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The 1904 version of LedJan& [ek’s Jen $a: sources, reconstruction, commentary
Abstract

The main part of the thesis comprises a twalume reconstruction of the full score of
the 1904premiéreversion of Jangek’s operalenda (volumes II/1, 11/2 and IB).
Jen$a was the workhat belatedly brought Jafek first to national and theto
international attention as an opera composer of the first rank, yet the version heard at
the Brno preniere in 1904 had until recently been unheard since 1904is iBalso
the first completely nely-setedition of the @ill score in any versiofor nearly four
decades.

The companion volume (volumé ¢onsists of &aommentary including an
introduction to the background history of the opera’s composiaaietailed survegf
the manuscript and printed sources used in the preparation of the edition, and a
description of the methods used in identifying and reconstructing the 1904 veision.
also includes a detailed overview of the revision process of which the 1904 version is
a part, and which ultimately led to the more widely known 1908 and 1916 versions of
the opera, as well as a consideration of some of the wider contextual issueglo wh
the opera can be related, such as Jakid broader stylistic development and
contemporary operatic trends.

A series of appendices includes relevant contemporary docunaesgses of
tables detailing cuts and other aspects of the sopacdscussia of the nature and
role of the xylophone that plays a promant part in Act 1 oflen$a, and transcriptions
of passages from the earliest, {803 version of the Act 1 finale.
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Preface and acknowledgements

The roots of the present study pack to the miell 980s. InApril 1982Sir Charles

Mackerrasmade agroundbreaking recording of Jafek’'s operalen$a, which for the

first time attempted a thorougbingrestoratiorof the composer’s own orchestration

of thework in place of theevisionsmade— originally with Jandgk’s consent— by

the Prague conductoKarel Kovaovic. Universal Edion (Vienna), the publishers of

most of Jandek’s operas, were keen to produce an edition of the restored score, and

approached Sir Charles and the Jhkéexpert John Tyrrell to undertake the task. As

in-house editor and copyist at Universal Editiorofidon) at the time, | was to make

the necessary alterations to the full score (a task which, in those days, was done with

pen, ink, glue and plenty of Tipex®). Liaisingwith John, | would feed hinany

gueries that arose (there were many), and he witnddcheck these on his frequent

trips to Brno against the main manuscript sosneged for the editiorparticularlythe

orchestral pes kept in the Janfgk Archive inBrno. During the course of thigery

detailedwork, it became apparent that these padstainedn additionearlier

material, much of it retrievable, which dated from the 1904 premiére of the opera.
The task of reconiaucting the 1904 premiéere versionddn$a has long been

regarded by Jan@k specialists as an impossible one. Yet, as work on the Mackerras

Tyrrell edition of the1908 version progressed (the edition was first perfornmed

prototype format Glyndebowme in 1989 and eventually published in study score

format in 1996), the prospect seemed increasingly and tantalisingly possible. When in

1994 John suggestedat| might apply for a place at the University of Nottingham as

a teaching assistant, the theesubject came down to a choice between a compositional

process study of Harrison BirtwistleSecret Theatréanother work with which | had

beencloselyinvolved at Universal Edition) or attempting to reconstruct the 1904
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Jen$a. Thanks in part to a certain voyeuristic discomfort | felt at the prospect of
studying the working methods of a living composer (and a major one at that),
Jen$a projectwon.

The ensuing work s been lengthy and difficult. Wén it began, owea dozen
years ago, deconstruction was already a more fashionable musicological pursuit than
reconstruction. Inthe late twentieth and early twefitst centuries, the movemeint
the anglophone academic commurtitgt has come tbe known agshe New
Musicology,mesmerised by the appearance of the first generation of translations of
key postwar French philosophicand critical tracts by such writers &ucault and
Derrida,has called into questiomany ofthe assumptions that have for long
prioritisedcomposer and work over otheften competingcultural andcontextual
factors, such as performance, reception and interpretation. Against such a
background, a study which focusearrowly not only on a single ‘work’, but on a
specific version at that, ay perhaps seem foolhardyhere nevertheless seem to be
good reasons for attempting such a task. Inthe years follodangek’s death in
1928, a minor industry grew up e editing and publishingf his correspondence
and oher contemporary documentgnerating numerous biograical studies. These
preoccupatios continue to the preseday. Much of this activity toolplaceagainst
the backdrop of the postar communist regime in Czechoslovakia. Inthe West, and
— following the‘Velvet Revolution of 1989— in the Czchspeaking lands as well,
manyof the received viewof Janalek’s biographical details haumeenrobustly
challenged. However, there remained (and arguably still remains) an imbalance
between the amount known abdahd invested in the study odandek’s life — more
well-documentedpored overand discussethanthat ofmany other comparable

figures— and the critical attention thahe music particularlyas embodied in its
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texts has received The complete edition of Jaf@k’s works, started in 1978asto a
large extengenerated as many problems asat outto answeli(certainly in terms of
presetation)! At the same time, Universal Edition, in collaboration with Sir
Charles Mackerras, John Tyrrdaul Wingfieldand(most recentlyJi i Zahradka,
launched a drive téclean up those scores of Jafgk’s (including the majority of is
operas) ich it published. With the exceptiorof Wingfield's edition of theM &
glagolskaja these hae been of Janfek’s own final versiondeforetextual
interventionand modificatiorby other handgusually weltmeaning pupilsfriends
and conductors)n German parlance, these are Bhssungnletzter Hand

It is againstthis background that the followingfudy has been undertakeim
the last three decades or gaplic interest in and enthusiasm for Jd@lés music has
gone handn-hand with movements toavds a fundameal textual reappraisal of his
work, of the sort that hat some extent revivifie@ ‘classical music’ industry often
characterisedr caricatureds being under cultural threafAnd thisrenewedappetite,
from performers and audienceskaj seems as good a reason as any to attémapt
presentcontribution, however oldashionedand positivisticsuch an evidenebased
exercise might seem tie currentmusicological climate It also attempts to fill a gap
in our knowledge of Janfek’s developmenat atime crucial (h the fullest sengen
his progress from provincidblk music collector and pedagogue to internationally
acclaimed opera composéfor, nore than a century on froden$a’s first
performance, it sliseems extraordinary that, with thesaith of information available
concerninghe composes life and the variougventstrends and impulses that
informed his musical output, his most frequently staged opera ivstilally

unknown in the version iwhich it was first performed And, in addition to enhancing

! See especially Barenreiter 1995, Burghauser 1995 and Wingfield 1995.
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our knowledge of the work’s overall genesis and compositional trajectory, this study
might also help to further relativise the idea that any operatic work can be thought to
exist in just a ‘sindg’ text or version.

The principal aim of what followg$and indeed its main substandg}he
presentation o& performablereconstruction of thecore of the 190den$a that
reflects as accurately and verifiably as possible the form in which it wasl laats
premiére, whilst addressing and correcting obvipresentational and practicadrors
and incorporating editorial completiomsherenecessaryAlthough detailed
consideration is given to the lengthy revision process, this is emphatically hadya s
of the ‘compositional process’, above all because two crucial links in the ehaime
initial detailed draft sketch and the original autograph seerare, with one small
exceptionapparentlyforever lost. Instead, the focus is on the reconstructaf the
1904 score itselandon some othe observations that can be drawn from it within
broader contextsThe reconstructed scorepresented iVoLUMES I1/1, [1/2 andll/ 3,
andthisrepresergthe core of the studyather than an annexe to the p@svolume
(which would make ithe world’s bulkiest musical exampleRather, i is VOLUME |
that is the ‘companion’ volume, andfdlls essentially ito four complementaryparts
Reflecting this study roots in my own involvement witthe MackerrasTyrrell
edition ofJen$a, they build onand develop out athe work of John Tyrrell and,
before him, Bohumird dro on the opera’s genesis, as will be evident in the frequent
references in the first two chapters in particBernard of Chartrés metaplor
concerningdwarvesshoulders and giants comes to mind)

CHAPTER 1 outlines the compositional and revision historytioé opea itself
as known fromexistingliterature and documentsxpanded with fuher information

where relevant CHAPTER 2 gives adetailed description of the principal sources used



in the reconstruction, followed by ayutline of the methodsf reconstructionthe
editorial choices anthe principles of the editiomspresented itV oLUMES I1/1, 11/2

and Il/3 It offers as clear aaccount of my approach and working method, in both a
practical and an interpretative sense, as ssgue within a relatively containespan,
and gven the overriding need for city and focus. CHAPTER 3 thenexplores a

variety of contexts, both interhand external, within which the 1904 version of
Jen$a may fruitfully be located.In particular it detas the revision process of which
this versionforms sucha signficant part, whilstalso outliningcertainwider relevant
themes against which the 190ersion can be judged, such@seratic Naturaém and
verismq the influence and articulation of folk music, and the anticipation and gradual
emergence of Jarf@k’s own mature style. This broadly interpretative approach has
no preensions towards completeness, bfiérs insteagerspectives which ar
exemplary and indicative, rather thanany way exhaustiveFinally, a series of
APPENDICEScONtains supporting material in the form of documents, larger tables
concerning the manuscript and printed sources, and transcriptions of two extended
passagefom the end of Act 1 in their original (pr&904) form(APPENDICESVIII

and IX). It also includesin APPENDIX VI, a discussiomf the special role and
possiblesignificance of the xylophone in the opera’s soundworld. The inclusion of a
lengthy table poviding a concordance of rehearsal figures in the various early
manuscript and printed versions of the op@kaPENDIX V) may seem like a needless
extravagance: in fact, it is just the sort of resource that would have made the early
stages of my wik somuch easier, and is designedassist anyone else wishing to

navigate betweethese sources.
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NOTES

Copyright
The recastruction of the full scoreoLUMES II/1, 11/2 and 11/3) is © Copyright 2007
by Universal Edition A.G., Wien.

Music examples fromlen$a, K& ‘a KabanovaV ¢ Makropulosand the
Sinfonietta appear by courtesy of the publisher, Universal Edition, Vienna.

Facsimiles from the manuscript full scaofreferred to here as&S’; full
details INCHAPTER 2, 82.1'Sources) of Jen$a are reproduced by courtesy of the
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna.

Facsimiles from the manuscript vocal sc¢ré/S’), manuscript orchestral
parts(‘OP’ and ‘OPx’) and manuscript librett¢LB’) of Jen$a are reproduced by

courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brfoll details inCHAPTER 2, 82.1).

Recording

A provisional version of the present reconstruction of the 1904 versidert$a was
staged by the Warsaw Chamber Opera in May 2004 .inAmousearchive recording

of the third performance (30 May 2004) has been issued as-aommercial
archivalCD set (WOK 0047 A/B). Acopy of this recording isleposited in the record
collection of the Denis Arnold Music Library, Department of Music, University of

Nottingham, wheré& may be listened to.

JaWo catalogue numbers
Refeences to Jank’s worksand writingsare accompanied on their first ment by

the appropriat@umber inthe catalogue of Jarf@k’s works,JaWo(seeBIBLIOGRAPHY),
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e.g. ‘Sinfonietta (VI/18)’. A full lig of bibliographic abbreviations used in the present

volume is given in thdBIBLIOGRAPHY.

Source abbreviations

For the sake of clarity and economy, abbreviations are used for the principal

manuscript and printed sourcesJen$a.

(1) Primary sourcegwholly or partlymanuscriptlisted here in chronological order;

for full details, se€CHAPTER 2, 82.1‘Sources)

PL Gabriela Preissovdeji pastorkya (Prague: F.dma ek, 1891), with
annotations and sketches by J@ia BmJA, L6

SK Autograph sketclteaf for Act 1 Scene 2, BmJA, A30.380

&S Authorised copy of full score made by Jos&foss, AWn, L1, UE 376

a/s Authorised copy of vocal score made by Josegbss, BmJA, A7426

OoP Manuscript achegral partscopied in 1903or the Brnopremiere on 21
Januaryl904,BmJA, A49.883

LB Manuscript libretto used for the Brno premigBmJA, L7

OPx Manuscript orchestral part®opied betweed903 and 1916BmJA,
A23.439

(2) Printedsourceqfull details given inCHAPTERS1 and 2 82.1 ‘Sourcey

KPU Cz.vocal scordBrno: Klub p atel umni, 1908)

UE 1917 Ger./Cz.vocal score (Vienna: Universal Edition, 1917)

UE 1918 Ger./Cz.full score {Vienna: Universal Edition, 191§jull score version of
UE 1917]

UE 1969 Cz./Ger./Engfull score, ed. Joannes Martin Durr (Vienna: Meisal

Edition, 1969)
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UE 1996 Cz./Ger./Engfull score, ed. Charles Mackerras and John Tyrrell (Vienna:
Universal Edition, 1996)
UE 2000 Cz./Ger./Engvocal score, edCharles Mackerras and John Tyrrell

(Vienna: Universal Edition, 2000) [vocal score versiaf UE 1996]

lllustrationsandrehearsalfigures
References to illustrationsa VoLUME | (usually facsimiles) are to ‘Fig.” with an
uppercase ‘F’ (e.g. ‘Fig. 2.1’); rehearsal figures in the varioasuscript and printed

scores oflen$a are referred tas ‘fig.” with a lowercase ‘f' (e.g. ‘fig.63a’).

Music examples and bar references
| have tried to be as generous as is reasonably possibleheitbrovision ofmusic
examples, for two reasons. Firstly, the practicalities of layout in the reconstiuctio
(VoLuMEs II/1, 1I/2 and 11/3) mean that it is likely to be less easily accessible through
the usual thesis channels. Secondly, the direct comparison of different versions of the
opera— something that is fundamental the motivation behind this study- is
ultimately far more instructive in illustrating the details of Jdgkis revision process
than ream®f prose could ever be.

Music examples incorporag two stavs joined by a curved brace are taken or
adapted from vocal score reductions, even whetaits of instrumentation are
included. Other music examples where two staves are bound by a square bracket are
forms of short score reduction.

References to specific places in the score, whether at the start of music
examples or elsewhere, are mdgeasequence of Roman and Arabic numbers, and

details of rehearsal figures where appropriatéus, for example:
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I/ii/78 = Act 1 Scene 2, bar 78

I/vi/l348-51 = Act 1 Sene 6, bars 348 to 351 inclusive

Act 3, figs 5758 = the passage between rehearsal figbieand 58
References to passagesdsS and &/S are indicated by Act, folio, system (in the
case of&/S), and bar number on the relevant folio/system. Thus, for example:

&S 1133v/3-134r/2 = &S Act 1, fol. 133v bar 3 to fol. 134r bar 2 inclusive

a/S 11 37r/ii/3 = &/S Act 2, fol. 37r, system 3, bar 3

a&/S 1 9r/iHi= &/S Act 2, fol. 9r, systems 1 to 2 inclusive

Referances toKPU are indicated by page number.

Instrument names
In music examplesas in the score of the reconstructiamstrument names are
abbreviated in the Italianate forneQ.Viol., Fg., Cor.); elsewherehe Anglicised

abbreviations used ING2are employedd.g.vn, bn, hn).

Pitch notation
Wherewrittenreference to specific pitches is necegsélelmholtz notation is used

(c' = middleC).

Versions

As will become evident during the course of this studgn$a went through a

complex series of revisions during the course of its early performance history.
Howevae, for the sake of clarity, fiveversions in particular will be referred,teach of
which in turn contains one or more layers of revision, often made over the course of

several years. They are identified as follows:
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1903version(Urfassundoriginal versior) Composed by Jarfik between
1894 and 1903, this is the original veyeiof the opera, as submitted (with
corrections) to the Prague National Theatr&liawrch1903.

1904 version (premiére versionT he result oflangek’s first substantial
revision, completed by October 1903 and premiéred in Brdanuary 1904.

1906 versbn Essentially a cut form of the 1904 versianade in the summer
of 1906 and performed that autumn.

1908 version The result of revisions made by Jae& over he Christmas/New
Year holiday 0f1906/7 and published in vocal score by the Klubtpl
um ni [Club of the friends of art] in 1908KPU). First performed in Brno
in 1911, with further revisions by Jafgk up until 1915: it is this
‘definitive’ revised version of the ‘1908’ score (effectivelyFassung
letzter Hand that was published as UE 19%hd UE 2000

1916 version (Kovabvic version) Revised by the Prague conductor Karel
Kova ovic (and sanctioned by Jai#k), first performed in Prague in 18
and subsequently published as UE 1@hdUE 1918 Later amendments
by conductors including Vaal Talich and Erich Klder were incorporated

into UE 1969

For notes to thscore of thaeconstruction itself, the reader is referredi@APTER 2,

§2.4 (p. 57-71).
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CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND

1.1Introduction

In January 1904, Le&landek was fortynine years old. It was a late age for
compodiional breakthrough for someomého has sinceometo beregarded as one of
the greabpera composers of theventieth century Of the two operas he alregdhad
to his name, the first— &rka (1/1; 1887-8) — lay unperformed thanks to an obdiie
poet’ The second— Po fdtek romau [The beginning of asmancg (1/3; 1891-2),
essentlly a potpourri of folk-tune arrangements- was withdrawnatfter just four
performancest the National Theatra the composer'sdopted home town of Brno
in 1894% So when the curtain finally rose on his new opeden$a (1/4), on 21
January 1904 a&heBrno National Theatrghe omens werbardly ausfious® The
performance itself had its shortcomingsid although it achieveldcal succeswith
both audiences and reviewgetke Prague critics were less favourabieverthelss

in retrospect the Brno prenti& canrightly be been seen as a turningipt in

Jandek's development and recognition as a composer, bringirfguition — in a
way thatPo [atek roméanthad not— his activitiesin the 1880s and 189@s a
folksong collectoyandat the same tim&unching the works of his remablebelated

compositional raturity.

! SeeJODA 1-6.

Z SeeJODA, 21-39.

3 Jandek’s own itle for the opera— Jeji pastorkya [Her stepdaughter}- is that of the play by
Gabriela Preissova on which it is based. Except in the Gapelaking landghe opera is almost
invariablyknown aslen$a, an unsatisfactory ansore conventional title wich has had currency since
the first Vienna production in 1918, but which diminishes ¢ecialimportance of the relationship
between the two central characters, Kost@laiBuryjovka and her stepdaughter 32n However, for
the sake of clarity, in théollowing studyJeji pastorkya is used to refer to Preissova’s dranwehile

Jen$arefers to Jank’s opera.



Of Jandek’s nine completed opera¥en$a was the first to enter the regular
repetoire, both within the composexr’'own country and internationally, and remains
his best knowri. Thework’s initial compositionspanned almost a decade to 1903, by
which timeJandgk was still virtually unknown outside his native Moraviét was
another dozen years before real breakthrough came with ad@ngroduction in
Prague May 1916), and this only after a series of extens@eisions to the opera by
Jandek himself, as well as further cuts andchestratetouching bythe Prague
conductor Karel Kovaovic. The 191@°rague production- together withsubsequent
important stagings in Vienn@d 918) Cologne(1918)and Berlin(1924)— establified
the work’s statis, ands widely credited witthavinggivenJandek the creative self
confidence that enabled him to write the extraordinary sequence of dpatas
stretchedrom Ka 'a Kabanov&1/8) to Z mrtvého domu Fromthe house of theehd
(I/12). But, as Alena Nmcova has pointed out, it was the first production in Brno,
and the seriesf revivals which followed, thafor the first time gave the composer the
opportunity to observe a work of his repeatedly on stage tlaebyto learncrucial
lessonsboth draméic and musicaf

Much has beewritten about the opera’s prem& both by contemporaries and
by later commentators, and studieshymcovaandJohnTyrrell have made available
a good deal of the early analysis and criticism of the woio it is surpising that
many ofthe details concerning the op&arigins, and specifically the form in which

it was first heardare still unclear In fact, until relatively recentlyen$a was known

* According to Svatav&® ib4 ovés two surveys of Janfek opera productiongen$aremains by far
the most frequentland widely performed of #1 composés works in the genre; seéeiba oval984
andP ibd ova1998.

>N mcova 1974, 1334. The four performances &fo [atek romanuare hardly comparable, not least
because Jarfék was intimately involved with the production as conductor.

® N mcova 19%; JODA 41-107.



to the operagoing public almost exclusively in the version pregdifor the 1916
Prague prengre by Kova ovic, a version published by Univerdadition in 191718
(UE 1917 and UE 1918¥)hich enjoyed a monopoly in stagroductions formore
thanseven decadésEven J.M Diirr's 1969 edition of the scor@JE 1969 preseved
— and in some cases added-te Kova ovic’s revised orchestratioh.In the early
1980sSir CharledMackerras begathedifficult task of paring away the layers of
revisionsto Jangek’s scorée’, but the complex nature of the surviving manuscript
sourcesneant that it was to be a further fourteen yeafobe a reliableepresentation
of the preKova ovic score could be issued. With the publicatiori996 of an edition
prepared by Mackerras and Tyrr@IE 1996, we have a more complete pictuten
eve of the score as Jargk himself left it beforeova ovic’s intervention:’ The
increasing use by manmgternationabpera houses of the Mackersagrrell edition
has alreayl proved how successfubnaek’s score in its prdova ovic statecan be
The vasion ofJen$a heard at the 1904 premm&has, however, proved as
elusive as the Kovavic version was tenacioua result largely of the extreme

thoroughness with which subsequent revisions were carried out in the surviving

" UE 1917was published imDecemberl917 (plate number UE 5651), UE 1918 Septembefl918
(plate number UE 6001); s&aWaq 16. The ‘prototype’ of the Mackerra$yrrell edition (see below)
was first heard in public ahe Glyndebourne B#ival on 19 May 1989.

8 UE 1969includes further modifications to the score made by later conductors including Erich Kleiber
and Véclav Talich; see Duirr 1968.

° This had been attempted previously oblyHynek Kadik in the 1930sleading tobroadcast
performances of excerpia 1941(see beloy: Mackerras’s initiaperforming version of the cleaned
up Jen$a, which led in turn to UE 1996wasfirst heard at the Paris Opéra in November 1980 aad
subsequently recorddxy himfor Decca in Vienna in Aprill982 (first releasedn LP and cassetia
1983).

19 eo Alandek, Jen$a/Jeji pastorkya: Brn nskaverze (1908d. Sir Charles Mackerras and John
Tyrrell (Vienna: Universal Edition, 1996); four years later, UnivelSdition issued the corresponding
vocal score UE 2000.



manuscript sourcesThere arenevertheless good reasdos trying to recover it, for
Jen$a is uniqgue among Jar@k’s operatic works in being subjectby the composer
to a series of revisions asdirectresult ofthe experience of a ruof earlystaged
performanceslit might therdore afford potentially valuable insighisto the
compositional process of what is arguably Jhds first operatic masterpiece.
Furthermore, may reconstruction wouldbe likely to fill what has hitherto beem
conspicuougap in our knowledgef Jandek's wider developments an opera
composebetween his first two efforts the genre\fhich effectivelyconstitutel an
apprenticeship in establishegeraticsubgenresard the works of his artistic

maturity.

1.2Initial genesi$

Jandek's secondopera,Po [atek romanuhadset an adaptation by Jaroslav Tichy of a
short story bythe youngauthor Gériela Preissové1862-1946) In November 1890
Preissova’sdrama of Moravian rural life’? Jeji pastorkya was premiéedat the
National Theatréen Praguethe following January itwas staged in Brno, a production
Jandek s likely to have seert®> The composer seems to have approadheissova
with the idea of settingeji pastorkya in early November 1893, for on 6 November
she wrote to him: ‘I think that the nbarial of P[astorkya] is not suitable for musical
setting— but perhaps in time we’ll find something more suitatle Despite this

initial discouragement, Jargk appeas to havepersevered, eventually winning

1 For more detailed accousibf Jen$a’s pre-history and early genesiseeespeciallyZGJ, JODA
Tyrrell 1996 and Tyrrell 2000.

2:Drama z venkovskéhdivota moravského': the genre description of Preissova’s play.

2 JODA 42.

4 JODA JP5.



Preissovéaver to the idepand was soontavork on the operd®

Apart from Jen$a’s variousmusical precursors’asidentified by Bohumir
& dro ,'®the earlest documented work dhe operds contained in Jangk's
marginal annotatiomand sketches in his coglL) of Preissové& drama Dates
entered bylandek into PL appeato chart a carefuleadthroughand sketchingand
provide the earliest detailexhronology of his work (end of Act 1: 18 March 28;
end of Act 2: 17 January 189end of Act 3: 11 February 189%). In the middle &
this initial stage of sketchinglandek compogd the sekstanding preludé¢Uvod)
later known asarlivost [Jealousy)(VI/10); this was completed, according to a note
on the last page of Preissov&’s play, on 31 December ¥8%4om this preliminary

sketchingof ideas, Janfek seera to have proceeded to a shedore draft, if the one

15 JODA 43. Jandek’s approachapparentlyaking steps to reach what Preissova later called a ‘happy
agreementbeforestarting work orthe opera, may well have begriluenced by his experience with Julius
Zeyer, the author ofiirka, who, requestelly Jandek to grant permission for composition only after it was
virtually afait-accomplj repeatedly refused; s8®DA 4-6 and Jii Zahralka's Preface to the UE vocal
score of &@rka (Vienna: Universal Edition, 2002)+i (Czech original) and xxixxv (Eng. translation)
67GJ 1157, also &4 dro 1966aanda dro 1968a These ‘precurser include the piano piedgj, danaj!
(VIII/12); Zelené sem <[l have sown green(ll/3) for chorus and orchestrize malevoice chorusérlivec
[The jealous man(l\V/19 no. 3);Uvod k Jeji pastorkyni &rlivost) [Prelude to ‘Jeji pastorky’ (Jealousy)]
(VIII/16) for piano four handsand its orchestral versiogrlivost (Uvod k Jeji pastorkyn{V1/10).

' pL = Jan4ek’s copy of Preissov&’s drama, BmJA,;l&eCHAPTER 2, §2.1,andTyrrell 1994 ii /
Tyrrell 2000, i For a detailed account of Jafek’s work on and annotations d@ji pastorkya, see

& dro 1965 andZGJ 59-74. The gap betweethe reaethrough of Act 1 and Ats 2 and 3, whilst it
may have been caed by Janfek’s heavy workload from teaching and fetkllecting activities, seems to
parallel the latergnd even longr) hiatus at the samepmnt during composition proper.

18 Tyrrell takesthe view that the date of 31 December 1894 probably refetisetoompletion of the
four-hand piano version (VIII6): seeJYLi, 411 Although the music for the orchestral version of this
prelude was subsequently copied into all the orchestral parteédt904Jen$a (as well as those
newly copied out in 1906 and911), it appearseverto have beeperformed as part of the opera
Jandek’s lifetime (see GIAPTER 2, 8.1, especially OP and OPx It was, however, played an
independentoncert piece, receiving its first performance in Prague on 14 Septembeby %06
Czech Philharmonic Orchestra under FrakiNeumann;ee N mcova 1974134 (n. 5), and Tyrrell
2000, ix. See also Nmcova 1980, 159 and 164 (endnote 3), &hadncova 1984, 256.



surviving sketcHeaf (SK) is anything to judge by? A further note at the beginning
of Act 2 in the play reads: ‘dne 16.11.18%ap.[ofata] instru.[mentace]'16 Febuary
1895 hstrumentation beguAf Jandek himselflatermaintainedin a letter to Otakar
Nebu&a, that for the first time in an opetee wrote directly into full scee, which was
thentranscribed into vocal scofé. Although the progression from shestore to
‘instrumentation’ seems®tcontradict this assertion, & probdle that the first fully
workedout version of the score (i.e. beyond mere sketch or dtafg wasindeedin
full score. Certainly the nature of the manuscripgtical scoraeduction( &/S) copied
outfor Jandek by Josefaros$? suggests such a process: ifas the most partnore
obviously a reduction than a pianistically conceived orig{nalike VI11/16), though
severalminor discrepanes between it and the manuscriptl score( &S) point to a
common anestor probablyJandek’s autograpHull score which he subsequently
destroyed In any event, bynid-1896 Act 1 was probably substantially complete,

according to ideas advanced by John Tyrféllandek himself later pointed out, in

19 5K = autograph sketcheaf, undated, containing fragments of AcBtene 2 (voices and
accompaniment), BmJA, A30.388eeCHAPTER 2, 8.1 Concerning a further, very brisketch
fragment, seed dro 1970b.

0 JODA 46-7.

21 JODA JP9 (letter to Otakar Nekikm, 22 Februgy 1917).

%2 Josef &ross (18261912), oboist and Jei[ek’s chief copyist fronthe first version of&rka (1887) to
the first version oOsud(1905)

2 According to the reminiscences of the Jdeis’ maid Marie Stejskalov4{1873-1968) theautograph
manuscript was burnhithe stove when the Jafigks movedn the summer of 1910 from their rented
apartment in Staré Brn@la &rni 2)to their new hous€Giskrova [now Kounicova] 30in the grounds
of the Brno Organ SchodlTrkanova 1959, 94). From a practical poaftview, the autograph score
had beersupesededoy &ross’s authorised copiesto whichthe subsequent layers of revisiaere
entered; B 1910the first printed edition of the vocal score had also appeff&dJ, published in
1908. One can only guess as to the wider possible motives for [#atdirning the autograph, given
the associations of the later stages of composition with the fatal illness of his daught€s€dga
below).

% Tyrrell 1998, 14-15, andJYLi, 422-4; not 1897 as hagreviouslybeenthought.



his letterto Nebu&a, that his work with Frani@k Bartofon the monumentalarodni
pisn moravsk v nov nashrané[Moravian folksongs newly collectedK({ll/3),
published in 1901, had takem most of his time betwedhe composition oActs 1
and 2 ofJen$a.?® Tyrrell argues that another factor may have been Jak#
exposurdan January 18960 Tchaikovsky’'sl bdh\zy ~Zf Z[ The Queen of $ades]
Jandek’s review of the evenfPikova damaXV/149) shows the extent to which he
was taken with this operd,and Tyrrél suggess thatit was Tchaikovsky's approach
to musical dramaturgy, radically different from that of the relatively untestedf@ana
that gave the latter pause for thoughtdrefhe set out to tackléhe dramatic and
expressive demands of Acts 2 andf3len$a, very different from those of Act.1’

By late 1901 Janfek had resumed work on the opgfavith the composition
of Act 2 finished by thefollowing summer this Act in &/S was completedby &ross
on 8 July 1902, one of the few helpful dates irheitof the two surwing scoressee
CHAPTER 2, 82.1). As is well known the later stages of composition were bound up
with the illness andubsequernteath, on 26-ebruary 1903, of Jarj@k’s daughter
Olga?® Just a month earliepn 25 Januaryaross ha finished copyinga/S, and on
18 March 1903 Jangk put a completion date in his copy of Preissova’s @ag in
a/S (presumably after a final check throughboth &S and &/S).*°

Some time in the following weeks, Jajgk submittedlen$ato the Prague

National Theatre Whatever faith he had in the ogethat had cost him so muc¢ime

%5 JODA JP9.

