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The 1904 version of Leo�ãJaná�þek’s Jen�$fa: sources, reconstruction, commentary

Abstract

The main part of the thesis comprises a two-volume reconstruction of the full score of

the 1904premièreversion of Janá�þek’soperaJen�$fa (volumes II/1, II/2 and II/3).

Jen�$fa was the workthat belatedly brought Janá�þek first to national and thento

international attention as an opera composer of the first rank, yet the version heard at

the Brno première in 1904 had until recently been unheard since 1906. This isalso

the first completely newly-setedition of the full score in any versionfor nearly four

decades.

The companion volume (volume I) consists of acommentary including an

introduction to the background history of the opera’s composition,a detailed surveyof

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 version.It

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 issues to which

the opera can be related, such as Janá�þek’s broader stylistic development and

contemporary operatic trends.

A series of appendices includes relevant contemporary documents,a series of

tables detailing cuts and other aspects of the sources, a discussion of the nature and

role of the xylophone that plays a prominent part in Act 1 ofJen�$fa, and transcriptions

of passages from the earliest, pre-1903 version of the Act 1 finale.
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Preface and acknowledgements

The roots of the present study goback to the mid-1980s. InApril 1982Sir Charles

Mackerrasmade agroundbreaking recording of Janá�þek’s operaJen�$fa, which for the

first time attempted a thoroughgoingrestorationof the composer’s own orchestration

of thework in place of therevisionsmade— originally with Janá�þek’s consent— by

the Prague conductor, Karel Kova��ovic. Universal Edition (Vienna), the publishers of

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

approached Sir Charles and the Janá�þek expert John Tyrrell to undertake the task. As

in-house editor and copyist at Universal Edition (London) at the time, I 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 Tipp-Ex®). Liaisingwith John, I would feed himany

queries that arose (there were many), and he wouldthencheck these on his frequent

trips to Brno against the main manuscript sourcesused for the edition,particularlythe

orchestral parts kept in the Janá�þek Archive inBrno. During the course of thisvery

detailedwork, it became apparent that these partscontainedin additionearlier

material, much of it retrievable, which dated from the 1904 première of the opera.

The task of reconstructing the 1904 première version ofJen�$fa has long been

regarded by Janá�þek specialists as an impossible one. Yet, as work on the Mackerras-

Tyrrell edition of the‘1908’ version progressed (the edition was first performedin

prototype format Glyndebourne in 1989 and eventually published in study score

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

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

a teaching assistant, the thesis subject came down to a choice between a compositional

process study of Harrison Birtwistle’sSecret Theatre(another work with which I had

beencloselyinvolved at Universal Edition) or attempting to reconstruct the 1904
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Jen�$fa. Thanks in part to a certain voyeuristic discomfort I felt at the prospect of

studying the working methods of a living composer (and a major one at that),the

Jen�$fa projectwon.

The ensuing work has been lengthy and difficult. When it began, over a dozen

years ago, deconstruction was already a more fashionable musicological pursuit than

reconstruction. In the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, the movementin

the anglophone academic communitythat has come tobe known asthe New

Musicology,mesmerised by the appearance of the first generation of translations of

key post-war French philosophicaland critical tracts by such writers asFoucault and

Derrida,has called into questionmany ofthe assumptions that have for long

prioritisedcomposer and work over other, often competing, cultural andcontextual

factors, such as performance, reception and interpretation. Against such a

background, a study which focusesnarrowlynot only on a single ‘work’, but on a

specific version at that, mayperhaps seem foolhardy. There nevertheless seem to be

good reasons for attempting such a task. In the years followingJaná�þek’s death in

1928, a minor industry grew up intheediting and publishingof his correspondence

and other contemporary documents,generating numerous biographical studies. These

preoccupations continue to the presentday. Much of this activity tookplaceagainst

the backdrop of the post-war communist regime in Czechoslovakia. In the West, and

— following the‘Velvet Revolution’ of 1989— in the Czech-speaking lands as well,

manyof the received views of Janá�þek’s biographical details havebeenrobustly

challenged. However, there remained (and arguably still remains) an imbalance

between the amount known about(and invested in the study of)Janá�þek’s life — more

well-documented,pored overand discussedthanthat ofmany other comparable

figures— and the critical attention thatthe music, particularlyas embodied in its
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texts, has received. The complete edition of Janá�þek’s works, started in 1978, hasto a

large extentgenerated as many problems as itset outto answer(certainly in terms of

presentation).1 At the same time, Universal Edition, in collaboration with Sir

Charles Mackerras, John Tyrrell, Paul Wingfieldand(most recently) Ji��í Zahrádka,

launched a drive to‘clean up’ those scores of Janá�þek’s (including the majority of his

operas) which it published.With the exceptionof Wingfield’s edition of theM�ãa

glagolskaja, these have been of Janá�þek’s own final versionsbeforetextual

interventionand modificationby other hands(usually well-meaning pupils, friends

and conductors):in German parlance, these are allFassungenletzter Hand.

