too apparent and was beginning to cause tensions.


That afternoon there was a photo call for the weekly illustrated paper Český svět. The immediate results (published in its issue on 26 May) were disappointing: no new photograph of Janáček or the cast, but instead a reproduction of a 1904 portrait of Janáček (reproduced as Plate 22 in vol. 1) and a brief biography that hardly mentions the work to be given that evening. A letter written that day on Český svět notepaper to an unspecified woman member of the company (Horvátová?) found its way into Janáček’s hands and on its back and margins he began to draft an article about himself and his work. Perhaps he had been invited to do so but what he scribbled down then (XV/327) would have been well beyond the scope of this glossy weekly. Much of it was in fact a rehash of his ideas in About ‘Jenůfa’ (XV/209; see above). ‘Certainly’, he concluded, maybe echoing words of an editorial invitation, ‘it would be redundant to ask questions about “pretty” motifs from Jenůfa – surely it’s full of them’ (XV/327).


He went that evening (Saturday) to see Smetana’s The Kiss, sitting in the director’s box, the first in a succession of evening appearances at the theatre. On Sunday it was Tannhäuser, conducted by Bohumír Brzobohatý,57 on Monday it was Smetana’s The Secret, conducted by Kovařovic, by which time, he noticed, he had become an object of interest.58 ‘So the day approaches that is talked about through all of Prague.’59




*





It is hard, in all this activity, to get any sense of a country at war. Generally for the allies (and thus for Janáček) the news in 1916 was not good. In January the British cut their losses and brought their ill-fated Gallipoli campaign to an end. In February the Germans were regaining the initiative on the Western Front with a determined assault on the French fortifications at Verdun. Even the Austrians began their offensive against the Italians in May. Culture, however, continued to flourish in Prague. Although some smaller amateur bodies such as Ostrčil’s Orchestral Association or Vach’s mixed choir were unable to operate, the main opera houses and the main orchestras kept going with few apparent difficulties. Kovařovic had even mounted the second leg of his Ring cycle, something no conductor would dream of doing if he were not confident of being able to pull together a sufficiently large orchestra. So it comes as a shock suddenly to come across a little war news – even if totally erroneous – in one of Janáček’s letters to Zdenka: ‘The Russians have conquered Baghdad. Whereby the Turks would seem to have lost.’


Another piece of news, with which Janáček closed the same letter, was an unpleasant anti-Semitic gibe. Oskar Nedbal’s operetta Die Winzerbraut had received its première in Vienna in February that year, and under the Czech title of Vinobrání [The grape harvest] had opened on 16 April at the Vinohrady Theatre. It was ‘ethnographic’ (Viennese operetta transposed to Croatia) and for this reason invited comparison with Janáček’s new work. Janáček had not seen it but in his letter passed on the comments of others: ‘Nedbal’s The Grape Harvest is beneath contempt; it is said to be a Jewish hit without talent, without beauty. That is the view of Schmoranz and of Ostrčil. He is also said to be merely a Jewish hedonist.’60 This was unkind. This unpretentious work may be derivative, but it is well crafted, tuneful and full of charm, as are Nedbal’s other operettas, all designed for the Viennese stage. 


Social visits, supervised by Mrs Horvátová, continued on Monday 21 May, for instance to the chairman of the Společnost, Dr Hlava, to whom Dr Veselý had appealed fruitlessly in 1911. All this activity seemed to be paying off: ‘I’ve got on my side everyone who is performing the work – from Kovařovic down to the stage hands, who also give me friendly greetings.’ The enormity of it all was also beginning to dawn on him: ‘if with my Jenůfa I break through all this and win – I don’t even want to think where it will end’. Janáček had wanted to take the day off and go on a river excursion to Zbraslav but there was still the business of the censorship to sort out, and the police were beginning to dig their heels in and hint that the opera might not be allowed at all. So, after a ‘long consultation’, he and Kovařovic ‘patched up the words for the recruits out of all recognition’. ‘It will probably be decided tomorrow morning.’ Although the première had been postponed by a day (to Friday 26 May), Janáček was still expecting his wife on Wednesday morning.61


But in Brno Zdenka was working herself up into a lather of jealousy and anxiety:




The première, which had seemed to me one of the most desirable things in the world, was now a horrible nightmare for me. I was frightened by it, I wondered whether I should go to it at all. Mářa [Stejskalová] talked me out of this: ‘Don’t do it, go, the master would get very angry.’62





She had arranged to travel with two of her friends and, in view of the postponed première, they all decided to go a day later than originally planned. Zdenka’s postcard announcing this is one of her few surviving communications that year. Its very brevity conveys something of her state of mind: ‘We will be coming only on Thursday morning. I can’t travel alone on Tuesday night. I just wish it was all over; I’m very agitated.’63


In addition to paying social calls, Janáček went to the theatre to hear final adjustments before the two dress rehearsals on Tuesday and Wednesday. In a letter detailing his impression of Monday 22 May, Janáček described how the orchestra went through Act 2 and completed their work on Act 3: ‘the ending sounds like a hymn, the victory of pure love!’ At 11.30 there was a rehearsal for soloists, chorus and orchestra for Act 3. After her scene (the public confession of her crime), Mrs Horvátová, who had clearly kept an eye out for audience reactions, ran up to Janáček and drew his attention to the presence of Mrs Kovařovicová. ‘I approached her from behind and she was in tears. She couldn’t leave the theatre, she was so red in the face.’ The hard-bitten Schmoranz was also in the audience and was delighted, clapping at the end of the rehearsal. Janáček went off to lunch with Kovařovic’s assistant Maixner (now recovered), who reported his boss as saying ‘After fifty years of The Bartered Bride it will be Janáček’s Jenůfa that will give pleasure in the same way.’ And with such exalted predictions Janáček, with Peška’s support, had no difficulties in pushing up his 600 K fee to 1000 K. There was good news, too, on the censorship front. The police had eventually given their blessing (‘In truth that was something that I achieved’, Janáček boasted). Another comment he made, interesting in the light of later developments, was the question of whether Emil Hertzka from Universal Edition in Vienna ought to be invited. ‘He’s a music publisher. I hope they’ll invite him.’ Janáček had already had contacts with Universal Edition over the Volkslied in Österreich project (see vol. i, chap. 65), though during the war this had gone very silent.




Now I’m sitting at home with your postcard in my hands [Janáček wrote to his wife]. I’d love to see you here, but on the other hand I’d at least have more peace of mind. To let you wander here round Prague alone, get lost – that would hurt me. And I myself again must serve those who are serving me. I’d be as if torn apart in spirit – and in this great strain and excitement I need at least a few peaceful moments.


I’ll wait for you then, as you write, on Thursday morning. I’ll be at the station. […]


Calm down, now! Everything’s going to be alright.64





Why did Janáček imagine that he would have to let Zdenka wander round Prague alone? If she had arrived on Wednesday, she could have attended the dress rehearsal. If he had calls to make, would it not have been appropriate for Zdenka to have come along with him? Zdenka, so far, had played little part in his artistic life. There is no evidence of her going to any of his out-of-Brno premières (such as Amarus in Prague, 1912). Whether this was his choice or hers is hard to say.


The fact that this was Janáček’s last letter to Zdenka before her arrival means that no comments by Janáček survive about the course of the dress rehearsals on Tuesday and Wednesday. Perhaps there would have been little to say, since the piece had been so thoroughly rehearsed that there would have been few surprises. But there are the reminiscences of others, such as the young Josef Suk, who had long been aware of Janáček through his teacher Antonín Dvořák but who had never met him. Alerted to the phenomenon about to burst on the scene in Prague, Suk got to one of the dress rehearsals:




When there was the dress rehearsal I went into the parterre when the lights were already dimmed and suddenly someone tapped me on the shoulder from the back. It was Dr Herben* and he said: ‘Janáček’s sitting next to you.’ I looked beside me and saw the silver head and the outline of a white hand on the arm of the chair.





Suk went on to relate in his memoirs (given shortly before his death to his biographer J.M. Květ) that he was so excited during the Recruits’ Scene that he grasped Janáček’s hand with the words ‘Maestro, thank the good Lord, again a little burning human blood.’ And, in response to Janáček’s enquiry as to who he was, he said: ‘I don’t know if you know me, I’m Suk and one of those people so behind the times to have known little of your work so far.’ This evidently went down well with Janáček, who replied: ‘I’m glad of it, I’m glad. I’m so pleased that you like it. I thank you.’65


Janáček attempted to mend fences with the Veselýs. Perhaps he felt too embarrassed to write, or feared that any letter from him would be badly received, so he delegated their mutual friend František Mareš to go to Bohdaneč and invite them in his name. Maybe Mareš could not face this task either, so he sent a telegram instead, inviting them to his box and to join the evening celebrations afterwards.66 The Veselýs declined. ‘We take sincere pleasure from the fact that Janáček’s opera is being given at the National Theatre and we wish the opera a splendid success. What we could do, we did gladly for the matter, however we cannot attend the première.’67




*





On Thursday 25 June, the day before the première, Zdenka arrived in Prague with her women friends. Janáček was at the station and took her to the hotel Imperial. Ahead of her was her first meeting with Mrs Horvátová. Zdenka’s account of the Horvátová episode in Janáček’s life constitutes an enormous, 18,000-word chapter in her memoirs: although covering a period of little more than a year or two, it takes up as much space as her record of the previous thirteen years. The advent of Mrs Horvátová was fateful for Zdenka and her relationship with Janáček. Although their marriage was not ideal, the Janáčeks had rubbed together well enough once Mrs Urválková was out of the way. That affair – which after their meeting in Luhačovice consisted almost entirely of correspondence – lasted only a few months and was brought to an abrupt end by Urválková’s husband. The short friendship had the merit of bucking Janáček out of his depression after Olga’s death and inspiring a new opera. Mrs Horvátová inspired no operas but could take credit for giving a tremendous performance as the Kostelnička in Jenůfa, which undoubtedly contributed to its success in Prague, and to helping to build up Janáček’s self-confidence, badly shaken by the years in the wilderness. But she also wrecked what remained of the Janáčeks’ marriage and, according to Zdenka, took pleasure in the pain it caused. Although Mrs Urválková had actressy aspirations and affectations, in comparison with Mrs Horvátová she was a mere amateur in all senses of the word:




He took me to meet Mrs Horvátová right away. My heart was pounding when we entered her apartment. She was expecting us. Her husband wasn’t at home, in general they lived somewhat freely and one didn’t get in the other’s way at all. She caught hold of me, she embraced me and kissed me as if I were an old and beloved friend – she knew how to do that sort of thing. I examined her discreetly but nevertheless thoroughly – I was so curious about her and up to now knew her only from the photograph. She was about forty-four,* taller than me, quite well-built, a brunette, with large black eyes […], a large, sensuous mouth, coarse features, the expression of the face at times almost predatory. Lots of gestures, an exceptionally lively manner; she knew how to speak without stopping. Her behaviour wasn’t natural, everything was calculated for effect, but she did it so skilfully that she dazzled the unwary. And my husband, unfortunately, was one of those. It astounded him when she greeted me sweetly with a large bunch of flowers, he was happy when we exchanged pleasantries. Every moment he jumped up and kissed her hand. She told us many things that aimed to demonstrate her interest in Jenůfa: she had, she said, invited to the première the director of the Vienna Hofoper, who would be sure to accept her invitation. My husband believed it all and was enthusiastic. But we women weighed each other up with no great illusions and found that there was no reason for enthusiasm.68





Horvátová, Zdenka concluded, had decided that Janáček’s wife was not going to be the pushover she expected and plans were adjusted accordingly. Zdenka was left to her own devices for the rest of the day. Although she knew Preissová, she was not included in Janáček’s and Horvátová’s visit to her. Zdenka joined her husband only at dinner in the Obecní dům. Already then there was tension between the two. ‘I waited for him to say at least a few nice words to me and tell me, as he always did, what had gone on in the theatre that day. Nothing. Complete estrangement. I went to bed on the ottoman and wept. Already now I knew for certain how the land lay.’69


Zdenka was left high and dry too on Friday, the day of the première, with Janáček’s departure early in the morning and an undertaking to meet her only at the party after the show. She spent the day wandering around Prague with Ida Dresslerová, one of her travelling companions from Brno, and her sister-in-law Joza. She was not even to sit with Janáček in the theatre (since he spent his time backstage) but instead was placed in one of Mrs Horvátová’s boxes with people she didn’t know.