D11, 225-7; Eng. trans.Zemanova 1989,76-9.

2" Tyrrell 1998, 14-15, andJYLi, 423-4 and 43843.

8 JODA 48. The possibility of an earlier resumption of work tie full score(or at least theopying
of Act 1 by &ross)is raisdby an erased date at the end of AGh1&S: see€CHAPTER 2, §2.1

29 See for example bgel 1963, 13941 (Eng. trans144-7) and Piba ova 1984b, 579.

30 JODA 48;Tyrrell 1996, iv/Tyrrell2000, iHii.



andeffort, both physical and emotionahust have been offset awell-founded
sense ofrepidation. Forhe music director in Pragugasnone other thathe
conductorcomposeirnd sometime harpigtarel Kovaovic (1862-1920) whose own
opera &nichovgThe lridegrooms, 1882; first performed Prague 18&4H been sent
up by Janajek in a satirical reviewXV/70) in the journaHudebni listyin January
18873! Sure enough,tahe end of April the scoeof Jen$a were returnedo Jangek
with a curt rejectiorfrom the National Theatre’s administrative directérJangek's
wife Zdenkathenpersuadé him, at first with difficulty, to allow the BrnoNational
Theatre— a muchsmaller and less august instiion than its Prague counterpart
based in a&onverted dance hall and with onlytiay chorus andrchestra— to stage
the work. Well aware of the limitations of the Brno theatre, the composer
neverthelessventudly agreed.

A letter Jangek wrote o 3 October1903to Camilla Urvalkov&® givesthe

first surviving indicationof any prepremiere revisions tden$a:

31 Hudebni listyiii (1886-7), 54; reprinted in& dro 1946, 11412 andLD /17, 122; Engtrans. in
JODA JP12. The attackn &nichovénust have seemed all the more personal giventtoaiebni listy
was, in effect, Janfgk’s ‘own’ journal, founded and edited by him; s#€Li, 287-96. Seven years
later, when Janfek submittedlenda to the Prague National Theatre, Koesic might well have
reflected that Janjiek’s earlier sarcastic suggestion of stage action more suitabiledanusic of
&nichové— ‘full of horrible gloom, desperate s@ms, bodies stabbed by daggerspretty well
summel up aspects dhe action inJen$a.

32 Gustav Schmoranz to Jafek, 28 April 1903,JA vii, 17; Eng. transJODA JP15.

3 Jan4ek had meMrs Camilla Urvalkova (18751956) whilst holidaying at the Moravian spa of
Luhalwvicein August 1903she was to prode theinspiration(together with Luhdwvice itself)for his
next operaPsud[Fate] (I/5). SeeJODA 109 and 366.



| am so taken up and overworked with the final revisiguosledni revisi of my

opera that | want just now to go off to Prague to see Bizawitty operaDjamileh®

Six days latehe wrote to MrdUrvalkovaagain

Yesterday at least was one of the joyful days. | have had few of them in my life.
Perhaps that ‘Highest Justice’ has after all turned to me with a smiling face?

The Directoratef the National Theatre in Brno sent for the score of my opera
Jen$a.

When they took it away, the servant had something to carry on his shoulders! At
the same time it seemed to me as if they had taken away my soul from so many sad

years®

1.3 Premiéere and early performances

As suggested by Jafgk’s letter to Mrs Wvalkova of 3 October 1903, Jaik had
already made revisions to the opeefdre he handed the scaveer to the Brno
National Theatren 8 October 1903and some of these we(as will become clear)

substantiaf® It was this first revised version thatas now copied out and eventually

3N mcoval974, 135 Jandek saw Bizet'oneactopéra comiquéhat evening at the Prague National
Theatre in a double bill with Vilém Blaek’s V studni[ln the well]; JYLi, 562

% JODA JP20.

% The extentpature and even existenaaf these revisios had until recentlyong been a mystery.

Most commentators have followedl dro 's lead(in ZGJand & dro 196&) in regarding the version
of Jen$a performed at the premié as the ‘first’ version.Although Jandek’s letterof 3 October1903
was known to& dro (& dro 1959, 1656), N mcova and Tyrrellfhe firstseriousattempt to identify
the prepremiée revisions mentioned in it was lyrpossible as a result of work on the present project
see Audus 1996For a more detailed description and evaluatios@he of thdeatures othe pre1904
Jen%a, see GIAPTER 3, §3.1 As discussed belownany of these revisions were extensive, andewe

by no means confinetb the earlier composed Act 1.



performed in January 1904. In addition to the surviving orchestral parts (a now
incomplete setsee GIAPTER 2, 82.1, OP), vocal mateal — probably in the form of
vocal parts— would have been preparddr use by the solsts and chorus, though
any such material no longer survivésJangek wasaware from his activities as a
music critic and his experiences wio [@tek romanuof the shortcoming of the
Brno theatrewith its meagre forces, armbme of hisearly, prepremi&e revisions may
indeedhave been partly motivated by thegmitations. In a lost letter tahe director
of the Brno National Theatrélois Stan k-Doubravsky(who was to singhe role of
Lacain the first performancesyandek had givendetailsof the opera’orchestral
requirement$® In reply, Stan k-Doubravsk wroteon 8 October 1908he day of the

handover of scores)

In answer to your kind letter allow me to inforgou that | agree to your regq@ments
regarding orchestral forces aridhiould be very pleasing for miéyou were not only
to hear the first et when we have finished rehearsing, but were also to be present at
the preliminary rehearsals and be of assistance to us with advice and suggestions
according to your intentions. | will let you know the rehearsal schedule in good time.
[...]
At the same tne | ask you kindly to hand over the vocal score and the full score
to the messenger [to give] to me. | will endeavour to devote the greatest care to your

work, so that it receives the very greatest success, as it des@rves.

37 Any such vocal material would have besmperseded by the published vocal score of 1&T8U),
which must surely have been used in the preparation of subsequent revivals of the opera ge8rno
CHAPTER2, 82.1

38 Stan k-Doubravsky (186#1924) was director of the Brno National Theatre for the 19D8eason
and also sang the role of Laca in the early Brno performancésridfa; seeJODA 360 and (for a more
detailed account of his career) Péika 1996.

% JODA JP19.
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Orchestral prts were copieddiween October and December, and by-idamvember
police permission had been given for the performarisesCHAPTER 2, §2.1, LB).
Around Christmas,ahdfek wrote to @milla Urvalkova that Only thesoloists and
chorus know their partsom the opera and know how to perform them! The
orchestra has not had rehearsals §&tSome ofthe orchestrgparts weren fact still
being copied (anoteby the copist at the end of thérombonel partdates it 30
December)which would have meant that thell score(of which there was only one
copy)was still with thetheatre’scopyists.

Originally scheluled for 14 January, the premggwas put back a week to
Thursday 21 Januar§} According to another notén the oboe Jpart, the first full
rehearsal for Act 1 took place as late as 19 JanuBmspiteStan k-Doubravskys
reassurances, the orchestra for the premiére and subsequent performances was
notoriously small, as few as twentyne players, with several crucial instruments,
including harp, cor anglais and bass clarinet, miséntlevertheless, theork was
received with a huge amount of enthusiasm by the local audience, and was well

attended® The Brno press was favourablalthoughas Jandek laterruefully noted,

“0 JODA 53 (JP22 and fn. 1).

** JODA 53.

*2N mcova 1971, 11718 The orchestra was further depleted as the season woseamd 15 April
1904 Jandek wrote to Hana Kvapilova that ‘Even before now, the orchestra has been incompeate to
alarming extent: the new director has given notice to the horn player, the trumpet plapay are
apparently not needed for the summer season. | myself don’t even go to the theatre indon’t

want to hear my own work in such a brokeiown state.’(JODA, JRBB9) Jandek’s referenceso ‘the

new director’ andthe summer season’ testify to the unstable nature of the theatre company in Brno:
although under the auspices of the Brno Thedtredtvo[consortium], the company itself (general
director, nusic director, orchesa and singers) was taken onafandisesimply for the duration of

the season; 8&CO, 57-8.

“3 Lidové noviny(20 January 1904%eported that bookings were so numerous that the prerhigd to

be placed outside the subscriptionisseiin order to satisfdemand; Nmcovéa 1974, 138.
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most of the criticgherewere former pupils of hi§* Reaction fronthe Praguecritics
wasmuchless positivewith reviewers picking on the work’s &turalismand folk
inspiredmusic (aspects that had been emphasised iartbeymougprogramme note
seeAPPENDIX 1) ** to find fault by makingdamning comparisons with Smetana.
positivethreepart review article in the periodicdevid by Josef Charwgoneof
Jandek’s former students) provoked controversy when the editorial boauglsbto
distance itself from Charvatisraise ofthe Act 1 ensemble ‘Kaly p&ek si musi
This editorial interventiorin turn pronpted a spirited defercby Jandek himself*®
Despite these difficulties, a series of repeat performances followed, as well as
oneoff ‘touring’ performances inyeské Budjovice (11 May 1904)and P$ek G0
May 1904). Howe\er, the standard of performanc¢eather than improvingsoon
deteriorated” A review of the Brno performancgivenon 15 April 1904in Lidové
novinysaid that the music had become ‘an unbearable raak#taos of notes, the
singing was all over the place and the choruses were unarticulated sHfiekso
furtherisolatedperformances Brno, on 7 December 190éttended byova ovic,
as noted by some of the players in their ppaisd the following 7 Februaryvere the

last until a significanthreeperformanceevival in September and October 1906.

44 Jandek to Artu &Rektorys, 21 March 1908 (JA52).

%5 Czech original (‘O vyznamdeji pastorkyn’) in N mcova 1974, 140; Engl. trans. (‘On the
significance oflen$a’) in JODA JP 28. Thiprogrammenate, the Czech original and translation of
which are given here iIAPPENDIXI, is thought to be either by Jafgk or, at the very leashased on
information supplied by himJODA 54). Its wider importance is that introduced several of the topics
which were to feature repeatediy the critical history oflen$a.

6 See Nmcovéa 1974, 144 andJODA 57-8. Charvat's thregart article, ‘Jeji pastorkya’, appeared
in Jevid , i (1904), 1517, 76-9, 103-10; a concluding fourth part seems to have been deopgs a
result of the controversyJandek’s response is reproduced inNcova 1974, 145; Eng. trans.
JODA 57-8.

*" See above, fn. 42.

“8 Lidové noviny 17 April 1904, quoted in Nmcova 1984, 27.
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1.4 Postpremiere revisions and the 1906 revival

According to one interpretan of a letter he wrote to Kovavic on 9 February 1904,
Jan&ek may have madsomerevisions tathe opera soon after the premag®
However, the importance of the 1906 revival is that it prompted the first substantial
(and substantiateghostpremiéererevisions to the work. Evidena# this comes in a
letterfrom the conductor Cyril Metod Hrazdira to Jangek on 11 July 1906for
transcription and translatiosgeAPPENDIX II). Hrazdira— anotherformer Jandek
pupi — conducted the premié and dlthe early performances dén$a from 1904

to 1906>° His proposals for a number of cuserhaps prompted by the controversy
surrounding Charvat’article inJevié , seem to havéeen aceptedand indeed added
to by Jandek (seeCHAPTER 2, §2.2 andAPPENDIX |V). Becausehe first
performance following these suggestions andsequentevisions took place in
Ostrava(another ‘touring’ performancejiven on25 September 1906khis post
premiée revisionhas even been claimes the ‘Ostrava’ version den$a.>* As will
be seen beloWCHAPTER 2, 8.2), this set of revisions ig1 turn crucial in determining

what was heard at the premégn 1904.

9 JAvii, 17; Eng. transJODA JP35.This is & dro ’s interpretation(ZGJ, 111; & dro 196&, 24) of
Jandek's penultimate paragraphAll sorts of corrections were of course necessary in the seerd
think that many of the criticisms that were made have now fallen aw#ye corrections.” Howeveg
pehapsmore plausible explanation is that Jgmk wasreferiing to the ‘criticisms’ implicit in Prague’s
earlier rejection of the opera, amalthe ‘corrections’ he haith consequencmade in October 1903 (see
above) this is Tyrell's view (Tyrrell 1996, xi / Tyrrell 2000, V). SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.2.

*0 Cyril Metod j Hrazdira(1868-1926) was one of Jarj@k’s pupils at the Brno Organ School (1886
and conductor at the Brno National Tdtiee from 1903 to 1907. One oisiown opers, Jejminek was
premi&ed here in the same seasonden$a (3 March 1904)N mcova 1971, 134.

*1 SeeGregor 1978 antazurek 1978.
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1.5Later revisionsand publication

The 1906 performancesdmselves may have prompted J@éto make the ext set
of more extensive revisionsA note at the end of Act 8f &Sreads ‘opraveno
10.1.1907’ [revised 10 January 19Qyindicating a pocess of revision that probably
began only a month earlie?? But afurther incentive for these changie- which are
much more widaangingand radical than angf the composer’s earlier alteraten-
is likely to have been Jangék’s decision to submit the opeirmaMarch1907to the
Czech Academjn applicationfor an award’® It was not until December that Jafek
heardthat his application had failed but by that timethe Brnebased Klub pétel

um ni [Club of thefriends of artlhaddecided— largely on Jandek’s own initiative
— to begin a modest programme of music publication. The fast in the eventar
from modest)project, a vocal score dien$a, wasturned round in a remarkablyart
space of timgandby mid-March 1908 copies were being sent out to the Club’s
members> How far in advance the idea of publishidgn$a in vocal score had been
floated is not clear, but the head of the Club’s music committee was@kisa
champion and former pupil, theitic Jan Kunc (18831976). If the idea had been
around earlier, the incentive of publication migiell be seen as plausiblefurther
explanation fothe much more radical nature of Jgmk's winter 1906/7 revisions, as

compared with the essentially stgap revisions ofummerl906 (which were largegl

%2 A letter from Josef Ant@Fryda (director of the Brno National Theatre, 1905to Jangek on 11
December 1906 refers to Jae#'s request for the tarn of the scores afen$a andOsud(BmJA, D
717); se€)YLi, 672 It seemshat Jandek spent the Christmablew Year holidays revisingen$a;
with his heavy teaching commitments, mo$his compositional activity was concentrated in the
holiday perials.

%7GJ 112.

** Ibid.

5 JODA 62-3. For a detaild account of the Klub itel umni and its activities, see Kundera 1948.
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in the formsimply of cuts;seeCHAPTER 2, 82.2, andCHAPTER 3, 83.2). However that
may be, both Jan@k’s revisions and th@ublicationby the Klub patel umni can be
seen apart of a wider campaigfor the opera’s performance in Pragstemming
from thesense of injustice felty Jandek’s many supportelis Brno thatJen$a had
still not been taken upyothe National Theatre thereAs discusseih some detaiby

& dro , Jangek’s 1906/7 changes resirg in KPU were substantia® and the Brno
audience must have been keen to hear the re$ais much seesiclear from a often
overlooked noticéy the critic Hubert Doldl in the journalHudebni revuef 1909,

complaining that plans to perforden$a in Brno thatseason had beemapped

A composer of so rare a type and such great originalityaasfek surely has the right
to be performed, especially when it is known that he has made considerable
alterations to his work which he deserves to hearwhith the public, quite rightly,

want to know and judg(?.7

A period of upheaval at thBrno National Theatre, which included tdeparture of
Hrazdira in 1907, meant th#te revisedlen$a in the endhad to wait until 1911 for a
series of five further erformances in Brn@the conducting shad by Rudolf Pavlata
and Josef Wkler);*® one mordsolated performanceas given there two years later,
on 25March 1913 Only after a concerted effort by Jafek’s friends, Dr Frant&k

Vesel and his wifeMarie CalmaVesela did Kovaovic eventially relent, accepting

*7GJ 84-110.

" Hudebni revugii (1909), 71;partial Eng. trans. in& dro 1955, 109.

%8 According to a note in the trumpet 1 padosef Winkler (18851942) was conductor at the Brno
Theatre in 19048, 1909-11 and 19121919 JODA 105, fn. 2); however the prenri& of the new
production on 31 January wasnducted by Rudolf Pavlata (18#339), cello teacher at the Brno
Organ Scholp who conducted at the Brno Theatre in 1908 (JODA 149, fn. 1).
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Jen$a for Pragugowards the end of 1915 on condititimathe be #iowed to make
cutsof his own a conditionJangek gladly acceptedt the time®® The story of the
Pragueproduction, of Janfek’s initial enthusiasm for and lateepudiation of the
‘Kova ovic’ versionis well rehearsed in the Jatk literature®® It wasthis Prague
version of the opera that wasiblished by Universdtdition (UE 1917 and UE 1918)
and performed increasingly wideli¢reafter, particularlin the many opera houses of

Germany

1.6 Restoration of ‘Janafek’'s’ Jen §a

It was the Brnebased scholar Hynek Kiik who first attempted— with a fair degree
of success— to identify and unpick Kovavic's orchestral retouchings His
pioneering doctoral thesi8(no, 1934, nowapparenthjost) was based on the
conducting score made for Kowwvic’s Prague performancéy J. Ko dalek and now
housed in the Jarfék Archive in Brno®® Ka #k’s work led in turnto a1941radio
broadcasof excerptaunder the conductor Btislav Bakalgyet another Organ School
pupil of Jandek’s) using the manuscri@rno parts This was,however, a
performance of Jan@k’s final version, the resubbf hisownrevisions of 1906/7i(e.
the‘1908 verson), plusthe furtherchangesie hadmade between 1911 and 1915,

prompted by the Brnoevivals 0f1911 and 1913nd the growing prospect of a Prague

%9 Jan4ek to Kovaovic, 10 December 19150DA, JP79.

€0 See especiallJODA 64-77, JA viiand Maria CalmalVesel4]: ‘Z bojepro Janéikovou Patorkyni’
[From the battle for Janjek’s Jen$a] , Listy Hudebni maticev (1924-5), 13747. Janek’s changing
attitude to Kovaovic's revisions— from hisinitial enthusiastic acceptance and delight at the resulting
successfuproductions in Prague, Vienna and Berlin, to his later bitternesg alaimage these retouchings
had done to his own reputation as a compeséds documented idODA JP79,JODA77-91 and 1067;

see also Tyrrell 1996, viix / Tyrrell 2000, iv-v.

®! SeeKa ik 1938.

®2BmJA, A33.744 ac. See Tyrrell 1996, xiv / Tyrrell 2000jiv
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production®® The first serious attentio address the issue tife ‘original’ 1904
version camen the goundbreaking research of Bohumé dro , in a series of
articlesculminating in his seminal worKur Genesis von Le@analeksOper Jerfa
(seeBIBLIOGRAPHY, ZGJ). Long regarded as the definitive study of the opera’s
genesis & dro ’s research influencedenerations of musicologistand must still be
regarded as required reading for anyone attempting to get to grips with the textual and
musical issuesf the work

& dro made aetailed angerceptive study of the principal sources, in
particular the mnuscript vocal score copied b§ross( &/S) and the manuscript
libretto used by the prompter at the early performances.(lH was able to givéhe
most detailed attentioto those passagéisat had beenut by Jandek, sincemost of
these were still darly legible having simply been crossed throughe alsomade
importantand largely successfattempts to decipher many erasures. Atthe same
time, he acknowledged the diffictyl of recovering thanany passages covered up by
pastedove strips of manusript paper. Moreovera dro ’s discussion of those parts
of the 1904 versiothathe could determine— and indeed his attitude towards the
1904 version as a whole, hower fragmentary his view of &~ was also strongly
influenced by his understandalilesire to argue the case for Jge&’'s own revisd
(1908) version of the score. his was, after all, a time when Kowvavic's version of
the opera still held a monopoly in opera houaed Jandek’s last version of the score
was as good as unknown.

With the exception of a few broadcast excerpts, these attempts to discover and

rehabilitate the pr&Kova ovic Jen$a had little impact orthe operan performance.

83 It would alsohaveincorporated some of Kovavic's early changes; see Tyrrell 1996, x / Tyrrell
2000, wvi.
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That situatiorchangedhowever whenCharles Mackerras commissionediatial
investigation intakova ovic’s retouchings, usg this as the basis of his 1982
recording ofJen$a on Decca. The results werbased initially like Ka dik’s research,
ontheKo d4lek score kept iBrno®* This provisional version (as recorded by Decca)
led in turn to a jent edition by Mackerras and Tyrrell whictor thefirst time now
tookinto account theletailedcontents of the original Brnparts @ting from varias
stages between 1903 and 1913, as well as a microfilm co@##8f Despite being
notionally based on 11908 KPU vocal score- and hence labelled ‘Brmska verze
(1908)'— the Mackerraslyrrell edition (UE 1996 and UE 2000) also incorporated
Jandek’s own revisions up to 1916. And, while it restored the composer’s own
instrumentation, it also retained,rfpractical performing reasons, many of

Kova ovic’s extensivalterations to the opera’s dynamic markings, albeit indicated in
editorial brackets.Nevertheless, theubsequentidespread international success of
the MackerrasTyrrell edition—being takerup evenin Brno itself in 2004— has
provided ample proof of the viabilitypoth musical and dramatiof Jandek’s own

version of the score, something that had long been questfBned.

The foregoing discussion gives a summary of the geraexishe performancehistory
of Jandek’s opera, introducing many of the issues that impinge upon efforts to
establish an historically reliable text of the opera in any of its versigusl even
such a brief sketchlsoserves to suggetitie sheer complexityooth of tre opera’s
growth anddevelopment as a theatre piece (&imel compaer’s evolving conception

of it), and also of thesituation regarding the musical sources. These latteaéreg

® Tyrrell 1996, x / Tyrrell 2000, wi.
8 Even during his lifetime, according to Jaek himself, the Koveovic verson was being used to rsé

guestion marks over his own abiliys an orchestrator; s@®DA, JP 158.
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with the surwing items of contemporary correspondence,rtia@n provides of
information that can be used to identify and reconstruct the early versialen&a,
and the 1904 version in particulalhey are described and explored in more detail in

the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 2: SOURCES ANDRECONSTRUCTION

The present chapter falls intodr parts. The first 82.1) consists ot descriptiorof
thesources consulted in preparing the preseabnstruction of the 1904core of
Jen$a. Thisis followed bya consideréion of how thosesourcesan be usetb
identify (82.2) andreconstruc{82.3)the 1904 ersion of the opera. The final
section(82.4) outlines the principles and conventions of the reconstrudtsedf as

presented ivoLUMES I1/1, 11/2 and 11/3.

2.1Souces
A full list of the variousmanuscript and printesources foden $a is given inJawa*
The following is amore selectivdist of those sarces directly pertinent to the 1904
version of the opera or consulted during its reconstructoren in what appears to be
their chronological order Thoserepresentetdy an abbeviation in bold type indicate
the principal sources for thgresentreconstruction.
The location of sources is inditeed by the following abbreviations:
BmJA Jandk & archivOdd leni d jin hudby Moravského zemského muzea, Brno
[Jandek archive of the Msic history department of the Moraviaegional
museum, Brnp

AWn Osterreichisch&lationalbibliothek MusiksammlungVienna

! JaWq 15-17; see also Tyrrell 1996, kv / Tyrrell 2000, viviii.
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PL  Gabriela Preissovdeji pastorkya (Prague: F.dma ek, 1891), with
annotationsnd sketcheby Jandek and dates ranging froB81 December
1894 to 18 March 1903, BmJA, L6.
This printedsource, the first edition of Preissova’s play, contains numerous
manuscriptlterations, marginal glosses and musical sketches byj@an@hey
include what appear to libe dates of a detailedadthrough and initial sketching
process by Jarjgk (Act 1: 18 March 1894; Act 2: 17ahuary 1895Act 3: 11
February 1895%,as well as dates added later that chart some of the compositional
processtself. In between printed pages 20 and 21 is an ieteréd folio with sketches
on the recto, and blank on the verdéor a moredetailed account of this sourceee

d dro 1965andZGJ 59-74.

SK  Autograph sketctieaf for Act 1 Scene 2, undated, 330mm (h) x 245mm (w),
BmJA, A30.380.

This single sided skath leaf— the only substantial autograph draft material for

Jen$a to havesurvived — has frequently been reproduced in the Jekditerature®

Written on sixteerstave printed manuscript paper, it contains a number of additional

marginalstaves handvritten by Jangek. Although ofterverydensely written, it

includes many decipherable passagkAct 1 Scene 2 in what appears to béoam of

shortscorecontinuity draff on two-stave systemwhich include vocal lines and text

cues The lower half of thererso contains a twelvbar unfinishediano piece

entitled ‘My &nky’ [ldeagThought$, not includedn the ‘Unfinished’ section (IX) of

JaWq andapparently unrelated to the opeaahorizontal fold across the middle of the

2 SeeCHAPTER 1, §1.2.
3 See, for instanc&GJ, upper part of plate 15, and Vogel 1981, plate [10] between pp. 112 and 113.

* Just how continuous is debatable, as several phrases of Preissova’s text appear out of sequence.
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folio suggests that this brisketch was probablwritten at some time after the

sketchingfor Jen$a on the recto.

&S Authorised copyy Joseféarossof full score, undated (excefdr Jangek's
corrections added in 190%ee beloy; three volumes hartiound in black
cloth, AWn, L1, UE 376.
Act 1: 205fol. (see below)313mm x 247mm
Act 2: 179fol. (see below)323mm x 246mm
Act 3: 121 fol. (see below)319mm x 250mm
Completedby March 1903when it was submitted to the Prague National Theatee;
CHAPTER 1, 81.2), thisscorewas used for alberformances by thBrno National
Theatrefrom Janary 1904 toDecemberl916 and in@rporates both Jarj@k’s own
revisionsfrom the years 1903L5 and thosenadeby Kova ovic in 1915-16.
Subsequently it serveas theStichvorlagefor UE 1918° Tyrrell has identified no
fewer than six ‘layers’ in the texXtdetails ofmany of the earéistnow difficult to
determingfor an expansion on these layesse below82.2, especiallyf ABLE 2.1).
&Salso contains some still later motations connected with J.M. Bis 1969
editionof Jen$a (UE 1969) e.g. the simplified violin 1 line in the Kaslni [xa’s Act
1 arig ‘Aji on byl zlatohivy’. (&S 1 108r/3-111r): compare UE 1969 and UE 1996
Act 1 figs 71-3, with the equivalent passage in the present reconstruc{dee also

below, 82.4, especially Ex. 2.3.)

® Universal Edition acknowledged receipttb three volumes ofES on 3 January 1917 (UE to
Jandek, BmJA, D891); seét dro 1971, 25960.
® Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, Vi-vii.
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Fig. 2.1 &S| 1r. beginning of A¢ 1. Reproduced byourtesy of the Osterreichische
Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna

Jandek’s correctiongnd revisionsmade at various stagestiaeen 1903 and
1915, aran blackink. Early annotationancludingthe cuts suggested bg.M.
Hrazdira inJuly 1906 (seebelow, 82.2,andAPPENDIXII), are maden grey pencil; the
many later cuts dating from 19@are indicated in redencil (usually with diagonal
crossing) with blue pencil used to reinforce these (usually in the form of vertinak

marking the start and eraf a cut) Theextensivedetailed alterations made to bring
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&S into line with tle Kovaovic version of the score are in red ifikMost of the
folios that had been glued together as part of the revision process have been prised
apart, with varying degrees of success and resultant damage. Numerousvagiste
were made during the cose of revisions: some of these lealveen lifted and re
attached at one edgdath adhesive tapésee below, Fig. 2.4although where the tape
has dried oytmany ofthese pastever strpsare now loose in the score.
Act1 Anunnumberedinterleaved folicat the beginning of the score, written on
blank paper, is blank on the recto; on the veisalandek’s handjs a list of
characters@soby with voice typesa general description of thepera’ssetting ad
the timescale of the three éts(seeVoLUME II/1, iii).

There follows thefirst (unnumbered) folipcontaining the worls title andthe

scene description for Act:1

Y3

Jeji pastorkya.
Opera
ve t ech jednanich

Slova Gabriely Predsové, hudba Le® Janafka.

Jedndni I.

Podvefer. Osamly pohorsky mlyn. \pravo
p ed domovnim stavenim k& zd eve
nych sloupb Stra ka, k oviny, nkolik

pokéacenych cv, vzadu strouha.

Partitura.

" Kova ovic’s main changes to the orchestration (TyrrelS 6, see belowTABLE 2.1) were made
first in the opy of thefull score prepared for the Prague premiby J. Kodélek, BmJA, A33.744 <;
seeTyrrell 1996, xii and xiv /Tyrrell 2000, vi~vii. They were subsequently entered irdeS.
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The first four lines othis title page(Jeji pastorkya [...] hudba Leag Janalka. are
in Jandek’s handon a blankabel pasted over the original inscription (&ross’s

hand):Klavirni vytah.[vocal score] This seems to have been a mistake @mss'’s

part not only doesis own Patrtitura. [full score] cancebutKlavirni vytah, but &/S
has its own title page, also i&ross’s handand the &S title page is on the same
twenty-stave manuscript paper as the following pages of full score, whids@/S
title pageis on twelvestave paper like its continuatior©n the verso of this title page,
in &ross’s handaredescriptions dthe situations of the three characters onstage at the
beginning of Act 1 (Jeffa, Staenka and Laca)

The music of Act 1 follows omumbered foliogoriginal numberingn left-

hand columnright-hand column showthe numbering used in thisommentary.

1-140 1-140
1-63 141203
[64]: blank 204

The restart of foliation after fol. 140 coin@d with the beginning of Scene 6 (‘Vystup

7" in Jandek’s numberingsee 8.4,Scene numbeysan indicatiorthat thisbulky tome

was originally split into two mag manageable volumes. The pages have alsotégen
down from thér original size, somethingvident from the manjolio numbers that

have been partly or wholly cropped. In the score’s present state, folios 123 and 124 have
been misbound in reverse ordee. fol. 124 precedes fol. 123 confusion compounded

by the fact that fol. 124 has been folded forward and gheeitself, so that the folio

numberon the rectds no longer showin§ Folios 189 and 190 are glued togetfer.

& These two folios correspond to I/v/3789, the middle section of thmuch-cut ensemble ‘A vy,
muzikanti’; fol. 124r (glued shut) corresponds to 1/v/384
° The hidden folios— 189v and 190r— contain music that originally came between I/vii/202 and 203

in the present reconstruction.
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Fig. 2.2 &S 1203v, etail, rotated right through 90° and digitally enhanc&eproducedy
courtesy of the Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna.

On 203v(the last music page of Act 1) i&ross’s signature preceded by an erasure.
Whilst most of this easure is so thorough as to be effectively illegible, the last part
(directly above thdeft of the signaturelappears to be the remaindsra date, of
which the laspart is almost certainl$900(see Fig. 2.2abovs.