It is againstthis background that the followingstudy has been undertaken.In

the last three decades or so,public interest in and enthusiasm for Janá�þek’s music has

gone hand-in-hand with movements towards a fundamental textual reappraisal of his

work, of the sort that hasto some extent revivifieda ‘classical music’ industry often

characterisedor caricaturedas being under cultural threat.And thisrenewedappetite,

from performers and audiences alike, seems as good a reason as any to attemptthe

presentcontribution, however old-fashionedand positivisticsuch an evidence-based

exercise might seem inthecurrentmusicological climate. It also attempts to fill a gap

in our knowledge of Janá�þek’s developmentat atime crucial (in the fullest sense) in

his progress from provincialfolk music collector and pedagogue to internationally

acclaimed opera composer. For, more than a century on fromJen�$fa’s first

performance, it still seems extraordinary that, with the wealth of information available

concerningthe composer’s life and the variousevents,trends and impulses that

informed his musical output, his most frequently staged opera is stillvirtually

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

1 See especially Bärenreiter 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 ‘single’ text or version.

The principal aim of what follows(and indeed its main substance)is the

presentation ofa performablereconstruction of thescore of the 1904Jen�$fa that

reflects as accurately and verifiably as possible the form in which it was heard at its

première, whilst addressing and correcting obviouspresentational and practicalerrors

and incorporating editorial completionswherenecessary.Although detailed

consideration is given to the lengthy revision process, this is emphatically not a study

of the ‘compositional process’, above all because two crucial links in the chain— the

initial detailed draft sketch and the original autograph score— are, with one small

exception,apparentlyforever lost. Instead, the focus is on the reconstruction of the

1904 score itselfandon some ofthe observations that can be drawn from it within

broader contexts.The reconstructed scoreis presented inVOLUMES II/1, II/2 andII/3,

andthis represents the core of the study, rather than an annexe to the present volume

(which would make itthe world’s bulkiest musical example).Rather, it is VOLUME I

that is the ‘companion’ volume, and itfalls essentially into four complementaryparts.

Reflecting this study’s roots in my own involvement withthe Mackerras-Tyrrell

edition ofJen�$fa, they build onand develop out ofthe work of John Tyrrell and,

before him, Bohumír�ât��dro�� on the opera’s genesis, as will be evident in the frequent

references in the first two chapters in particular(Bernard of Chartres’s metaphor

concerningdwarves,shoulders and giants comes to mind).

CHAPTER 1 outlines the compositional and revision history ofthe opera itself,

as known fromexistingliterature and documents, expanded with further information

where relevant. CHAPTER 2 gives adetailed description of the principal sources used
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in the reconstruction, followed by anoutline of the methodsof reconstruction, the

editorial choices andtheprinciples of the editionaspresented inVOLUMES II/1, II/2

and II/3. It offers as clear anaccount of my approach and working method, in both a

practical and an interpretative sense, as is possible within a relatively containedspan,

and given the overriding need for clarity and focus.CHAPTER 3 thenexplores a

variety of contexts, both internal and external, within which the 1904 version of

Jen�$fa may fruitfully be located.In particular it details the revision process of which

this versionformssucha significant part, whilstalso outliningcertainwider relevant

themes against which the 1904 version can be judged, such asoperatic Naturalism and

verismo, the influence and articulation of folk music, and the anticipation and gradual

emergence of Janá�þek’s own mature style. This broadly interpretative approach has

no pretensions towards completeness, butoffers insteadperspectives which are

exemplary and indicative, rather than inany way exhaustive.Finally, a series of

APPENDICEScontains supporting material in the form of documents, larger tables

concerning the manuscript and printed sources, and transcriptions of two extended

passagesfrom the end of Act 1 in their original (pre-1904) form(APPENDICESVIII

and IX). It also includes, in APPENDIX VI, a discussionof the special role and

possiblesignificance of the xylophone in the opera’s soundworld. The inclusion of a

lengthy table providing a concordance of rehearsal figures in the various early

manuscript and printed versions of the opera(APPENDIX 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 work somuch easier, and is designed toassist anyone else wishing to

navigate betweenthese sources.
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NOTES

Copyright

The reconstruction of the full score (VOLUMES II/1, II/2 and II/3) is © Copyright 2007

by Universal Edition A.G., Wien.

Music examples fromJen�$fa, Ká�"a Kabanová, V��c Makropulosand the

Sinfonietta appear by courtesy of the publisher, Universal Edition, Vienna.