The première itself went well, the theatre being packed with Janáček’s admirers from Brno as well as new enthusiasts from Prague. All Kovařovic’s careful preparations and Janáček’s social visits had paid off. After the performance Zdenka joined her Brno friends and all went to the hotel Paříž for the planned celebration:




For a long time we waited for Mrs Horvátová to appear, accompanied by my husband and the conductor Maixner. I went to greet them, I congratulated them – like a stranger. They and my husband sat together at the top of the table, I remained further down among our Brno friends. My husband didn’t notice. He probably didn’t see me at all that evening. And if he did, what did I mean to him, visibly care-worn and out of sorts, in my black dress, already no longer new, whereas Mrs Horvátová beside him was beaming with her success, with her emerald jewellery and her lively, almost poisonous mood that day. With difficulty I stopped myself crying. The Brno people saw it all only too well; they were disconcerted – it wasn’t a happy time.





It was only when they got to their hotel that Janáček began to notice his wife’s state and attempted to placate her. Clumsily, all he could think of saying was how grateful he was to Horvátová for the success of the opera. Zdenka in turn let slip that she did not think much of Mrs Horvátová’s voice: ‘that it was no longer up to much, that she shouted too much’. This may have been unkind in view of the beautifully controlled recording* that Horvátová made of the central scene in Act 2 (where a bit of ‘shouting’ might have been expected). And Zdenka then went on to criticize Horvátová’s acting: ‘too theatrical for a woman from Slovácko. This was Tosca, not the Kostelnička.’70


Left to her devices again the next day while Janáček attended to business at the theatre, Zdenka met up with Ida Dresslerová again and the Prague Janáčeks, and while walking around Petřín park overlooking Prague, she heard the gossip from the well-informed Věra:




The whole of Prague was talking about my husband’s courting Mrs Horvátová. She [Věra] knew things I had no notion of. For instance that Mrs Horvátová was going with Leoš to Luhačovice and that they didn’t want me to go too. So much for those promises that in the summer after the première we’d go there together and how nice it would be for us!71





When she got back to the hotel, Janáček was there, even angrier than the night before, having been scolded by Mrs Horvátová for not having walked her home after the party. At the theatre that evening the Janáčeks were again in different places, and after dinner with the Brno crowd they walked back in silence. They returned to Brno after lunch on Sunday 28 May. Zdenka who, according to her account had ‘cried long into the early hours of the morning’, was greeted with a note and a photograph from Mrs Horvátová while packing: ‘I was sorry that I couldn’t say goodbye properly to you and ask you to remain my good friend. I didn’t want to disturb you since, according to what the Maestro says, you’re ill. What a shame that you were so poorly that you didn’t have even a little time for Kostelnička.’72 The Janáčeks travelled home estranged. Stejskalová, who had learnt from the papers what a huge success Jenůfa had been, met them at the station with flowers and a specially rehearsed speech of welcome. But she found herself biting her tongue when she saw how things were.73
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1916b (28 May–9 July)





Back in Brno life went on as before. There were another couple of weeks of teaching at the Organ School, though one imagines that Janáček’s thoughts were mostly elsewhere. The papers were full of his triumph. The report in Moravská orlice (30 May 1916), while giving its own account of ‘storms of applause’ and other signs of approval, mentioned that all the Prague papers ‘devoted expert consideration to Jenůfa’‚ all hailing it as an ‘unqualified success’, and this even included the German-language Prager Abendblatt, from which it quoted a short but glowing account. The paper also speculated on the number of repeat performances there might be before the end of the season (an over-optimistic ‘twelve’ were suggested) and the possibility of a trip by the Prague National Theatre to Vienna to show off its new jewel.


Ecstatic letters from admirers such as Ostrčil began to arrive. ‘Your Jenůfa’‚ he wrote on 28 May, ‘made a huge impression on me’:




Seldom have I left the theatre so taken by a work as on Friday’s première. You know how to keep the listener as if in a vice for the whole evening. I’ve been living for the past few days in continual memories of your work, I go over individual scenes, I page through the vocal score, in short I am yours. I can’t go to tomorrow’s performance, I’m working that evening and believe me – I’m almost glad of it. On Friday at least I left the theatre with the impression that I’d not be able in the immediate future to expose myself again to such an overwhelming experience. But rest assured that the next performances of Jenůfa will find me the most faithful follower. I had pleasure from the tremendous success of the work and from the first-rate performance. It was in truth the duty of the theatre to make every effort to redress the wrong. Accept from me, Maestro, my sincere congratulations on this well-deserved success and my wishes that now the ice is already broken the way will be open for all your works into the hearts of people.1





From someone as tight-lipped as Ostrčil, and someone whom Nejedlý saw as one of ‘his’, this was quite something. Neither Ostrčil nor Janáček knew at the time that it would be Ostrčil who would preside not only over Janáček’s next operatic première but in fact all his Prague operatic premières during the rest of his life. Janáček responded equally warmly:




Already from the time of The 70,000 [IV/36], when you congratulated me so openly, I felt myself bound to you. Of all such expressions I value your lines most highly; in you I honour a fine soul and a true composer and I’d not seek any friendship beyond yours.


With your letter you gave me the greatest pleasure. I’d shout it out to the public were it not confidential.2





Janáček had some difficulty keeping up with his fan-mail. Letters from composers such as Ostrčil and Václav Štĕpán (see chap. 14) got answered by return, but there was a stream of other letters that had to wait their turn. Janáček kept them all and from his careful notes on them about when he had answered one can deduce that between 4 and 9 June he wrote half a dozen thank-you letters each day.*


Janáček now got his long-negotiated epilogue for Brouček from Procházka. He had followed instructions and hoped it was what Janáček wanted. ‘It is really a musical burlesque, a bit of mischief, and it must end mischievously.’ As for Jenůfa, Procházka was delighted with the ‘success of Moravia on the Prague stage’ (as opposed to his distaste for Ibsen’s untheatrical Peer Gynt, then playing at the Vinohrady Theatre). In his capacity as editor of Zvon he had received an ‘appreciative’ review of Jenůfa from the composer Otakar Zich.3


In addition to congratulations on Jenůfa, Janáček’s correspondence was now dominated by letters from Mrs Horvátová, which came flooding in on a daily basis: reports on how further performances of Jenůfa went, the success of errands that she ran for Janáček in Prague, the occasional expression of concern about Zdenka. Janáček gave his wife all these letters to read, though not the ones that he wrote to Mrs Horvátová. Apart from the occasional echoes in her letters, one has no idea what he wrote: there are no surviving letters from Janáček to Mrs Horvátová until November 1917. From the events that they encompassed during this period they would have been exceptionally interesting, which is presumably why someone (Horvátová herself?) destroyed them.


When Horvátová wrote ‘at twelve midnight after your opera’ (at its second performance on Monday 29 May), she was able to describe how the soloists took ten curtain calls after Act 1, five after Act 2, though ‘I, your Kostelnička, had to go myself fifteen times to cries of “excellent” and “sláva” [“hurrah”].’ The third act had ‘a far greater success than at the première. Everyone remained standing in the auditorium as if dazed’ and the ovations were halted only by the descent of the fire curtain. Horvátová had many visitors in her greenroom including Gabriela Preissová with a message from the rector of the Prague Conservatory, Jindřich Kàan z Albestů, ‘who called the opera one of the most inspired, my performance masterly. He was so moved, he couldn’t come in person.’4 Dr Šilhan (critic of the Národní listy) ‘was there right to the end of the opera with unceasing enthusiasm’, there were special messages from the intendant Otomar Kvěch (‘he is truly your best friend’).5 ‘Does your wife now like me a little?’ Horvátová asked on 30 May. ‘It hurts me very much. You are the God of Art. Greetings from your sad Kostelnička.’6 On the following day she set out the dates of subsequent repeat performances now agreed by Schmoranz (in case further friends from Brno wanted to go). Suk had asked for a photograph of her as the Kostelnička: ‘may I give it to him?’ (as if Janáček, rather than her husband, might have views on the propriety of this). And there were resounding affirmations of artistic kinship and demands for even more attention: ‘I then, beloved Maestro, am living for your work and deserve that you remember me more frequently.’7


What Zdenka found particularly galling was that she was expected to be Janáček’s confidante in his new relationship and to accept that there was ‘nothing improper’ in his friendship with Mrs Horvátová, which was simply a ‘merging of souls’, as Janáček had had inscribed on the wreath he presented to her at the première.8


As is clear from Horvátová’s letter above, Gabriela Preissová was at the second performance on 29 May. She wrote to Janáček on 1 June, passing on comments from mutual friends and thanking him for the fee that had reached her. The sudden popularity of Jenůfa had brought to mind their previous collaboration, The Beginning of a Romance (I/3). What about offering it to the theatre?




Please send me that text by Mr Tichý [Rypáček]. I’d arrange it differently, more dramatically and I’d fervently wish that you’d insert in it very many clear echoes of Slovácko songs. Don’t fear repeating them – or, so to say, borrowing them. Just see how nicely the ‘Zákolanská’ works for instance in Smetana’s The Two Widows.* The whole audience is electrified by it. We’d also put some choruses into it. Meanwhile don’t say anything to anyone about it, send me Mr Rypáček’s text and I’ll suggest a different construction without your having to discard many [musically] developed motifs.9





It seems extraordinary that the author of Her Stepdaughter could not see that there was a world of difference between Jenůfa and its predecessor and that the success of one would not necessarily lead to the success of the other. Janáček seems to have ignored this request and a year and a half later even refused to let Mrs Preissová’s daughter look through the score.10




*





In all Janáček’s letters to Zdenka about the Prague preparations for Jenůfa there was nothing about the set, the designer (Karel Štapfer) or even the producer (Robert Polák). The only production aspects that Janáček commented on were the arrival of the recruits and the Act 1 dances. Janáček’s attention seems to have been directed wholly on Kovařovic, the singers and the orchestra. Now, however, on 3 June he wrote to Gustav Schmoranz complaining about the mill in Act 1. Prague had designed a stone bridge: ‘quite unthinkable’ in Moravia, ‘with that simple, plain gigantic wheel’ stuck on to a tiny cottage. Whether this reflected his own unease, or whether he had been talked into this by his Moravian friends – in particular the painter Alois Kalvoda, who was now offering his services to design a new mill – is unclear. Although reassured by Janáček that ‘nothing else would be necessary for the design’, Schmoranz was having none of this, judging from the testy comments with which he annotated the letter.11


In fact there were more serious problems in Prague than an inauthentic mill. On 2 June, the third performance and one attended by Stejskalová, courtesy of a rail fare from Janáček and a pair of seats from Horvátová,12 there seems to have been an ugly incident between Kovařovic and Horvátová, which she reported to Janáček. Janáček had sent her a telegram that she then gave to Kovařovic to read in the first interval. This led to an altercation between the two in which Kovařovic had said ‘rudely and barbarically in front of four witnesses’ that Janáček behaved as if Horvátová were the only singer in the opera. Whereupon, Kovařovic ordered all four soloists to take a communal bow in the second interval, although (‘as your cook was a witness’) Horvátová was called back ‘seventeen times’. Horvátová instructed Janáček to write ‘an express letter’ of thanks at once to Kovařovic, the soloists, the chorus and the orchestra, and apologize that ‘because of illness’ he had not done so before and instead had simply sent a telegram to Horvátová asking her to pass on his thanks.13 Before Janáček could get round to this, he had heard from Kovařovic himself: ‘The third performance of Jenůfa achieved the same joyful success as the preceding ones and you can boldly say that your work has met with perfect success on the stage of the National Theatre that will certainly be lasting.’ Kovařovic’s main worry was now to maintain this standard of performance and the same commitment from all the cast, ‘one of the most difficult things to achieve in such a varied company’. Being new to the ‘world of theatrical backstage’, Janáček would of course be unaware of the disastrous effect on the cast of reviews that favoured one artist rather than another. Even the tiniest expression of preference by the composer could be damaging. Indeed, Janáček’s ‘personal telegraphic greetings to the Kostelnička’ during the last performance of Jenůfa, ‘no doubt well intentioned’, had had the opposite effect on the rest of the cast. The problem seems to have been not so much the fact that Janáček had sent encouraging telegrams to Horvátová as the fact that she had flaunted them before the rest of the cast. It would be better if in future she could regard them as ‘purely personal’. ‘You will certainly not take ill that with these lines I have drawn your attention to this conflict, which is increasing unnecessarily, and that with your influence you contribute to its disappearance from the world.’14


Janáček was devastated. He had in fact sent a friendly note to Kovařovic on 31 May after the second performance saying that he had heard that it was ‘even more successful’.15 Presumably he had also written some sort of general thanks to the company (see below), though no such letter has survived. He began trying to mend bridges at once:




I’ve just got your letter.