Act 2 Fol. 1r contains the Act headjrand scene description; the music begins on
fol. 1v. The last music side is 180r; 180v is blank. At the bottom righhd corner of
180r (now torn off) is the hint of an erasure, perhaps originally a date. Also on the
same folio, n Jandek’s handopraveno| 10/1 1907| LJ [revised10/11907 LJ]. Ina
series ofatealterations to Scene 3 (Kostella— &eva), fol. 66v is pastedver with a
replacement folio copied by Vaclav Sedi; the original fol. 67 has been removed;
and fol. 71 is a replacemeftlio, alsoin Sedldek’s hand'® Two consecutive folios

are numberedl'0Z in error.

0 vaclav Sedldek (1879-1944) was flauist in the Brno National Theatre orchestra from 1910 to 1935;
seeJODA 364. He adapted (and in some places entirely recopied) the Brno orchestral parts (OPx; see
below) for the 1916 revision afen$a. His highly distinctive, idiosyncratic copying harfsee Fig. 2.3
became a regular feature in authorised copies of fikgcores fronBrou ek (1/6 and 1/7) to such late
works as the Sinfonietta (VI/18M & glagolskaja(lll/9) and Z mrtvého doml/11). Jangek
dedicated”ochod Modrdk $[March of the Blwebirds] (VII/9; comp. 1924, pub. 1928) to Sedtk; see

JaWaq 229.
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Fig. 2.3 &S Il 66v: replacement pastaver copied by Vaclav Sedgk (?1915/16) This
passage corresponds to II/iii/28®in the present editiorthe horn parts abe the second
system (in red ink) are additions mattecorrespond to Kovavic’s revisions Reproduced
by courtesy ofthe Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna

Act 3 Fol. 1r:Jednanill.; fol. 1v contains a description of the sety, and
descriptions of the situations of the characters onstage (Kofitajnlerffa, Laca,

Staenka, Pastugha). The music occupidslios 2121v. The absence of any date
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or other detds (erased or otherwise®n 121v is explainetby the fact that tis was
originally the penultimate folio; fol. 122r, which contained the last three bars of the
opera in the presémeconstruction, wagrobablyremoved when the ending was

revised in 1901seeCHAPTER ], §1.5).

Fig. 2.4 &S 111 89r (lIl/x/34-6): woodwind and string pastevers(top four and bottom
five staves)ifted to reveal the original notes in varying states of legibili{Cf. CHAPTER 3,
Exx. 3.21a and b.Reproducedby courtesy of thésterreichische Nationalbibliothek,
Musiksammlung, Vienna.
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&/S Authorised copyy Josef@rossof vocal score; Act 2 dated 8 July 1902,
completed 25 January 1908ne volume, hardound in leather, 217 fol.,
315mm x 245mmBmJA, A7426
Separate foliation for each@:

Act 1: 78 fol. (176, 78-79: originalfol. 77 missing see beloyplus three

interleaved folios (see below)

Act 2: 78 fol. (numbered 476: two consecutive folios are numbered ‘21’

error; likewisetwo further consecutive folios are numbered ‘60°)

Act 3: 61 fol.
Used in the preparation of all perfoances oflen$a by the Brno National Theatre
from 1904 to 190probably in conjunction with other vocal material in the form of
vocal parts no longer extant)'he separate foliation for eachcAindicateghat this
manuscriporiginally formed three segrate volumesDates on the fingbagesuggest
that it wasalsoused as the prompter’s copy for three performancesiinmnl1906, in
Moravska Ostrava (25 September) and Brno (6 and 9 Octobédis. seems also to be
confirmed by the two bellike symbols( 1and II) drawn towards the end of each
Act (as in LB, see below): #se were probably used to cue a rerralezt tobackstage
or front-of-house staff that the end ofcAwas imminent. &S subsequenthgserval as
the Stichvorlagdor the 1908 KPU editin. Ittherefore incorporates all Jafgk’s own
revisions up untiDecember 1907, when it was sent to the Leipzig engraving firm of
Engelmann & Miihlberd® Thereafter,&/S ceased being used as performance
material, having been superseded by KPA$ with &S, Jandek’s revisions are

made in ink, with widespread e®f pasteovers and erasures.

1 See alsod dro 1966b, 51832, andZGJ, 74-101.
2 3YLi, 686: see also below.
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Fig. 2.5 &/S 11 53r (II/vil126-43), showing two cuts suggested by Hrazdira, the first ending
at 53r/i/2 (reinforced by red pencil crossing), the second of on€38ifii/6); further cuts by
Jandek; vocal line past®vers at 53r/ii/24 and 53r/iii/3-6; ‘Moderato’ at 53r/i/3 added by
Jandek. Reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

Hrazdira’s suggestiornter cuts (from the summer of 1906;eséelow,82.2, and

APPENDIX I ) are made in grepencl; Janaek’s later cutg1907/8)arein red pencil*®

There arealso numerous engravemarks indicating page breakgtc

13 These ‘red’ cuts are described in some detaildbbylro in ZGJ, 84-101.
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a&/Sis copied ortwelve-stave preprinted manuscript papeict 1 fol. 1r has

the simple headingKlavirni vytah.| Jednani | followed bythe generascene

descriptionfor Act 1, all in &ross’s hand.In the top righthand corner, apparently in
the hand of Vladimir HelfertOpisoval[?]P &os|[sic], [fen orchestru divadla (m?)|
Podle zdleni pi. Jangkové. V.H]Copied by Piros member of the (German?)
theatre orchestra. According to information given by Mrs Jaoga. V.H.]** In the
bottom lefthand caner, in pencil:Studovat zdal dne12/list. 1903(indicating that
rehearsals begaon 12 November 1903)On fol. 1v,in &ross’s handaredescriptions
of the situations of the three characters onstage at the beginnig éf(Jen$a,
Staenka and Lacasee &S abovg

In between thigitle folio and the first music pagéol. 2r) are three interleaved
folios, all on blank paper. The first contains, on the rectdandek’s hand, the cast list
(Osoby with voice types andgddedn the lefthand marginn penci) the names of the
original singers, followed by a gened#scription of the opera’s settingéthe timescale

of the three Ats(see &S above)on the verso, in pencilleji pastorkya. At the top of

this page, in another harBitte diese Seite recht deutti abzuschreiben und zwar in der

richtigen Reihenfgle (evidently a note from the Leipzig engravers, unable to decipher

Jandek’s hand in a language with which they were unfamilfarin response, stuck to
the recto of the second interleaved folio, is the cast list from the printed copy of

Preissova’s dramwith the title— Jeji pastorky a. — added in Janfek’s hand. The cast

14 This note appears to be in thand of Vladimir Helfert (18861945), musicologist, Jarjgk

biographer and founder of the music archive of the Moravian Museum in Brno, and must date from
after Jandek’s death. Either Zdenka Jafid@va misrememberedross’s name, or Helfert misheard:

‘p &os’ is Czech for ‘ostrich’ (I am indebted tdgr. Jan alek for drawing this to my attentionjhe
initial ‘P’ appears to have been crossed through. The roléefa in Preissova’deji pastorkya was
created in 1890 by Adolf Bross (185%1903); seZavodsky1962, 139.

' SeeJYLi, 686.
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list is amended by Jar@k, with voice types added in the righand margin.On the recto

of the third interleaved folio ipasted a telegram from Erdg&ann& Mihlberg to

‘direktor jaunacek §ic] | bruenn 2 klosterplatz’ dated 30 Decemi807(some two
weeks afterd/S had originally been sent to Leipziggquesting thenanuscript’'s
urgentreturn'® Beneatlthistelegram are pasted two postage receipts, dated 30 and
31 December 1907or ‘Manuskript’ sent from Brno to Engelmann & Milberg.

Act 1 fol. 77 was removeds part of extensive pigremiege alterations to the
end of this Act. The music containeah it — twelve bars in total— would have
corresponded to bars-b6 ofthe passagreconstructetom &S | 197v200r as
presented IMAPPENDIX IX (seealsoCHAPTER 3, 83.1).

The end ofAct 1 (fol. 79v) is signed ‘Josefaross’preceded by an erasure (a
date?)hat is no longer legiblesee notes abov@ncerningthe correspondig placein
&S. Atthe end of Act 2 (76vn &aross’s hand8/7. 902. Jaross. At the end of Act
3 (61v) in &ross’s hand25. Ledna 1903. | 3*hodiny al poledne | Jaross. | Copist.
[25 January 1903 | 3.30 p.m. | &ross | Copyist].Beneath this, in mirsicule Cyrllic
script in Jandek’s hand:L_[ _Hevlh <iZf yl v| 18/3 1903 Tebe Olgd V pamyat’/
To you, Olga! In memoryf’

In a letter to Otakar Neb#ta on 22 February 1917 giving an accountleh$a’s

compositionJandek maintained that ‘I compose fit in full score and do the vocal

16 Jan4ek had only just received the first batch of proofs (see Tyrrell 1996, xiii / Tyrrell 2000, vii): the
engravers had perhaps sent with them the whole manuscript, rather than just that portion of the vocal
score &eady set, hence the urgent request for the return of ‘des uns so noetigen manuscriptes’. The
Jandeks’ (rented) home from 1882 to 1910 was at Bdéni 2 in Staré Brno.

" The copying of &/S wasthusfinished by &ross on 25 January 1903, and 18 Marc®3@ppears to

be the date by which Jafgk had looked through the score, made any prelimigargections and added
the dedication to his daughter, who had died just three weeks earliciQfs% 48.
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score from that; thusiork on the full score was finished earliéf.’ Assumingthat
Jandek’s memory was correcthis was the reverse of the procedure in his first two
operas, and Tyrrell takes this as an indication t&&$ was copied firstefore &/S.*°
Certainly, thepiano parin &/S hasabout it(as noted iIrCHAPTER1, 81.2)moreof a
reductionthana score originally fashioned at the keyboarthis, however, cannot be
takento mean that&S was necessarily caal first: both &S and &/S are copies,
and although there are some minor discrepancies between shggesting thagt
least in the case of Act 1&VS may have been copied firsthey reveal little about the

nature of the lost autograph master scoré&ls).

OP Orchestral partsapied by twounidentifiedcopyists(here referred to aopyists
A and B)from theBrno National Theatre, missing picc, fl bn 2,vn 2and
onstage partsised for the Bno premiére on 21 January 19@mJA, 49.883
20 parts: fl2, b 1, ob2, cl 1, cl 2, bnl (incl. ‘Bihnenmusik’ inserfor Act 1
Scene 4) hnl, hn2, hn3/4, tptl, tpt2, trbnl, trbn2, trbn3/4 [4 =tuba] hp,
timp/perg vn 1, va, vc, db

OP contains material originally prepared for the Brno pegeenof 21 January904.

Copying took place between 8 October 1903 (the day [inidanded over the scéte

to a messenger fronthe Brno National Theatre) and the beginning afulay:theend

'8 JODA JP9.

9 Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, vii.

20|t Janalek’s reminiscences to Nelda are correct, there would have been two autographs, a full
score and a vocal score; most references are, however, to the destroyed ‘original’ or ‘autograph’,
implying merely a full score.

2 Jandek’s description to Caitta Urvalkova on 9 October 1903 thathe servant had something to

carry on his shouldetseems to refer to the bulky full scorékS); see€CHAPTER 1, 81.2.
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Fig. 2.6 OP violin 1: detail from Act 1 8ene 6 (fig. 92) showing the hand chpyist A.
Reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

of Act 3 inthetrombone 1 part is dated 30 December 1903 by copyistige late
copying oftrombonel suggests that the parts were copied in a modified score order,
with the strirgs (the orchestral backbone) copied first, then the woodvinodhs, brass
and percussion. This is confirmed by the distribntof work between the copyists.
The violin 1 part is the work of juscopyst A; violin 2 is missing, but fronthe viola

part mwards the work was divided so that copyist B copied the parts fos Band 3,

and copyist A copied out Act 2 From this, itmaybeinferredthat copyistA had

2 That there were indeed only single copies of the string parts is confirmed by the tiny #izeRiho

theatre orchestra: just twentyne players at the time of the premiére, and even fewer as the season wore
on (see Nmcova 1971, 118; N mcova 1984, 27JODA 56). Although in retrospect this seems
impossibly small for such a work den$a, there are plenty of indications to confirm this. When in
November 1891 Jarfiék had approached Dvik about possible performances of the latter’s operas in
Brno, Dvo ak had responded that he would have torehestrate thend¥Li, 368). In 1906, when it

looked as though the Brno National Theatre might perform the newly compiletied Jandek made a

point of specifying minimum forces includingfirst violins, 3 secons| 4 violas, 2 cellos and 2 double
bassesIODA 132, fn. 2), suggesting that the orchadtr Jen$a had fallen short of this. And a list of
players in the 1911 season made by the trumpeter Karel Horky in the OP trumpet 1 part indicates that
even by then the string section numbered only 4.3.2.2.2. Furthermore, the absence of bassoans in som
early performances dfen$ais attested to by the presence in the OP cello part (in use only until 1906; see

below, 82.2) of numerous pencilled bassoon cues, which the cello was clearly expected to cover.
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Fig. 2.7 OP cella detail from Act 1 ene 6 (fig. 92) showing the hand of copyist B.

Repoduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

originally been assigned the task of copying out all the parts; once it was realised that
the job would take too long with just one person, copyist B was also engaged. Given
that there was onlyme copy of the full score &S, in three separat@lumes), the
most practical way of dividing the work between two cgpy would then be to give
one Act to one copyist, and twocks to the otherdqopyist B,no doubt the faster of the
two).

Lost from ths set altogether are thpaccolo, flute 1 and violin Zarts.
Furthermore, Wth the sole exception of an insert in the bassoon 1 parstageband
parts from 1904 survive(Whilst the orchestra at the premiére was tiny, it seems most
unlikely that thismusic— the only instrumental accompaniment in many bars of Act
1 Scene 4— was left altogether uncoveredI)he originalAct 1 horn 3/4 part is
replaced part wayhrough from fig. 80aonwards in the present edition). The original
bassoon 2 part no loleg survives intact: most of Act 2 was incorporated into OPx (see
below) and further heavily revised wikova ovic’s changesoften making the
original illegible even with the aid of fibreptics(see below?2.3). Other pages from

the 1904 bassoon 2 part were recydle®Px as follows:

35



1904 bn 2 [OP] OPx

title page andJvod (doublesided) gluedreinforcement to distage bangart (1916)
end of Act 1 (singlesided) : verso of db stage band part (1916)
end of Act 2 (singlesided) : verso of bass cl part (1916)

The cor anglais and bass clarinet parts ar¢t@mirespectively into the oboe 2 and
clarinet2 parts. All the percussion mudimcluding the ‘onstage’ xylophone) is
written into the timpani part.

All the OP partscontainthe independent orchestral introductidivpd),
although there are no sigrs such as performance annotatiessto indicatethat this
was ever used in performances of the opera in Bfndhey also all containvarious
layers of revision, often extensive. The string parts are least alteredipthavind,
brassand percussion partsare thoroughly reworked with erasures, recopying and
pasteovers in line with Jan&k’s revisions of 190#8. The OP harp part contains the
most extensive changes, incorporating all layers of revision including those of
Kova ovic in 1916(the part had beetaken over into OPx and remained in use long

after all the others— including the stage band and percussierhad been recopied)

LB Manuscript libretto copiethy ‘ Kostkd, dated 2526 October 1903;gice
censor’s permission datd6 Novemberl903 and anotatiors by Jandek;
black texturedstiff papercover (blank white on reverse) with black cloth
spine,end papers (1 blank bifolium) and 72 pages (17 ruled bifoA@imm x

161mm,BmJA, L7.

% SeeCHAPTER 1, fn. 18. TheUvodis also inclded in the orchestral parts copied later, in 1906, 1911
and 191314; see below, ‘OPX’.
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Used by the prompter in all the early Brno performances (1904 and 19@5lbretto
was copied, probably frond/S, into a small blackcovered exercise book with blank
endpapers and feint ruling. ¢ontainsmanyprecise annotations regardingrd and
phrase repetition'

On the inside front cover is a series of dadesl dher detailsn Jangek’s
hand in pacil, many of them copied fron&/S, which probably served asdes-
mémoirewhenthe composer waansweing queries like that from Neb#a (see

above) In English translation they read as follows:

According to information from the mail. Stejskalova

| began to compose ih896

Completion of the vocal score of Act | rubbed out

g 902 Jo. aross

finished writing the vocal score
[of] Act II

End of the opera
25 Januaryl 903, 3.30 p.m.
J. &ross

copyist

L[ Hevlh<iZ ylv7R\RX 20D IQPHPRY @

18 1903
3

% See & dro ’s description and commentary i& dro 1966b, 51318 andZGJ, 74-83.
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On the facing page (the recto of the endpapeihk is the police censor’s
permission, granted on 15 November 1903 and dated 16 NovemberA#@3fficial
stamps andigned byC.K. vladni radaa policejni editel. | SoikgdImperial and Royal

privy councillor and police chief. Soika]Below this, also in inkJeji pastorkyn |

Opera o0 3 Jednénich od | Le@ Jandlika. Beneath this title are two more annotations
by Jandek, againm pencil:v ledru 1904 v Brn po prvé | davanolperformed for the
first time in January 1904 in Brijdollowed by 12. listopadi 1903 zdali studovat | v
Brn [rehearsals began 12 November 1903 in Brno].

The verso of thiendpaper contains a cast li€gdy), against which have
been added the surnames of the singers at the first performdheg of the original
Jen$a — [Maria] Kabelalmva— has been crossed through and replaced with ‘sl.
Ka parova’ [MissKa ¢arova, i.e. Rb@&na Kaparova, the original Karka, who
replaced the indisposed Kabdi&a at later performance$]. Added at the head of éh
page in pencil is the titleJeji pastorkya. | Hudebni moravské drama ve 3 pgd dova
Gabriely Preissové, slél Leo &Jlanafek.

The libretto itselfoccupieghe first 55 numbered pages of the exercise book,

with separate pagination also addeddach Act:

general pagination individual pagination
Act 1 1-19 1-19
Act 2 20-36 117
Act 3 37-55 1-19

As originally copied in ink, LBincludes frequent use ofpeat marks to indicate word
and phrase repetitionsl hese are supplemented by extensive pencil annotations

indicating bars’ restgehearsal figuregrchestrainterludes and dances, as well as

25 See Nmcova 1984, 27.
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Fig. 2.8 LB, 38 (detail): leginning of Act 3 $ene 2 (tle Mayor’s entrance), showing word
repetitions that help in identifying the 1904 version of this pas¢ageCHAPTER 3, Ex. 3.39.
Reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

corrections and other alterations, and several (often el)al@odles. At the beginnings
of Acts 1 and 2 are added in pencil the words ‘Kratka hudba’ [lit. ‘brief music’] indicating
the orchestral introduction before the action commences; and at the corresponding place at
the head of Act 3Del &hudba’ [longer music]. Towards the end of eachch a pair of
handdrawn bell [and [I) were probably used to cue a remote alertlfackstage or
front-of-house staff that thact ending was imminer{(see Fig. 2.9see alsod/S above).
Textual orrections includ, in the Kostelnifika’s Act 1 aria a change from ‘Aji on byl
dutoh ivy’ [recte* dutoh ivy’: Ah, he was yellowhaired] to ‘Aji on byl zlatohivy’ [ recte
‘zlatoh ivy’: Ah, he was goldehaired] 2

Among the more notablehangess an alteration to the wording @fiebig Act
1 ensemble (led by Stanka), from ‘Kadly parek si musi svoje trapenigstat’ [Every

couple must weather its own troubles] to ‘@& fov k si musi|[...] [Every one/man

2| B, 12; &/S has ‘dutoh ivy’, &S ‘zlatohivy’, and PL (Préssova’s printed drama)dutoh ivy'.
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Fig. 2.9 LB, 55: end of Act 3, showing Kostka’s date and signature, prengannotations
and doodles, r&d the ed-of-Act ‘bell’ cues. The repetition marks around Laca’s final
‘Jen$ko’ appear to be an errorReproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum,
Brno.

must get over his own trouble$]. And in Act 2 Sene 4(Kostelnifka-Laca), when
Laca asks his aunt to give him J#ia’s hand, ‘jak jste mnv alycky, v @ycky t avaly,
& se to nibé stat[just as you've always encouraged me to hope it might turn out like

that], the repeated ‘@ycky’ [always] is changed to #hless emphatit [astd

27 B, 15.
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[often].?® Neither of these however, found their way into the published versions of

Jandek’s scae (KPU in 1908, UE in 1917/18), or indeed even irdieS and &/S.
Dates entered at the end of the libretto give some idea of itsldaspan as

performance material as used by promptéree end of Act 3 isigned and dad (26

October 1903py the copyistKostka?® In chronological order, promptérdates are

as follows: m the inside back coven pencil is the annotatiorf:1/5.1904 y.[eské]

Bud jovice Koudelkyi.e. the prompter Koudelkain pencil undereath Kostka’s date

on page 557/2 1905 | J Novotngand the commenthudék yensky byl nemocdpoor

yensky was ill] and on the otherwise blank page: 56Moravské Ostray, 250 06
Ha ek Although this suggests that LB was used as prompter’s copy from 1904 to
1906, three dates from autumn 1906 entered 8 by the same ‘Hgek’ (including
25 September) seem to indicate that by then it \&84S, with the 1®6 cuts marked in,
that was being used for this purpodeB was thus probably used by the prompter for
all performances alen$ain 1904 and the single performance (7 February) in 1905.
Notwithstanding some inaccuracies and anomalies noted loyo in his
description of this sour¢é&.B’s usuallyvery preciseindicationof word- and phrase
repetitionoffers great help in reconstructing the 1904 vocal parts, as discussed below.
Although & dro ’s discussion of LB at times seems to imply that J@k&evsed this
source in creatinghe 1907/8 version afen$a, it is clear both from an examination of
the manuscript and from the wider context@&fdro ’'s remarks that he was referring
to the text (in the ‘abstract’ sense) embodied in LB rather than to #ruscript
itself.3° With the exception ofhe dates relating to composition, etdded later by

Jandek himself on the manuscript’s preliminary pages, all the annotations relate to

28| B, 27.
#| B, 55.
30 See especiallyg dro 1966b, 516 an&@GJ, 81.
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issues of practical, preevision use in the early performances of thepbetween

January 1904 and Felary 1905.

OPx Mixed set of orchstral parts, copied between 1988d 1916 various copyists,

BmJA, A23.439

39 parts:picc, fl 1, fl 2, obl/cor ang)ob2, cl1 x2, cl2 x2, kasscl, bn1, bn2,

hn1, hn2, hn3, hn4, tpt 1, tpt 2, trbn1, trbn2, trbn3, tuba, timp, cym, xyl,

trgl, vn 1 x3, vn 2 X2, va, vc, dbZa scénouoffstageinstruments]vn 1, vn

2, va, vc, db (thea scénown 2 and db parts are attached to one another with

adhesive tapeas areva and vc)
OPx comprises a mixture of parts copied between 1903 and 1916 (the first Brno
performances of the Kovavic version). Dates entered into the parts by players
confirm that this set was in use for performanbgshe Brno National Theatrat least
until 1919. Oldest is Act 2 of bassoon t(the hand of copyist Asee above
description ofOP), most of which was taken over from OP and heavily altered with
Jandek’s and (subsequently) Kowavic’s revisions In the same part, Act 1 appears
to have been copiely copyist Bin the late summer of 1906 (i.e. for the performances
in September/October that year). Two of the violin 1 parts (subsequently marked ‘Il
Pult’ and ‘lll. Pult’), one violin 2 (‘l. Pult’) and the single copies of viola, cello and
double bassll date from 191Xby which time the OP string parts had ceased being
used)** The oboe 1/cor anglais pditewise appears to date from 191All these

parts contain th&Jvod, although (as with the parts in OP) there is no indication that it

31 The OP violin 1 part was partially revised in 1911 but then abandoned, presumably in favour of

recopying rather than messy adaptation eodection(see below§2.2).
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was ever myed as part of the opera. In the bassoon 2 Agartit is labelled ‘Uvod’,
in violin 2 *Ouvertura’, and in all the other 1911 parts éélehraprelude]

Distinct fromthe other materiah this set isa pair of clarinet parts copied in
1913-14. Theseare dated by the copyid? September 1913 (clarinet 1) and 27
Febuary 1914 (clarinet 2).Togetherwith the absence of copying dates in moéthe
otherOPxparts,these datebave led to the belief that OPg a combination of
materialdating from 19@ (i.e. OP) 1913/14 and 1916, with the firgtave of
recopying coming onlyri 1913%* Essentially, these twolarinetpartscontain the
1907/11 version of the opera, and appear to have been copiedydirent the
heavily revised ORlarinet parts. Howeer,ther clean condition an@bsence of
performance markings suggests that they were never used in complete performances
of the opera. RBhearsal numbers and neat blue aiterationdn Act 1 Scene 1, Act 2
Scene 1 and thfinal scene of Act 3 point ttheir use in(or — given the absercof
othermarkings— merelypreparation forfhe 1941 Brno radio performance of
excerpts caducted by Betislav Bakala® It is, however,unclear why these parts
were copiedn 1913/14and themever(apparentlylused in complete performances of
the opera. Officulties in using themuchaltered 1904 material for the oneff
performancef Jen$a in Brno on 25 March 1913 may have led to plans for
recopying, with a view to possible future revivals (repertatyhe Brno theatrevas
decided on aad hog almost dayto-day basis, according to profitability§. In any
eventtheir existenceseems to &ve been overlookedhena pair ofcompletely new
clarinet parts wasopied in 1916incorporating Kovaovic's revisions The

significance of thewo 1913/14clarinetpartsis the light theyshel on the shape of

32 N mcova 1980, 163
¥ See Chapter 1,186.
34 co, 47
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Jen$ain 1913, providing a ‘snapshot’ of the opera’s form at that pdim last
performance of the work in Brnprior to Janafek’s late revisions and those of

Kova ovic. In particular, they coiim that two passages in Act Z8ne 3consigned

in UE 1996 to appendicds: Il/iii/ 2009 and 2316 in the present editigrformed part
of the text of the opera up to and including B9 Like the OPxparts copied in 1911,
theyalsocontain the music of thelvod, designated ‘Redehra’

The remainingDPxparts (including Act 3 of bassoon 2, the individual
percussion parts and the ‘za scénou’ stringgensmpied in 1916 fronkova ovic’s
revisedversion of the work® All of these 1916 partsakck theUvod, a sign(together
with its complete absence from the KPU vocal scaha} thisindependent prelude
had by that time been definitively dropped from the opera.

The material contained inBXx thus falls intofour chronologicalgroups:

(1) 190304: bn 2 (Act 3

(2) 1911: ob 1Icor ang) bn 2 (Act 1),vn 1 x2 (desks 2 and 3yn 2 (desk 1),

va, vc, db

(3) 1913/14:cl 1, cl 2 (both unused)

(4) 1916:picc, fl 1, fl 2, 0b 2, cl 1, cl 2, basd,cbn 1, bn 2 (Act 3), hn 1, hn 2,

hn 3, hn 4, tpt 1, tpt 2, trbn 1, trbn 2, trbn 3, tuba, timp, cym, xyl, tvgl1

(desk 1), vn 2 (desk 2); ‘Za scénou’:. vn 1, vn 2, va, vc, db

%5 UE 1996, 48691. The final revised versions of these passages (see ab#&) are used as the

main text in UE 1996 on the grounds that they appear to be amondei&méwn late, preKova ovic
revisions of November 1915 (see Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, sée also belovg2.2).

% The ‘Kova ovic’ version ofJen$a was premiéred at the Prague National Theatre on 26 May 1916; it
received its Brno premiére on 4 @ber that year. The following two performances in Brno (9 and 11
October) featured the celebrated Prague KosfietniGabriela Horvatova (18#1967), as several

players noted in their parts (ob 1, hn 2, hn 3, tpt 1, timp).
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KPU Jeji pastorkya ... Klavirni vytah ze zpy[vocal score] (Brno: Klub pétel
um ni, 1908). Published by 18 March 19Gshgraved by Engelmann &
Mihlberg, Leipzig No plate numbelryi + 281 pp
In Tyrrell's words, ‘As the only published material of the opera supervised directly
and exalisively by Jandek, this sourcearries pdicular authority, especially since it
was subjected to more rigorous proofreading [...] than was the case in later works.
600 copies were printed, 300 of them as free gifts for the members of thepkaid
um ni.”*” Although not of direct relevance thé 1904 version of the opera, it has
been referred to during preparation of the present reconstruction pentieularlyin
those cases where the music was left largely unalteredofthelp in resolvingmany

(though not all) of the anomalies in theamuscript sources.

ER  Zkratky a zmny. [Cuts and changds Errata slip issued assupplement to
KPU. Printed by the Benediktinsk& knihtiskarna [Benedictine book printing
press], Brnoundated 2 pp (@ngle leaf, printed on both sidgs
This was pobably printedaroundthetime of the Prague premiein May 1916°® It
includes in addition toa list of possible cutghe late revised version of passages from

deva’s response to the Kostelwa in Act 2 Scene 3seeabove, &S,0Pxand fn.

35).

3" Tyrrell 1996, xiii / Tyrrell 2000, vii.
% |bid.
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2.2 Determining the 1904 versio from the sources

Given the complex state of the survivinganuscripsources, it is hardly surprising

that determiningvhat was heard at the 09 premige of Jen$a has long been

regarded as impossibl& his was the view of Bohumi& dro , whose detadéd

studies of the main sources made him well equipped to judge, even though he
regarded the work as existing in essentially just three different versions: 190381904

and 1916° Alena N mcov4 who shared his oipion of the difficulty, declared in 1980:

To distinguish between the individual stages of J@h& revisions is today already
quite impossible, as it to reconstruct the version heard at the premiére, since many
places which were corrected by erasing are now illegible, and moreover it is not

possible to date individual cuts carried out before 1408.

Notwithstanding this pessimistic assessment, the documentary cluesdablistsng a
rather more nuarexlview of the opera’s layers of revision enablémhn Tyrrellto

refine & dro ’s view of a wak that existed iressentially just three discrete versions.
Tyrrell's work in preparing UE 1996 had the benefit of access to sources not available
to (or simply not studied byg dro , namelythe twosets of Bno orchestral parts

(OP and OPXx) As a resllt, Tyrrell was able to determindrom the surviving

performancematerial in conjunction with corroborating correspondence and other

39 For many years it was assumed that the premiére version of the opera was identical with the first
version, i.e. that what Jargk originally wrote (as copied out biross in &S and&/S) is what was

heard at the first performance i®04. This was certainh& dro ’s belief, as articulated iZGJand (in
summary version) ind dro 1968b. SeeCHAPTER 1, fn. 48

“ON mcova 1980, 161. See alsomcova 1984, 25: ‘From both the sources mentionadd and &S]

and from the set of orchesl parts (now incomplete) used at the premiére [OP], it is not possible to
distinguish reliably between the first, premiére version and the second, which was established with the

publication of the [KPU] vocal score.’
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documentary evidee, notmerelythree but six layers té&S— the only sourcén

continuoususe from the original copymof the opera (i.e. prior to th®ctober1903

revisions)upto Kovaovic’s revisions, Universal Edition’s publication of the full

score in 1918, and even beyond.

Tyrrell's six layers— FS1 to FS6— are listedbelowin TABLE 2.1 (column

2), alongside& dro ’s three versions (column 1)These are supplemented,cdolumn

3, by further layers discernibles the result of a more thoroughgoisigidy of the main

sources for the 1904 versiotiey are discussed in more detail below, and (in the case

of FS1.2) inCHAPTER 3, 83.1

TABLE 2.1: Versions and layers in &S

& dro 1968b

Tyrrell 1996/ Tyrrell 2000

Suggested versions and
supplementary layers

1903: theoriginal version as
copied byJosef aross, perf. on
21.1.1904

FS1: aross’s original copy,
completed 25.1.903 corrected
by 18.3.1903

FS2: correctior made by
8.10.1903perf. Brno
21.1.1904

1904-7: Jandek revises the opera,FS3:correctionsl906-7 (Act 2
this version pub. by KPU in 1908| ‘corrected 10.1.1907’),

incorporating cuts by C.M.
Hrazdira and further changes
by Jandek; pub by KPU in
1908

FS4: later corrections (1921
for the 1911 Brno revival—

the first perfs since pub. of
1908 KPU vocal score; further
corrections 1915%letter to
Marie CalmaVesela,
12.11.1905¥¢ UE 19962000

a7

FS1.1:1903 version/Urfagmg

FS1.2: early changes evident in
Act 1 finale, these predate the
revisions that created the
premiére versiorfFS2)

FS2: extenise cuts and changes
(includingmetric revisions)
made by 8.10.1@8:
1904/premiére version

FS3.1: limited cuts suggested by
Hrazdira (117.1906) to which
Jandek addsothers, notably the
removal of theKostelnilxa's

aria ‘Aji on byl zlatohivy’ and
cuts tothe Laca/Jeia duet
towards the end of Act 2; the
results of theecuts first heard
25.91906

FS3.2:Christmas/New Year
1906/7—extensive cuts and
revisions to create thE908
versionpub. by KPU

Jandek’s Fassung letzter Hand



Suggested versions and
& dro 1968b Tyrrell 1996/ Tyrrell 2000 supplementary layers

FS5: cuts made to correspond
with Kova ovic’s first
suggestions, after 26.12.1915

1916: Kovaovic’s version, pub. | FS6: reorchestration and 1916 ‘Kovaovic’ version
by UE in 1917 (vocal score) and | further cuts to bringdS into
1918 (full score) line with Kova ovic’s version

(Ko &alek copy of FS)

The establishment of #se layers, whilst it hints at thveealth of potatial information
contained in&S, alsallustrates the difficulty of identifying the earlier versionktbe
scorewith any certaintyfrom this source alone. With every subsequent layer of
change, many parts of the earlier layers became progedg$ess legibleand some
completely irrecoverableThe thoroughness with which changes were madé&®

— asnoted above&2.1), by scratching out, pasting over, rewriting or exba

removal of folios— makes the task of reconstructing any early version a particularly
daunting one. Even id/S, which was in continuous use for a far shorter period
(1903-7) befare being supplanted by KBWhe number of layers and the thoroughness
of the revisions mean thas usefulness in determining the precise text of the earlier
versions of the score is likewiggrcumscriled, albeit less extensivelyLittle wonder
that & dro , taking &S as his main musical sourgagdged the possibility of
reconstructing the ‘original’ version den$ato be so remote.

TABLE 2.2 shows the lifespan of all the main early sourcesl@n$a, mapped
against the evident layers of revisionhd shorter th period of use for any givepre-
1916sourcethe more uskl it will be in reconstructing theparticularversion of the
scoreto which it relates Based on dates e surviving manuscripts, it is tr@P
string parts and LB (the manuscrifdretto) that come closéso fulfilling this
criterionfor the 1904 version (Tyrrell's layer FS2]See alscArPPENDIX II1, which

shows the lifespan of the OP parts used in Brno between 1904 and 1913.)
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TABLE 2.2: Layers and sources

The OP parts were inse as a complete set up until 1906, after which they were steadily
replaced by recopied parts (OPx), although the harp part remained in continuous use
throughout. For the purposes of this table, ORxdivided into two setsOPx1 and OPx2, the
latter beng thoseparts newly copied in 1916 from the Kowavic version of the score (see
above, 2.1).As a‘fixed’ printed source, KPlémbodies just a singlayer’ of text, although
it must have been used slightly adapted fornas performance material for revivalsBnno

between 1911 and 19Xfor the latter date, in conjunction with the errata slip, ER)

Date Layer | &S &S OP OPx1 OPx2| LB @ KPU | Version

1903 |FS11 Urfassung
FS1.2
1904 | FS2 1904 (premiere version)
1905 l
1906 |FS3.1 : (*1906’ version)
1907/8 | FS3.2 v E 1908
1911 | FS4 ;
1913
1916 FS56 * { y  1916(Kova ovic version)

With ther relatively few changes, the Oftring parts offer the clearest clue to
the 1904 version aJen$a. They were used throughout the first run of performances
in 1904 as dates entered in the cello part show, whilst the \pald contains dates
from the first two of three performances given in 1906 in Moravska Ostrava (25
September) and Brno (6 and 9 Octob@@eAprPENDIXIII) . All four surviving string
partscontain cuts and other alterations, concentratethiemmost périn the first two
Acts; thealterations in theviola and, particularly, violin 1 are more extensive than
those in the cello and double bgsgee below).

Of most help in dating the chaeg to the ORtring parts is théetter written to

Jandek by Hrazdira on 11 July 1906APPENDIXII). Hrazdira proposes cuts the
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two ensembles in Act 1, ‘A vymuzikantj jd te dom’ and ‘Kadly parek si mussvoje
trapeni pestat’, and further suggests two short cuts, one of two bars, the other of
three in Act 1 Scene 7 Earlier in the letter, Hrazdira indicates that, as he is still
waiting for the copy of the full score from the composer, he is making do in his
preparations with the piano reduction (‘Prozatim mifskh vytah.’): by this he must
hawe meanta/S, for it is in this that his suggestions appear to have been eritered.

As described abovegR.1), &/S contains mangxtensivecuts, mostly
indicated in bold red pencf? However, an examinimn of the passages specified in
Hrazdra’'s lettershows that his more limiteduts were suggested by lightly pencilled
‘vi-de’ markings(using a normal lead pencil) which were then reinforcedadlder
pencil (likewise lead); these cuts were evidently made at someltafegethe more
numerous and extengved pencil excisionslIn fact, the ‘red’ cuts must have been
made between late 1906 and December 1907, when@ihanded over the vocal
score for publication by the Klub ptel umni.** Closer examination o&/S suggests
that, as well as those passagescificallymentioned in his letter of 11 July, Hrazdira
may have proposed further cuts (perh&mingemboldened by positive response to
his written suggestionsincluding some in Act 2, since these too are indicated in the
same neat, light pencilMost of Hrazdira’s suggestions were accepted by e

although traces of rubbeolut pencil marks indicate that a few were rejectedsome

permanently, others only toe made again at a later stage (8@®@ENDIX 1V, cuts(i)—

(V).

*1 Whether or not there was other vbeaaterial for the early performances &n$a (i.e. before the
publication in 1908 of KPU), it is clear from the many alterations, corrections and annotatiord&/that
served as the main vocal material in the years £804

*2 These are the cuts listed & dro in ZGJ, 85.

*3 These ‘red’ cuts include changes corresponding to those ma@eSty January 1907: Jafwk

made a note at the end of Act 2 &S, ‘Opraveno 10/1 1907’ (see §2.&S).
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All the cuts entered by 1906 int@/S alsoappear in the OP string parts.
However, the situation in these parts is complicated somewhat by the presence of two
further sets of cuts and changes made at later date. A partial revision of the violin 1
part was undertaken by the time of the opera’s revival in Brno in 131the first
performances alen$a since the publication of KPU, and thus the first to incorporate
its extensive revisions. Btite messy task of adapting this existing part was
abandoned by the beginning of Act 1 Scene 8, together with any hope of converting
the other 1904 stringagyts (by far the busiest instruments in the score). Instead, a new
set of string parts was copied for the 1911 performarites further group of short
cuts in Act 1 Scene 1 common to all the OP string parts, and further changes
(including pasteovers) tothe violin 1 and viola parts in Act 2 Scene 1 and the final
scene of the opera, appear to date from the pioneering Brno Radio broadcast of
extracts from the opera in May 1941.

Discounting these 1911 and 1941 cuts, it becomes evident that the OP string
parts were used in complete performances of the opera only until 1906. A correlation
emerges between the pt®11 cuts in these string padad those cuts made @&/S
before the ‘red’ cuts, which enables a more precise dating of these cuts than has
hitherto been possibleWhilst mostappear to date from 1906, some may have been
made earlier. One such is the long cut in Act 1 of the Kostiehis ‘explaration aria’,

‘Aji on byl zlatoh ivy’: N mcovahas outlhed reasons for thinking that thisay have

*4 These newlycopied parts— two violin 1 parts and one each wblin 2, viola, cello and double bass
— belong to OPx; see 8§2.1, OPx.

5 SeeJODA 107. Judging from the annotations in these and other parts (the 1911 strings, and the
already converted woodwind and brass), the broadcast consisted of the first seank of Acts 1 and

2, and the final scene of the opera.
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been cut before the prem&*® Three factors, however, point against this. Firstly,
there are clear signs that this scene was at least loatkiedehearsal (there are, for
example, indications for fingering in thaolin 1 and viola parts). Taking into account
the stort rehearsal periodefore the premierghese annotations suggéisatthe
passage was also played in performance. Secoerk #re similarities between the
notation of this cut and others in the OP string parksch wereclearly made irnl906.
Finally, there is no indication in LB (in use until 19D%at this passge was cut
indeed, there are even some corrections madeisgpassage whicstronglysuppot
the idea ofits use in performance (see abogg2,1, LB). Since LB which appears to
have been copied out fror&/S, contains detailed annotations of bars’ rest, word
repetitions, and occasional emendations and correstibeeems on balance unlikely
that such an extensive cut would have been left completely unmafk&gPeNDIX IV
gives details o#ll the cuts made t@/S and the OP string parts laytumnl1906.

Given that the original orchestral parts were preparet such haste, it is
hardly surprising that, apart from the occasional correction, relatively few changes
were made to the performing material during the initial run of performaffc&ghat
emerges from a study of the OP string parts is that the only sutitedtehanges made

by October 1906 werstraightforwardcuts: the firstsignificantchanges to the textual

**N mcova 1974, 1345; N mcova 1984, 267.

*" The aria itself appears in both UE 1969 and UE 1996 / 2000: the success it has enjoyed in
performance disguises the fact that in both these editionsit enomaly (as acknowledged in Tyrrell
1996, xvixvii / Tyrrell 2000, ix), for the OP string parts show that it was certainly cut from the opera
by 1906. Neither of these editions, however, includes the preceding orchestral interlude on the so
called ‘reniniscence motif' (1/v/21618) which was certainly excised at the same time &84 85-6);
this passage was included in an undated (1950s/60s?) Czech Radio recording of the a&telna,
kindly made available to me by John Tyrrell, but does notdeabn the more recent recording of the
aria on Supraphon’sekam t: Janafek unknowr(Supraphon 11 1878 931, recorded 1994).

8 See Nmcovéa 1974, 137JODA 52-3. Tyrrell suggests that the first full rehearsal of Act 1 may have
taken place as late as J@nuary 1904JODA, 54).
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detail resultedrom the incorporation of Jarfgik’'s subsequent 1906/7 revisions,
published in KPU in 1908. lis thus evidenthat the bottom layer dDP provided the

basic textfor all performances alen$a during the period 1904.

2.3The process of reconstruction

The orchestral score

The ability to pinpant the early stageof revision to OP allows the ‘base layer’ of
these part$o serve as the basis of a reconstruction of the 1904 scdmne strings,
with their relatively few changes, fo the foundatiorof thereconstruction They not
only determinemuch of the detail of the premme version, but also itesroadershape
in terms of number of bars, metrecatempo indications. Ae copyistsdoubtless
working under pressure of time, did not always bother too nwitih the finer

nuances oérticulation anddynamics sf andff , for example, are often abbreviated to
a simplef. But theoccasional metronome mark appetrgsonfirm that Janfek had

indeed added these indications bg time the parts were copied.

Often more difficult to decipheris the original form of the wd and
percussiomparts. some of thesavere in use until 1911, or even 1916, and thus contain
many more layers of revision in the form of cupgsteovers and scratchings out
However, by using &bre-optic light source, most of the pasteder passages can be
readwith a good deal of accuracgnd a combination of keen eyesight and
comparison with&S andthe restoredP string parts enables almost all the other
altered passages to be recondiedm their original formwith a high degree of
certainty. Inthe case of the missing partfute 1, bassoon 2 and violin 2)e ‘ghost’
image of erased notes can usudidg/read from the heavily altere@S, often in

conjunction with the surviving past For instanceJandek frequently usesiolins 1
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and 2in unison (in the context of the Brno performances, with a tiny pit baerhaps
boasting as few as four violina toto, this was perhaps just as well), while the flutes
often playa 2 or havesimilar figuration inthirds. Parallel passages i&/S also
sometimes assist in the reconstruction of missing padtdy relativel rarely is it

necessary to add editorial completions (see be&2m}).

The vocal lines
Whilst the reconstruction of the orchestcalimponent bthe scae, thoughnot without
its difficulties, is fairly straightforward, the vocal lines amoreproblematic No
vocalparts corresponding to OP are extamdthetwo mainsurvivingsourcedor the
vocal lines( &S and &/S) were heavily altered, litbh before and after the praene:
&/S was in use untiKPU appeared in 1908yhile &S contains not only all of
Jandek’s revisions, butilsothose made by &va ovic in 1916. The many changes
were madeas described abovby a combinabn of very thoroud scratchingout and
pasteovers (the latter often on both sides of a folio, making the original difficult to
read even with the aid of fibreptics). Determining which version of the vocal line
‘fits’ the 1904 scorehusrequires careful scrutiny and cgarisonof boththe aross
scorestaking into account the orchestral contestonstructed from QP

Of further help in reconstructing the voice parts is LB, the manuscript libretto
used by the prompter at early penfieeinces.Like the OP strings, this waa use for a
short enough time that it provides a very clear picture of the opera in its 1904 torm.
contains no musibut, as observed abovits notation of the words is quite precise,
with detailedindications of word repetitionsiany of which Jank later removedIn
Fig. 2.1Q the notation othe repeated phrage LB provides confirmation othe vocal

line in a way tlat the orchestral parts (whiclowld fit either version) cannot:
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Fig. 2.10 LB, 16 (detail) reproduced by courtesy of the Moiam Regional Museum, Brno.

Ex. 2.1

Fig. 2.11from LB helps to confirm not only that theoreman’svords ‘to je
mi’ were repeated (indicated withrerizontalbracket in Ex. 2.2), but that the entire

phrase washensung again. Bothapetitions were oitted by 1907:

Fig. 2.11 LB, 7 (detail); reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

Ex. 2.2

Although many other instances of vocal line revision cannot be determined

from LB, examples such as those given above can help in dewgl@a feelfor the
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nature of the changes, which cdnenbe broudnt to bear on less cleaut exampés.

It is by no means always the case that the vocal line revisions were made at the same
time as the orchestral oneblany of the change® the voice parts were carried out
nonsynchronously with those to the instrumental lines. For example, in the
Kostelniixa's passage in Act 2 Scene 1, &dd té chvile’ (fig.5), the vocal line

appears to have reached more or less its final ferrthe second layer atvision—

before the strings, whose 1904 ostinato represents a first layer of re(gsgiemlso

CHAPTER 3, Exx. 3.11 and 3.15)

voice orchestra
FS 1.1 FS 1.1
FS 1.2 —
1904 FS 2 FS 2
1908 — FS 3.2

Where there are two variant readings thaght both plausibt fit with the
reconstructed orchestral scotdave generally chosdhe earlier unless there is good
reason to opt for the latter. Woigktting gave Jangk some problems, since his
dialect Czech was often at variance with the stress patterns of ‘standard’ Czech, and
his many revisions to the voice parts apparently mae incrementallyboth before
and after the premié — reflect his concern to iron out some of these anomalies. In
standard Czecthe name ‘Jef§a’, for instancehas ashort,stressed first syllable but a
long, unstressedecond syllable. Jarng@k appearinstinctively to have set the first
syllable as an upbeat (which effectively shifts the stress to the second syllable), whilst
in his revisions he generally (thougiot always) movedt to the more ‘correct’
downbeat positioliseeCHAPTER 3, Ex. 3.37. In general, the earlier versions of the
vocal lines are not only less ‘correct’ or idiomatic, but also stick rather more closely

and conventionally to theften apparentlynstrumentdl-conceiveddeas in the
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orchestrgseeCHAPTER 3, 83.3.4). As such, thg are ofconsiderable interest in the
context ofthe gradual emergee of Jangek’s conceptiorof speechmelodyand its
influence on his vocal music in particulam the publicity material for thden$a
premige, Jandek made much of this new developmémhis music, but its at best
only partialrealisation goes some way to explaining the rather dismissive, if not

outright hostile reaction of therBgue critics tahe Brno premiee.

2.4 Notes to the reconstruction

Any edition that goes beyorttie merereproduction ofin existig manuscript or
printed sourcenevitably contains anomalieghether acknowledgeithereinor not.
Departurs from the original sources, be thaythe formnot only of unwittingly
introduced new errors but algd corrections, ditorial suggestiong;ompletionspr
choices between competing readings, even when maded@otimeést possible
reasons, entail to some externteamovefrom the historically tansmited text. This
edition isno exception.

Durr's 1969 edition oflen$a, whilst it did not pretend to embody a
chronologicallyspecific ‘version’of the operaas such, preserved Kowwvic's
retouchingsas well assupplementing them with further alterations by later
conductors? However, at the same tinf2iirr restored the Kaglni fika’s Act 1 solo
‘Aji on byl zlatoh ivy’, even though it had been cut from the opera by Jek&imself
by 1906(and demonstrablgo, from DUrr’s vantage poinby 1908) Mackerras and
Tyrrell, using the plates of UE 1969 as the basis for their @df the ‘Brno version

1908, retained this passage in UE 1996/2000 wtiatsthe same timacknowledging its

4% See Diirr 1968 and Diirr's Preface to UE 1969.
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anomalous status thet®.A further anomaly in UE 1996/2000 is itesignated version
label (‘Brn nska verze 1908 ¥or it not onlyincorporatechanges made by Jar@k
up to 1915 butin so doing pesents a text that was never actually heard in Brno
(where the last performancé Jen$a before the adoption of the Kowavic version
was in March 1913).

In the present editiothere areawo maincorsciousanomalies The first is in
Act 1 Scene 4 (the appearance @eva and the recruits): the lack of original stage
band partgrom the premiereand tke thoroughness of revisions #@#Stogethemean
that the possibility of reconstructing the onstagesia in its 1904 version with any
certainty is remoténdeed Rather than attempt a hypothetical reconstrudbased on
very little available evidengeahe 1908 version of this music has been used here.

A more farreaching difficulty concerns the vocies throughout the opera
as outlined abov€s2.3). The lack of afirmly verifiable source from 1904 other than
LB means thatwhilst the different layers are for the most part discernible (albeit often
with difficulty), the particularlayer of vocal reision usedn the present editioat any
given point is sometimegnavoidaly conjectural. Every attempt has been made to
judge each case within its context those instances whereference td_B is not able
to decidethe issue, a general preferenoe the earlier version of a given passage has
been tempered by close comparison withny surrounding revisions to the orchestral
texture, as well as to other, verifiable revisions to the vocal lines themselves.

An overriding consideration has been t@gent as clearly as possible the text
of Jen$a as performed in 1904 whilst incorporating any necessary corrections. For
this edition— the first entirely new setting of the opera’s full score in any version for

almost forty years— a decision was takerady on to revert throughout to Jafek’s

%0 See above, fn. 47.
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owntime signatures and governing keignatures (see belqwp. 61-2; for further
details concerning theonventions adopted faheapplication of key signatures to
transposing instruments atmthetimpani andharp, see below, pp. 68 and 7).

As a general rulé havenot sought to ‘improvebbviously difficult passages
where this would in effect introduce prematurely a revision made only subsequently in
the opera’s performance history. In Ex. 2Anhich shows particularlyawkward
passage for the first violins during the Kostdia’'s Act 1 solo, | have restored the
original notation rather than opt for Durmauch easiedivisi solution (also used in

UE 1996):

Ex. 2.3

Likewise in the following passagedm Act 3 Scene 8, for violins (1 and 2 in unison)
and violas the awkward offbeatiola demisemiquavers have been left unaltered (Ex.

2.4a) in preference to the much less tricky 1908 revision (Ex. 2.4b):

Ex. 2.4a
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Ex. 2.4b

However much more practicabthe revision is, it isnter alia preciselyin such
changes that the significance of Jd@ids subsequent revisions (in the form of cuts
and practical improvements) resideBhus, whilst making necessary editorial
emendations, | have not sought to farapt either Janfek’s own changes or the
improvements of later editer Footnotes give details of the nesignificant variant

readings in the sources.

Layout
For the sake of clarityhie present edition gives just ohdl-scoresystenmper page
However thesystem divisios follow as closely as ipracticable thosef UE 1996 in

order to facilitate comparison between versions.

Scene numbers

Unlike many of Jangk’s later operas, thewre no physidachanges of scene within
each At of Jen$a. Insteal Jandek, like Preissova, employs the classical convention
of new scenes according to the entrance or exit of charaatgstupis in this sense

the Czech equivalent of the GermAanftritt). Jandek retainedPreissovés

numbering although his omissioaf some scenes from the play means tiatéS,

/S and KPU there are several ‘double’ scene numharacts 1 and 2 These have
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been rationalised heras they have bedn all scores published by Universal Edition

see APPENDIX V, which includeshe aiginal scene numberings

Rehearsal figures

The present reconstruction adopts the rehearsal figures used by Durr (UE 1969) and
MackerrasTyrrell (UE 1996/2000)againin order to facilitate conparison with those
editions. However, é&cause the preseatition contains substantially more music,

these rehearsal figures have been supplemented with extra ones (e.g. 118a, 118b)
where appropriate. As in UE 1917, UE 1969 and UE 1996/2000, the strophic pseudo
folksongs in Acts 1 and 3 (‘Dalekodoko’ and ‘Ej, mamko, mamko’), notated as
repeated passages &S, &/S and KPU, are here written out in fullA concordance

with the original rehearsal numbers as usedr$ and KPU is provided iAPPENDIX V.

1906 cuts
The cuts made to Acts 1 and 2d#n$a by the tme of the three performances in autumn
1906 (see aboyandAPPENDIXIV) are indicated bjyi]-dg markings above theop

stave.

Key signaturesind accidentals

Notoriously,Jandek’s choice of key signatures often appears quixotic, and for this
reason bthUE 1969 and UEL996/2000 rationalised theder the most pareither
using more appropriate onesdaispensing with them altogether. Fietpresent
reconstruction, Jarfék’s originalgoverningkey signature® have been reinstated:

they served as the bs for KPU, UE 1917/18 andll later Czech edions of the vocal

*i.e. the general key signatures applying to the vocal lines andnaaisposing instruments.
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swre. Playing standards have improved over the years and muasitiave grown
more used to Jarfék’s idiom in performances of the presentoastruction in
Nottingham (by théJniversity Philharmonig 4 March 2000 Act 2) and Warsaw
(Warsaw Chamber Opera, May 2004 originalgoverningkey signatures posed no
selious problems for the playersThey have therefore been retainecbiighout™

Tied accidentalsacross systentsllow the conveations used by Universal

Edition, which differ from modernaglophone practice.

Time signatures

UE 1969and1996/2000 occasionally made changes to the original time signatures,
for instance when consistent use of triplets madea®tion in compound tima
possibility. Here, as with key signaturelgndek’s original time signatures have been
retained throughout, including his occasional use of multiple (i.e. simultaneous) time

signatures (e.g. Act 2 Scene 5).

Rhythmic irrationalqtuplets)

Jandek is well-known toeditorsand performersor frequentlygetting his notation of
rhythmic irrationals (particularly duplets and quadrupleisrong’ according to what
has emergd as standard practiceandspecifically,for using the wong durational
unit as hebasisfor the irrational group Usually, however Jandek’s notation is clear

on itsown termg(as, for example, with theylophone’squadruplet quavers that open

2 Both Paul Wingfield and Thomas Adés have argued persuasivetiidaretention ané— where
necessary— restoration of Janfek’s original key signatures, on both musicological and musical
grounds. Although a consideration of the musical significance of fik'skey signatures does not
form part of the present study, duarguments have- along with the practical considerations outlined
above— influenced the decision made here to restore the composer’s own notation. See Wingfield
1995 and Adés 1999.
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the oper it has been ‘correctediereonly in those cases where genuine confusion

might otherwisearise.

Editorial completions
Where editorial completion has been necessary (particularly in the caseseing’
parts such aElute 1,Violin 2 and Cor anglais see abovg this is shown in small

notation. Small notes are also used for ections and other editorial suggestions.

Faulenzer (notationleabbreviatiors)

Both &S and OHRnake widespread use Baulenzer common notational

abbreviations whiclndicate repeated figuration patterns, or single or multiple slashes

through note stem®tindicate multiple repetitions of the same no#dl have been

written out in full except in those cases in the latter category where kedmpng t

abbreviated form is clear in itself and idiomatic for the instrument(s) concerned.
Jandek’s and &ross’sapplication ofFaulenzelis often eratic. In the following

examplea literal reading othe original notation (a) would result in (lyith an awkwarty

repeatect (marked here with an asteriskyhereas (cis surdy what was intended(This

is confirmed by parallel— though not identical— written-out figuration in &/S.)

Ex. 2.5
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Such instances have been tacitly corrected. Furthermore, the triplet semiquaver string
figuration in the prelude to Act 2 is explicit only from 140, and even then is

erratically notated. Againgomparison with&d/S suggests thdtiplet semiquavers

should be applied throughout, and therefore this and other such passages have

likewise been corrected withofitrther comment.

Dynamics

Editorial dynamicssuch asnf andpp are given in small type; other editorial dynamic
markings(dim., cresc.and hairpinyare indicated by square bracket®ynamics
added by players to the Brno parts are indicated in parentheses (e.g. the trumpet
crescenddiairpinat fig. 84 in Jerfia’s Act 2solo). &ross makes frequent usérd
(rinforzandg; however Jangk, in hisadditions,corrections and revisions to parallel

passagessonsistentlypreferssf (sforzand9, suggesting aotational equivalencey
which &ross’srf is to be understood ithe sense of a sudden acceifibe present
edition therefore uses throughout.

&S also makes use of general dynamic indicatiain® (andcresc) which
indicate the overall dynamic progression of certain passages, independently of the
finer, localiseddynamic shaping in individual instrumental and vocal lirees]
sometimes in conjunction with tempo markings (egcel. e cresg. Inthe present
edition these general dynaes are given above thp woodwind and string staves in
the same type as thempo indications.

Concerning thdurtherreasons for retaining Jafgk’s own original dynamics,

see ‘Instrumentation’ below.
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Tempo markings

Tempo markingsre Jandek’s own for the opera in its 1904 versioas are the
metronome marks added by him &S and &/S, probably before the copying of OP
In those places here tempo indications appear to hdezn addd after the copying
of OP, but may apply to the 1904 versiotiey are given in parentheses. Editorial

suggestions or clarifications are givengquare brackets.

Beaming

The original beaming is often contradictory, both between and even wéhand
a&/S. It has been standasdd except in those cases where it seems to reintaticer
thesense of phrasing or articulation within a passagéhe motivic sensé® In this
respeci(as in othersjhe present edition differs from UE 1969 and UE 1996/2000.
Thus, for examplein Act 1 Scene 5 the oboe beaming at barEXx. 2.6a) below—
enhances the motivic reading of the passage, althougimiitawticts torrect

notational practicéb):

Ex. 2.6

In Act 2 Scene 2, the use of tails rather than beaming in clarinet 1 and vialirfig@.
19 (Ex. 2.7) serves to reinforcéhe articulation in that bar, distinguishing it from the

unaccented contiration:

%3 On the significance of beaming in revealing the underlying rhythumic (‘scelovaci gasovka’) of a

given passage in Jafgk’s theoretical work on rhythm, sé€TD ii, 70.
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Ex. 2.7

Articulation and phrasing

Editorial articulation marks are indicated by small type; editorial phrasing and slurs
are shown by broken slurs. Rationalisation of articulation and phrasing has been
consciously limited to those cases whiclesanostto demand identicadr parallel
treatment In evaluating individual cases, regard has been given to varying contexts,
and to the various techniques and characteristics of different instruments.
Occasionally, too, Jarfék calls forwhat appears tbe deliberatelycontrastive
articulation, as in the following examp(&x. 2.8: such instances have not been

standardised

Ex. 2.8

Vocal phrasing slurs

For the nost part, &S and &/S use slurs in the voice parts in the modern
conventional manner, timdicate two or more notes sung to a single syllable of text.
Occasionally, however, thearealsoused to bind together a mubiyllable phrasgas

in the following exampldEx. 2.9 from Act 3, where the legato phrase mark seems
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intended, among otheritigs, to discourage too accented an attack on the octave leap

to the third note:

Ex. 2.9

As is shownin Ex. 2.1Q UE 1969, 1996 and 2000 dispensed with such phrase marks
(following the precedent of UE 1917 and 191Bjt they featre in KPU as wk as
&Sand &S, and theipotential for indicating an extra level of expressive nuance has

led to their retention in the present reconstruction.

Ex. 2.10

Word division

The division of syllables in the sung text follows the principles aathiied examples
set out in Haller 1956 (seRIBLIOGRAPHY). Occasionallypermitted alternativesave
been used For instance, in the case of the word#éeko’ [all, everything] the usual
division is ‘v &cko’, but the alternative “@cko’ (with the c and k separated) seems
better to reflect for noitCzech speakers (and particularly anglophone ones) the

phonetics of the word: ‘vshetsko’ (with tlegpronounced ats in ‘cats’).
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Instrumentation

In line with UniversalEdition housestyle,and since they ar&idely comprehended,
Italian instrument names are adopted in the saexeept for those instruments
(zvonky and lyra) which have a special meaning in Czech (see below).