How surprised I was at it! No, with my telegrams I didn’t want to bring about what, according to your words, was achieved by it.


I would have addressed the telegrams to you – if only you’d answered me sooner with just a word!


In the long days of my stay in Prague it was only at Mrs and Mr Noltsch that I found some sort of social notice taken of me.* Thus it happened that I asked Mrs Horvátová to hand over the telegram.


I certainly didn’t want to insult or humiliate anyone else. A proof of this is that my first letters of thanks, as soon as I began to get over my illness and general stupefaction, I sent to you, to the Director Mr Schmoranz, to Mr Schütz, Miss Ungrová, Mr Lebeda, the chorus and to the most esteemed orchestra.


Next time, then, in order to avoid any sort of misunderstanding, I’ll address my remarks during further performances to you, and I ask you kindly to accept them and pass them on as the occasion warrants.


Will it be all right like that?16





The extent of Janáček’s concern is evident from the fact that, having written and posted this letter to Kovařovic, he sat down and wrote another:




Did you get my first letter?


Days full of commotion, full of excitement, full of fear and again full of hope, full of expectation, full of victory and almost stupefaction – all this had a profound effect upon me. I left Prague but felt at the same time that I’d pay for it. I caught your flu and, having it far worse, went to bed in Brno. Every time I go through the recollections of all these events, how it all went, grew, ripened – I encounter you and your devoted work. How to reward you, what can I do? But I come again only with a request to you: stand by me again in my next work. It is Brouček’s Excursion, The True Excursion to the Moon.


It is a burlesque opera, in spirit and character the complete opposite of Jenůfa. But blowing through it is a whiff of Bohemian pure love that tempers the emptiness of the wit and the sharpness of the satire. May I dedicate the work to you at the head of the score as thanks for the enormous labour with which you have raised me to prominence? […]


I’ve already written to you so many times and it hurt me that you never replied. Will you answer now, when you know that I’m convinced of the greatness of your self-sacrificing work, when I’ll never forget that you came and conducted although you were ill, gravely ill?17





Janáček’s hurt at Kovařovic’s patchy response to his many letters was certainly a factor in their awkward relations. From the start, Janáček had been desperate for news of how Jenůfa rehearsals were going and the only person to give him regular bulletins was Mrs Horvátová, whom he hardly knew at the time. Understandably, after all that had gone before, Kovařovic kept his distance. Despite all the fraternizing in Prague, he continued to do so, whereas Horvátová, with a fine instinct for what Janáček was seeking, looked after his needs very well. However, this itself sowed destructive seeds. It is clear from references in Horvátová’s letters to Janáček that Kovařovic resented the cosy relationship between her and Janáček (presented to Janáček, quite sensibly, as something that might upset other members of the cast). Although continuing to conduct the work ‘magnificently’, he was also jealous of Janáček’s success, Horvátová felt, and was taking it out on her by forbidding her to take solo curtain calls. He also made a point of not allowing ovations to go on too long by bringing down the fire curtain soon after the performances ended.18




*





Janáček’s mention of Brouček indicates that, after all the excitement in Prague, his thoughts were moving to his next opera. On 5 June he wrote to Procházka to thank him for what he had sent. Actually it was not quite what he wanted: ‘Well, in the end it’s necessary for it to be thicker, perhaps parallel currents. I’ll do that myself now.’ With the success of Jenůfa in Prague, Janáček felt he had ‘broken through the hard barrier’. He was also curious what Dr Zich would write about Jenůfa in Zvon. ‘I’d like to get to know him personally. Be an intermediary. We have much in common.’19 Janáček may have been referring to Zich’s interest in Czech folk dances or the common source (Svatopluk Čech) for Brouček and for Zich’s opera, the one-act Painter’s Whim, given at the Prague National Theatre six years earlier.


However, Procházka’s services as an ‘intermediary’ were not needed. The next day Janáček wrote an outraged letter to Procházka about Zich’s review that had now appeared in Zvon. For all Zich’s reputation as an interesting music aesthetician, his review inhabited familiar territory: the opera, Zich wrote, was effective on stage, a work of striking individuality, but he had reservations about the ‘speech melodies’ and the many repetitions of words and sentences. ‘As if I’d been kicked’, Janáček expostulated. ‘Like a demigod he tells untruths long since rebutted, the famous composer of The Painter’s Whim [which, Janáček did not trouble to mention, had been taken off after three performances]. It pains me that it was actually you who accepted such a nonsensical review, which squirms about like a snake that’s been trodden on.’20


Perhaps it was his indignation at Procházka’s ‘betrayal’ by printing such a review that led Janáček to scrapping Procházka’s epilogue for Brouček. Previously he had said that what Procházka had written would do and he, Janáček, would add whatever was still necessary himself. But when another potential librettist hove into sight, Janáček grabbed his opportunity. This was Jiří Mahen (1882–1939), one of the most substantial literary figures in Brno of his day, a well-known dramatist, poet and writer. Since 1910 he had lived permanently in Brno, where he was on the staff of Lidové noviny.




In June 1916 [Mahen recalled] Janáček happened to meet me and complained about the work he was having with The Excursion of Mr Brouček to the Moon. He said he had a libretto that he wasn’t satisfied with, and that he needed something for the final act in which Brouček returns to Prague from the moon, something warm. Janáček always made a quick job of everything. I should write him that ending, […] he needed it as soon as possible. Understandably, I was a little confused, for I knew nothing about this, I didn’t know any libretto to Brouček, and so I simply promised that I’d deliver the requested verse lines or prose, but I’d of course be glad to see the whole libretto. Although he wasn’t too taken with this suggestion, he invited me one day to his place and gave me the whole libretto to read. It was quite a thick little book and there were various hands in it. I sat myself down beyond the town, at its limits, and read and read. The revision of the libretto was said to have been done by F.S. Procházka; here evidently was his ending in which Janáček wanted something warm, but where had Janáček got the rest from? I confess that I was thoroughly unhappy with it. There were things there that were impossibly comic and there were direct quotations from Svatopluk Čech, which naturally didn’t harmonize one little bit. […]


I went to Janáček and told him directly that this was an incoherent ragbag and that the whole thing ought to be done again. He was clearly surprised by this, but he admitted my arguments. ‘I hope that you haven’t yet set it all to music?’, I asked him. ‘Of course not’, he replied, ‘a whole number of people did it for me, finally Gellner, and Procházka did the end, but I’m not satisfied. Throw yourself into it! Re-do it!’ – ‘Let’s re-do the ending first of all!’, I suggested, and Janáček agreed.





Mahen went on to describe how he remodelled the epilogue in a couple of days, took it to Janáček, who pronounced himself satisfied, and asked him to carry on with the earlier acts.21 




*





Kovařovic, meanwhile, had returned from a short break and found Janáček’s letters over the Horvátová incident. ‘I see that you take everyday backstage discord among some soloists too tragically.’ He had thought it necessary to warn Janáček of possible consequences but Janáček’s letters had warded off any danger. The most recent performance of Jenůfa, the fourth, on 7 June, had been sold out and Kovařovic hoped that by the end of the month they would have given at least ten performances. This was too optimistic in view of the National Theatre’s commitment to drama and ballet as well as opera, and by the end of the season Jenůfa had been performed only eight times, which is still remarkable considering how late in the season it had been introduced. Today most opera companies know years ahead what opera they are performing on which day: artists travel around the world and long-term planning is needed to pin down their commitments. But the Prague National Theatre was then a repertory company with strict rules for outside engagements. This allowed huge flexibility, and the schedule was established only a week or two ahead entirely according to public demand. If a new show was going well, extra performances could be slotted in. If houses were thin, it could be taken off. Thus, apart from derailment by illness, the number of performances of any one work reflected its popularity with the public rather than the predictions of a planning department.


After the summer holidays, Kovařovic went on, they planned to give Jenůfa as a gala performance on 18 August (the day of Emperor Franz Josef’s birthday). Would Janáček care to conduct this performance? ‘It would add not a little to the glitter of the whole evening! Think about it and on Monday tell me in person what you’ve decided.’ As for Brouček, Kovařovic accepted the dedication ‘with joy and thanks as a rare gesture from the composer himself intended for all members of the company for performing Jenůfa’.22 Janáček, when he wrote back to Kovařovic, was thrilled to hear that Jenůfa was to be done at the August gala but was quite sure that the opera would be in the best hands if Kovařovic conducted. He would come to Prague the next day (Saturday) for the performance of Jenůfa on Monday 12 June.23


The Prague première of Jenůfa had been hard for Zdenka; the weeks that followed were even worse. Either Janáček was being deluged by letters from Horvátová, or was off to Prague to see further performances (and of course to hear Horvátová sing in them). This, at least, was Zdenka’s perception.24 In fact, of the seven performances that season after the première, Janáček had already missed three. Apart from the performance on 12 June he saw only one more, the final one on 9 July, though he did go to Prague for a performance on 29 June that was cancelled at the last moment. When Zdenka received a summons from Vienna to look after her father while her mother and brother were away, she was glad to take up the invitation – and with Janáček’s warm encouragement, a complete turnaround from his attitude when her mother was ill the previous year. Zdenka did not provide a date for this, but the most plausible occasion seems to have been during Janáček’s trip to Prague during the Whitsun weekend. He wrote to her on Whit Monday (12 June):




I think you’re there by now. I travelled with terrible fear when I saw you so agitated.


I don’t write to you what in turn I’m living through. Anyone who’s not a witness to all this, who himself has not experienced something similar, cannot understand, cannot compare himself [with us]. From this arise the terrible torments that neither you nor I could cope with during my gigantic work.





And that settled, Janáček turned to news. The Jenůfa performance that evening had been sold out the day before. It had caught the imagination of the whole populace, from high to low, he wrote. For Janáček to get to the spa of Bohdaneč with Mrs Horvátová (as Zdenka supposed)25 seems unlikely considering everything else that he did over the weekend (he was silent about Bohdaneč). Brouček would be ‘copied out immediately in sections’. The Eternal Gospel would be given. He had been asked to lecture in Prague (a reciprocal arrangement with the teachers from the Prague Conservatory, who would come and lecture in Brno). ‘I burn with inner fire here and have my work cut out to preserve myself, not to get conceited in the onslaught of adulation but with strength to achieve those aims that are clear to me, which God will grant. And you, calm down and don’t trouble me with trivialities.’26


It is letters like these that reveal the depth of Janáček’s belief in himself, battered by the years in the wilderness, and revived by the unexpected success in Prague. In all this, Zdenka was ‘troubling him with trivialities’ and clearly did not believe sufficiently in him, or take the trouble to let him know that she did. In doing just that Horvátová was telling Janáček exactly what he wanted and needed to hear.


Over the Whitsun weekend Janáček failed to visit Procházka, who had been expecting him. It could have been lack of time or because Janáček was angry over the Zich review of Jenůfa. Procházka, however, was not cowed by Jariáček’s bluster: in his view there was nothing that equated with ‘kicking’. ‘Dr Zich writes appreciatively about your work, in a generally sympathetic tone. If he objects to one thing or the other it is always something that can be disputed, and if Zvon were a specialist music periodical we would allow space for discussion.’ Besides, he wrote, Zvon had to give its critics ‘complete freedom’ and had no way of influencing any verdict, though he would not of course accept anything that seemed hostile and tendentious. As a placatory gesture, he sent Janáček Three Songs, which he thought might be suitable for composition.27


Although Janáček did not visit Procházka, on the day he left Prague, Wednesday 14 June, he and Horvátová found time to descend on Josef Suk. Suk was not at home, so Janáček left a note: ‘Dear friend, how sorry I am that we didn’t find you home. It’s me and Mrs Horvátová. I remember your kind presence at the dress rehearsal. How pleased I was with your expressions of recognition. I’ll always remember them. I ask for your portrait. I’ll send you mine today. Keep well and work towards glory.’ To which Horvátová added her now usual greeting: ‘Kostelnička sends a kiss.’28 There was no time, it seems, to pay further visits so Janáček inscribed another photograph, this time for Ostrčil (‘If I were to have a friend, I’d want you!, devotedly, Leoš Janáček’),29 which Horvátová delivered later that day.


After these pleasantries in Prague Janáček arrived home to a welcoming telegram from Horvátová30 and a domestic crisis. Vienna had not been a success for Zdenka. She had been worried and couldn’t sleep. Stejskalová, keeping house in Brno, was also worried: Janáček was away when he should be teaching and Organ School students were making enquiries. ‘What’s to be done with them?’, she wrote to Zdenka. ‘What should I do? Come home.’ Zdenka’s father, who noticed that Zdenka was not writing to her husband and had learnt the cause, also encouraged her to return. There followed a scene, described in Zdenka’s (or Trkanová’s) most lurid prose, with the faithful wife kneeling down before her husband, begging him ‘for God’s sake not to leave me like this, to love me again’. This was followed some days later (the time-frame is uncertain) by an incident over one of Horvátová’s letters that Janáček was reluctant to show her. And when Zdenka came across Janáček writing a letter that he hastily crumpled up, this led to a scene where he allegedly said: ‘We can’t go on like this. You imagine such things, you’re ill. The doctor must come here.’ Whereupon Dr Papírník, the chief doctor of a local lunatic asylum, was summoned. Zdenka told him ‘everything about the première, about the letters, about Luhačovice’. After a similar interview with Janáček in his office at the Organ School Dr Papírník gave his verdict. ‘Madam, your nerves are in a very bad way and you must definitely not go to Luhačovice if Mrs Horvátová is going to be there.’ To help her sleep she was prescribed Veronal, a barbiturate used then as a sedative, and was told to take lukewarm baths in the evening and have cold water poured over her in the morning.31




*





Given Janáček’s recent contacts with Procházka and Mahen over Brouček, it seems almost inconceivable that Janáček now approached yet another potential librettist. On 15 June, the day after his return to Brno, he read in Lidové noviny a brief report on opera in Prague that contained four lines on Jenůfa, placed in flattering comparison with Die Walküre. In large blue letters, Janáček wrote the name of the (anonymous) author at the end – presumably tracked down through his friends at the newspaper office: Viktor Dyk (1877–1931), a well-known poet, novelist and dramatist. And they also, presumably, supplied him with Dyk’s address in Prague. In a memoir of Janáček published a few months after Janáček’s death, Dyk described what happened next:




On four pages, written with a characterful, energetic hand, the composer of Jenůfa turned to me with 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.


I tried to wriggle out of it in every way I could. I hadn’t had the happiest experiences as a librettist and in general as a man of the theatre. I pointed this out to Janáček. Why should the fate of his work depend of all things on the fate of a dramatist who had had so little pleasure from his own work? In vain. I must, I must, I must.


Frankly, I wasn’t convinced that it had to be me. But the fate of a composer who had had to wait for success until he was grey-haired had already inspired me as an essayist to write a feuilleton [recte a few lines] in Lidové noviny. And perhaps it was just that feuilleton that drew Janáček’s attention to me and awoke his trust in me. I did not lack goodwill. But the material frightened me. […] Janáček, however, was already completely into his material and was horrified at the thought that everything that he’d put into the work would be lost. He believed in himself, he believed in the material, he hadn’t a shadow of doubt and it was like speaking to a brick wall. It will be fine. Only soon, soon, soon. He had waited so long and had no time to wait any more.32





Over the next few days Horvátová continued to deluge Janáček with news and instructions. He should send a letter to Mrs Pivoňková (playing Grandmother Buryjovka), who was ‘sad’ that she had not got anything from Janáček. He should give 150 K to the workers, as was the custom.33 The seventh performance on 20 June was sold out. Kovařovic and Kamila Ungrová had taken against her.34 She had passed on The Eternal Gospel for copying.* Should she ‘have a word with Dyk and ask him to write the end of Brouček?’ This, the first reference to Dyk in the correspondence (on 22 June), would appear to be during the period when Janáček was firing off letters to him and getting no response. Everything was going ahead fast and it would be necessary for Janáček to speak to Dyk personally and also to the pianist and arranger Roman Veselý – presumably to persuade him to take on the piano reduction of the score of The Eternal Gospel (111/8).† They [i.e. the company] were looking forward to be able to study ‘at least the first act of Brouček’‚ she wrote in conclusion: ‘I clasp your artistic hand in pure love, your devoted Kostelnička.’35


Brouček was occupying Janáček’s thoughts more and more, egged on by Horvátová: ‘I live now only for Brouček’‚ she had written on 21 June.36 That day Janáček got round to writing to Procházka, apologizing for not seeing him over the Whitsun weekend (‘I had so much running around over the holidays’) and thanking him for his three songs: ‘they go nicely together, the whole a tiny, beautiful story’. This did not mean he intended setting them, and this is the last to be heard of them. By now Janáček had calmed down over Dr Zich. The main burden of the letter was Brouček. ‘If only I now had that end of Brouček. The love serenade added by you* suits me very well. But the ending still doesn’t satisfy me. A good end – a good work.’ This was one of Janáček’s credos. Most of his operas have splendidly effective act endings, and he seems to have known that something was still wrong with Brouček. He returned to an earlier mantra: ‘It is necessary to take Čech’s work as it is, all other arrangements make it worse. It’s impossible to do Brouček again, or re-do it.’ Which is perhaps why he was going off the radical rewriting being proposed by Mahen in Brno.37




*





Further compliments on Jenůfa continued to pour in. Josef Bohuslav Foerster, who had composed his opera Eva to Preissová’s The Farm Mistress, wrote a letter about his delight in reading of the success of Janáček’s opera based on her next play38 (but nevertheless had not troubled to make the short journey to Prague from Vienna, where he then worked as a critic, to see it). The generous comments from a rival did however provoke one of Janáček’s most revealing letters of the time:




You don’t know what pleasure I took from your letter! To me it seems as if I’m in a fairy tale. I compose and compose because something’s driving me to do it. I no longer valued my works – just as I didn’t value what I said. I didn’t believe that sometime someone would notice anything [of mine]. I was overtaken – my own pupils had begun to advise me how to compose,† how to speak through the orchestra. I smiled at it; I could do nothing else. I’m beginning to believe in my life and its mission. You have given me strength.39





From Suk, back from a tour with the Czech Quartet, Janáček had another warm letter thanking him for his picture: ‘Jenůfa has become one of my dearest Czech works’, a work of genius that had given cheer both to the whole audience and to the younger generation of composers: ‘We speak only of you.’40


The opera season was now drawing to its close. Performances of Jenůfa were planned for Sunday 24 and Thursday 28 June. That on the 24th, which Horvátová announced as being ‘almost sold out’ the day before, had to be cancelled at the last minute through the indisposition of Kamila Ungrová. ‘What a terrible woman [Horvátová declared] – evil, false, corrupt – I wasn’t lying when I told you this sincerely right at the beginning.’41 Another letter from Horvátová, written on 24 June, refers to Zdenka’s problems as reported by Janáček:




I don’t know what to write, I’m lost in thought, frightened. How much I’d like to be helping you everywhere and sorting everything out for you. You need calm for such a great work. Pray God just give you health for us, for the nation, for artistic life. […] What a pity that your wife’s a bit ill [and would therefore not be coming with Janáček to Prague on 28 June]. I understand that the journey wouldn’t be pleasant [for her].42





Two days later, while declaring that Janáček was her ‘artistic existence’ (‘I breathe for you and your work’), she regretted that Zdenka didn’t understand her, just as other ladies were saying ‘bad things’ about her, though she [Horvátová] was ‘certainly an honourable, sincere soul worthy of honour’. Her husband, she went on, blind to the ironic juxtaposition, ‘is happy that I’ve found my artistic Ideal and is pleased that I’ll be spending the summer with you; I’d travel to Luhačovice perhaps about 20 July. Would that suit you? Or earlier? […] We’ll make plans for our new opera, it must be at once.’43 On 28 June itself, Horvátová was writing honeyed words to Zdenka in Brno:




I hoped you’d nevertheless come, what a pity it’s just your husband alone. I’d like to talk lots and lots with you so that you’d get to know my pure artistic soul and I yours. I know that you’ll wish it to me soon. On Friday I’m setting off to see my husband. See you soon. Your sincere Kostelnička.





This letter was evidently just as much for Janáček’s eyes as for Zdenka’s since it was left open and Janáček added a few words to say that he had arrived, that Jenůfa had been sold out for the two cancelled performances but would be given, finally, on 6 July, at the end of the season.44* It was a partly wasted journey. Jenůfa, which had already been postponed from 28 to 29 June, was replaced at the last moment by a ballet Bajaja (by Jindřich Kàan), presumably because of Ungrová’s continued illness. Janáček wrote to Zdenka that day. He had been at a party at Kovařovic’s where Janáček had encountered Vítězslav Novák.† ‘Novák stood before me surprised! Certainly we didn’t stand against one another as enemies. We can avoid one another in artistic creation.’ Janáček had still to go to meetings with Dyk, Roman Veselý and Kovařovic. He would return the next day and be in Brno at 1.30. And, as if Zdenka had not heard enough of Mrs Horvátová, the final paragraph was devoted to her: ‘Psychologically it’s interesting that Mrs Horvátová, when she still didn’t know me at all, was enraptured while learning her part. Her husband said to her, “where will it lead you if the work fails!” In her case her passion is not the coquetterie of a woman of the theatre. It’s real enthusiasm. Such is her dear soul.’45
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Dyk, meanwhile, was looking critically at the Brouček libretto. On 3 July he wrote to Janáček:




I’ve read what [you] sent and for the moment tell you my opinion, according to my promise. The text of the beginning and the end of the Excursion seems to me frankly a little operetta-ish. Perhaps it would go down well, but I can see that it considerably restricts you as a composer.


For music surely works mainly with emotion. And the emotional side is impoverished. Otherwise, of course, the text is not without wit; I agree with you in this respect, however, that in keeping with today’s fashion of dénouement something from the beginning could be repeated at the end – milieu, songs; and the finale of the piece, a burlesque death march with the drunken Brouček [a feature of Gellner’s and Procházka’s librettos], would not today, at a time of so many real deaths, have perhaps the most favourable effect.


How to revise it all I still don’t know for the moment, I’ll try my best as soon as there’s a little time to do a draft for you – of course I don’t know if there’ll be other faults in it.46





He was soon to find another fault: it seemed a bit unlikely that Mazal would have been dancing with Brouček’s housekeeper (who is depicted as ‘very old, settled, scrupulous’).47 In his first letter, he had set a date for another meeting, on 8 July, the day before the final performance of Jenůfa that season. When Janáček wrote confirming it (at his hotel Archduke Štěpán towards five o’clock) there is an indication of the composer’s relentless pressure that Dyk had commented on in his memoir: ‘Wouldn’t you have a moment to sketch at least that little part of Act 1?’48




*





July was officially the time for theatre holidays, and singers and staff had already dispersed. Horvátová had gone off on 1 July to the Bohemian spa of Mariánské Lázně (better known at the time in its  German form of Marienbad), from where she kept up her daily stream of letters. It was thus a ‘sacrifice’, as Janáček put it, for them all to reassemble for the final performance of Jenůfa on 9 July. This, however, seems to have gone well enough. It was a ‘divine evening’, Horvátová wrote to Janáček the next day:




What a pity your wife wasn’t there as well.


Everyone’s talking about Jenůfa, but I already only talk about Brouček – so that it will reach the public as an even bigger treat.


How was your journey? I believe that you were already tired yesterday – just hope your health serves you and you have the greatest peace.49





No peace, however, was immediately vouchsafed. That evening, after Janáček returned from Prague, Zdenka attempted to commit suicide.