As noted above, thmstrumentaforces at the Brno National Theatre1904
were snall and, for thefirst run of performances, incomplete to varying degrées.
Whilst Jandek’s minimum requirements fdris next opera@sud can in no sense be
interpretedas an ideat’ the smaller size of the orchestraBmno in general ¢ompared
with that common today even in mediusized operdouseshas been a factor in
retaining Jangek’s original dynamicstather than adopting any of thoadded by
Kova ovic — often for sound practical reasons for the much larger theatre and
orchestra in PragueAlthough strictlyrequiring an orchestra wittniple woodwind,
the 1904 score ofenda is for the most part playable by double woodwind section
plus piccolo, withoboe and clarinet doubling on cor anglais and bass clarinet, as
undoubtedly happened inyaperformances. Detlsiof the horn and brass
dispositionsare given in the notes belowPrecise detailsf woodwind and brass
deployment‘(1°, ‘29, ‘a 2, etc.) are based on a thoroughexamination of both&S

and OP.

Transposing instruments
This edition adopts the widely used convention thatrtsposing woodwind
instrumentsi(e. cor anglais and clarinets) are given witle appropriate

correspondindcey signatureshus, for example, in a passage with a governing key

> CHAPTER 1, fn. 42, and this chapter, fn. 22.

%5 See above, fn. 22.
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signature of C major, B flatlarinets are notated with a key signature of D major).
Contrariwise, but according to the same set of conventivassposing brass
instrumentsi(e. horns and trumpets) are notated without key signat@®also are
the impani®

In &S and OPthe lorns are notated at various poimsG, EandF; inthe
present reconstruction the notation has been standardised according to modern
practice, with the horns playing F throughout Trumpet transpositions are as &S
and OP. The clarinets likewiselfow the original transpositions, except in those
cases where a quiaghange between instrumenssunfeasible or wheréhe notation is
clearer in the alternative transposition (A or B flatlich departures from the original

transpositions are specified footnotes.

Horns

The full complanentof four horns is used only rarely, and much of the opera is
written for just horns 2o 3. In OP the third and fourth hornareboth copiedn the
same part.The limited resources of the Brno National Theatrehestraat the time of
the premieren any case seem not to have extended beyond a trio of horns.
Occasional editorial suggestions for #aditionaluse of all four horns are indicated

in small notes.

Trombones and tuba
As with the horngsee above)hetrombone section at the Brno National Theareund

1904appears to have beémited to three playersThe fourth part is written ithe

% &S includes sporadie- and often erratie— key signatures for cor anglais andriteets, but far less

frequently for trumpets and horns (an exception is the first page of the full score: see Fig. 2.1.)
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trombone 3 part, and in bot&FS and OP is sometimes labell&d and at othersT ubd.
Nevertheless, it is highlynlikely thatJangek envisaged a futomplementof four
trombones plus one tuba, and the fourth part is hesigiaad to the tuba throughout.
Occasionally an additional or alternative fourth part in a low octave is written in
the OP trombone 3/tuba pam pencil. These annotations appear to-gate the 1907/8

revisions and have accordingly been included in the present edition in small notes.

Xylophone

Although modern xylophone parts are written athitan older tradition treats the
instrumentas atransposing instrument, notated an octave balesounding pitch
soméimes in the bass cleflangek (as copied byéaross) notates the xylophone in the
bass clef throughout; as all the written notes are below the stave on the treble clef, the
original notation has been retained in the present score. Whilst the xylophone of
Jandek’s time would almost certainly have sounded an octave higher than this written
pitch, there remain some questioas to what sound Jatgk might have had in mind,

and the adption of the original notation in this reconstructiendesigned to allovior

this ambiguity. Jandek annotated the xylophone line i8S ‘na jevi &, ve mlyn’

[onstage, by the mill] However, at early performancése instrument would have

been playedn the pit:in OPits music is written, like that for the timpani and other
percussion instruments, in a single percussion pféot. a more detailed consideration

of some of these issuegeAPPENDIX VI: Jandek, Jen$a and the strawfiddle.

Lyra and zonky

Jandek’s use of thesterms and instruments is considdrin detail in Tyrrell 1996,

xvii—xviil, andJaWaQq xx—xxii.
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The lyra is a lyreshaped portable glockenspiel of the sort used in military
bands usually designated by the term ‘campanelli’ ialianate nomenclature

In UE 1996 zvonky [literally ‘little bells’] is taken to designate an unpitched
bell. However,thenotation(admittedly often erratichnd contexin &S suggest that
whilst the onstage use of the instrument (in the recruits’ ecAnt 1Scene 4) should
indeedbe some sort of unpitched handbell, elsewhere {e.8ct 1 Scene 5, figh9 ff,
and Act 3 Scene 6, fig. 41) a pitched bell is probably intended. Accordingly, the
present edition uses a singire stave for the unpitchegplassages, and a conventional
five-line treble staff for the pitched ones. The original notaiior&S is given where

necessary in footnotes.

Triangle
Judging from &S, Jandek mayhave regarded the triangle at certain pointthim
score as pitched. twever, itsnotation is riddled with inconsisteras, and in the

present reconstruction the moderrmpitohed convention is adopted throughout.

Harp
Because of the peculiarities of the instrument amdliie sake of claritythe harp part
has ofterbeen rentatedhereeither enharmonically or with replacement key signature

(e.g.1/i/145 and Act 1, fig.16Act 2, figs. 15and 117; Act 3, fig. 1a

‘Ad libitum’ parts: contrabassoon and trumpet 3
In addition to therelativelyinfrequently used fourth horn aridba, the 1904 version
of Jen$a also contains two instruments that did not survive the 1907 revisions: a

contrabassoon and a third trumpletdth of which playonly in the closing pagesf
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Act 1. On the basis of all availablevidence, including not jushe OP parts but also
surviving documentation concerning the state and size of the Brno theatre orchestra, it
seemdhighly improbable that they were ever heard in performances. They are
included hee, but play for so few bars that they could reasonaldyégarded aad

libitum parts. The contrabassoon plays in just eight bars: I/viiZ2and 1/vii/2815.

Similarly the third trumpet plays in only eight bars: 1/vii/208.
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CHAPTER 3: THE REVISION PROCESS

This chapteexamine the 1904 versionf Jen$a within the context of the opera’s
revision historyand thus explores a signifamt partof the works musicedramatic
evolution The ability toidentify more pecisely tharhithertothe contentof the 1904
versionprovides a@erminus ante et post quelor determining thevariouslayers of
revision that caméefore and after it And thisin turn opens up the possibilitgf a
more nuanced viewf boththe opera’s own genesimcluding the revision process
itself), andalsoits relationship to certain widanusical and operatidevelopmentsf
the time, which are considered in the brief conclugi®8.6)

Thefollowing surveyexamineghe nature of the revisions undertakere th
immediate contexts within which they occurred and, more particularly, what pugpose
— technical, otational, textural, rhythmiegxpressive— they seem to have been
intended to fulfil, interms of the specific questiaf the sraping and reshaping of the
opera They afford us a glimpse, at however remote a distainte Jangdek’s
workshop(or atleast the workshop of his mirehd inner ear, and later his real ear as
well), as well as into the stag®y-stage evolution of the piecdn addition tooffering
an overview of the wider revision process of which the 198swon is part,his
chapteralsoseeks to arrivat a general typology of revision, therehyggesting how
the different sot of change contributed t@nd in turn reflectlandek’s ewlving
conception of the work.

With its composition straddling two cauries in morehanjust the stricly
chronological sensden$a is oftenrightly viewed as a transitional work: between its
composer’s operatic juvenilia and his mature essays in the genre, in the context of the

emergence of Jar@k’s maturemusicalstyle in generaland indeed in the wider
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development of twentiethentury opera. Whilst such transitional qualities are by no
means always reflected or dependent oa work’s genesis)en$a provides one of
the most striking cases of convergenag¢ransiional opera, itself in the process of

transition.

Althoughone can reasonably speak of four ‘versionsJefi$a — original, 1904,
1908 and 1916— there aregood groundsas suggested IGHAPTER 2, for regarding
the process of revisioassomewhatnore fluid thaneventhe establishmendf a
discreteseries of layersnight suggesf{seeTABLE 2.1). Inevitably,recognised
‘versions proposed by musicologists tenddoalese around verifidle datesas
transmitted througmanuscriptspublications, other dasnents angberformances
There are usually good reasons for this state of affaomposers’ revisionare
themselvesiormally (although by no meaimsvariably) prompted by themmediate
prospects of performance or publication, whether realised or ndthaistend to be
concentrated arourglich events Often, however theversions established as a result
— or at leastthe labels by which they becork@own— can be misleading. Thus,
for instance, the ‘1908ersion of Jen$a, asembodied in the KPU phlished vocal
score appears already to have bemrbjected to minor revisiortsy the time it was
first performed inJanuaryl911, andit wasfurtheralteredup untilthe time of the pre
Prague revisions df915 It is this ‘final revision’ ofthe ‘1908 version that is
presentedri the Mackerrad yrrell edition (UE 1996 / UE 2000) The need to allow
for a certain latitudén labelling versiongecognisesiot only the need for simplicity
as well adgransparency in such matters, but alse fact that theeality of the revision

proceswill usually lie somewherdetween the extremes afseries offixed’,

! See Tyrrell 1996, vii, xii ad xv / Tyrrell 2000, iv and vii.
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discreteversions on the oneand and what one might calfainting the Forth
Bridge’ scenaricon the otherwith the text in anearconstant statefdlux and
remaking Moreover, & aparticularly complex and collaboratiggenre, eragives
rise to special complications when trying neatly to compartaiesa the
compositional process and to assignthority’ to certain readingdgt alone
reconstrat them with any accuragyfor it is invariablysubjecedto anunusually
wide range of socialisingnd culturainfluences on its realisation in performarfce
Taking into accounthese provisoand the relativities which emerge from
them Jen$a neverthéessstill seems to have moved through a numbemofe or less
distinctphases which can be characterised in broader termsywh appear to be
different objectives to the fore at diffenestages. Mroughot this procesgalbeit at
varyinglevelsof intensity was a series of revisions to tkecal lines which, though
not exactlysystematic, shows Jafgk steadilychanging,improvingand refiningthe
declamationgradudly attaining a more naturatealistic andoftenless melodically
dependenidiom for the voicegsee below83.3.5). The possibility ofpinpointing the
1904verdon andalsothe significant 1906 revisnswith a greatedegree of exactness
than has been possible until ndwlIps in refining the identificatioand chronologyf
other revisios, in particulathose made before 1904Vhat follows is intended as a
gereral overview— rather than a exhaustivelyetailed account— of the various
stages ofherevisionprocess It focuses particularly on those revisions mambeh
shortly before and relatively soaiterthe 1904 premierdautumn 1903, summer
1906, and l&e 1906/7, the latter resulting in the 1908 KPU vocal score), as well as on
certain significant features of the 1904 version itséifalso offersa more generalised

summary of subsequent revisiomg both Jangek himself and Karel Kovavic.

2 See Grier 1996, 206.
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3.1 The Urfassungand the pre-premiére revisions

For present purposdandek’s prepremige revisionscan be split intdwo broad
categoriesnotational and substantiVeTo the former belong numeroabangeso
time signatures and note valuehich, whilst alterig thenotatedappearance and
even the perception (by the performeriso read the notationof certain passages,
leave thesoundingsubstance of the music essentially unalterédsLE 3.1 (on the
following page)lists the nain notational changes made &S and &/S between the
initial copying by Josefé@rossand8 October 1903, when da ek handedverboth
scoredo the Brno National Theatre. x€luded are a number of instances abeing
changed t« (or vice versa), and also the more extensive changes to the closing pages
of Act 1 (now difficult to reconstruct with any certainbecaise of the heavily revised
state of &S and &/S; but see belonand APPENDICESVIII and 1X). Many of the
metrical changes, including those listed in the following table, were facilitéted
Joseféaross having prescientlylled many of the barlines i@FS,as well as some of

those in&/S, in pencil.

% The distinction made here between ‘notation’ and ‘substance’ is a relative rather than an absolute one.
Substance in music is clearly dependent on more factors than pitch alone; and metrelusste va
articulation, phrasing and instrumentation equally clearly have a vital role in determining the character
and substance of a given work as realised in performance. Hedéférence implieds one of degree:

most of Jandek’s alterations to metréor example, result in a notational clarification rather than a

marked sonic transformation of any given passage.
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TABLE 3.1 Early notational changesto &S and &/S

Act/sc  bars original by Oct 1903 comments

I/iii 1-18 6/4 (12/8) ¢ Staenka: ‘Co ty, Jer$io, za mamifkou
nechodi@’

I/iv 1-61 g s,

v 13 6/4 ¢ recruits: 'V &ci sa &nija

Iv 4-24 3/2 3/4 orch. interlude

Jenda: ‘Du & moja, devo, &evu&o!’
deva: 'Ja, ja! Ja napilym?’

2568 6/4 ¢ &eva: ‘Toty mn, Jen$kal’
69-186 6/4 2/4 number of bars doubled, i.e. one 6/4 bar
becomes two 2/4 bars
187205 6/4 ¢ chorus: ‘Daleko, &oko’ — Kostelnifka’s
entrance
325-34 6/8 6/16 recruits: ‘Ale je to pisna &nsk&’
I/vi 97-128 5/8 4/8 Jen$a: ‘Beztoho bude(Andante)
12940 5/8 2/4 aeva: ‘V d@ly "vidi dtetka Kostelnika
mne pro tebe’ (Allegro)
I/vii 68-94 2/8 2/4 Laca: ‘Okaaja ti ji zastr[im za

kordulku’ —Jen$a: ‘Dej ji sem!’
(&/S only; &S always 2/4)

107 6/4 3/2 Jen$a: ‘mohu se pyit!’ (Maestoso)
11722 continuationof ~ 2/4 fig. 114: Presto
preceding3/8 thechange of metre explains why the

left hand in &/S is intriplet
semiquavers rather than quavers

Il/i 124-88 key sig: 2 sharps 2 flats Jen$a: * ekla jste sama’some of this
passage originally asemitone higher
16397 3/4 3/8 Kostelnifka: ‘Ale bude beat’
[I/iii 210-30 4/16 2/8 deva: ‘A vés, tetko’
I/iv 43-84 3/2 3/4 Kostelnifka: ‘Laco, ty maéd &cko
zvdt.. Jen$a, bdnadyv fica
[/ viii 1-9 3/8 Presto 2/4 Kostelnifka: ‘Tu zrovna jder’
(17 bar3
24136 2/4 2/8 Jen$a: ‘D kuji ti, Laco’
Hi/xi 2353 2/4 4/8 Grave Kostelnifka: ‘Odpus’'mi jenom ty’

That mostof thesenotational changeare found in At 1 is hardly surprising, athis
was the earliesf\ct to be composed by several yeaaad thus the wstlikely to bein
need of being broughup to daté. Most extensive, in terms of number of bars
affected is the renotationof the ‘folk’ passages in Act Bcenes 3 to 5the pseudo
folksongs'V &ci sa &nija’ and ‘Daleko, &oko’), in which the metigal framework

changed from 6/4 t€¢. Although this can be viewed adargelycosmetic change, it
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seemslsoto reflectan original concption whichperhapsattempted teemulatethe
rhythmic subtletiesof folk music, with much use of duplets within theiginal 6/4
metre Elsewherghe change imetreis sometimedinked to achange otempa the
interjection of the recruitg Act 1 Scene F'Ale je to p isna &nska, fig. 75), after
the Kostelnifika’s demand tha@ieva should abstain from drink for one year, was
originally writtenin 6/8 but revisedo a moreanimateds/16 Piu mossdy October
1903 In such instances, thaetrical change servesrimarily as notational
clarification(in this case, the netempoarguablylooks’ faster whemotated in
semiquavers rather than the original quavers)

More radical however was themetrical revision to Jer$ia’s ‘Beztoho bude’
(Act 1 Scene 6fig. 92). A closeexaminaion of both &S and &/S reveals thathis

passage was originallyotated ot in the 4/8 of 1904 and later versiohat in 5/8:

Ex. 3.1

In his 1903 revisiongmostprobably afte the opera was turned down by tReague
National Theatre¢hat sping) Jandek effected ahangeo 4/8by adding semiquaver

beams to the second and third quavareach baras is visble in Fig. 31:
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Fig. 3.1 &/S Il 58V/ii (detail), reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum,
Brno. Semiquaver beams have besmnitted in error from the upper part of the léfand

piano stave; the rhythm of the lower part theright-hard stave is likewise uncorrected. The
pasteover in bar 1 of the voice pafabove the word ‘Bezo-ho’) is a 1907/8 revisioras is

the vocal hythm in bar 3(‘'vy- [p-tek’).

The quintuple metreof this passage originallglso extended as far #e initid

sectionof &eva’sAllegroresponse (figs 996):.

Ex. 3.2

The 1903 metrechangefrom 5/8to 4/8clearly goes beyond meretational niceties
Jandek had made excursions into quintufder quintuplemetre beforean early
example is found in theuterAdagiosections othe fifth movement of thédyll for
strings (VI1/3;1878),whilst later instances can be found in the early versiohthe

‘Uvod’ and ‘Gospodi pomiluj’ movementsf theM & glagolskaja(ll/9; 1927)* One

* See Wingfield 1992a48-51.
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could speculatéhat thechangeof metremight in this instancéiave been influenced
by the shortcomings ofieforces at the Brno National Theatr@dthoughone would
surely be justifed in assuming thast least in theAndantesection this would hardly
have been unduliaxingfor the players In any eventthe rhythmic variety
introduced by the semiquavers of Jgeks revision achieves an intensification of
expression not quite @sent in thaindifferentiated successiari 5/8 quaver®of the
pre-premiére original In his 1907/&evisions(resulting in the KPU vocal score)
Jandek took this intensification a stage further, freeing up the vocalftioe the
orchestral accompanime(itvi/115-17) in a manner that would come to typifye

1908 version(see below§3.3.5):°

Ex. 3.3

Although the vocal line revision in the above example was madeth#el 904 premie,
it is clear that some changes to the voice parts were madeelibieidée. Among these
were alterations tohe Kostelniika’s Act 1 intervention aridAji on byl zlatoh ivy’,
including not merely rhythmic adjustment (removal of dupiet@vour of compound

time) but also the xcision of someghrases of textseeEx. 3.4) Themaodification ofthe

5 See alsdCO, 283-6.
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notationof rhythmic irrationalds a characteristic of Jafgk’s prepremiérechangesand

he continued tinkering witthe nuance of vocal rhythms in his later revisions.

Ex. 3.4

Ex. 3.5 shows the originadotation {riplets throughoutpf the Foreman’sVidi &
Laco, to je mipodivné’ [You seeLaca, that’s what | find strangéj Act 1 Scene 2.
The prepremiere revisiomf 1903replaced these tripletsith duple rhythmswhilst

the 1907/&hangesesulted in a mixture of the tw(ef. Ex. 2.2)

Ex. 3.5

Oneof the moststriking pre-premiére revisioaoccurs in Act 2Scene7, when
Jenda, afterlamentingthe death of her bab{iTo dum el’ [He died the#), asksthe
Kostelnifka: ‘A co &eva?[And what of &eva? (fig. 103). In the versions of 1904

onwads, this isa moment bhiatus: as the timpani strokes die away, the

81



ac@mpaniment evaporates completedg thatJenda is left singing aloneat the
tempo change tharghetta However,until 1903 this passadeadin fact featured a
continuousorchestrahccompaniment, with a steady tread of crotchetbéstrings
and tinpani plus sustained wind chorgand no change of tempo

Ex. 3.6a
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Jandek’s bold emoval ofthe accompanimerfEx. 3.&) strengthenedne ofthe
crucial poins in the operafrom a momenbf emotional exhaustioand desolation
begins thdong build-upthrough Laca’s arriva{Scene 8, fig. 107dp the climactic

ending of Act 2

Ex. 3.6b
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This radical prepremiére revision also has a wider significance, inasmudlctas also
be seen as the beginning of a procesertiural and motivicdistillation’ by which many
passages featuring continuous orchestral textmees pared dowto bare essentials,
anotheffeaturethat istypical of Janafek’s later revisions (see belpgd.3.2).

(One of the fewcontrary examplg i.e. of silence being ‘filled out’is the
transition between@&nes 5 and 6 in Act 1. Herthe end of the ensembli&a &y
paek’ asoriginally copied by &ross hadlied awg to leave Jea’s four-bar
recitative at thdeginning of $ene 6— * &evo, &evo, ja vim, &s to urobil z té
radosti dnes![ &eva, | know you were only behaving like that today out of high
spirits] (fig. 87) — unaccompaniedBy October 1903 Jan@k hal addel the
xylophone semiquavefguavers in the 1908 versiotg fill t his void For further
details, and on thpossiblewider significance of the xylophone in Act 1 dén$a, see
APPENDIX VI.)

Another notable change at this stage came in the |l&stesof the opera, where
Laca’s finalwords ‘na at chu’, wereoriginally sung three times. Jaf@gk pasted over
the two sequential repetitions (shownsimall notes in Ex. 3)7 thus turing what then

becane Laca’s last note in the workl (asterisked)into an unresolved passing note.

The removal of these repetitions before the premiere is confirmed by LB

Ex. 3.7
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By far the most extensiv@re-premiérealteratiors, howevercame n the Act 1
finale. In Jandek’s later revisionsall three At ending were sulgcted to some sort
of significant changésee below, 8.3.4), butthe ending ofAct 1 seems to have given
him particular problems, ith extensive reworkingsccurringin 1907/8. The nature
of these later changeand in particular the manner which they were implemented
in the manuscripts, pans that much of theriginal, pre-premié&e version is now
irrecoverable. However, two passages in particular can be retrieved with a fair
amount of certaintyand ae presented in the appendices at thekbofthis volume
The firstis legible in &S, on a twepage opening that had at one time been stuck
together @/S 1/72w73r); it correspondso 1/vii/206-16 in the preent edition of the
1904 version, the moment of maximum csisvhen Laca cuts Jefa’s cheek It is
presented iAPPENDICESVIlIa and VIlIb, the first as originally copied byross, the
secondan earlyrevision corresponding to layer FS1.2TiaBLE 2.1 (i.e. before the
changes of autumn 1903Pespite some obvious similaritiegth the 1904 version
(Laca’s vocal line; the ascending graupf four semiquavers), the contegitthis
passage isujte different in its prepremiée guise.Jenda’s cry of‘Je a dMaryja’
[Jesus MarialJs repeated (at first sequentially) and pitched (as it was to be again in
1908), contrasting with the unpitched outbursi®04 (I/vii/ 210-13), and its rhythm
is taken up in the accompanimenthe piano lefthand in &/S suggestthat the
original accompaniment to this passaggofeatured string tremolosApart from
Laca’s line (rhythmically altered) the only feature to survive in the 1904 verisithe
rapid semiquaver figuration

Another passagiom theAct 1 finalethat survivegelatively intactin its pre
premiére forms found in &S 1/198r200r, a cut passage Wi comes between

I/vii/l261 and 2@ in the present editioeeeAPPENDIX XI). The textof the vocal lines
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correspond to the present figs2P-122h with Barena expressyrelief that Laca’s
knife has no cut Jerfia’s eye and Staenka bemoaning the grief she has to deal with
from the ‘boys’ and (in a line cut by autumn 1903) exclaiming what madness it is to
play with knives(‘Co je to za rozm la &ovat s no&m v ruce!’)before the Foreman
runs back on stagelike the surrounding baras they survive in the 08 version, this
passage is in 3/4vith a key signature of four flatslt is built around an agitated
figure of semiquaver sextupketinitially flutes and strings) followed by triplet
guavers (strings) with a held pedal (clarinet and bassoon plus tremolo lower strings).
This texture is used to effect a builgp over a pedal D flat (from 198v/2becoming
harmonically diffusg199v) but finding its footing agair{199v)and climaxing on a
chord ofD flat major before the musistarts building a second asc€800v/1 =
IViil262).

The excision of bth these passages suggékat Jandek undertoola radcal
overhaul of theentire Act 1 endingat some pointbefore he handedverthe score to
the Brno National Theatre in October 190Bdeed, itwas perhaps this, the most
thoroughgoing of the prpremige revisions, to whichahalek was referring when he
wrote to Camilla Urvalkova: ‘I am so taken up and overworked with the final revision of
my operal[...]'°

Generally, however,ltdhoughthe changesnade by autumn 190f@atureda
sizeable group omajor revisions as outlined herde overriding trend isne of
clarification, with Jandek recasting the notation of many passages, whilst leaving
their musicalsubstance broadly intact. With the exception of the two passages from

the end of Act 1 detailed aboythere were no majoruts: thesavould come later.

5N mcova 1974, 135; se€eHAPTER 1, 81.2.
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3.2From 1904 to 1906
As mentioned irCHAPTER 1, it wassuggested by Bohumia dro on the basis of a
letter from Jandek to Kovaovic that the firstlayer ofpostpremiére revisions to
Jen$a may have been made as early ket 1904° On the wholehowever this
seems unlikely Firstly, Jangdek may well have been referririg thatletterto
revisions made before the premgéi.e. those made by October 190Furthermore,
al the availableperformancematerial would stillhave beemt the Brno theatre (the
autayraph manuscript, stilh JandeK's possession at this stage, talteadybeen
rendered effectivelyedundantas performance materibécause of the prpremiege
revisionsmade toboth &S and &/S, as outlined aboJye Whilst &S may possibly
have been available to Jaje&, enabling him to make changes to the voice parts, the
singers would already have learnt their parts, making any significanaadies to
their lines unlikely from a practical point of viewFurthermore, the evidence of the
orchestraparts suggests thatjth minor exceptionsrfiost notabljthe removabf an
harmonically awkwardnticipatorymotif for cello and bassoobefore the beginning
of the Kostelniixa’s Act 3 confession} the first substative changega) occurred
largely in the form of cuts and [lappear not to have been made until 1906,
preparatiorfor the three perforancegyivenby the Brno company that autumn
Hrazdira’s letteto Jandek of 11 July 1906 seeAPPENDIXII) mentions
relatively few changesompared with the numbef cutsthat were eventually made
by that Septembef(listed in full in APPENDIX V). He suggestsaking cuts tdhe two
Act 1 ensembles, ‘A vymuzikanti’ and ‘Kadly parek, without giving details (‘I

would copy out those passages and send them to you for you to inspect’), and two

" CHAPTER1, fn. 48.
8 Ibid.
° 1I/x/32-3; seevol. 11/3, p. 736 footnote.
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more specificuts, the first of two bars and the second of thieeAct 1 Scene 7.
Presumably with Jarj@k’s approvalor even participation, these suggestiorese
greatly expaded upon in&/S (where the cuts seem firsi have been madednd then
transferred to&S and OP. If the evidence of OP and LB is reliafseeCHAPTER 2),
these cuts included th€ostelnifka’s Act 1arig ‘Aji on byl zlatoh ivy’ (cut no. 2in

APPENDIX V), together with its introductory orcktal paragraptEx. 3.8; cut no. X:*°

Ex. 3.8

The cutting of the Kostelrjka'’s aria at this stage is a significant one in the lighthef
criticisms in 1904 of the operaself-proclaimed but only imperfegtlachieved

‘realism. ! For although this passage is not referred to in any of the contemporary

10 SeeCHAPTER 2, fn. 47.

11 SeeArPPENDIX| andCHAPTER 1, §1.3.
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reviews or correspondence, its omission (reversed in recent years following its
inclusion in UE 1969 and UE 1996 / UE 2000) actually strengthens the opera’s
Naturalistic credential$?

Two other important 1906 cuts were those made to the ensembles mentioned
in Hrazdira’s letter. ‘A vy muzikanti’ was reduced from 45 to 29 baraufs 3-6in
APPENDIX IV ; Jandek would take this even further in his 1907/8 revisioseeTABLE
3.2 below. Even more significant, however, was the removal of the central part of
‘Ka @y parek’, reducing it from 67 to 53 basut no. 3. This was the ensemble that
had caused sin controersy in the wake of Josef Chatigreview article in 19043
The main criticism thahademerged in Jani@k’s spat vith the editorial board of
Jevid was the multiple repetition bgoloistsand chorus of just one short line of
homespun wisdonrém Grandmother BuryjovkaKa a@ly parek simusi svoje trapeni
p estat’ [Every couple must overcome their own troubles], a repetition which all too
obviously flew in the fae of the opera’s much trumpetegalism. Jangek’s defence

— that ‘Whoever hears th motif of the Grandmother [...] not only sighs spirit

2|n classic Naturalism, as epitomised in the novels of Emile Zola and notionally taken up (albeit in
modified form) by operatic Naturalism amgrismg the readeor audience is denied the privilege ‘of
identifying with the characters’ motives and feelingshdrew Rothwell, Introduction to Emile Zola,
Thérése RaquifOxford: OUP, 1992), viii Itis just such motives that the Kostella's Act 1 aria (and

her monobgue in Preissova’s play) sets out at length. Taken in context, the ‘realism’ referred to in the
original Jen$a programme noteXPPENDIX ) is clearly synonymous with what would now be referred

to as Naturalism; for an outline of the definitions of aristihctions between the terms, see Chew 2003,
101-3. Although the Kostelnka’s aria is now widely performed in productions and recordings, there
are no grounds to believe that it was éut any reasomtherthan that Janfek himself felt it should be
removed. Nor are there any signs that Jigéever sought to reinstate it, unlike J$ais Act 2 Scene 6
prayer ‘Zdravas kralovno’ [Hail, queen] which had been cut from the second performance of the opera
(28 January 1904) because of the indisposition efdsimger Marie Kabelgovg, but was subsequently
restored.

13 SeeCHAPTER 1, §1.3.
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with the same words, but also agrees out I0tid- attemptedo justify the repetition
on expressive grounds, but also betrays the fact that, in wanéripger heré, *> he
had made ‘something of@ncession to an effective musical motif which I would
hardly allow myself today'® And indeedin its uncut 1904 guiséhis ensemble—
together with the preceding ‘A vy, muzikantihd the bridging passagddi se vyspat,
adevu&o, jdi[...] Kamaradit svadi? — is strongly suggestivef the classipezzo
concertatoform, with eachof the threesectiors launched by a solo from Grandmother
Buryjovka!’ Even by the time thalangek hadstarted work oden$a, in the mid
1890s, this type of ensemble walseadyanachronistic; by 1904 it must have
appeareaven more so® The cutting of he oboeled central section ofKa &ly parek
(Ex. 3.9below), with its spotlighting of the four soloists (Jefia, Grandmother
Buryjovka, Laca and the Foreman) and itsasly harmonic intensification, removed a
passage that was particularly redolent of this outmoded form. And althouglekana
would take the cuts toA vy, muzikanti even further in 1907/8 (see ‘KPU’ iRABLE

3.2 below), the task begun in 1906 had alrebdgun to address the issues raised by

this problematic scene.

4 JODA JP 34.

15 |bid., Jangek’s emphasis.

' Ipid.