Notes


1 OO to LJ, 28 May 1916 (JODA, JP109).


2 LJ to OO, 31 May 1916 (JA ii, 19).


3 FSP to LJ, 29 May 1916 (JA iii, 17–18).


4 GH to LJ, 29 May 1916 (JA vi, 16).


5 GH to LJ, 31 May 1916 (JA vi, 17–18).


6 GH to LJ, 30 May 1916 (JA vi, 17).


7 GH to LJ, 31 May 1916 (JA vi, 17–18).


8 MLWJ, 133.


9 Preissová to LJ, 1 June 1916 (JODA, PR37).


10 Preissová to LJ, 5 Dec 1917 (JODA, PR38).


11 LJ to Schmoranz, 3 June 1916 (JA vii, 31).


12 MLWJ, 133; GH to LJ, 2 June 1916 (BmJA, B 1178).


13 GH to LJ, 2 June 1916 (BmJA, B1185).


14 KK to LJ, 3 June 1916 (JA vii, 32–3).


15 LJ to KK, 31 May 1916 (JA vii, 30).


16 LJ to KK, 4 June 1916 (JODA, JP113).


17 LJ to KK, 4 June 1916 (JODA, JP114).


18 GH to LJ, 21 June 1916 (BmJA, B 1177).


19 LJ to FSP, 5 June 1916 (JA iii, 19).


20 LJ to FSP, 6 June 1916 (JA iii, 20–1).


21 Mahen 1929, Eng. trans, in JODA, BR64.


22 KK to LJ, 8 June 1916 (JODA, JP115).


23 LJ to KK, 9 June 1916 (Šědroň 1962, 49).


24 MLWJ, 133.


25 MLWJ, 113.


26 LJ to ZJ, 12 June 1916 (BmJA, D 1218).


27 FSP to LJ, 12 June 1916 (JA iii, 21–2).


28 LJ to Suk, 14 June 1916 (Květ 1946, 50–1).


29 LJ to OO, 14 June 1916 (JA ii, 20, fn.*).


30 GH to LJ, 14 June 1916 (BmJA, A 4741).


31 MLWJ, 134–6.


32 Dyk 1928, Eng. trans, in JODA, BR71.


33 GH to LJ, 18 June 1916 (JA vi, 18).


34 GH to LJ, 21 June 1916 (BmJA, B 1171).


35 GH to LJ, 22 June 1916 (BmJA, B 178).


36 GH to LJ, 21 June 1916 (BmJA, B1183).


37 LJ to FSP, 21 June 1916 (JA iii, 23).


38 Foerster to LJ, 22 June 1916 (BmJA, A 526).


39 LJ to Foerster, 24 June 1916 (JODA, JP111).


40 Suk to LJ, 23 June 1916 (BmJA, B 152).


41 GH to LJ, 26 June 1916 (BmJA, B 1184).


42 GH to LJ, 24 June 1916 (BmJA, B 165); passage omitted in JA vi, 20–1.


43 GH to LJ, 26 June 1916 (BmJA, B1186).


44 GH and LJ to ZJ, 28 June 1916 (BmJA, B 1339).


45 LJ to ZJ, 29 June 1916 (BmJA, D 1219).


46 Dyk to LJ, 3 July 1916 (JODA, BR72).


47 Dyk to LJ, undated, 4? July 1916 (JA v, 64).


48 LJ to Dyk, 6 July 1916 (private collection).


49 GH to LJ, 10 July 1916 (JA vi, 24).







* See, among many others, a congratulatory letter from a Professor A. Semirad and his family to Janáček, 29 May 1916 (BmJA, A 605) with Janáček’s note ‘answered 5/6’.


* Preissová presumably had in mind the final polka.


* A formulation suggested in Horvátová’s letter to Janáček of 2 June 1916 (BmJA, B 1185).
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† This sounds like a reference to Jan Kunc with his advice on word-setting in Jenůfa (see vol. i, chap. 62).


* Even the ‘6 July’ moved to 9 July; see below.
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1916c (10 July–3 September)





In her memoirs Zdenka described what led her to her suicide attempt:




He was in a terrible mood, clearly someone had made him angry with me. He began to stride around the room and reproach me that I was his misfortune, that I’d ruined his life, that I was an obstacle to his composition, that I didn’t understand him. He abused me terribly. […] I couldn’t find a single thought, let alone a word, with which to defend myself. I just cried and cried and he went on at me for two hours until he’d completely convinced me that I was destroying him. It seemed to me that there was only one thing with which, just a little, I could expiate my guilt and show him that I was also capable of making a sacrifice for him. By the time he’d given vent to his anger and gone to bed, I’d made up my mind. I gave orders to Mářa about what work she had to do in the morning, I plaited my hair and took about twenty Veronal tablets. And on top of that, morphine, which my husband used to take at one time. I told myself that it would be enough for Leoš to be free. Then I went to sleep.





According to Stejskalová,1 Zdenka’s suicide attempt took place on 10 July 1916, the day after the last Prague performance of Jenůfa that season. When her mistress did not get up the next morning, she went to wake her and realized what had happened. Janáček was called, doctors arrived, the phial was found, and Zdenka was taken off by ambulance to the hospital, where her stomach was pumped out. The stomach pump would not have been much use by the morning since the Veronal would have been absorbed by then. It seems that she took an underdose – a classic ‘cry for help’. However, the suicide attempt seems to have settled something in Zdenka’s mind:




In the hospital something changed within me. As if I’d got tougher and understood my unhappiness in a different way. I saw that what I’d offered as the highest sacrifice my husband took only as an embarrassing, unpleasant event of which he was guiltless and which on the whole left him unmoved. Not a single word passed between us to the effect that it was all because of Mrs Horvátová, and that it would be necessary somehow to straighten out this intolerable relationship. And so there was nothing but for me to drag the burden of life further, however heavy it was. But it was a great lesson in life for me. […] From that moment I carefully avoided any sort of scene, I dealt completely calmly with my husband and let him do what he wanted. He was very kind to me and told me every moment not to worry and that between him and Mrs Horvátová there was simply an artistic friendship. I no longer read their letters: my husband didn’t give them to me and I didn’t say anything about them.2





Quite what Janáček made of it all one does not know since his letters to Horvátová, seemingly his only personal correspondent of the time, have disappeared, but he clearly sent her a telegram that elicited her anguished reaction on 12 July: ‘I have only the telegram – completely frightened. What is it again? For God’s sake! I have enormous worries. My God, Maestro, you must wish peace for yourself in your work, the world awaits your genius.’3 Two days later Horvátová was merely wishing that Zdenka would be ‘calm’.4 Perhaps the best indication of Janáček’s feelings is that on 17 July, a week after Zdenka’s suicide attempt, he set off for his planned trip to Luhačovice. He was there for a week on his own, and then joined by Horvátová. To us today his behaviour may seem callous, but perhaps he regarded Zdenka’s suicide purely as manipulation and felt the best way of handling it was a brisk, business-as-usual approach. Zdenka in turn had been encouraged by her brother Leo (who had come to Janáček’s summons by telegram) to let Leoš do what he wanted, ‘that his glory had gone to his head’.5


Janáček at least showed some concern by writing regular, newsy letters from Luhačovice. He was staying again at the Pospíšils’ guesthouse and, after giving news of his train companions, he moved into a more personal vein:




My little soul, don’t worry that Mrs Horvátová might stay in the same house. You know that for committing a sin there would be enough room anywhere. Just trust me that you’re mine and will remain mine and we’ll remain each others’. I’m writing to you quickly straight after my arrival. So write to me confidentially and truthfully – open all your soul always. Sincerely loving you, Leoš.6





Normally Janáček signed off quite abruptly with a mere ‘greeting’, so a ‘sincerely loving’ Leoš was something out of the ordinary. Even more remarkable was ‘my little soul’, an endearment that became much more common in later years in his letters to Kamila Stösslová.


The day after his arrival he wrote a letter while sitting in the sun after his early-morning spa treatment: not warm, he wrote, with his ‘raglan’ draped round his shoulders.* He was pleased with his accommodation at the Pospišils with ‘excellent coffee’ and two eggs a day. Despite wartime, food seemed abundant (except for bread, which was rationed),† if a little pricey (roast beef at the hotel was 3 K). Zdenka, he suggested, shouldn’t worry herself with fruitless rumination but should tell him everything on her mind (‘I’m expecting as many letters as possible from you’). Would she have been comforted to know that if she hadn’t been on her husband’s mind, he would feel ‘more cheerful’? He concluded the letter with a scarcely ringing declaration of affection: ‘We don’t need to declare our love: fate has already firmly united us.’7


The next day, Wednesday 19 July, Janáček reported that Mrs Horvátová wouldn’t perhaps be staying at the Pospišils where all they had left was ‘two holes joined together’; he had just been to look at the Smetana House, which was magnificently equipped and comparatively cheap that year. He also discovered that there would be a concert by Vach’s Women Teachers on ‘Friday’ (recte Sunday), though no posters had so far appeared. The spa was helping him, he wrote, but the fact that Dyk’s libretto hadn’t arrived caused him anxiety. So did perhaps Zdenka’s ‘terrible action’ – how much she had wanted to sacrifice for his freedom and his work, while he didn’t want even a thousandth part of such a sacrifice. Nevertheless, he reminded Zdenka, Mrs Horvátová also wanted what was good for him.8


Brouček news reached him the next day from an unexpected quarter. Janáček may have forgotten that Jiří Mahen was still writing a whole opera libretto, as instructed:




You will get Act 3 probably on Saturday [22 July] – it’s already almost completely finished. Please, if you can get the text of the libretto copied out, have it copied in typescript two or three times and kindly send me one (paginated) copy so that we can then easily discuss it if I can’t get to Luhačovice.


I wish you the very best time at the spa – and lots of appetite for work.9





It was almost three weeks before Janáček got round to answering this letter.


Janáček’s letter to Zdenka of 20 July gives one of the few indications at the time of a country at war: he had been witness to a police search at the Pospíšils’ guesthouse; they were looking for a spy who was said to have lived there during the winter. The other news was that he had now bumped into Ferdinand Vach, who had invited him to take part in the Luhačovice rehearsals for The Wolf’s Trail (IV/39).10


A packet arrived from Dyk the next day. Janáček was delighted and relieved: Dyk, as he told Zdenka, ‘saves my work’ (presumably in contrast to Mahen, who did not), and although he didn’t normally compose at Luhačovice, Janáček declared he would work on the opera there.11 To Dyk Janáček undertook to send in return the first scene on the moon. But even before that Janáček was insisting on the final act: ‘A good, hearty end.’12


That day’s post at last also brought a letter from his wife. Zdenka, who inherited Janáček’s correspondence after his death, presumably destroyed all her own communications apart from a few innocuous postcards, so that the only hints of what she felt, ten days after her attempted suicide, are found in her memoirs and Janáček’s responses. It seems that it was only now that Zdenka began talking about her feelings to her husband, having been afraid before that he might laugh at them. Whatever it was she wrote, it elicited from Janáček his own rationalization of the present roles of the two women in his life:




Your letter eventually arrived. Laughing at feelings? Shouldn’t I know what it is! Nine tenths of what makes a man is his feeling. And the last tenth, his actions, have their root again in that feeling. How many years you’ve silenced of those thirty-five years of ours.


You see, I’m always the same: with me it’s the same constant feeling that wouldn’t allow anyone to harm you; everything would rise up in me if anyone wanted to harm you. So I’m glad of your confession, as I’m glad also of Mrs Horvátová’s confession. I have lived a life with you, she weaves and prolongs my life further for me in my works. And, believe me, she’s the only such one, with no thought of gain for herself. Our affinity has deep roots, it goes as deep as my musical creation.


I value her feelings, and you, in your love for me, must do the same. I know that for my work I need your silence for glory; for the recognition of that work, I need her lively temperament, her ruthless action in my favour.





Apart from reporting on Dyk’s libretto and on the incident with the police, he mentioned that his right kidney had ‘flared up’, though he seemed unconcerned about it, and that afternoon he would be going off to the rehearsal of The Wolf’s Trail by Vach’s Women Teachers.13 When he wrote first thing the next day (Saturday 22 July) he had presumably had enough of Zdenka’s laments in Brno. ‘So can we now leave these “love” conversations? I now have a head full of other things’, the Dyk libretto for instance, and the Women Teachers’ rehearsal the previous day. That had been a dreadful disappointment. He sat in a group that included Vach and his wife and Marie Dvořáková from the Organ School, ‘naked in the thorns’. There was another rehearsal that morning, which he described shortly afterwards:




The terrible things I’ve experienced! The chorus completely misunderstood[!] Sung harshly without feeling[!] Bad tempos! Why couldn’t that person [i.e. Ferdinand Vach] have come to see me in Brno for a consultation? Conceited man! I think that I’ll still be able to save it. They would sing it well. But he just sees the notes and nothing of what lies behind them. It would have been a disaster.


That witch raced out of the room when I began to correct it. The Women Teachers recovered; I saw it on their faces. […] After The 70,000 a second composition would have been buried by him!*





If Janáček had been sitting with Vach, the ‘witch’ was presumably a deputy conductor (or the soloist). Janáček went along to the three o’clock rehearsal that afternoon,14 the final one before the concert the next day, Sunday 23 July.


This concert was in fact the première of The Wolf’s Trail† and it went off rather better than Janáček had feared. Although, as he later wrote to Zdenka, the soloist was not up to the piece because of her dramatic shortcomings and the chorus was worn out, they kept going. Vach was at least ‘an honest trainer – but cannot raise himself. Afterwards Janáček had gone with the ‘young people’ from the choir for a trip into the mountains.15 Janáček’s being demonstratively pally with Vach’s choir members was meant to be his revenge on Vach for keeping him away from rehearsals in Brno, but he ended up with food poisoning. On the outing they had collected mushrooms and cooked them. Janáček had a headache the whole night and a violent stomach upset.  This had not, however, got in the way of his making corrections to the chorus the next day (‘it will certainly be [one of my] most beautiful choruses’). By then Zdenka’s letter and a food parcel had arrived. The letter had pleased him: ‘at least there is interest about other things’.16


Zdenka really had no option but to take an interest in ‘other things’. There was, for instance, the impending visit of Mrs Horvátová en route to Luhačovice. ‘My husband told me that he’d be in Luhačovice for a fortnight [recte a week] on his own, then Mrs Horvátová would arrive. She would, he said, be too tired to make the journey from Prague to Luhačovice in one go, so could she stay the night in our house?’ This was Janáček’s initiative (from Horvátová’s letter of 13 July to him, it is clear that she was planning to spend the night in Brno at the Hôtel de l’Europe, though hoping that Zdenka would meet her at the station).17 Furthermore, Janáček insisted that the invitation come from Zdenka herself.18 Mrs Horvátová responded to Zdenka’s no doubt reluctant letter to say that she would be arriving on the evening of Monday 24 July and would look forward to Zdenka ‘with all of a faithful heart’.19 Zdenka’s memoirs come alive particularly in her descriptions of the exotic artiste, and her stay in Brno is one of the set pieces designed to demonstrate Mrs Horvátová’s flamboyance and lack of consideration for others (in contrast, of course, to Zdenka’s more refined feelings):




In this difficult time of war, when things were already in a very bad way, I got together what I could and then I waited for an hour at the station – trains at that time went so irregularly – until Mrs Horvátová arrived. She jumped out of the carriage impetuously, a striking figure in a light-coloured cloak and a green cap that hit the eye at a time when almost every second woman went around either in mourning or with a black band on the sleeve and when the rest of us also avoided cheerful colours out of consideration for them. With a great show of loving, she embraced and kissed me, telling me that she’d been ill so that she’d thought she wouldn’t be able to come, but that she couldn’t disappoint me in this way. I was correct, coolly welcoming. […]


Even Mářa did all she could and prepared a good supper for us: pork with sauerkraut, potatoes, a cake, beer, wine. Considering the times, it was splendid.* Mrs Horvátová really enjoyed it. She talked and talked, she talked the whole time, one would say colloquially that she never shut her trap. But in a while I saw that her words should be taken with a pinch of salt, that they weren’t always the most truthful. And for my taste her words were at times too ‘wild’.


She had to get up early the next morning, I prepared a pack for her and for my husband, we said goodbye and off she went with Mářa, who carried her cases for her. I heaved a sigh of relief: it had gone well. Afterwards Mářa told me how Mrs Horvátová had begun to dance on the pavement in front of our house, to wave her arms and twitter: ‘He’s coming to meet me, he’s coming to meet me!’ […] And afterwards at the station, she said, Mrs Horvátová behaved so bizarrely that some of our friends asked Mářa if the lady was from the circus.20





After Horvátová’s arrival in Luhačovice the dynamic of Janáček’s and Zdenka’s correspondence changed. Janáček and Horvátová now sent joint cards: on Tuesday 25 July21 and the next day.22 On the latter Janáček, rather oddly signing himself with his full name, simply added: ‘Our merry table greets you.’ A typical ‘merry table’ was commemorated in a photograph of Janáček (in boater, tie and blazer) and Horvátová (in white) sitting amidst the company of five raffish young men and two rather more dour older gentlemen.* The real news came from Horvátová in a separate postcard: ‘I haven’t seen your husband all morning. He’s drinking water, bathing and works on a chorus that has to be finished [The Wolf’s Trail]. I, on the other hand, bathe in the afternoon. Then we see each other only for a few hours. The prices are truly terribly high here. Kiss. Noltschová.’23 Was Zdenka meant to be reassured that ‘we see each other only for a few hours’? She wasn’t, or at least she kept her silence in Brno, so that Horvátová’s card the next day read: ‘Why don’t you write? Every post your husband waits in vain for your letter. Once again many thanks for everything good that I experienced at your house. Your Kostelnička.’24 That day, Janáček himself wrote as well:




Don’t you have a moment for a few words? You’ve no idea how bad I felt after being almost poisoned from mushrooms. From Sunday I’ve not really eaten, and what I did I brought up. Terrible headache. But I’m treating myself in my own fashion: I’m drinking water. […] Mrs Horvátová is looking after everything – you know I have no sense: […] she’s as organized and organizing as you.





This was another newsy letter. Possible trips are mentioned: to Uherské Hradištĕ to look at a ‘vast collection’ of folk embroidery and,  after Luhačovice, to Prague and Bohdaneč. But chiefly there were grumbles about wartime shortages and prices. The cakes that Zdenka had sent with Horvátová were ‘outstanding’. It concluded, rather pathetically: ‘I remember you, but do write and don’t let me beg you to write. Your loving Leoš.’25


One of the people Janáček encountered in Luhačovice was Bedřich Jeřábek, who ran a travelling opera company based in south-eastern Bohemia. He had already attempted to get permission to copy the Prague Jenůfa material (seemingly the first sign of interest in the opera outside Prague and Brno) and Kovařovic had refused permission.26 In Luhačovice he lobbied Janáček, who eventually found himself promising to write to Kovařovic (‘he keeps asking for a good word from me’). Janáček had made strenuous efforts to get his smart new friends from Prague to come to Luhačovice but both Kovařovic and Ostrčil had declined. Janáček now went on to tell Kovařovic what he was missing: ‘We are living joyfully here – if the weather contributes a bit – then downright magnificently.’ The joyful living included discovering new aspects of Mrs Horvátová. ‘A composer’s life with her could be happy’, he wrote.27 Although Janáček had told Zdenka that there was room in his life for both her and Horvátová, this is the clearest indication so far of how his views were changing. One wonders what Kovařovic made of it in view of their exchange the previous month about Janáček’s favouritism of Mrs Horvátová. But he did not respond.


Zdenka, at last, had now written, which put Janáček’s mind at rest, though his reply, or at least its opening, would hardly have reassured her:




Mrs Horvátová is looking after me so attentively that indeed I wouldn’t have expected her to be such a prudent woman. She is not only an artiste but goes into such detail in domestic things that one can only praise her. But you needn’t be jealous. You must have seen her straightforwardness.


On Saturday [i.e. the next day, 29 July] Mr Kretz* has invited us to Uherské Hradištĕ.


We’ll go there in the afternoon to inspect the [folk] embroidery. On Sunday morning the folk costumes will be a sight when people go to church. In the afternoon back to Luhačovice.


I’m drinking water strenuously and bathe. The peat baths are better in Bohdaneč. Here everyone does what he wants, no-one in charge, no order. The linen’s packed and today it will go by post.


No more apricots? They tasted splendid; also the cake made from our nuts.


Dyk wrote to me [saying] that he wasn’t called up and that he’s getting down to work with enthusiasm – a stone has fallen from my heart.


Today’s the first day without clouds. Day after day there’s rain, a storm – and one gets wet!


Today we’re going to look at the old mill. On 6 August Kalvoda* is coming to Luhačovice to sketch it. I’ll ask him for designs for Brouček.28





Not only was Zdenka having to come to terms with Janáček’s having fun with Horvátová in Luhačovice (staying at the Pospíšils after all)29 but was having to send supplementary food supplies (such as the cake and the apricots) and also having to attend to Janáček’s dirty linen, which was being posted that day. It was perhaps with some Schadenfreude that Zdenka discovered in Janáček’s letter the next day the outcome of the trip to the old mill. After three days Janáček had tired of ‘slinking round the Slanice like a spider’ and so hauled off Mrs Horvátová on a two-and-a-half-hour trek. She was not expecting anything so adventurous and was not dressed for the occasion. Three hours later her white shoes and her white clothes were ruined: ‘On the road, off the road; you know how I can lead! But she went on. I couldn’t help it that even the hill paths to the top were one stream, all mud. Well, it turned out all right.’ And there was another incident that perhaps Zdenka would have enjoyed in Janáček’s detailed narration:




The only new thing to tell you is the vulgarity of Mrs Bartošová! † We meet her; I had in mind to introduce her to Mrs Horvátová. So I stopped – Mrs Horvátová, however, didn’t know about my plan and therefore went on walking. And now the exchange:




 





Mrs Bartošová: Where do you have your wife?


I: At home.


Mrs Bartošová: Oh, she’s a nice woman.


I: Certainly. (And I go off since Mrs Horvátová had gone on a little by five paces and remained standing.)


Mrs Bartošová (like a silly duck bowing to me): I wouldn’t be so ni-i-i-ice.


I: Silly monkey! (I think that she clearly heard it.)30





The trip to Uherské Hradiště was a success. Janáček and Horvátová spent the Saturday and Sunday morning there, including a visit to František Kretz’s wine cellar.31 They returned the next day with a good haul of folk embroidery. There was a little something for Zdenka, Janáček wrote on 30 July, whereas Mrs Horvátová had been presented with a complete outfit,32 or in fact three, if Janáček’s letter to Otakar Nebuška the next day is to be believed: ‘By the generous gift of Director Kretz Mrs Horvátová will appear in all acts in a different, fairy-tale folk costume.’33 If this is true, then Janáček had clearly been carried away. The elaborately embroidered folk costumes were Sunday best, not everyday attire. No-one would have three, and certainly not the Kostelnička, who is meant to be as poor as a church mouse. When he wrote on 30 July, Janáček remembered Zdenka’s birthday that day, wishing her health and contentment and a long life with him. He advised her against ‘black thoughts’, especially since he had now forgiven her for ‘everything that was bad’.34


Zdenka had now, no doubt reluctantly, written to Horvátová and from her heard another account of the spoils from the Uherské Hradiště expedition. It was a long letter of eight pages, written in German (which was perhaps an easier method of communication between the two women). It also mentioned the new folk outfits, and how Horvátová was hoping to appear in them in the gala performance in August. Could they perhaps be dry-cleaned in Brno? One also learns from the letter that Mrs Horvátová had been through the Brouček text with Janáček.35


Although he had announced to Dyk his intention of working on Brouček in Luhačovice, there is no evidence of his doing so, unless merely reading through the text with Horvátová counted as work. He spent some time revising The Wolf’s Trail and sent it to Brno for copying: Sedláček wrote out a new copy dated 1 August. That weekend was taken up with the Uherské Hradiště expedition, and when on the following Monday Janáček responded to Nebuška’s query about how Brouček was doing, he merely reported that Roman Veselý (see chap. 7) had agreed to make the piano-vocal score, and that Dyk was ‘doing some additions’.36 Furthermore, Janáček continued to be an attentive host to Mrs Horvátová. When she wrote to Zdenka the next day thanking her for more cakes, she reported: ‘I know that you’ll be pleased with your husband – to tell the truth, when I arrived here, he looked changed and constantly thoughtful – I don’t know why, but thank God he’s now cheerful and very sunburnt. We keep on making long trips in the sun. That’s the Maestro’s wish and I just obey.’37




 *





Meanwhile, another, even more elaborate trip was being planned. In a short note to Zdenka, Janáček described the proposed itinerary: on Friday 4 August he and Mrs Horvátová would travel to the important ethnographic centre of Slovácko, Velká nad Veličkou, and would stay there for the weekend with the parents of Miss Blažková.* On Sunday afternoon they would be in Javorník, on Monday with the painter Joža Úprka in Hroznová Lhota. They would return via Znorovy and Kunovice to Luhačovice.38


Before setting off, however, Janáček had to scribble another pacifying note to Zdenka, from whom he seems to have got a particularly disgruntled letter. It can’t be said that he had a happy touch in these things: ‘Now Zdenka, if you really like me then you must like Mrs Horvátová twice as much.’ Zdenka would not find it hard to do something for Mrs Horvátová when she visited at the end of the Luhačovice jaunt. ‘If I arrive healthy, rested, full of appetite for work after this stay in Luhačovice, then this is her doing.’ No, it wouldn’t be a good idea (presumably Zdenka’s bold suggestion) to let Mrs Horvátová go travelling on alone: ‘that would be rudeness and vulgarity, of which I am incapable’. Zdenka, instead, was warned of all the dirty linen they’d be bringing back and was instructed to prepare a meal for them and to ‘Look forward to it.’39


The travelling plan set out above is corroborated by the series of postcards that Zdenka received over the next few days. A joint postcard (from Janáček, Horvátová and four others) marked their departure on 4 August (‘before leaving’, Janáček noted).40 Horvátová and Janáček sent a greeting from Velká the next day.41 A further card from Velká described the bad weather and the transport problems, with the coachman letting them down.42 Velká was the place of Janáček’s discovery of the folk ensembles of Slovácko a quarter century earlier (see vol. i, chap. 29) and, even more to the point, the region where Jenůfa is thought to take place. Thus the object of the visit was for Mrs Horvátová to see this countryside with her own eyes, and above all to meet Martin Zeman’s sister Kateřina Hudečková: ‘a regal woman, aristocratic, beautiful, in her figure the model for the Kostelnička’.* In Horvátová’s later reminiscences43 she attributes these words to František Bartoš, but this source has not been confirmed.44 Nor, apart from the visit to Mrs Hudečková, have some of Horvátová’s other recollections. The impression one gets from them is that this was a study tour ahead of the première, but Janáček’s well-documented movements at this period (and no doubt Horvátová’s professional engagements) rule out any such trip until the opera season was over. Furthermore, Horvátová claims that this trip began in Janáček’s own home village of Hukvaldy, from where they went on to Velká. Janáček’s and Horvátová’s movements from 24 July (when she joined Janáček in Luhačovice) are charted by letters to Zdenka, and there is no mention of Hukvaldy in these daily letters, let alone any room in the timetable for such a trip. Maybe Horvátová’s Moravian geography was hazy and all these remote country locations seemed very much the same to her. Or maybe Janáček went on so much about his native Hukvaldy that she felt she had really been there.