Y That Jangek himself thought of this passage as a more or less discrete ‘number’ is suggested in his
letter toJevid , where he uses the wordislo’ (in the sense of a dramatic number) apparently to refer

to this section as a whole: ‘Vice textu, ktery pro tdislo uvolila se jei napsat spisovatelka pi G.
Preissova, sotva poss&’ [More text, which the writer Mrs Gabrie Preissova was ready to write for

this number, would hardly help]. His expressed wish for ‘a livelier staging for each of the three parts of
the ensemble’ indicates that he recognised a tripartite formal division of the whole. Cz. orig. in

N mcovéa 1974145; Eng. transIODA JP34.

18 See Julian Budden: ‘Pezzo concertatdG2, iii, 989. Jandek was familiar with such ensembles

from operas likd_a traviata Il trovatore andLes Huguenotall of which he is known to have seen

before he embarked on theraposition ofJen$a.
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Ex. 3.9

TABLE 3.2 Cuts to the Act 1 ensembles (columns show number of bars in each ensemble)

Jdi se vyspatevu &o, jdi ...

A vy, muzikanti  Kamaradit svadi? Ka a@ly parek
1904 45 28 67
1906 29 28 53
KPU 14 28 52
UE 1917 12 26 52

The 1906cuts were not just limited to Act, however several were made to

Act 2 as well, including a long onet6 bars in allapparently in twestagescuts 16a
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and 16hin APPENDIX V) to Laca’s finalsane solg‘Chci, Jen$ka’ (II/viii/41) ,
which proceeds to a duetith Jen$a (fig. 116c)and the a trio withthe Kostelnifka
(fig. 117). Although, as with ‘A vy, muzikantr’, these cuts would be taken even
further in 1907/8, the 1906 changes removed the entie¢ with Jerfa, as well as the
second ‘verse’ of Laca’s solo (‘Hle, ta jizva’, lI/vili63), thereby substantially
lessening the impression (so obvious in the 1904 version) of an operatic set number.
In addition to such larger scale cuts, which addresonét formal
anachronisms but also the cruailestion of dramatic pacinghe excision okeveral
short‘orchestral interludes? is an important development: it would be taken much
further in Jandek’s revisons of 1907/8therebyremoving somef the more four-
square periodity of the 1904 version Althoughin his initial suggestionsirazdira
appears to have been motivateohgly by a desire to address a fefthe opera’s
more obvioudongueursthe 1906 cutsas evidenced by the musical sourcesaict f

prepare thavay for the far more extensivevisions of 1907/8

3.3 The 1907/8revisions

The revisions madw the operdy Janafek over the Christmas/New Year holiday of
1906/7, anadcontinuedduring the course of preparations for @08 KPU vocal score,
combine types ofhangealreadyused in the prgpremige alterationsi(e. textural
changes) and the 1906 revisiomg.(cuts). Both, however, we nowtaken much

further. Jandek had by this stage hanple time to absorb thexperience antéssons

of two series of performancegivenin 1904-5 and in autumn 1906. This, coupled with

the incentive of, firstly, the possibilitof an award from the Czech Acaderagd then

19 ¢orch. mezihry Hrazdira’sterm for the one two- or threebarinstrumentaphrases that frequently

punctuate the voice partseeAPPENDIX .
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the publication oflen$ain vocal scordseeCHAPTER 1, 81.5), as well as the possibility
— however remote it must have seenaxtime dragged os- of having the opera
accepted in Prague, app¢athave prompd a fundamental reappraisal of the opera’s
musical dramaturgwhich led in turn to the most fareachingseries of revisions in the

opera’s lengthy genesis.

3.3.1Cuts
The extent of the resulting revisiorshinted at inAPPENDIX VII, which presens bar-
counts for the opera at foulifferent points in its postompositional development
1904, 1906, 1908 and 1916\ comparison of theolumns gives some idea- albeit a
rathercrude one— both of the scale of the differences between these distinct and
verifiable versions of the opera awd the scale of the changes made to the length of
the work over a period of a dozen yeats particular,it shouldbe noted thatthe scale
of the cuts introducedy Jandek himself between 1906 and 1908 dvedtfose made
in 1915/16 by Kovaovic. And although this tabular summary does not addtiess
just as extensive alterations made to témaining musical substanee by way of
changes tanotivic content, orchestration, texture, vocal lines, etcit does suggest
the larger perspective in which Kovavic’'s muchdiscussed bugssentially cosmetic
alterations should be viewed.

As with the earlier 1906 cuts, Jafek’s 1907/8 excisionsange from one
two- or threebarabridgements— removing repetitions anghstrumentalmterjections,
andmoving away from some of theoreregular periodisstructures of the 1904
version— to muchlargerscale alterations. Among the latter are tarther
abridgement of the Act 1 ensemble ‘A vy, muzikanti’ (Se&BLE 3.2),andthe even

moreradical shortening of theold'trio for Laca, Jerfia and theKostelnifxa launched
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by Laca’s ‘Chci, Jerka’ — the entire passagew taking upjust 23 bars in all (UE
1996, figs 116 to 119)ompared wittthe 82 bars 019042?° Both theseevisions
substantially lessethe impressior— so strong in the 1904 version of the scereof
operatic set numbersSo too dahe cuts td_aca’sentrance in Act 2 Sce&d. In 1904
the music of theopening sectionwhere he announces his arri#liv/i1-8; see EXx.
3.10a) was reprised in altered fom with different text (1/iv/3641) to creatavhat

amountsmusically at leasto a miniature modified da capo structure.

Ex. 3.10a

2 As a consequence of the abridgement at this stage, Laca’s initial entry is brooghtd so that he
now sings over what had originally been the purely orchestratfeuintroduction to this passage (fig.
116 in the present edition). Tyrrell’s reckoning of the trio as now taking up ‘a mere 8 bars’ (Tyrrell

1970, 794) counts just théght-bar passage of simultaneous singing from fig. 117.
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Jandek removedthe outer sections of this regularised structure in his I189isions,

with the slightly abridged and less repetitious version of the text now set as a quasi

recitative:

Ex. 3.10b
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Other extensive cutsiadeat this stage includehe 31 bars removed from the
opening scene of Act 2 between Jdmandthe Kostelnifka (11//167-94) and a
notableabridgement of the orchestral introduction to Actl®2 bars in 1904,
shortened to 77 in 1908).

Many of the longer cuti particularwent handin-hand withsignificanttextural
alterations to the surrounding passages that remdsezdbelow, 8.3.2) although
Jandek neverthelessften preserved theusical and expressivassence of the original
material even wére it was drastically prunednwiling to forego entirely theesidual
lyricism of the original inspiratio* There are alsa few passages that, although brief,
were relatively sefcontained andhatwere excised at this stage of the revision process.
Of these, onef the more strikig is a shortimpassioned asideom the Kostelniikain
Act 2 Scene 8just after she has offered to bless $arand LacdEx. 3.11below):

‘Ach, ona nevi, nevi’ [Ah, sheoesn't realise how hard & beerfor me to bring this all
about] after which she sinks into the chafr This sulden,musically arrestingutburst

is (arguably) an expressiamnsequence dfer preceding ‘Fjde, za tebe, |§de, Laco,

p $de!” [Of course she’ll go with you, Laca]l{viii/82, markedzimnip, i.e. feverishly)
and ‘Ona Mil u aztraceny rozum nda! [Now she has come to her senses again]
(I1/viii/93, markedroz flen , i.e. wildly or excitedly) However, from a purely dramatic
point of view (and, indeed, from a musicvamatic one)his short passageeems weak.
As amusically selfcontainedaside, it § inonesense a miniature counterpart to the
Kostelnifxa’s Act 1 ‘Aji on byl zlatohivy’. And whilst it hardly holds up the action to
the same extenit, doesthreaten tasteal thundehowever fleetinty, from the

Kostelnilxa’s laterchilling descent ito the mental abys#¢t 2, fig. 120).

2L A point made by Tyrrell in connection with the surviving ‘torso’ of ‘Chci, X, Tyrrell 1968, 74.

22 As well she might, given the demands of J4eids specified metronome mark: see Ex. 3.11.
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Ex. 311

That Jandek was concerned in these revisions with removing suaakically and
dramatically tangential moments is further suggestelibygtiting of a short passage
for Jen$a in Act 3 Scene 4. Jusftar Karolka has warnetderagainstelling &eva

how handsome he is, becausmakes him conceiteflll/iv/ 74), Jen$a, accompanied
by adisarminglysimple idea in thestrings,appears to reflean her own earliemaive
belief in a superficially perfdovedding(seeEx. 3.12below): ‘Oh, | also once thought
that two beautiful, nicely dressed people could go to the altar alone in happiness
Whether this cut was motivated by the ambiguity of $ats reflection (is she merely
thinking of her own youthflnaivety, or are her words directed also at Karolka and
aeva?), the musical material (relatively unrelated to the passages either side of it) or
simply the fact that these eleven bars detract somewhat from the dramatic flow, the
decision seems again te b weltjudged one, however affectimg its simplicitythe

music itself may be.
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Ex. 312

3.3.2Textural alterations

Jandek’s 1907/8 cutgmostof them clealy legible inboth &S and &/S) have, like
the alterations to the vocal lines (see bel@®.3.9, received a good deal of attention
in the past, notably ithe various studies byg& dro and Tyrrell. Yet just as
important at this stage of the revision process wereraisywide-ranging changes to
the opera’s musical textures, which amotehot merelya biinging into focus of
exiging ideas, but also very oftenhighly distinctivetransformation of the work’s
sowndworld. Because many of these changes were effected with particular
thoroughness in the manuscript sourc¢hsy have tended, necessarily, to be
overlooked until now.The possibility of comparing the reconstructed 1904 score with
the 1908 versiom this especial respeetffordsnew insights into aimportantaspect

of the opera’sransfornationat this stage
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Of the various ways used to achieve suxtextural transformation, one of the
most obvious is Jarf@k's increased deploymeuwf silence as an acenpaniment to
the voices. Arelativelystraightforward example of thisomes in Act 3 Scene 4
(Exx. 3.13a andb), a passage follwing immediately on from Ex. 3.1@iscussed
above. &evatells Laca that he and Karolka are to be wed in a fortnight’s, tisme
which Karolka jokingly respond®\ha, only if | feel like it!" In 1904, all this is
accompanied by steady crotchet chords in strings and haittsbassoons joining in

at Karolka’s highbb':

Ex. 3.13&

In 1908, Jandek holds backhe crotchet chords until the fifth bar, so that the exchange
between the halbrothers comes across more conversationally, while Karolka’s vocally

extravagamnt— and psychologicallpstentatious— tease igyloriously enhanced:
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Ex. 3.1

This revision is similar to the one Jafgk had made to Je¥a’'s ‘A co &eva’ in Act 2
in the prepremiege revisims (see above, &1, Exx. 3.6a and b) atthough an important
difference is that Jarf@k now renoves the accopaniment forjust a fewbars at a
time while keeping ias occasional punctuation for the vocal linesi(ethe
continuation of Ex. 3.1®). Such aechnique becomgsarticularly effective when the
orchestral accompaniment features a short motif whicdtead of beingonstantly
repeatedis broken up, so thatieessence of theriginal ideais, as it were,distilled’.

A particularly instructiveexample of thikind of process ighe Kostelnika’s
‘U aod téchvile’ in the first scae of Act 2 (fig. 5). This is the point at which the
music of the prelude finallgives way to an arching motifeveloped from the cadence

figure of the prelude, as the Kostelka reflects on her fealgs ‘ever since that
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moment | brought you homeIn 1904, this arching motiprovides a continuous

textural backdrop for the Kostelfiia’s reflections right up to fig. 7:

Ex. 3.14

At first glance thisaccompanimenfand particularly the motivic prd&) seems to
have much in common with the ostinatos that are such a notable fedtimadek’s
mature style, for instance the ones that appear in the first movement of thredsec

String QuartetEx. 3.15 and the second movement of the®nietta Ex. 3.16):

Ex. 3.15Kvartet ‘Listy d% rné’ VII/3 (1928) first movement
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Ex. 3.16SinfoniettaVI/18 (1926), second movement, 15[3

However the rather conventionally balanceekture of ‘Uaod téchvile’ in its 1904
guise(even disregarding the editial violin 2 part)is somewhatlifferent from the
ostinatos found in Jarfék’s later operas, which tend to be musgparer, usuallyn
higher registersas in the fobwing example from the opening sceokV ¢
Makropulos in which the clerk, Vitek, is mdng a phone call to track down his boss,

Dr Kolenaty
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Ex. 3.17

Jandek’s 1907 revision of ‘Udod téchvile’ removedthe ostinato for bars attane,
leaving a fractured transformation of the arching motif as a punctuating figure in the

manner of anecompanied recitativéseeCHAPTER 2, 82.3).

Ex. 3.18

The result isactually much closer to the use of punctuating accompanimental motifs
as used in Jan@&k’s later opergsas the following example- from just a few bars

earlier inV ¢ Makropulosthan Ex. 3.7 — clearly demonstrates:
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Ex. 3.19

Other instancesf motivic and textural distillation are plentiful in the 1907/8
revisions. Towards the end oAct 2 Scene?, after Jerffa has lamented the death of
her baby, the Kostelrka tells herthe navs about &eva:‘A s tou rychtdovou ugje
zasliben’ [Now hés engaged to the mayor’s daughteth 1904 this is acompanied
by a constant triplet quaver ostinato in the strings:

Ex. 3.2(
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In 1908, the accompaniment evaporates for one or two bardraega revision

coupled to a more idiomatic, less slavishly thematic rhythm in the vocal line

Ex. 3.2

An altogether more extreme exampltthis tendency towardtextural
distillationis foundin Act 3 at the moment of the Kostellka’'s initial revdation of
the truthabout the baby’s murdefTo m $ skutek,m $trest bod [ Mine the deed,
mine the punishment]in 1904boththis line of text and the initial stunned reaction of
themen in thecrowd were made against an expansive, lyrical orchestral
accompanimentthe Kostelnifka’'s vocal linecloselyentwined withthe instrumental

motifs (cf. CHAPTER 2, Fig. 2.5)

Ex. 3.21a
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In 1908 Jandek delays the appearance of this theme until the Kosfiedt's powerful
outpouring, Tys, Bo&, tovd | & tonebylo k sneseni’@h God,you know how
unbearable it wagJAct 3, fig. 59), leaving themoment ofinitial confession
unaccompanied excefur the brief interjectory motif that underpins the crowd’s

reaction:

Ex. 3.2

Silence howeverwas not theonly means by which Jarj@k achieved his
remarkablemusicaltransformation of the operan many casese pared awaynuch
textural paddingthusbringing musical motifsnto sharper focus. In Ex. 3.Z&om

the Kostelnifika— &eva scene in Act 2Zhe insisent violin demisemiquavers and viola
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semiquavers of the 1904 versi(upper stavejvere discareéd by 1908, leaving the

rhythmicallyaccelerating bass line to stand alone.

Ex. 3.22

The first four bars oflen$a’s Act 2 lament, ‘Toaum el [He died tha], were
similarly givengreater definitiorby the suppression of all but the viola line, now

playedsul ponticelloand markedspressivo

Ex. 3.23

Ex. 3.2
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Whilst a general trend at this stage was the paring down of orchestral textures,
especidy where serving aaccompanirants, there are alsmmenoteworthyexamples
of textural enrichment. A good instanoéthisis the very opening of Act,3vhere the
relatively drabscoringof 1904 (Ex. 3.24, cellos in unison with double baske&sgreatly
enlivened in 190&imply by having the cellos play in parallel tenths with the basses and

added bssoons (Ex. 3.2

Ex. 3.24

Ex. 3.2%0

A more complexexample of textural transformatiacomes irnthe

Kostelnifka's confessiofAct 3 Scene 1Q)particdarly her vivid relation of the events
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on the fateful night she killed Jefa’s baby. The jettisoning of th#904 version’s
agitated stringlemisemiquavers at the moment she describes her sensations on
drowning the child (‘Bylo to vder’, fig. 61) in favaur of the sustained harmonics of
1908 is one of the most chillingly effective tiie many inspired changéhat Jangek
madeprior to publication of the vocal scoreA similarly comprehensive reworking
was made of the beginniraf the following scenewheae Jerffa, in a conciliatory
gesturebids her stepmother to stan@. Thethickly-scoredrather foursquar&904
setting of this passage (Ex. 3.2p with the voice doubled by cor anglais, ateats and
violas, and repeatestring demisemiquaver chordsimforced by flutes and bassoons,
was replaced in 1908 by a much more transparent textioe original melodyhow the
sole preserve of Jefa’s rhythmically freervocal ling bright pianissimoE major
sustained chords substituted for the previous sorBltat minor leanings, and the
reachingover motif originally introduceanly at fig. 68 now anticipated in bassogns

cellos and clarine(Ex. 3.2%).

Ex. 3.2
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Ex. 3.2%

3.33 Folk passages antéxtures

Jandek’s textural changealso extended tthe folk-influenced passages tife score.
These are of special interest because, together with the’speose textand sek
proclaimed use of speech melqdkg ‘realistic expression of the localityvas
fundamental to itparticularembodiment of &Naturalistic (and indeed nationalistic)
strain of realismas outlined in the original programme note ($eENDIX ).

Already in his prepremiée revisions Jangk had made some notational changes to
the folk-based asembles in Act 1 (see above.8). In 1907 he went furthefas
elsewhere irhis revisionsat this timeg, redueng thescoring of theoffstage

123

instrumental accompaniment in ‘&ci sa &nija™> and removing the vocal dronésr

3|t is this reduced scoring that is used in the present edition, the original being largely irrecoverable;

seeCHAPTER 2. In 1904 thestageband had additionally included a bassoon and trombone.
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tenors and bassas ‘Daleko, &oko’. Inthe Act 3 village girls’ song (‘Ej, mamko,
mamko’), he not only lightened the scorirg making it considerably less earthynd
bassheavy— but also removed Barena’s chang yet fussy descarif

Particularly notable are the revisions Jd@iédmade to passages featuring the

duvajor ‘doublestroke’ style of folk accompaniment. This homophonic, chordal

string figuration featuring offbdastress patterrﬁ@ E) was describedt some
lengthby Jandek himselfin his detailedntroduction(XV/163) to Narodni pisn
moravské v novnasbirangMoravian folksongs newly collected] (XI11/3; 190%5.
There he identified iais a typical rhythmic figure of thBtarosvtska[old-world]

dancé® from Slovackoandemptasised its disruptive and vivifying qualitieSeveral

of the accompaniedancesongs and melodiascludedin the later part of this
monumental volume (in theection devoted to dance tunes) contain examples of the
duvajaccompaniment in context, inclundy theone reproduced on the following page
(Fig. 3.2, showing the beginning of a transcription from Velka nad \beu in the

Hor acko district of Slovackoln the accompanimental chords, each pair of quavers
is slurred in a continuous bogtroke, with an increase in pressure on the second
quaver (indicagéd in Jandek’s notation by an accent). In Moravian (and specifically
Slovécko) folk ensemble music this is an idiomatic string accompanirhgrtally
using simple diatonic chords anguallytaken bythe second fiddlelkontrad and

string bassl{assa which togethersupportthe voice ¢p v) and first fiddle fudeg.

% Barena’s descant was perhaps influenced by the leguusstyle of Slovakian femaleoice
folksong that also led to Jarggk’s Lidova nokturngFolk nocturnes] (1V/32, 1906). Jargk first
collectedthe material that gave rise tbese nocturnes in September 1901;3¢éki, 343, 345 and
649-50.

2 BJ I, i—CXXXVi.

% ‘Typicka sfasovka Staroswské’, ibid., cxv.
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Fig. 3.2 BJ IlI, 900.

The use i ethnomusicologists of the terduvajfor this type of figuration is
morerecent’’ the term itself appears originally to come from Slovakia, and isg&sh
onomatopoeic, with theowel shift fromu to a mimicking the opening out of sound
on the second, stressed quatfeDuvajstyle folk accompanimentsan be found not
only in Slovacko and Slovakia but also further south and east in Hungary and
Romania?® andinfluences inart music can be detected, for example, in the accented
offbeat chords of the opening of Barték’s Rhapsody no. 1 for violin and piano or

orchestra (BB94a/b, 1928).

%" See Marta Toncrova (with Oskar Elschek), ‘Czech Republic, §ll, 2: Traditional music: Moravia and
Silesia: (iii) Instrumental musicNG?2 vi, 821; also Holy 1963.

28 Holy 1963, 65.

% bid.
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The Jandek biographer Jaroslav Vogel dretention to this figuration
(althoughhe didnot usethe termduva)) in the onstage instrumental accompaniment to
the chorus ‘Va&ci sa &nija’ in Act 1 of Jen$a (fig. 48)° In that particular passage its
use iswell motivated:it accompanies the male offstage chorus in a folksong
celebrating&eva'’s avoidance of conscription. Although thiéstageband parts
underwent some changes, thevajaccompaniment survived Jajgk’s revisions
(albeit with modificationsks well as those of Kovavic. The 1904 version afen$a,
however hadalsocontained two further examples of this type of figuratiddne of

these wadn the orchestral introduction to Act 3:

Ex. 3.26a(oboe melody plus timp/hp/daccompanimentall other instruments omitted)

Jandek, in his working copy of Preissova’s drarfial), haddesignated the
opening of Act 3 in a marginalote as ‘Introductior— andfiddlers’ musicoutside the

house’, in anticipation of the wedding celebrations for $arnd Laca®! Although a

30Vogel 1963,133; Eng. trans. Vogel 1981, 140.
31 Uvod— | a hudba | hudgp ed | domem, PL, 48, lefthand margin;ee & dro 1965, 339 andGJ, 73.
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sketch for the oboe melody of the prelude appears only tatér PL,*? it is clear

from the 1904 accompaniment with double basses playingdaivajbass line

reinforced by offbeat quavers in timpaamd harp— that this passage doexleed

have folk association@ven if its melody is played by an oboist rather than a fiddler)
By 1907 however Jandek had madesubstantiatuts to the preludésee above

83.3.), and although thiparticularpassage remained, hésoremoved the ‘literal’

use ofduvajin this and parallel passages in the prelude, replacing it for the most part
with steady pizzice quavers in the double basses. Onlyhaoffbeat chords in

timpani and harp is there a hiaf the music’s folk accompaniment associations:

Ex. 3.26b(oboe melody plus timp/hp/dbccompanimentall other instruments omitted)

The other, more extsive— and in manyways more surprising— example of
duvajcame in the third scene of Act 2 (Kostelna and &eva). It began at the point
where &evadescribes his emotions on seeing $ar(with her cheek cut) the morning

after the army levykdy djsem jipo odvod rano uhlidal’ (fig. 44. Although not an

32pL, 55 (Scene 6); as so often with Jd@ks sketching, he appears simply to have jotted down the
idea when and wire it occurred to him, rather than on the relevant page.
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obvious opportunity for folkmusic treatnent, thisappearancef duvajfiguration was
no doubt prompted by&eva'’s reference to ‘the morning after the levy’ (‘po odvod
rano’, Ex.3.27a) However, thedoublestrokeaccom@animent then continues the
same ein well beyond this fleeting reminiscenoéthe events of Act lalmost to the
end of the scene (fig. 51): through the point at whigbva tells the Kostelrka how
frightful he finds her (Ex. 3.27b) and even beyond his exil@s$a cries out in her

sleep ‘Mother, a rock is falling on me’ (Ex. 3.27c).

Ex. 3.27a(voice and strings only: other instrumemtsitted)

Ex. 3.27b(voice and strings only: other instrumsramitted)
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Ex. 3.27c

In his 1907 changeto this extended episodéandek remaed all the slurs
and subdivided the semiquavers in the violins, violas and cellos into demisemiquavers
whilst retaining the offbeadluvajaccentgcf Ex. 3.27a):

Ex. 3.28

It is possible to view this change (and the others to the folk passages in Aots3)
assimply a further instance of Jaj#k’s thorouglyoing textural transformation of the

opera. In the specific case of tHhevajexamples, the changes may also have been
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prompted by the fact that, though such figuration comes naturally to fiddle players in
folk bands, the technique is lesss@éacaptured by musicians trained in tplaying of

art music. There is also a third possibility. By 1916, Jdmk reworked the music of

the Kostelnilka— &eva scenésee below, 83.4)0 that the only trace left of thi
figuration— in its 1908demisemiquaver guise- is at the moment of Jeffa’s cry

from the bedroom (fig. 48)In his changes to the folk music passages in general, and
to theduvajfiguration in particular, Janigk may have been trying to play down the
more ostentatiously ‘Moravian’ aspectsdgn$a’s soundworld, a possibility that is

discussedurther below in the conclusion (83.6).

3.3.4The At endings

Among the most telling of Jarfék’s 1907/8 revisions are the changesee tahe
end of each Act Whilst theAct openings wergmore or less'right first time’ (with
the possibleexception of the Act 3 prelude; see abgwdke changes to the final
curtainsare revealingpecause, both iden$a and in his later operas, Jajek
achieved some of theast thrilling and often uplifting closes the operatic
repertoire.

Some of the revisions are simple yet surprisingt even those who had pored
closely over thesurvivingmanuscript$iad spotted that in 1904 tiwery endof the
opera was two bars longetn 1907the original ending was pasted over &/S,
effectively removing the antgmultimate anghenultimate bargas indicatedy the
bracketin Ex. 3.29, whilstin &S the final folio (fol. 122) was removed and the
shortened ending squeezed onto Id1v (seeCHAPTER 2, §82.1). At the same time, a
gradual quickening of pacgasadded: oiginally the whole of the final scene

including the orchestral conclusiowas marked simply ‘Moderato’, but in 1907
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Jandek added ‘Maestoso con nw at fig. 82 and'Allegro’ to the final four bars
(indicated in parentheses lix. 3.29. (The accelerandi that prepare these speed
changes were added only after KPU was prinfgdbablyat the time othe 1911

performances of the opera.)

Ex. 3.29

A more emphatisenseof finality was likewiseachievedat the end of Act 2y
a small but significant change to the timp&guration (atthe point asterisked in Ex.

3.30:

Ex. 3.30
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Anotherchange to the timpani lin&as made at the end of Act Lompared with the
1904 version of these bardye continuous quavers of the 1908 versioeate an

increasedsense of momentum which is halted only in the final bar:

Ex. 3.31

It wasin the Act 1 finale leading up to this close, however, that Jakdnade some of
themog far-reaching changes among 1i807/8 revisions.One of the most notable
excisionshere was the extended passage based on diminished chords starting at fig.
1183 which in the 1904 version seems to mathe beginning of thdinale as a formal

unit (seeEx. 3.32a0n the following page By jettisoningthis music— twenty bars in

all — and grafting Laca words over skilfully dovetailedrevisionof the passages
either side of it §eeEx. 3.32), Jandek not only managed to achieve a more seamless

— and dramaticallymuchfaster moving— transitionto thecrucial moment when
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Jen$a’s cheek is slashedbut also removedomething that, even in 1904, must have
seemed a distinct throwback in harmoteems. The cutof a further twenty bars
between figires 118c and 11@neantthat the passage from Laca’s menacing ‘Tenhle
k ivak by ti je mohl pokazit’(This knife could ruinthem[i.e. Jen$a’s cheeksfor

you) to Jerffa’s terrified cry of ‘Jed & Maria!, which in 1904 had takenp a total of

52 bars, was nowver in a mere elevefEx. 3.32).

Ex. 3.3

Ex.3.3D
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The commotion that follows the slashing (figures 169221 wasnot noticeably
shortened in the 1907/8 revisions (it had alreadynbmein 1903; see above 381).
However, the distinctly episodic feel of this passage in 1904 (a change to 3/4 Allegro
at fig. 120a, and another tempo change to Meno mosso at fig. YW&Zahow
effectively removedothby renotating it in 3/2 throughojtvith no speed changes)
and by more consistent use of the urgent scalic sextuplet quaver figuration.

A final cut of the five bars of purely orchestral Piu mosso at fig. 1¢2k
3.33% a sequence of agitated simultaneous semiquavers and cromhghclassic
example of needless musical and dramatic padifieger there was oné® resulted in
a far more effective ascent to the wiwind tremolo underpinning theofeman’s line

‘Laco, neutikej!’ Laca, don’t run away![Ex. 3.3d).

¥ The semiquavers’ motivic derivation from Laca’s earlier ‘od niiedi |Gbil’ makes them no less

superfluous.
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Ex. 3.33&

Ex. 3.3
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3.3.5Vocal lines
Both & dro and Tyrrell have devoted a good deal of discussion to the reworking of
the opera’s vocal lines in 1908 andparticularlyto those examplewhich were
simply erasedrather than pastedver) andaretherefore stillegiblein varying
degreedo the naked eyer elsewerecorrected at proof stage during the preparation
of KPU. In general, thevidence of thd 904 version confirms their observations,
rather than revaing any startling new findings

Jandek appears to & been addressing three issua particularin his
ongoing revisions to the vocal linegchievinga greater consistency in tesetting
according to ‘standard’ Czech stress patterns (which usually place the stress on the
first syllable of a word)the remowal or adjustmenbf many instances of word or
phrase repetitiorandthe freeing upof vocal phrases that, in their earlier form, were
moreclosely tied towhatoftenappear to bénstrumentdl/-conceived melodic ideas

in the orchestrd®

(a) Word setting

Many of theexamples obtresspattern problemseem to have arisen frodanaek
initially trying to fit Preissova’s text— even where he had modifiedgtior to setting
— to regularisedpre-conceivedmelodic ideas.Ex. 334 as originally set bylangek
containsboth final and penultimatesyllable misstress: ‘by ti od n-ho u-leh- fi’. *°

At proof stagen the preparation of KPUandek reorganisd the word order

34 See in particula?ZGJ, 103-10, andCO, 283-92

% The first two issues were among the mpstsistent criticisms of the opera frorarty on in its
reception.

% preissova’s text is slightly different, although the word order matches that ofgldsariginal

version: ‘[...] aby tiod nhoradji odleh[i.’
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so that the stress fell on the first syllahlé&sy ti u-leh il od n -ho',*’

Ex. 3.34

In Ex. 3.35, the seconebyllablestress of ‘tak vese l&’ likewise seems to have
been caused by an originsdttingof the text dictated byhe melodic contour. This
example, like many othersyas corrected by Jarg@k in &/S, i.e. by December 190

(seeCHAPTER 2, 8.1, ‘&/S)).

Ex. 3.35

Jandek’s problems withext setting are sometimes explained by reference to
his dialect Czechhut not even thigan justify the bumpy finasyllablestress irEx.