The party also got to Javorník, as planned. Years later, in an interview shortly before her death, Horvátová still remembered singing in the choir there. She was enchanted, she said, by the white folk costumes of the Protestant women.45 In a predominantly Catholic country Protestant communities were rare and Javorník (and its neighbouring villages in Horňácko) was exceptional in being famously Protestant. From Javorník Zdenka received an attractive black-and-white postcard showing the interior of the chapel of the Bohemian Brethren, a simple affair with stencilled wall decorations, a prominent pulpit and a table with a bible on it.46


Just before leaving Luhačovice Janáček had been sent an anonymous letter ‘more insultingly vulgar’ than anything he ever had in his life. ‘No-one from here, who sees my and Mrs Horvátová’s life here could have written such a letter. It’s a Brno person, only a Brno person who hates me.’ If anyone, such as the ‘malicious Bartošová’, should ask Zdenka, she should say that she wishes her husband a break, ‘which I certainly need after work and for [future] work’.47 Zdenka, too, seems to have been the recipient of similar communications and wrote to her husband about it. Janáček was sufficiently exercised to reply to her from Velká:




Don’t think that I don’t also get those anonymous letters from Brno! I wonder why you want to bother yourself with it! If a letter is unsigned, throw it unread on to the fire.


It is some Brno bitch that knows you well, and me too and our relations, who knows well that she’s pouring oil on the fire! No person here could have written it: our life here is as clear as daylight. […]


How to protect oneself against this blind knavery? Just trust me. You know what binds me to Mrs Horvátová and what binds me to you. Whoever wants to know more and is an honourable person, let him seek me out. […]


Just stop drowning yourself in baseless speculation. You know that all I want is what is good for you and I’ll stick with that.


This week we’ll stay now only in Luhačovice and on Sunday evening let’s merrily and contentedly meet together. I really wish this.48





Back in Luhačovice Janáček eventually got down to various items of business that he seems to have been putting off. There was, for instance, that long-overdue letter to Mahen. On 10 August he finally wrote a bland though non-committal thank-you note: ‘What you left for me has made me very satisfied; I’ll make much use of it. You’ve saved me work.’49 Actually, as Mahen explained in his memoir, he was not entirely ignorant of what was going on. During Janáček’s absence he had delivered his full libretto to the house:




The Maestro wasn’t at home. Before I was received by the lady of the house, I looked around the piano curiously…. A large fat volume lay open there, full of notes: Brouček … Brouček … Such a fat book?* First scene completely finished – according to the old text …! Second scene completely finished – according to the old text…! I didn’t look any further. […]


I waited indeed with no little curiosity for his verdict on the libretto. Why didn’t Janáček tell me that he had the libretto (the old text), set to music (possibly) completely? Surely all that was really needed was some revision of the fourth scene – and that would be that.50





Janáček also wrote to Dr Veselý to book accommodation in Bohdaneč from 14 August. Although Zdenka had not been allowed to go to Luhačovice, she was included in the Bohdaneč trip, a week during which they would make a trip to Prague to attend the Jenůfa gala, which had been moved forward to 17 August, i.e. the eve of the emperor’s birthday (his very last one: he died a month later on 21 September at the age of eighty-six). ‘Are you also coming with your wife?’, Janáček asked Veselý rather tactlessly. Furthermore, it seems that Peška had now sided with the Veselýs. The warm-hearted correspondence had stopped. ‘What’s up, please, with Mr Peška? All letters to him remain unanswered. I can’t explain it other than his being ill.’51


A third letter that day (10 August) was more a matter of letting off steam. On 4 August Smetana published Nejedlý’s review of Jenůfa. This long, unpleasant piece of vitriol awaited Janáček on his return from Velká. Nejedlý had made up his mind about the opera from the piano-vocal score (one suspects, even before hearing it performed) and was not going to change his mind now, despite the brilliant Prague production and all the fuss. It was unsatisfactory, he declared, both from an artistic and from an ethnographic point of view (Janáček belonged to the ‘older ethnographical school’ that was unable to present ‘a more subtle, organic and truer’ picture). Then there was the ‘impossible repetition of words’, which led to ‘unintentional comedy in some places’ while from the ‘artificial forms’ one could see where ‘Janáček’s primitivism leads’: ‘Janáček even tries to write duets, naturally not polyphonic, but only melodic, as though in real life people interrupt each other.’ And, with his talent for the pithy phrase, Nejedlý pronounced that ‘Jenůfa is an old Singspiel in a new cloak and it bears within it all the diseases of this kind, to which Smetana opposes his cultured art.’52


The devil’s hoof betrays itself in the final line. It was Smetana’s ‘cultured art’ for which Nejedlý feared. Janáček was not part of the post-Smetana succession that Nejedlý had consecrated and he (Nejedlý) was damned if this elderly upstart was going to get in the way.


When he wrote to Kovařovic about it Janáček was speechless, or rather, incoherent. But among his exasperated exclamations are expressions of some ideas that he took so much for granted that they seldom surface:




How can a composer compose without the influence of the surroundings in which the action takes place? How can [Foerster’s] Eva be dramatic?


After all it’s those very surroundings that shape the dramatic expression. According to all he says, Nejedlý does not understand where the basis of the dramatic effect of music lies.


Why a single note sometimes has greater force in this respect than floods of notes.53





These comments go to the heart of what Janáček believed about speech melody: that it contains a wealth of extra-musical information that reflects circumstances, the environment, the mood of the speaker and so on. And, when such considerations are transferred to writing an opera, all these aspects are equally important. Change a single note and you change – Janáček would argue – the relationship of the spoken/ sung word to its circumstances and point of time. Most telling of all is the final sentence. Janáček is master of the wonderfully effective single note on a single instrument.


The letter to Kovařovic mentioned other matters. Jeřábek (the entrepreneur who was trying to get the Prague Jenůfa material) was still writing to Janáček. Why was Kovařovic continuing to resist his request? Did he have serious reasons? Janáček would be in Prague for the gala on 17 August.54




 *





‘It wounded both of us, what was written in your letter. Well, enough of that!’ Janáček also wrote to Zdenka on 10 August, his busy day. This was in response to a letter that Zdenka recalls writing to her husband in which she apparently stated that she took comfort in the fact that he would at least not be bringing his ‘mistress into my house’.55 Naturally he did bring her. They would leave Luhačovice, he went on, after Mrs Horvátová had sung at a matinée concert on Sunday. She would change out of her folk costume and they would jump into the train to arrive in Brno on Sunday evening.56


While Zdenka’s reaction to what was going on in Luhačovice veered between anxiety and anger, the other spouse, Mr Noltsch, was supremely unbothered. Unless he was being ironic, he seems in fact rather glad to have his energetic wife off his hands for a while. In a long, garrulous letter full of apologies for not answering Janáček’s various missives, he addresses Janáček as ‘famous Maestro, very esteemed friend’. The tone is both friendly and respectful. He had been away on a hunting trip (his passion, he explained) and had only just got back:




According to the contents of my wife’s letters, I see that you have very nicely taken care to make her stay in Luhačovice pleasant, you have kindly devoted yourself to her beyond the call of duty, taking her to all places of local interest and natural beauty, so I am, esteemed friend, very grateful for everything and don’t know how I can ever repay you for it all.57





Zdenka, meanwhile, was reluctantly preparing in Brno for the arrival of her husband and Mrs Horvátová. ‘I was terribly agitated, packing, expecting a guest, trembling at what awaited me this time.’ Her first discovery that evening, Sunday 13 August, was that Janáček and Horvátová had moved on to tykání, the form of address in Czech reserved for family and close friends. This is as good an indication as any that they had become more intimate: the new state of play is corroborated by Horvátová’s correspondence with Janáček after 16 August. During supper Zdenka was reluctantly forced on to Ty terms with Horvátová, to the delight of her spouse. The next morning, all three went off in the train together, Zdenka ‘almost physically ill with grief, the other two in an ‘excellent mood’.




When Marie Calma and Dr Veselý came to meet us at Bohdaneč she was appalled: ‘What’s the matter with you? I wouldn’t have recognized you if you hadn’t been with the Maestro.’ Suffering had so changed me in a short time. Here everyone knew about it. Šípek-Peška* prepared to have a word with my husband, I don’t know whether he did so. It had always been useless to try and talk Leoš out of anything that he got into his head.58





From Bohdaneč the Janáčeks travelled to Prague for the gala. Mrs Horvátová had taken care of everything, including booking hotel rooms at the Archduke Štĕpán: rather pointedly she booked two separate rooms for husband and wife. Another telling gesture was Janáček’s taking Zdenka to be examined by one of his Prague doctors, Dr Hnátek. ‘He examined me and didn’t find anything unusual, saying only: “Madam, you cry a lot.” He didn’t ask any more questions, and gave me something to calm me.’59


According to Zdenka’s description the gala was as unpleasant for her as the première. She was dumped in a balcony seat since Janáček had put his box at the disposal of Peška. There was a nasty incident after the performance when she went to look for her husband and found that he had his clothes in Mrs Horvátová’s dressing room. She went in for them and was embarrassed to find the lady in deshabille in the presence of the repetiteur Vincenc Maixner. It was now her turn to be shocked at ‘what goes on in the theatre’.60 Much worse, however, awaited her return to Bohdaneč. Mrs Horvátová came with them and Zdenka catalogued a stream of incidents where Horvátová’s capriciousness, very much at Zdenka’s expense, was evident. They left Bohdaneč on 21 August, all three travelling by road to Pardubice, where Horvátová and the Janáčeks went their separate ways by train, she to Prague, and they to Brno.




When she was already sitting in the train to Prague, my husband jumped in once more after her and I saw how they kissed one another. Motionless, I gazed at it. However, when our express drew in, I thought of Karenina.* The wheels turned so invitingly. But immediately I’d remembered that once before I’d wanted to pass through the valley of the shadow of death and that I’d been brought back. And so I calmly sat down in the train opposite my husband. I observed him the whole journey and told him with my eyes: ‘I saw it. Why do you torture me so?’


But he looked at the floor the whole time and didn’t see me.61





No sooner were they back than Mrs Horvátová began operating from a distance: ‘Dear Zdenka, please arrange that each letter of mine gets to Leoš undisturbed. Yours. Jelča† sends a kiss.’62 This short note speaks volumes, not least in the new intimacy that it documents.




*





Some days before the Jenůfa gala, Janáček had written to Gustav Schmoranz about the set:




You know that I long for a different stage-design for Act 1 of Jenůfa. I’m looking for an appropriate mill that wouldn’t be just a cottage with a wheel; also a more open arrangement of the wings so that through them the arrival of the recruits would be seen. Up to now they emerge suddenly, like a vision.