3.36, ‘u-cti-vo vas prosim’also corrected bipecember 190:

37 SeezGJ 103.
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Ex. 3.36

What is especially notable these vocaline revisionsis the number of
apparently melodicalbgdeterminecexamplesof poor Czech stress patterns corrected
by Jandek himself that occuflike the three presented here)Asts 2 and f Jen$a.
These Actsverecomposed well after Jaf@k’s first established forays into the issue
of speech melodied 897, and might reasonably be expected to embody more fully
the lessons he claimed to have learnt from this study. Suamplescall into
legitimate question not only the claims made in the original programme ndentéa
to ‘truthful expres®n’ founded am the use of speech melodies (Fe=PENDIX|), but
also the whole notion of speech melodies as being appédadibdctly to Janfek’s

operatic works>®

(b) Word and phrase repetition

One of the specific criticisms th#tarel Kova ovic used to justify his continued
refusal to acceplen$a for performance in Prague was the number of repetitions in
the vocal lines‘contrary to all reallife speech, [Janfek] makes the singers repeat

individual passages of text countless titi&s This had first becoman issueduring

3 The ‘speeckmelody myh’, as it relates to Jarfk’s own compositions, has been explored (and to
some extent exploded) in Tyrrell 1970, and also in Wingfield 1992b and (most recé¥itly), 477-89.
39 Gustav Schmoranz in a letter to Josef#eoutlining Kovaovic's reservatios, 29 September 1915,
JA viii, 44-5; Eng. trans. iddODA, JP62.
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the controversy surrounding Josef Charvatsiew-articlein Jevid (see Chapter 1,
81.3). The particulaproblem raisect that time centred othe numerous repetitions
of Staenka Buryjovka’'s wordi the Act 1 ensemble ‘Kaly parek. Jangek, in
collaboration with Hrazdira, had begun to addressgloblemin the 1906 cut$o both
this setion and the immediately preceding ensemble, ‘A vy, muzikaisees83.2);
these abridgementgere then taken further in $1907/8 cuts (see above, 83)3.1
There remained, however, many more localised examples of the repetition of
‘individual passagesfdext’ throughout the opera. A few instag® had been removed
early on in the revision process (suchias 3.7 as well as in 1906. Butlthough
manyrepetitions even made it past the eagjed Kovaovic (Exx. 3.34and3.36both
still featurein the 1916 version ofen$a), by far the greatest number wesiddressed
during the revisionand subsequent pregbrrectionghatresulted in KPU. They
includebothsmallscalerepetitians of words and short phrasestext, and longer
phrase repetitionsln Ex. 3.5(83.1) for instance, not only was themmediate
repetition, ‘to je mito je mipodivné, removed by 1907, but the regiof the entire
four-bar phrase was cutSometimes, even when the larggrale phrase repetition was
retained, the shorter xigal ones were modifiefin Ex. 3.37, at the same time as a

correction of the declamation; both changes were made at proof stage):

Ex. 337
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In Ex. 3.38 the repetitiorof the final phrase of textvas removed by 1907
(1904 version shown in small nafe before the much later rewriting by Jaj& of the

following section {ig. 44).

Ex. 3.38

In some case®ne type of repetition was exchanged for another. At the Mayor’s
entrance in Act 3 Scene(Ex. 3.39 cf. CHAPTER 2, Fig. 2.9, the original theefold
sequential repetitions of ‘dej’ and ‘polekala’, both motivigalketermined by the bassoon
cello- and bassged orchestral accompaniment, were replaced in 1908 by a more fractured,

lessmotivically straitjacketed form of repetition (cf. also [//27-30):

Ex. 3.39

127



Althoughnumerous instances of smaltale and phrase repetition were removed or
modified by Jangek in these revisions, enough exampteserthelessemained that

this highly distinctive feature continued to be a part of his musitde as it maturel.

(c) Changes to ‘motivic’ vocal lines

The 1904 version aJen$a contains many examples (including a number of those

given above) where the voice line not only matches the orchestral accompaniment but
seems dictated by it, rather tiny ary attempt at amdiomatic— let alone ‘realistic’

— style ofvocal writing. In Ex. 3.40(the beginning of Jeffa’s Act 2 lament for her

baby) Jandek reduced this dependenicythe 1908 verisn both by delaying the

voice entry until the second band by altering the vocal rhythm:

Ex. 3.40

Following the discovery of the baby’s body in Act 3, the Kostdtha's
desperate plea to her stepdaughter as the latter runs ofth@tshepherd boy Jano
andothers to find out what has happened, ‘Neodpibaneodbihaj!’ [Don’t run

away, oh don’t run away!], originally followethe scalic ascent and descent of the
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harp and violin lines.In the 1908 versiorthe exact doubling is removed in the

alteration to the first bar:

Ex. 3.41

(d) Vocal range

Theabove example also highlights another feature of the 1908 revisions: the
modification of a number of instances of hifjing voice parts.In some instances-
perhapsmostspectacularlyhe long cut td_aca’s‘Chci, Jen$ka’ in Act 2 Scene8—
this may havéeen motivateat leastin part out of a consideration (admittedly
uncharacteristic of Jarj@k) for the singes. Earlier in the same scemeca’s vocally
extravagant greeting, ‘Jefka! Pot & Panb®, Jen$ka!' [Jen$a! God comfort you,
Jendal], is likewisesustained at a demandindligh tessitura in 1904EX. 3.42).

The 1908 versioEx. 3.42D), whilst retaining the initiglexpressively powerfithree
notevocalgesture iow brought forward by one barjeplaces the dogged ardour of
the 1904 conhuation with music that is both tenderer and less unforgiving for the
voice; and theehanges to the orchestral accompaniment are also typical of the sorts of

textural transformation already described above.
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Ex. 3.42a

Ex. 3.4

This example also @monstrates how Jaifik’s revisions also often introduced an
element of registral contrast which, as well as providing practical relief for the voice,
also created greater melodic (and expressive) differentiation. Ipain@fexamples
below, both fromAct 3, the melodic highpointsreated by the revisioree the more

effectiveas a result. e second one in particuléEx. 3.44 both better capturebe
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agitation ofthe moment (Jano telling the wedding party of the balwiscovery) and

adds emphasi® the word ‘naikaji’ [the people aravailing about i.

Ex. 3.43

Ex. 3.44

Taken as a whole, Jaf#k’s 1907/8 revisions tden$a are themost thoroughgoing,
extensive, and the most consequential in both musical and dramatic tertins, i
opera’s &ngthy genesisUnlike those made before the premiére, and unlike those
made by Janfek after the 1908 publication of KPU- all of which tended to
concentrateathermore on Act 1 and much less on Act3 they are spread fairly
evenly throughout the operd his, together with their wideanging nature, suggests
the fundamental nature of the overhaul to which Jek&ubjected the score at this
time. Although he did not neglect purely practical matters in these revisfoing,
changes went much furtherath addressing mere practical problems. They testify not
only to a reappraisal of what one might term the *horizontal’ dimensiethe barto-

bar, temporaébb andlow of both the music and the drama itseH but also of the

40 SeeCHAPTER 2, EX. 2.4.
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‘vertical’ dimensiors. the hamonic language, textures, spacing, and the sense of
musical and dramatic light and shade, all of whitdgether with the pacingreate the

unmistakable ‘feel’ of a work.

3.4 Revisions made after 1908
None ofthe post1908 revisions madeitherby Jangek or subsequentlpy Kova ovic
come anywhre near the radicalness,nature or extent, of those made by the
composehimselfin 1907/8. On 24 January 1911 just one week before the first
Brno revival ofJen$a since October 190@nd thus the first sircthe publication of
the KPU vocal scone— Jan Kunc wrote to Jarfék offering to meet to make ‘some
suggestions for correcting the mistakes in declamation, quite a few of which remain
even in the corrected vocal scofé.Kunc’s suggestionén line with Jangek's own
changes to the voice paitshis 1907/8 revisionsjere probably then incorporated
into the series of five performances at the Brno National Theatre between 31 January
and 21 April that yeafseeAPPENDIX I1I for alist of performarces)

However, the rewriting of two passages fé@eva in Act 2 Scene 8at figures
44 and 47)which Tyrrell has suggesteasotook place at this time, probably did not
occur until much latef? There is no sign of the revised version of either of these
passagem the pair ofBrno clarinet partsopied in 1913/14° Much more likely is

that these revisions were made by J@hka(and thercopied into &Sfor him by

*1 Kunc to Jandek, BmJA, A 349; sedYLi, 767. The phrase ‘corrected vocal score’ appears simply to
refer to KPU, which had been ‘corrected’ at proof stage by dekaather than to the errata sheet (ER)
which seems to have been published in connection with the Prague production of May 1916, and which
contains a list of cuts and some changes, but no corrections to ‘mistakes in declamation’.

*2 Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, vii.

*3 SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.1, OPX.
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Véaclav Sedlgek)** some time shortly beforBecember 1915, when Kowavic started
making his change®tthe scoré® The revised versions of these passages, together
with details of cuts comprising both latere Kova ovic ones by Janfgk and early
ones by Kovaovic himself appear on the errata sheet (ER) that was issued around the
time of thePrague pedrmances in May 1918 Most of theER cuts are decidedly
smallscale when compared with Jaje&’s 1907/8 oneausuallyconsisting of the
removal of one, two- or threebar repetitions, somgurely orchestral, others vocalin
his work on UE 1996, Tyrrellvas able to distinguish between those ER cuts (the vast
majority) made by Kovabvic, and the rather smaller number made by Jak4’
However the two big changes set in musical notation on-ERhe two passages from
deva’s Act 2 Scene 3 solo, which efteely remove the last traces dfivaj
figuration discussed above are Jandek’s own*® As with Jan4ek’s pre1907
changes, the ER cuts are concentrated largely in Aetdotably the excision of the
nine-bar orchestral introduction t8cene 5 (fig. 54)— with considerably fewer in Act
2, and just four bars cut from Act 3.

The majority of Kovaovic's changes, howevetame after the printing of ER

Like Jandek’s 1907/8 changes, they range throughout the gpardhare evident on

*4 SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.1, &S, especially Fig. 2.3.

5 It is perhaps to these two passages, among other things, thgelaves referring when he wrote to
Marie CalmaVesela on 12 November 1915: ‘| have lookeddingh the score afen$a again and tidied
itup.” JODA JP 70. For more details on the sequence of Kovia’s changes, see Tyrrell 1996, x /
Tyrrell 2000, w-vi.

6 SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.1, ER, and fn. 41 above.

*" Editions of theJen$a vocal score publisheflom 1934onwardsby Hudebni matice in Prague @ed
on the original KPU plates and originally edited by Vladimir Helféré)e indicated these ER cuts
along with others made later l§ova ovic, but take a more simplified view, with all the ER changes
assimed to be by Janjgk. Tyrrell's less tidy but more nuanced view is based on his study of the Brno
parts (OPx) as well agFS.

*® See §3.3.3.
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most pages of the scqnanlike Jandek’s they are for the most part a combination of
practical changes concerning dynamic markings (necessary for performing an opera
such aslen$a in a larger metropolitan theatre) and cosmetic ones concefinig

details ofphrasing and orchésl retouching: the sort of changes that were customary
for conductors of the period to make. Even Kaac’'s most celebrated alteratier

the ‘canonic’reworking of the horn parts in the opera’s closing orchestral-tutis

little more than a realisatn (albeit a highly effective one) of an idea aldydatent in

Jandek’s ending.

3.5Summary of revision trends

It should be clear from the foregoing that, despite some significant areas of overlap in
the revisions talen$a as they went through theiavious stages, there were several
distinct phases to its gradual emergence and socialisation, between its initial
composition and its eventual acceptance in Prague in 1916. The first phase, represented
in the revisions finished by Jafgk in October 1903yas essentially one of
rationalisation, with notational recasting, clarification and metrical reordering to the
fore: all important aspects for conveying the composer’s initial vision of the work to its
performers. Already, however, some significant @esito the musical substance
(notably the Act 1 finale) and even to declamation (as evident in the KofitalsiAct 1
aria) are evident.

The next phase, in the summer of 1906, can be seen as a direct response to the
experience of the first run of performees which, no doubt both because and in spite of
evident local shortcomings, will have highlighted both practical and expressive issues.
At this stage, for what was in the event only a very brief revival, that most tried and

tested weapon in the arsemdiloperatic revision was brought into play: the cut. Yet,
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straightforward as the changes were at this stage, they will nevertheless have had a
significant impact not only on the dramatic flow, but also on its musical style, with set
pieces like the Kostal [xa's Act 1 aria, the Act 1 concertato ensembles and Laca’s Act
2 finale solo the main casualties.

Very different considerations were clearly in mind by the next stage in the
revision process, when the prospect of publication prompted what was clearly a
thorough reappraisal by Jajek — with the experience of two series of performances
behind him— of the opera’s soundworld and musical dramaturgy. The many
alterations to pacing, texture, musical language, vocal writing and declamation amount
to a distillation of the work’s expressive essence, and constitute between them surely
one of the most significant moments in securing the opera’s eventual wider acceptance.

Following the publication of the KPU vocal score in 1908, Jghéappears to
havecontinued tnkering, although only at the finer details and prompted by new
performances in 1911. That the opera had by now already reached what he must have
regarded as more or less its definitive form is evident in the fact that, with the prospect
of acceptance biPrague becoming increasingly realistic, his own changes in 1915 were
— compared with what had gone befereextremely limited.

The final stage of the protracted revision process that |den$a’s wider
acceptance came with Kowsvic’s extensive retouchigs?® both practical and cosmetic
in nature. As much as the Prague performances themselves, these retouchings have
often been credited with securing the opera’s greater popularity, and they are certainly
emblematic of the transition from a provincial taretropolitan opera house. Yet the

precise nature and extent of Jg®&s own changes to the work, as revealed by the

“9 Not considered here are the consequences (in many ways even more significant to the opera’s wider
acceptance) dflax Brod’s German translation in introducing the work initially to Vienna, and even

more importantly to the opera houses of Germany.

135



establishment of the 1904 score, puts Kawec's retouchings into some perspective.
Whilst it is true that the latter resulted in anl@dst superficial transformation of
Jen$a’s soundworld, and impinged on the score just as extensively (if not as deeply), it
is also clear that the essential and substantial spade work had already been done by the
composer himself.

Perhaps one of thmod telling distinctions between Jafgk’'s own revisions
and those by Kovavic is the manner in which they were carried outdnoss’s full
score. Kovaovic’s for the most part appear like corrections, in neat red ink.
Jandek’s, by contrast, were made bold black ink and— not inappropriately, given

the opera’s story— with a knife.

3.6 The 1904Jen $a in context: some preliminary observatons

Intimately connected with the trajectory traced by the revision process, and yet at the
same time in certairespects distinct from itJjen$a is in many other senses a
transitional work’® This is something that has long been recognised, both within the
context of Jangek’s own output an@s seen against the backgroundref wider
development of twentiethentuy opera. As far back as 1924, Adolf Weissmann,
reviewing the opera’s Berlin premiére for tMusical Timesnoted that ‘[Janek]

tries to get rid of the Aria, without at the same time denying it. So we notice a

transitional art more typical of the rate which Janaceksjc] belongs than most

*0 The quality of being ‘transitional’ may, of course, take many specific forms. The argument here is
thatJen$a may indeed be understood as embodying this quality in more ways than one, and that the
revision process, as interpreted here, is an integral part of this. But it should be noted that this does not
result necessarily from the mere fact of its having been subjesti¢h detailed and faeaching

revision. Hypothetically, it would have been possible for the opera to have been revised many times
over without embodying any significant stylistically transitional qualities; equally, it might well have

embodied such guities without ever having been revised at all.
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music produced in his country” Weissmann’s review is couched in the prejudices of
its time, according to which the smaller countries of central Europe were regarded as
being on the artistic, cultural and poliicperiphery. What is nevertheless a basically
positive review appears to regaidn$a as a transitional work primarily in relation to
the wider mainstream- and of course, by implication, more ‘central- artistic
trends both within ‘his country’ and lyend. Weissmann’s phrase ‘the race to which
Janacek belongs’ helps to locate this perception of the composer and his work, in a
historical sense, within the Czech speaking lands themselves, as well as within the
‘distant’ cultural area of eastentral Euope and, more generally, the wider European
tradition>? In particular, the distinction between mainstream and periphery within the
Czechspeaking lands themselves is one that is borne out by@kiscown welt
documented attitude towards the Prague muisiseblishment, and by the
controversy and debate that continued to dog his music both during his lifetime and
beyond.

Three decades aftden$a’s Berlin premiere, on the occasion of the opera’s
first British production in December 1956, the critic Pdtayworth observed that
‘there is something decidedly transitional about “Jenufa™, especially when compared
with Jandek’s later, mature operas. This location ofJen$a as a transitional work

within Jandek’s ownoeuvrewould notperhapsave been sommediatelyobvious to

*1 Adolf Weissmann: ‘Musical Notes from Abroad: Germany: “Jenusi] fat the Berlin Staatsoper’,
Musical TimeslIxv (1924), 460. Weissmann'’s thumbnail review gives a good idea of attitudes towards
Jandek & the time, particularly outside Czechoslovakia: ‘He knows nothing of the world, nothing of
commercialism in music, but devotes himself exclusively to the idea of creating a mgergawhich,
growing from folkkmusic, reflects at the same time all thewor was modern in the art. Itis not,

however, a pure reflex of other moderns, but a real synthesis of popular song and modern methods.’
*20nT.W. Adorno’s perception of Jarféik as a ‘peripheral’ but nevertheless legitimate composer, see
Taruskin 2005, 21-2.

%3 [review], The Observerl6 December 1956.
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London audiences at the timé,But Heyworth’s comparisons, witka 'a Kabanova

P ihody li &y Bystrou&y [The cunning little vixen] (1/9) an& mrtvého domuwere
typically well-informed. They unfavourably highlight the lack of ‘cosmn and
directness’ inlen$a, focusing particularly on the ‘Kaly parek’ ensemble in Act 1

and thecommotionat the end of the same Act following the slashing of $ais

cheek: ‘[...] a wiser Janacek would have brought down the curtain [immediately] after
Laca has slashed Jenufa’s face. We know very well what has happened and why, so
that there is no need for Grandmother Burgjaal.to run in and sing “Oh, what has
happened?® Such passages are, Heyworth concludes, ‘precisely the sort of operatic
supefluity that Janacek learned later to dispense with.’

The version oflen$a performed at Covent Garden in 1956 was, of course, the
by then ‘standard’ Kovavic version of 1916 (as published by Universal Edition in
191718). Heyworth’s criticismsre, howeer, pertinentto the opera in any of its
versions, for, despite its now neaniversal popularityJen$a is hardly Jandek’s
most representative opera. (How one talks about representative works at all in so
concentratedly varied and idiosyncratic@wre is another question entirely.)

Whilst it certainlydemonstratea markedly more developedusicodramaticsense
than itsapprenticeshipredecessors@rka andPo [atek romanuin many respects
Jen$a anticipates— rather tharfully embodies— the moreradical language, both

musical and dramatic, of Jafgk’s operatic maturity, or even of its immediate

>4 Of the composer’s other operas, oilg'a Kabanovéad already been heard there (first produced at
Covent Garden in April 1951), and Jajg&’s music in general was then still a largely unknown
quantity fa British music lovers.

%5 Heyworth’s strictures are not limited to the eadimmposed Act 1. His observation that ‘Almost the
whole of the second Act of “Jenufa” and the latter half of the third are as gripping and moving as
anything Janacek ever wrotis' followed by the qualification: ‘But for the rest the opera is too diffuse

and too laboriously plastered with local colauta Smetana to make the overall impact of “Katya.™
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successors, the ‘experimentivorks Osudand The Excursions of MBrou fek And
if Heyworth had instead heard the 1904 version of the opera, he wordtyhave
had even more cause to note ‘operatic superfluities’.

Jen$a’s transitional qualitiegan be seen as springing from more than just its
place within the relative confines of Jajek’s operatic output, however. His work on
the opera— both its oiginal, long drawrout composition and the subsequent, equally
protracted series of revisiors coincided with several upheavals and shifts in his
own life and outlook: frondistinctly parttime to rather more fultime composer,
from folk music collectotto gatherer of speech melodies, from provincial to more
cosmopolitan aspiratioré But this was also a time at which Jajgé was developing
his own distinctive musical language in other genres, in works such as the-choral
orchestral cantatamarus(lll/ 6; 1896 revised 1901 and 1906) and the cycle of piano
miniaturesPo zarostlém chodriku [On the overgrown path] (V111/17; 1900, 1908 and
1911). Jen%a can be seen as a similar (though ultimately even more consequential)
development in the genre which Jgmk was eventually to make most decisively his
own, his struggles with both it and its two very different operatic successors
emblematic of his battle to achieve musical individuality and musiiGmatic

mastery.

* Tyrrell’s term: CO, 250.

" Janéek took early retirement from his main jett the Brno Teachers’ Institute in November 1903,
soon after he had handddn$a over to the Brno National Theatre (s8®DA 0OS6, andlYL, i, 563

and 567). His work on speech melodies can be dated to the summer of 1897, during the hiatus in
compositionbetween Acts 1 and 2 dien$a (JYL, i, 479; see also Wingfield 1992b, 294).
Immediately after handing over the scoreJeh$a to the Brno theatre in October 1903, Jdegia
declared to Camilla Urvalkové that the libretto for his next opera (i.e. whattevhecomeésud

should be ‘modern’JODA OS6 and OS 7), an@suditself can be viewed as reflecting elementsioé
Czech turrof-the-century Decadacemovement $¢eeChew 2003, 11626).
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Jen$a can also be viewed as part of a muetier transitional phase,
straddling as it does two centuries in more than just the obvious chronological sense, a
period ofgreatturbulence and change in operatic, musical and cultural history. This is
most evident in the debts it clearly owes to lateeteenthcentury literary Naturalism
(in the shape of Preissova’s play) and to vieeismomovement which was at the time
Naturalism’s most higiprofile (and certainly most popular) operatic counterpart.
Both of thesamovementsan themselves be seenteansitional: Naturalism as a pest
Darwinian, antiRomantic form of cultural (initially literary) positivismjerismo
(more culturally specific tdtalian literature and opergarticularly the Italiargiovane
scuolg of the 1890s) as a shelived but significant and widely popular operatic sub
genre. Both, too, can be seen as pr@dernist in their rejection of late Romantic
values, particularly through their aspirationsato objective view of the world. At the
same time— partly because of this affestl objectivity, which soon began to assume
restrictive conventions of its ows- they nevertheless lacked the more radical and
defamiliarising qualities of modernism itself, which alone were able to bring about the
kinds of longterm expressive renewal faeen, but not fully achieved, by these
precursors. Taken together, these cultural and artistic tendencies offer potentially
fruitful and productivecontexs against which to viewan4jek’s revisions talen$a.

Perhaps most obvious is the shift in empbasvay from a musically
ostentatious folksiness and towards a greater declamatory realism and freedom for the

voices>® Jan4ek may well have felt that the opera’s specifically Moravian nature

*8 This shift anticipates by more than half a century a trend imlpetions (internationally, if not in the
Czech lands) away from faithfully folksy productions (of the sort which Jak&imself envisaged)
towards rather freer, less naturalistic (in the colloquial and often pejorative sense) portrayals of the
opera’s loale. In a memorable phrase used by John TyrrellJrefa symposium in Nottingham

(March 2000), the opera only truly caught on internationally ‘when$segot out of her boots'.
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was a genuine obstacle to its wider performance, as is suggegtan exchange of
letters between him and Kowavic in February and March of 19G4. But just as
much of a concern may have been the fuller integration of theifgired passages
within the opera’s gradually developing soundworld. This was, afteaalissue
being addressed myther artsts of the time, most notabig the work of theSlovak
architect Duaén Samuel Jurko\(1868-1947), whose combination aft nouveau
(and specificallyArts and Craftyinfluence with elements of folk design wouldve
been well familiar to Jangek from buildingsat Pustevny na Radti# andin
Luhapvice spa If the folk element in thelen$a of 1904 was perhaps overstated
(more reminiscent, one might suggesitsome of Jurkovjis elaborate interiors than
of the mae structurallyforthright exteriors)the bold claims made in the original
programme for a realism based on the principles of speeglbdy mayequallyseem
— in the light of the evidence ithe musical sources- to be a statement more of
aspiration thamf achievement.

The revisions taen$a, and particularly those that created the 1908 version,
also demonstrate clear shifts in Jg®ld's emerging operatic and musical style, away

from inherited (and already outmoded) set numbers, towards a greaterlitiexahd

%9 JA vii, 17-19; Eng. transJODA JP35 and JP37.

€0 Jan4ek was a regulavisitor to Pustevny na RadHib(in VVala &ko, to the south of Jarf@k’s

birthplace and holiday home in Hukvaldy) during the late 1890s (see, for exadfile,457). This

was just the time at which Jurkofi contributions to the follstyle ‘hermitage’ a the Radh@' saddle
were being built. 'When Jurkofamoved to Brno in 1899, Jarf@k would have had even more
opportunity to encounter not just Jurkd¥ work but also his ideas, not least through the Club of the
Friends of Art, which in 1900 publishatie architect's monograph on the Pustevny buildings (Jurfzovi
1900). In Luhgwvice spa, Jurkoyis Jan¥ d $n (now known as the Jurkof d $n) dates from 1902,
i.e. during the later stages of the initial compositionJeh$a, and shortly before Jar@k’s first stay
there (see Chapter 1, 81.2). Jdmlidand Jurkovpsubsequently collaborated on a project photographing
‘song environment’ in Valdka Bystice (JYLi, 828). For a recent, lavishly illustrated study of
Jurkovis work at Radhd@'and in Luhavice, see Zatkloukal 2003, 4689.
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(particularly in textural terms) clarity and focus. Yet the 1904 version itself reveals
some unexpected anticipations of J@ds later style, anticipations which, not yet
fully developed, were suppressed in the composer’s own revisions. Slimiest
notable in the case of the Kostefka's ‘U dod téchvile, discussed above. But even
her Act 1 aria, a narrative monologue whose excision enhanced both the opera’s
dramatic flow and its Naturalist qualities, can be seen to contain the seeds of
Jara[ek’s last operawhich isbuilt not around a conventional dramatic narrative, but
rather on a succession of just such monologues.

The 1904 version oJen$a offers us the prospect of being able to see, and
indeed hear— more clearly than has been possibintil now— many details of the
opera’s revision history that had, through the passage of time and the very
thoroughness of the revisions themselves, become obscured. As well as serving as a
terminus post et ante queior specific details and indeed wleopassages of the
musical text, it also enables a more finely honed appraisal of the changes made at
various stages in the work’s twenrtlireeyear evolution (18931916). Details that
were once hard to pin down to any particular date can noassegned
chronologicallywith much greater certainty, even though our understanding of some
of the finer points- mostnotably the precise development of the detail in the vocal
lines—will always be to some extent necessardpproximate

Yet, beyond the greatelarity given to the various readings that emerge from
the manuscript sources themselves, a larger picture also emergdsndarwas
composed and revised during a crucial period in Jekg life, and in his musical and
specifically operatic developmg breaking away from the narrow confines of the
dominant Czech subgenres and ninete@atiitury conventions, and moving towards

an operatic vision at once more powerful and more relevant tad¢kthetic, caliral
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and social preoccupations of the eaklyentieth century. The 1904 version helps to
fill a real gap in our knowledge of Jafgk’s musicedramatic development at this
formative time, a gap that exists between his apprenticeship operas on the one hand,
and the later versions dend$a together wih its two ‘experimental’ operatic
successor®n the other. In so doing, it reveals more clearly not only the range and
extent— and at times the sheer scaleof the revisions themselves, but also just how
far Jandek had already avelled between thestablished Czectillage comedy’type
of Po Jatek romanwand the earliest versions d¢n$a, notwithstanding their shared
provenance (both authorial and geographic). For just as striking as the many changes
to the opera— from whichever perspective theye viewed— are the numerous
passages that Jafgk essentially (that is, with no more than relatively minor
alterations) ‘got right first time’: the powerful solo scenes for the Kosti&kiand
Jend$a in Act 2, the chilling close of the same Act, and tileriously affirmative final
scene of the work.

Against this background, the greater clarity brought to our understanding of
the wider revision process serves in turn as a window onto [@&iscreative
workshop, illuminating both his developing visiontbe opera itself and also many of
the precise technical means by which this vision was achieved even as it changed,
with different considerations coming to the fore at the various stages in the process,
as he confronted different problems of structure exgression, and of how to find the
most appropriate and effective notational form, at different junctures. Furthermore,
the changes which the 1904 versionJeh$a helps us to bring more sharply into
focus highlight not simply Jan@k’s own musical emgence as a fully integrated
compositional voice of astonishing force and originality, but also his response to and

knowledge of the wider operatic repertoire, and the expressive possibilities which the
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genre might offer in his own quest to ‘compose thehitd' Beginning to learn the

lessons from his studies of speech melodies, he was able to address many of the issues
highlighted by early criticisms of the work, and in so doing began to develop a
distinctive and ultimately radical approanbt just to delamation but also to his

musical language in general.

Richard Taruskin has suggested that Jekanight justly be described as ‘the
oldest twentieticentury composef? a neat way of observing that, though born in the
middle of the nineteenth century, maally he became unmistakably a creature and
even more importantly from our point of view a creator of the twentieth. That the
transition was not made without the expense of considerable effort and application on
Jandek’s part is everywhere evident the revisions he made tten$a, many of
which can be seen in a new and also more nuanced light by means of the availability
of the 1904 version. And the fact that the transitional route taken by the score of
Jen$a comes at this particular historicalrjature allows it to stand not just as an
illuminating operatic subject in its own right, but also as an emblem for the
transformational course of Jafgk’s own development, and for that of early twentieth

operain general.

61 SeeJYLi, 383 andJYLii, 43.
62 Taruskin 2005, 421.
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APPENDIX |

Programme note from the premié&e of Jen $a: transcription and translation

O vyznamu ,Jeji pastorkyri
Dilo, je ast les uje se dnes na nascén, ma neobyejny vyznam nejen pro hudbu
dramatickou \bec, ale pro specielrmorav&ou zvlas" Pro prvou uitim prosya
principy, na nichévytvo eno, pro druhou timz je to prvé dilo, které \dom chce
byti moravskym na tomto poli— Prosy poprvé @ v ope e francouzsky skladatel
Alfred Bruneau r. 1897. Karel Stecker#io tom vesvych djinach: ,Jeho opery
stavaji se W jinach zjevy st &jnymi, jsouce prvnimi a dojista zajimavymi pokusy
komposice operni na text prosou psany.*

Totéanutno nyni o praci Jarnfiov , ktery prvni z [gskych skladateftak
u [inil, a to ne po piklad Francouz$ nybr aze své vlastni iniciativy, veden na tuto
dréhu principem pravdy zachyceném napku mluvy. Francoudi skladated
p ededi ho jen provedenim, nebtroku 1897 partitura ,Jeji pastorkyhbyla ji a
opisovanalisto.

Princip, na nm 3,Pastaky a“tvo ena, je tento: Jarfék poznal, & v
nap vnych motivcich mluvy léi nejpravdivj dvyraz du&. Proto na mistobvyklych
arifudl t chto rap vk $ Tim dosahl pravdivého vyrazu tam, kde jig jednou
znejd$e dt j &hv ci.