The final point is an important one. At the initial rehearsals Janáček had wanted the recruits to arrive from a distance and it seems from this letter that the set did not allow for this.63 On 23 August he referred to the ‘twelve mountain mills’ in the valley between Javorník and Suchov (which Janáček had presumably seen during his recent travels there with Horvátová).64 Five days later Janáček wrote again. Alois Kalvoda had now travelled to the ‘Javoraík-Suchov valley’ and returned with a ‘wealth of colour sketches from the local old mills’, which provided a ‘magnificent’ and ‘truthful’ setting for Act 1. ‘Ask him for a draft; it will surely be easy to come to an agreement with him. No-one else can do it. If necessary I’ll act as intermediary.’65 Schmoranz deflated all this the next day with a terse note that all he needed was a photograph of the ‘object’ concerned; he would then see how this could be achieved in the given circumstances and ‘without outside help’. Because of the expense, ‘beautiful fantasies from painters’ were of no use to them, the opera is ‘liked so much staged as it is’ that there was really no need for new sets after ten performances; perhaps after a hundred they might think again. Schmoranz evidently had much experience in cutting starry-eyed composers and ambitious designers down to size. ‘Let us think rather of Brouček, which will need a set’, he concluded.66 This is in fact the first written indication from a National Theatre official that Brouček was on the agenda. In his letter the day before, Janáček mentioned that he would bring the score of Act 1 and the libretto of the whole work at the beginning of October.67 This is equally important, the first real evidence that Janáček was beginning to work on his stalled opera.


But Horvátová was still dominating his thoughts. Zdenka reports that ‘after a few days’ (after their return from Bohdaneč) he suddenly rushed in to say that he couldn’t survive without Mrs Horvátová and that Zdenka should invite her to come at once.68 Zdenka did indeed invite Horvátová without delay. Zdenka had been receiving almost daily communications from her; in one of two letters written on 27 August Horvátová thanked her for the invitation and said she’d arrive for two days if she could.69




She came immediately. My husband seemed as if he’d gone mad with joy. We sat in my room, she in a dressing gown all unbuttoned; and he virtually gulped down her generous bosom with his eyes. Until she herself said to him – she, who was used to such looks:


‘Don’t stare so.’


And he passionately: ‘But she knows that I adore you.’


They laughed at that. I was in silent torture.70





The days that Horvátová spent with the Janáčeks in Brno (probably Friday–Sunday 1–3 September) are recounted in Zdenka’s memoirs almost as farce. There are, for instance, descriptions of Janáček’s padding into his study (where Horvátová was sleeping) in his shirt and long Johns to pay her an early-morning visit, much to the outrage of the virtuous Stejskalová, who was ‘dusting’ in the adjacent bay-window room. There was the appearance of the three of them at the theatre that evening, attracting more attention in their box than what was taking place on stage. Zdenka refused point blank to accompany them the next evening so that they all stayed at home instead. But this proved even more eventful with Stejskalová fainting from righteous agitation and Horvátová, not to be outdone, following suit. Zdenka herself was also not without resources and made a stab at having a woman-to-woman conversation with Horvátová and appealing to her better nature:




When she lay down after lunch, I went to her, I told her how many flirtations Leoš had already had, that I’d got over all of them happily, now we were both no longer young, we’d been living together peacefully and pleasantly and that I couldn’t take what was going on now. At that time I still didn’t know that type of woman and I thought that with plain speaking and pleading I’d soften her. This much I saw clearly, that neither true love nor real artistic enthusiasm tied her to Leoš, that it was all just the whim of a capricious woman who was too free in her manners.





Eventually, Zdenka used her final weapon, which was to send a telegram to her brother in Vienna to come at once. Although he did not turn up (he failed to get leave), this did at least alarm Mrs Horvátová, who made a departure early the next morning, seen to the station by Janáček, and well provisioned with schnitzels and bottled fruits for the journey:




I went into the kitchen again. When after a while I returned, I saw that she was standing on the desk and from below my husband was handing her her framed photograph. She put it up between the oil paintings of Leoš and me that hung above the desk and said with diabolic derision: ‘Angel of Peace’.*





Horvátová not only left her framed photograph symbolically to separate the oil paintings of Leoš and Zdenka, made by Janáček’s painter friend Josef Ladislav Šichan as a wedding present. She also insisted, or so Zdenka believed, that he move out of their bedroom. ‘Before they went off, Leoš ordered me – clearly pressured by Mrs Horvátová – immediately to move his bed and everything needed for sleeping into his office.’ So Zdenka and Stejskalová moved Janáček’s bed not merely into another room, but into another building, the Organ School across the courtyard. Zdenka was proud of her farewell to Mrs Horvátová, which she reported in full: ‘Excuse the fact that there was an unpleasant scene here. And rest assured that I like you just as much as you like me.’ She never saw her again.71 Horvátová, commenting in advanced old age about Zdenka, described her as ‘godly, beloved, not a woman but an angel’. But when the questioner asked about any disagreement between Janáček and his wife she said: ‘Yes, there was. Once I even left them because they were arguing. Chiefly he blamed her that through some inadvertence she had caused the death of little Vladimír.’72 Where could Horvátová have got this from other than observation or something Janáček had said? It suggests that the death of Vladimír left deeper traces than Zdenka was prepared to admit. Nowhere are recriminations about the death of Vladimír a topic in Zdenka’s memoirs. Furthermore Janáček’s bizarre fantasies (see chap. 7) about Horvátová’s being pregnant with his child – to be repeated with Stösslová ten years later – had their roots in this tragedy of long ago.


That evening Janáček returned from seeing Mrs Horvátová off, ‘scowling, taciturn’. He had his supper and then went for the first time ‘to his exile’, as Zdenka calls it. He continued to work and eat in the house, but from now on he slept at the Organ School – ‘and so it remained until his death’. It was a source of great embarrassment for Zdenka when showing round guests who observed that there was only one bed in the bedroom.73




Notes


1 Trkanová 1964, 154, fn. 26.


2 MLWJ, 138–9.


3 GH to LJ, 12 July 1916 (JA vi, 24–5).


4 GH to LJ, 14 July 1916 (BmJA, B1189).


5 MLWJ, 138.


6 LJ to ZJ, 17 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1340).


7 LJ to ZJ, 18 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1341).


8 LJ to ZJ, 19 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1342).


9 Mahen to LJ, 19 July 1916 (JODA, BR65).


10 LJ to ZJ, 20 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1343).


11 LJ to ZJ, 21 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1344).


12 LJ to Dyk, 21 July 1916 (JA v, 65).


13 LJ to ZJ, 21 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1344).


14 LJ to ZJ, 22 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1345).


15 LJ to ZJ, 24 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1346).


16 LJ to ZJ, 24 July 1917 (BmJA, B 1347).


17 GH to LJ, 13 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1190).


18 MLWJ, 140.


19 GH to ZJ, 19 July 1916 (BmJA, A 4725).


20 MLWJ, 140–1.


21 LJ and GH to ZJ, 25 July 1917 (BmJA, A 4723).


22 LJ, GH and others to ZJ, 26 July 1916 (BmJA, A 4728).


23 GH to ZJ, 26 July 1916 (BmJA, A 4726).


24 GH to ZJ, 27 July 1916 (BmJA, A 4727).


25 LJ to ZJ, 27 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1349).


26 LJ to ZJ, 18 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1341).


27 LJ to KK, 28 July 1916 (JA vii, 36–7).


28 LJ to ZJ, 28 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1350).


29 LJ to ZJ, 30 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1352).


30 LJ to ZJ, 29 July 1917 (BmJA, B 1351).


31 LJ, GH and others to ZJ, 30 July 1916 (BmJA, A 4961).


32 LJ to ZJ, 30 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1352).


33 LJ to ON, 31 July 1916 (BmJA, D 1554).


34 LJ to ZJ, 30 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1352).


35 GH to ZJ, 31 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1171).


36 LJ to ON, 31 July 1916 (BmJA, D 1554).


37 GH to ZJ, 2 Aug 1916 (BmJA, B1173).


38 LJ to ZJ, 2 Aug 1916 (BmJA, B 1354).


39 LJ to ZJ, 4 Aug 1916 (BmJA, B 1356).


40 LJ, GH and others to ZJ, 4 Aug 1916 (BmJA, A 4729).


41 LJ and GH to ZJ, 5 Aug 1916 (BmJA, A 4962).


42 LJ to ZJ, 5 Aug 1916 (BmJA, A 4963).


43 For instance Horvátová 1938.


44 Němcová 1994, 61.


45 Kožík 1967, 104.


46 LJ and GH to ZJ, 7 Aug 1916 (BmJA, A 4724).


47 LJ to ZJ, 3 Aug 1916 (BmJA, B 1355).


48 LJ to ZJ, 7 Aug 1916 (BmJA, D 1221).


49 LJ to Mahen, 10 Aug 1916 (JODA, BR67).


50 Mahen 1929, Eng. trans, in JODA, BR66.


51 LJ to Veselý, 10 Aug 1916 (JA viii, 68).


52 Smetana, vi (1916), 117–24, esp. 121–2.


53 LJ to KK, 10 Aug 1916 (JA vii, 37–8).


54 LJ to KK, 10 Aug 1916 (JA vii, 37–8).


55 MLWJ, 141–2.


56 LJ to ZJ, 10 Aug 1917 (BmJA, B 1357).


57 Noltsch to LJ, 8 Aug 1916 (BmJA, A 4738).


58 MLWJ, 142.


59 MLWJ, 143.


60 MLWJ, 143.


61 MLWJ, 145.


62 GH to ZJ, 22 Aug 1916 (BmJA, A 4730).


63 LJ to Schmoranz, 13 Aug 1916 (JA vii, 38–9).


64 LJ to Schmoranz, 23 Aug 1916 (JA vii, 39).


65 LJ to Schmoranz, 28 Aug 1916 (JA vii, 39–40).


66 Schmoranz to LJ, 29 Aug 1916 (JA vii, 40).


67 LJ to Schmoranz, 28 Aug 1916 (JA vii, 39–40).


68 MLWJ, 145.


69 GH to ZJ, 27 Aug 1916 (BmJA, B 1175).


70 MLWJ, 145.


71 MLWJ, 148.


72 Kožík 1967, 105.


73 MLWJ, 148.







* A year later Janáček would be photographed in this outfit (see IL, Plate 4).


† As Janáček mentioned to Zdenka in his letter of 19 July 1916 (BmJA, B 1342).


* Vach had returned The 70,000 (IV/36) to Janáček as unperformable (see vol. i, chap. 63).


† Almost four weeks earlier than the performance in the northern Bohemian town of Nová Paka, mistakenly cited as the première in JAWO, 144.


* Indeed it must have been: pork was scarce and expensive, flour rationed and by 1916 beer production in Bohemia was less than a sixth of its 1914 output (Šedivý 2003, 232).


* MLWJ, Plate 15.


* Janáček’s connections with František Kretz went back to 1903, when Janáček involved him in the planned St Petersburg Ethnographical Exhibition (see vol. i, chap. 44).


* Kalvoda’s trip was postponed and he was unable to get away before 22 August, long after Janáček had left Luhačovice (Kalvoda to LJ, 19 Aug 1916, BmJA, B 182).


† Possibly Mrs Josefa Bartošová, a neighbour of the Janáčeks at the time of Olga’s death (see MLWJ, 81) and mother of Fedora Bartošová, the librettist of Janáček’s opera Fate.


* Božena Blažková studied piano and violin at the Organ School in 1916 (JVŠ, 142)


* Janáček would have known Kateřina Hudečková (1861–1927) possibly from his trip to Velká in 1891 and certainly from the ‘folk concert’ in Brno in November 1892 (see vol. i, chap. 29; Hudečková is standing second from the right in Plate 31 of vol. i). Alena Němcová’s article (1994) includes a substantial section devoted to her with many photographs. Horvátová and Janáček signed the Zemans’ visitor’s book on 5 August 1916 (Němcová 1994, 67, fn. 8).


* The ‘book’ at this stage was probably just a collection of manuscript sheets, perhaps in a folder with hard covers looking a bit like an unbound book.


* ‘Šípek’ is a reference to Peška’s professional pseudonym as a writer and librettist, Karel Šípek.


* Anna Karenina, the heroine of Tolstoy’s novel who commits suicide by leaping under the path of a train.


† A diminutive of Gabriela.


* A reference, perhaps, to Horvátová’s next Janáček role, that of the Angel in The Eternal Gospel. Although the score refers only to an ‘angel’, Nebuška characterized the role as the ‘Angel of Peace’ (see chap. 10).
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