Snahou po pravdivé vyrazu nejen \nalad, ale i situaci, veden byl@ sahl i
k realistickému znazoovani okoli, zejména ve sborech. ctiarakteristice odchylil se
od obwklych p iznamych motiv$ jeho orchestr charakterisuje naladu celé sceny.

Motivky mluvy a vhodn u dty zp $ob lidové hudby vtiskuji dilu jeho ge"

narodniho ducha.
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On the significance alen$a
The work which is played on our stage today has an unusual significertamnly for
theatre music in general but specifically for Moravian music. For the formigs use
of a prose text and the principles on which it was composed, for the latter because it is
the first work in this field which consciously attempts to be Moraviar. Prose was
first used in opera by the French composer Alfred Bruneau in 18%rel Stecker
writes of this in his history; ‘Hiperas are becoming key works in history, being the
first, and certainly interesting, experiments in operatic composition to a prose text.*
One must now say the same of the work of Jgkawho was the first to do
this among Czech composers, not at all after the example of the French, but on his
own initiative, drawn to this direction by the principle of truth in recorded speech
melody. The Fench composers anticipated him only in performance, since in 1897
the score oflen$a already existed in fair copy.
The principle on whiclen$a was written is the following: Jargk
recognized that the truest expression of the soul lies in melodidsmaftspeech.
Thus instead of the usual arias he used these [speech] melodies. In so doing he
achieved a truthfukéxpression in places where this is surely one of the most important
things.
Driven by the attempt at truthful expression, not just in mbatalso in
situation, he has employed a realistic expression of the locality, especially in the
choruses. In characterization he has deviated from the usual leitmotifs; his orchestra
characterizes the mood of the whole scene.
The speech motifs and thegropriately used style of folk music have stamped
his work with the nation’s spiritual seal.

Translation: John TyrrelJODA JP28
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APPENDIX Il
Letter from Cyril Metod j Hrazdira to Jana [ek, 11 July 1906 (BmJA, B 83):

transcription and translation

Velect ny pane iditeli!
Jelikodjsem od ed. Frydy nedostafdnych zprav, domnival jsem se spravi@ Vam
asi dopsal jgpozd . Ostatn bude dostifasu, kdyapartitury dostane v srpnu.
Prozatim mi stdd kl. vytah. Oddal jsem se znova studiu ,Pastorkya doufam, & se
mi podai dilo je& lépe provésti néminule. Zaijistil jsem si jidpro Brno tetiho
flautisto. Myslim take,& by bylo s prospchem pro dramaticky spad ktera mista
pon kud zkratiti. Tyk& se to hlavnobou ensemi® ,A vy muzikanti jd tedom ...“ a
.Ka @y parek si musi svoje trapenigstat ..“ D4 se to provésti velmi snagmam ua
to vypracovano, nebudeli Vam je k nahlédnuti. Takkteré orch. mezihry jsou
trochu dlouhé a zdaji rychlej@postup, nap I. jedn. vyst. 7. ,Srdce mi Gzlstiv t le
se tese, & by mamika aj lidé mohli poznat moji vinu“. Za prvou tou za slovem
L esejestpy taktova meziha, stalily by dva takty k v8i modulaci, aby vta, tvoici
celek, nebyla dli &oztrhnuta— a pod.— Za slovy Jerky: ,Abychom se mohli
sebrat” jest 13 takbmezihry do 4/8 taktu na slovu ,Bez toho bude od mgbyt —
upravil jsem na 10 takb To jsou ov&m navrhy mé @dam o Vé&nazor v té vci —
V sobotu po Va&m odjezdu byl zde p. Zeman z Velké,&Esem se s nim ve
,Slavii“. Ze Slezska mam ézpravy urfité. Rozhodl jsem se pro Frydecko, ka@m
pojedu spoldm s ulitelem Moja &em; modna take & zabrousime &do Pruska.
Bu te tedy tak laskav a p#iete mi tu fastku z toho velkého dispojgiitho fondu—
Po obdr&ni vydam se hed na cestu— Adresa na opisovie not jest:

H. Svozil, en orchestra Nar. divadla
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t.c.
vT &ticich
u Olomouce—
V dokonalé uct oddany
C.M. Hrazdira

Brno, 11/VII. 1906.

Esteemed director!

Since | have not had any news from dir[ectBrjda, | correctly assumed that he was
probably late in writing to you. But there will be plenty of time if | get the [full] score
in August. Meanwhile | can make do with the vocal score. | have devoted myself to
studyingJen$a again and hope that | Wsucceed in perform the work even better
than befoe. | have already secured a third flautist for Brno. | also think that it would
be in the interests of the dramatic pacing for some places to be slightly cut. This
concerns mainly the two ensemble&:vy muzikanti jd te dom ..." and ‘Kadly parek

si musi svoje trqpeni pstat ..." It can be carried out very easily, | have already
worked it out; if it does not go against your ideas, | would write out these passages
and send them to you to look at. Also sewrchestral interludes are a little too long
and hold up the speed of the action, for instance Act 1 Scene 7, ‘Srdce mi Uzkosti v
t le se tese, & by mamiika aj lidé mohli poznat moji vinu’. After the first sentence
[phrase?] after the word #se’ thee is a fourbar interlude; two bars would be enough
for the modulation so that the overall phrase is not too brokeruptc.— After
Jenda’s words: ‘Abychom se mohli sebrat’ there is af&&r interlude up to the 4/8
passage at the words ‘Bez toho bumemamilky’ — | have adjusted this to 10 bars.

These are of course only my suggestions, and | ask for your views on this matter.
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On Saturday following your departure Mr Zeman from Velka was here, and |
met with him at the ‘Slavia’ [café]. | already hadefinite news from Silesia. | have
decided to go to the Frydek district in the company of the teacherd\&dj; perhaps
we will wander as far as Prussia. So be so kind as to send me that portion from the
big discretionary fund— After receiving it Iwill immediately set out on our
journey.— The address of the music copyist is:

H.[ynek] Svozil, member of the National Theatre orchestra

at present
atT &tice
near Olomouc—
In perfect respect, your devoted
C.M. Hrazdira

Brno, 11 July 196
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APPENDIX IV

1906 cuts in &/S, &S and OP string parts

Cuts(a)c) were cut from the second performanceleh$a (28 January 1904) because of

the indisposition othe Jerffa, Maria Kabeldova, but subsequently reinstait

Cuts(1)~16) were all made by Septembi@ctober1906, many of them as a result of C.M.

Hrazdira’s suggestions to Jajek (seeAPPENDIXII). Cuts(16g and(16b) are, respectively,

a shorter and longer version of a cutthe Laca solo and Laca/J&a duet which begins
‘Chci, Jen$ka, chci, Jerfika’.

Cuts(i)—v) (all shown here intalics) were indicated in pencil in SVS, apparently made by

Hrazdira, but were not adopted by Jd@lé or incorporated into the other performance material.

Square bracketsidicatethat the cut is not indicated in the source in question.

(3) = cut made in OP string parts but later rubbed out.

Act/sc/bar |No. of | &/S &S oP Cut no./date/comments
bars | (fol/sys/bar) | (fol/bar) strings
I/v/210-18 |9 35r/1l/2— 95w-96v/3 | 3 (1) Kostelnifika’s entrance;
35r/IV ‘reminiscence’ theme
?1904/06
Originally suggested as a 4far cut, to
35v/1/1; later (1907) extended to 10 bars
I/v/236- 75 36r/111-40r/1 | 99w+111r | 3 (2) Kostelnifika’s narration (‘Aji on byl
310 zlatohivy')
?1904/06
IIv/369-71 |3 44v/11l 121v 3 (3) ‘A vy, muzikanti’
1906: suggested by Hrazdira
I/v/[387-94 |8 46r-46v/1 124v+125v | 3 (4) ‘A vy, muzikanti’ continued
1906: suggested by Hrazdira
I/v/399- 2 47N [1271] 3 (5) ‘A vy, muzikanti’ continued
400 1906: suggested by Hrazdira
Thecut markings in&/S were later
(1907/8)rubbed out to adapt this passage
to a longer cut
I/v/A05-7 |3 48r/HI/1 128w 3 (6) ‘A vy, muzikanti’ continued
129r/1 1906: suggested by Hrazdira
/46174 |14 51w52r 135r/3- 3 (a) (7)‘Ka &@ly parek si musi’
136v ?21904: cut at second performance (28

I/v/[484-95 |12

/4912 |2

53v/2-55v/1

54r/1-2

[138r/2- | (3)

140r/1]

[138v/1-2]

152

January)? subsequently reinstated
1906: later suggested by Hrazdira
1 PR

(b) ‘Ka @ly parek si musi’ continued
1904: cut at second perfoance (28
January 1904), subsequently reinstated
(cut markings rubbed out)

1 PR

(i) ‘Ka @y parek si musi’ continued
?21906: suggested by Hrazdira?



Act/sc/bar

No. of
bars

a/s
(fol/sys/bar)

&S
(fol/bar)

oP
strings

Cut no./date/comments

Iil23-4

Ii/31-2

I/Vil56-7

Iil87-9

Iil124-5

Ivil178-81

Iil214-15

[I/vil124—7

[1/vi/128—
210

[I/vil137

2

4

4

83

1

[I/vii/59-62| 4

[I/vii/93 4

[I/vii/154-8 |5

57rN/3-4
57r/1/5-6
57v/l/1-2

58r/IVI5-7

59v/1I/1-2

61r/1/541/3

62r/1/1-2
52v/I/5-

53r/1/2

[53r/1/3—
55v/11/1]

53r/11/6
59r/11/2-5

60r/11/6—-7

61v/1/3-11/1

[1431/1-2]
143v/45 | 3
146r/56 | 3

149r/13 3

153r/2-3 3

[158v/2-5]

[1621/3-4]

=123r/2= |3
5

[123v/5-
131r/7]

(3)

124v/3 3
139v/25 |3

142r/6-7 3

[1471/3-
148r/3]

153

(i) Jen$a and &eva: orchewal bars
?21906: suggested by Hrazdira?

(8) Jen$a and &eva: orchestral bars
1906: suggested by Hrazdira

(9) Jen$a and &eva: orchestral bars
1906: suggested by Hrazdira?

(10) Jen$a and &eva: orchestral
interlude before Andante, ‘Beztoho bude’
1906: suggested by Hrazdira

(11) Orchestral interlude befor&eva:
‘Ne &leb sel’

1906: suggested by Hrazdira?
Similar apgarance to cut®)-11)

(iii) Jen $a: ‘smrt bych si musela urobit’
?21906: suggested by Hrazdira

(iv) Jen$a and &eva; orchestral
interlude (Presto)
?21906: suggested by Hrazdira?

(12) Orchestral introduction to Jefa’s
prayer (‘Zdravas kralovno’)

71906

*In SFS the first rather than the second of
two identical fourbar phrases is cut

(c) Jend$a’s prayer (cut to the beginning
of the following scene)
1904: cut at the second performance (28
January) owing to the disposition of the
Jen$a (Marie Kabeldova); subsequently
reinstated
In the 1904 string parts (OP) this cut
starts a batater and is only 82 bars long,
but it is clear from other parts that 83 bars
were omitted in all. Although clearly
marked in (and later rubbed out from)
OP, the cut is not indicated i&/S, &S
or LB

1 PR

(13) Jen$a’s prayer: orchestral bar

(14) Jen%a and Kostelnjxa: Jen$a, ‘To &
um el’

?1904/1906

Neat pencil marking in SVS means this
could be a Hrazdira suggestion, but the
notation of the cut in OP matchés) and
(2), so this could date from earlier

(15) Jen$a and Kostelnika: orchestral
bars in Jerla’s reflective monologue
?1904/1906

See(16)

(v) Jen$a and Kostelnfka
?1906: suggesd by Hrazdira?



Act/sc/bar |No. of | &S FS OoP Cut no./date/comments
bars | (fol/sys/bar) | (fol/bar) strings

[1/viii/187— | 8 71r/MN/3—=71v/1| 168V/3- 3 (16a)Jenda/Laca duet

94 169r/4 ?1904
The original short version of the cut to
this duet, also marked in the orchestral
parts (OP)
Later extended back to:

[I/viii/157— | 38 70r/1l/4-71v/1 | 166r/3- 3 (16b) Laca solo(‘Chci, Jen$ka) and

94 169/4 Jen$a/Laca duet

by 1906

This longer version of the cut is also
marked in the orchestral parts (OP)

In 1907, the cut was extended back a
further 16 bars to make a cut of 54 bars in
all, excising almost all of thduetting

: AWGR
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APPENDIX V

Concordance of rehearsal figures

The present edition uses a modified version of the rehearsal figures used by UE 1969,
UE 1996 and UE 200QseeCHAPTERS 1 and2). The following table lists these

figures in the lefthand column. In order to facilitate comparison and orientation
between this edition and three of the most important earlier sourcdsiidia, these

are listed againghe equivalent figures used i&S,KPU and UE 1917 (columns-2

4).

There are no reheasfigures in &/S, hence its absence here: they were added
to the vocal score at KPU proof stage. F&iS, only the original set of rehearsal
figures is given, as they apply to the 1904 version of the score; later sequences of
rehearsal numbers and ledexdded to&S, replacing the original rehearsal figures,
have been omitted.

The original scene designations &S, KPU and UE 191%@re also given

31 : [1l= 31 bars before fig. 1

: EDY/DWUIL
Act 1
Reh. fig. &S KPU UE 1917

N
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(=IE=]=]
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(o¢]
(o]

[OIIR NI IWIMNIE]
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S]] N | NE] -
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UE 1917

KPU

Q:S

Reh. fig.
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UE 1917

KPU

&S

Reh. fig.
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UE 1917

KPU

Q:S

Reh. fig.
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UE 1917

KPU

Q:S

Reh. fig.
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Act 2

UE 1917
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Reh. fig.
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UE 1917

KPU

Q:S

Reh. fig.

ene

.& mmm
BAE .H. 2 3 & [RIA]

A.
< &R
IR o €] (51 RIREEEEE €€ EEEes D

. 3. Szene

-
>
N—r
5 5
=z Hdm g E S = &
SR 2 RIS 2 - RERRIEE - K b FE - RREEEEE & R 2 ERER e

ystup 2.
3. Vystup (4)

m EE cilE . mm k4 £
[SIE2] S ... INIPSEN ...H.H. (8w [@IS]S ...H.H. FFEEECEEE S

Vystup 2
Vystup 3

I & & <
IIHIHIIII IIIHIHI [BlE] « [SBSSBIEEIEBISIS] - FSRFRFIEEIRE

160



5 o g B0 BB Ry EE g B
Yo | EERZ | | RENEELEE BEE LR ECE e EE e S EEERE . =ES
S S s
2 > >
E g 2 B2 BB EiE B E g F
IS E G R S N AR i P P N P S P b S e P S
g Ed z B2 @@ oEis  REE g B
N B P P T P I E I P P N T 5 A F PRI S S F R P F
g 2 k3 g m ) £
Rl ®EE . lll@@@@-@@@@l@llllllll SRS

161



UE 1917

KPU

Q:S

Reh. fig.
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UE 1917

KPU

&S

Reh. fig.
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Act 3

UE 1917

&S KPU

Reh. fig.
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KPU contains no fig. 7, which should be 15@ (i.e. KPU, 212, bar 1)
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UE 1917

&S KPU

Reh. fig.
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" KPU contains no fig. 27, which should be:8 24 (i.e. KPU, 229, bar 6)
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Reh. fig.
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APPENDIX VI

Janalek, Jen $a and the straw fiddle

One of the most distinctive aspeatJen$a’s soundworld is the strikinguse(in

more than the literal sensej the xylophonan Act 1. It features nowhere else in the

opera, but reappeast nodal points throughout thecA Moreover, as Jarjik’s

annotations to the instrument’s line in the fatlore make clear, it is specifically

associated with thication of the action, which is sat a mill: ‘Late afternoon. A

lonely mill in the mountains. On the right, in front of the dwelling house, an extended

roof supported by wooden posts. Somelmss some felled timber, in the background

a stream? Although no millwheelas suchis specified in this descriptipmost

naturalistic productions of the opera do indeed include one, and often take the

xylophone’s musical cue to have the whemslibly moving while the instrument plays.
Given the xylophone’s prominence at crucial moments throughout Act 1, it is

surprising to discover that, in Jaf@k’s original pre-premiereconception of the

opera, the instrument appears to have played a somewhatrekserhis is only

partly explained by the fact that it waanBfek’'s removal of theselfstanding

orchestral introduction{vod) which effectively threw the aural spotlight onto the

xylophone, making it the very first sound the audience héarsclose examination

of the two surviving manuscript scoregHS and &/S) shows that several of the

xylophone’s appearances during Act 1 were added by [gkrt@imself after the

original copying, probably in his October 1903 revisions to the opera@seeTeR 1,

! ‘Podveler. Osamly, pohorsky mlyn. Vpravo ped domovnim stavenim $da zd ev nych sloup$
Stréa ka, k oviny, n kolik pokacenych cev, vzadu strouhaGabriela Preissova, Jeji pastorka; Act 1,
opening.

2 TheUvodwas never used as an iattuction to the opera in Jafek’s lifetime; seeCHAPTER 1, §1.2.
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81.2). TABLE A6.1, which lists all the passages played by the instrument, identifies

those added by 1903, as lhas Jandek’s later, pospremierealterations. With the

exception of the nine bars preceding Jano’s entry (Scene 1, bar3@®5 all the

indications for the xylophone to be placed ‘na jéiyive mlyn ’ [onstage, by the mill]

are additions by Jarfék to &S.

TABLE AG6.1: Alterations to xylophonein

&S before and after premiére

Scene| bars pitch | date comments
i | 1-24 cb original 4s changeda 6s ?1907/8 (4s remain i&/S and
KPU)
52-54 cb added by Oct 1903 | ‘na jevi &, ve mlyn ’; always in &/S; 4s changed to
6s by 1907 @/S)
295-303 | ab original ‘na jevi @, ve mlyn ’; 4s changed to 6s ?1907/8
33643 | bb original 4s changed to 6s ?1907/8
375-6 ab original ‘Solo’; 4s
3778 ab added by Oct 1903 | 4s; continuation of previous 2 bars: omitted in error?
i | 17-21 cl added by Oct 1903 | 4s changed to 6s by 190&(S); &/S and KPU:ab
54-61 g added by Oct 1903 | ‘na jevi &, ve mlyn ’; always n &/S; 4s changed to
6s ?1907/&but NB always 12s in&/S)
v | 500-6 cb added by Oct 1903 | semiquavers (in 2/4)
vi | 1-5 cb added by Oct 1903 | ‘na jevi &, ve mlyn ’; semiquavers (in 3/4); changed
to quavers by 1907 4/S)
262-3 cb added by Oct 1903 | ‘solo’, ‘na jevi &, ve mlyn ’; quavers (in 6/4)
vii | 1-25 cb original qguadruplet crotchets in 3/4; changed to 6 quavers by
October 1903
160-8 cb added by Oct 1903 | 1907: 4 bars added to beginning (= bars-1%th

present edition) and pitch alteredltb

Two of the additions to&S appear always to have been preserdMB (/52—

4; ii/54-61), andthus mayeither have been oversights elsereflect aspects of the

destroyed autograph score(s). The two bara®fdded at the end of Scene 1, just

beforethe entry of the mill foreman (i/378, a continuation of the previous two bars),
may likewise simply be the correction of an oversight. Otherwise, those passages
originally absent in both&=S and &/S are indicate@bovein bold type in the ‘date’

column. Most notable is the fact that three crucial appearances by the instrument
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seento be postcopying additions (i.e. originally in neithed=S nor &/S): the 12 bars
bridging the transition between Scenes 5 and 6 (the orchestral postiude to thy ‘Ka
parek’ensemble leading to Jéia’'s recitative, ‘&evo, &evo, javim’); the two bars
preceding Sene 7 (vi/2623, originally a general pause); and the nine bars at fig. 118
(vi/160-8) when Laca ponders the damage his knife could do tddancheeks
(‘Tenhlek ivak by ti je mohl pokazk). Itis precisely in these three passages that
Jandek appears to tamto the tension accumulated by the xylophone’s ‘background’
presence through the course of the Act, andirets it up, notch by notch, to arrive at
theexpressive level of theighly-charged closing pages. And it is here, too, that the
xylophone most obviously departs from being mereiypusical, quasnaturalistic
representdon of the mill (heard, for instance, when Jano runs on from the mill, and
agan when the mill foreman makes his entrance) to take on a more ominous, fateful
hue.

That Jandek himself thought of the xylophone chiefly in association with the
mill is clear not only from his stagdirection annotations t@-S but also from
subsequent correspondence and other documents. Although the first production,
which was staged ith makeshift rather than cust-built sets, is unlikely to have
included an actual mill, later stagings in Jg®i's lifetime certainly featured
prominentmills and millwheels. The fact that the 1904 prem&was, as it were, on
Jandek’s doorstep meartbat it is relatively lessvell documented than latéaway’
productions. Nevertheless, Jdmk's correspondence at the time with Camilla
Urvalkova(seeCHAPTER 1) is probably a fair indication that, on the operéirst
airing, he wasnore occupied witlmusical concerns and shortcomirthan with
guestionsf staging Subsequent productions in Prague, Viennatied

internationally were in a different class musically, and Jak&vasthereforeable to
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direct his attentions more towards aspects of tleelpction itself. Indeed, it was as he
gained in seliconfidence as a result of this wider acceptaoitkis workthat he
seems to have feltde to address questions of staging and productiod,he no
doubt also developed a greater agrgess and feebf such matteraway from the
provincial limitatons of his adopted home town.

On 12 May 1916a fortnight before the opera’s Prague premiére, fena
wrote from rehearsals in Prague to his wife Zdenka, at home in Brno: ‘The clatter of
the mill [i.e. the »lophone] will be on stage— [coming] from the mill* In the
immediate wake of the Prague production’s triumph, an emboldenedelatwdk it
upon himself to address what he perceived as shortcomings in the stagingAtiseif.
consulting theMoravianpainter Alois Kalvodg1875-1934) Jandek wroteon 3 June
1916to the National Theatre’s administrative director, Gustav Schmoragaesting
‘a stylistically faithfu] true stage design’ for Act 1. After criticising the stone bridge
as ‘downright unthikable’(i.e. unthinkable for rural Slovacko, wheden$a is set)

heturned his attention to the mill:

Also the mill, the view of it and into itvith all theartificial plumbing of the overshot
mechanisrfi— this in no way resembles the truth with itsgfithe Prague
production’s] simple, bare, gigantic wheel stuck on the side of a cottRgehaps Mr

Kalvoda would be ready [to sketch a miitbm life] by the autum,

* JODA JP99.
*horni vody'.
® JAvii, 31. Schmoranz’s response, as noted down by him on [@atsdetter, was dismissive: ‘The
devil take this “mistr” Kalvoda from us. An overshot milHow is that possible on stage? Where

would the water go?’, ibid.
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Jandek attempted to pursuthe matter further that August, but althoulgalvoda
prodwcedfor him a series of colour sketches @fl mills in the JavornikSuchov
valley, the composer’s proposals were tactfully but firmly scotched byr®canz®
Subsequently, milvheels continued to feature prominently in set designs,
and further evidencexists of Jangek’s association of the xylophone with the mill
itself. On 22 March 1924, five days after the opera’s Berlin pemmiunder Erich

Kleiber, hewrote in a letter of thanks to Kleiber:

If I may ask you for something, it is: the introductiemthe first act, just a little
guicker to give it an appearance of restlessness. And place the xylophone on the stage

near the mill where its icy tone will be damped. That is®all.

Gabriela Preissova’s still later (1941) reminiscences state that ‘Blhstudied the
cries of young men at their folk dancing, he went off to the mill where he listened to
and noted down the noises of the turning and rumble of the mill wiehilst
Preissov@’s recollections might in other respects ‘need todaged vith caution’on
account of their late dat® Act 1 of Jen$a was indeed written against the background

of the culmination of Janfek’s transcription and collection of folk rituals, as well as

® JA vii, 39-40; see also Vogel 1963, 370 (394 in the Eng. trans.).

" These included the set designs by Hans Fiihringer for the 1918 Hofoper production in Vienna; see
illustration in Alena Nmcova (ed.)Sv t Janajxovych ope(Brno: Moravské Zemské museum, Nadace
Leo& Jangka a M sto Brno, 1998), 38, which also shows a more radically stylised design (still including
mill-wheel) by Friedrich Kalbfuss for a 1925 production at the Hessischeddstheater, Darmstadt.
Flhringer’s Vienna designs were subsequently adapted for the opera’s US premiére at the Metropolitan
Opera, New York, in December 19248V q 17).

® & dro 1955, 178.

° JODA JP3.

19J0DA 43.
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his earliest notations of speech melodies (1897 onwdfdand the idea of the
composer actually noting down the noise of the milieel, which might otherwise
seem fanciful, is lent at least some credence by the composer’s own words in his
unpublished 192 sketch on naturalism (XV/330The “wailing wind” plays the
piccolo. The clatter of the mil— the xylophone?

However, just as the millvheelitself can take on broader, symbolic
resonancesiithe context of the unfolding action (as a ‘wheel of fate’), so too the
xylophone has wider significance than its imneely apparent naturalistic
association with the mill, a significance bound up with the history of the instrument
itself. To appreciate this, one needs to consider the type of instruimaidangek
was probably writing for. In hisntroduction to UE 196, Tyrrell looks into the
terminology of some of Jarjék’s percussion instruments, notably the ‘lyra’ (a lyre
shaped portable glockenspiel used in military bands) and the ‘zvonky’ (a Czech term
meaninglittle bells’).** His comments on the xylophonkowever,are restricted to
notingits associationvith the mill-wheel| which*perhaps explains thexceptionally
low tessitura™ But, at just the time thalen$a was being composed and first
performed, the xylophone itself was going through an importagfesin its
organologicaldevelopment. The ‘modern’ orchestral xylophone, with its keyboard

style layout of wooden bars, emerged only in the late 1880s in the United States, where

' SeeJYL, 339-54 and 47789.

12« Melu zina“ hraje picolou. ,Klepot mlyna* xylofon.”, LD I/1%, 173; English translation in
Beckerman 2003, 295.

13 Tyrrell 1996, xviixviii. These terms are explored in greater detail@Wgq xx—xxii; for their
interpretation in the context of the presentgestruction of the 190den$a, seeCHAPTER 2, §2.4.
1 Tyrrell 1996, xviii.
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Fig. A6.1 Diagrammatic representation of the fenaw, 36-note xylophoe. The pitches are
those notated (sounding an octave higher). The shaded pitches are the ones used (with some
enharmonic renotation) in Act 1 ofJen$a.’®

its manufacture was pioneered by John C. Dedfdts widespread adoption was only
gradual, howeer, and most European orchestras of Jak& time would have used a

far older type of instrument, the ‘fornow’ xylophone(see Fig. A6.1) Like its

younger sister, this was a chromatic instrument, but its wooden bars were arranged

laterally in front ofthe player (in a manner similar to the cimbalom) in four

15 Based on illustration at <http://www.pas.org/Museum/Tour/0502.cfm> (website of the Percussive
Arts Society; accessed 1 February 2007).

16 See Mike Wheeler, ‘J.C. Deagan percussitstruments’Percussive Notesxxi/2 (1992), 6664;

also http://www.malletshop.com/Quarterly/January_Quarterly 2004.pdf (including [Shannon Wood],
‘A look back: Deagan history part 1'). Apart from his innovations in the field of percussion
instrumentsJohn C. Deagan (1852932) was also responsible for the recognitiom'ct 440 as

standard pitch; see Edmund A. Bowles, ‘Deag&i32 vii, 88.
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interlocking rows, with the lowest notes nearest the player, and resting on ropes made
of straw. This latter feature gave rise to the distinctive German term for the
instrument Strohfiedelstrawfiddle], sometimes also known as th®lz-und Stroh
Lacking the resonators of the modern xylophone, the bars and ropes were arranged on
a flat surface and struck with a pair of spesimaped mallets (again like the cimbalom)
made of wood or horn, giving much harder, dryer sound than the modern
instrument.’” The wooden bars wem arranged that the two central rows
corresponded approximately to the ‘white’ or natural pitches, with the outer rows
containing mainly the ‘black’ accidentals, and with sonitelpes duplicatedo ago
facilitate the playing of faster passagas,shown in the diagrammatic representation
above

As well as being laid out on ropes of straw, the bars were strung loosely
together, so that the entire instrumentitbbe rolled up ér carrying The range was
variable, at most%s3 octaves, andiotational convention dictated that the written
pitches (a) sounded an octave higher (b):

Ex. A6.1

At the turn of the century, there appears to have been almiom of worksincluding
a pat for the xylophone: in addition tden$a, the instrument features in Mahler’s
Sixth Symphony and Puccinildadama Butterfly{both 1904), StraussSalome
(1905), Debussy'théria (1909) and Stravinsky’k’Oiseau de fel{1910). However,
this boom owed Iss to theappearance of the modern ‘Deagan’ xylophone (most

European orchestras, and certainly central and eastern European orchestras, continued

" Holland 1978, 16970.
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to use the fourow instrument well into the twentieth centut¥}han it did to the
instrument’s growing popatity during the nineteenth century. This trend can lgrge
be credited taMicha @6zef Guzikow (18061837), a Polish Jew who had the
distinction of being the first acknowledged xylophone virtuoso, touring Europe and
impressing the likes of Mendelssohrhd@pin and Liszt® He not only raised the
instrument’s profile within the world of art music, but reinforcagerception of it as

a typically Slavic instrumerf? In one of the chief Czech reference books of the early
twentieth centuryQtto’s Encyclopedi, the xylophone (listed aSlamozvukliterally

‘straw noise’) is described as

a musical instrument of the Russians, Cossacks, Tartars and Poles, also particularly
the Carpathian and Ural highlanders, and lastly favoured by Tyrolean singers and
called bythemStrohfiedel alsoHolzharmonika Gige-lyra, holzernes Geléchterlt is
made of 1620 tuned sticks of fir wood, senraylindrical in shape [i.e. convex],

resting on straw ropes or on long wooden rods wound with rope, the notes are

produced by two wooeh beater$:

Although this description seems to be of the even olderromediatonic xylophone
(which predated Guzikow and was described, as the auth@ttid’s entry points out,
by Agricola), the instrument’Slavic rootsattested to in otherosircesof the time,

may well have appealed to Jajp&’s wider parSlavic sentiments, notwithstanding

'8 |n Russian orchestras the fetow xylophone was in use until the later twentie#intury; see Baines
1992, 384.

!9 Irena Poniatowska, ‘Guzikow, Michéézef’, NG2, vii, 608-9; James Blades/James Holland,
‘Xylophone, 82: Europe’NG2, xxvii, 619.

% This was undoubtedly emphasised by his appearance in folk costume at his GaekmZno. 36
(September 1835).

2L OSNxxiii (1905), 334.
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