Facsimiles from the manuscript full score(referred to here as ‘�âFS’; full

details inCHAPTER 2, §2.1‘Sources’) of Jen�$fa are reproduced by courtesy of the

Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna.

Facsimiles from the manuscript vocal score(‘ �âVS’), manuscript orchestral

parts(‘OP’ and ‘OPx’) and manuscript libretto(‘LB’) of Jen�$fa are reproduced by

courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno(full details inCHAPTER 2, §2.1).

Recording

A provisional version of the present reconstruction of the 1904 version ofJen�$fa was

staged by the Warsaw Chamber Opera in May 2004. Anin-housearchive recording

of the third performance (30 May 2004) has been issued as a non-commercial,

archivalCD set (WOK 0047 A/B). Acopy of this recording isdeposited in the record

collection of the Denis Arnold Music Library, Department of Music, University of

Nottingham, whereit may be listened to.

JaWo catalogue numbers

References to Janá�þek’sworksand writingsare accompanied on their first mention by

the appropriatenumber inthe catalogue of Janá�þek’s works,JaWo(seeBIBLIOGRAPHY),
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e.g. ‘Sinfonietta (VI/18)’. A full list of bibliographic abbreviations used in the present

volume is given in theBIBLIOGRAPHY.

Source abbreviations

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

manuscript and printed sources ofJen�$fa.

(1) Primary sources(wholly or partlymanuscript, listed here in chronological order;

for full details, seeCHAPTER 2, §2.1‘Sources’)

PL Gabriela Preissová:Její pastorky��a (Prague: F.�âimá�þek, 1891), with

annotations and sketches by Janá�þek, BmJA, L6

SK Autograph sketch-leaf for Act 1 Scene 2, BmJA, A30.380

�âFS Authorised copy of full score made by Josef�âtross, AWn, L1, UE 376

�âVS Authorised copy of vocal score made by Josef�âtross, BmJA, A7426

OP Manuscript orchestral partscopied in 1903for the Brnopremière on 21

January1904,BmJA,A49.883

LB Manuscript libretto used for the Brno première, BmJA, L7

OPx Manuscript orchestral partscopied between1903 and 1916,BmJA,

A23.439

(2) Printedsources(full details given inCHAPTERS1 and 2, §2.1 ‘Sources’)

KPU Cz.vocal score(Brno: Klub p��átel um��ní, 1908)

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

UE 1918 Ger./Cz.full score (Vienna: Universal Edition, 1918)[full score version of

UE 1917]

UE 1969 Cz./Ger./Eng.full score, ed. Joannes Martin Dürr (Vienna: Universal

Edition, 1969)
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UE 1996 Cz./Ger./Eng.full score, ed. Charles Mackerras and John Tyrrell (Vienna:

Universal Edition, 1996)

UE 2000 Cz./Ger./Eng.vocal score, ed.Charles Mackerras and John Tyrrell

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

Illustrationsandrehearsalfigures

References to illustrationsin VOLUME I (usually facsimiles) are to ‘Fig.’ with an

uppercase ‘F’ (e.g. ‘Fig. 2.1’); rehearsal figures in the variousmanuscript and printed

scores ofJen�$fa are referred toas ‘fig.’ with a lowercase ‘f’ (e.g. ‘fig.63a’).

Music examples and bar references

I have tried to be as generous as is reasonably possible withthe provision ofmusic

examples, for two reasons. Firstly, the practicalities of layout in the reconstruction

(VOLUMES II/1, II/2 and II/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 fundamentalto the motivation behind this study— is

ultimately far more instructive in illustrating the details of Janá�þek’s revision process

than reamsof prose could ever be.

Music examples incorporating two staves joined by a curved brace are taken or

adapted from vocal score reductions, even when details 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 madeby asequence of Roman and Arabic numbers, and

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

I/vi/348–51 = Act 1 Scene 6, bars 348 to 351 inclusive

Act 3, figs 57–58 = the passage between rehearsal figures57 and 58

References to passages in�âFS and�âVS are indicated by Act, folio, system (in the

case of�âVS), and bar number on the relevant folio/system. Thus, for example:

�âFS I 133v/3–134r/2 =�âFS Act 1, fol. 133v bar 3 to fol. 134r bar 2 inclusive

�âVS II 37r/iii/3 = �âVS Act 2, fol. 37r, system 3, bar 3

�âVS I 9r/i–ii = �âVS Act 2, fol. 9r, systems 1 to 2 inclusive

References toKPU are indicated by page number.

Instrument names

In music examples,as in the score of the reconstruction,instrument names are

abbreviated in the Italianate form (e.g.Viol., Fg., Cor.); elsewhere,the Anglicised

abbreviations used inNG2are employed (e.g.vn, bn, hn).

Pitch notation

Wherewritten reference to specific pitches is necessary, Helmholtz notation is used

(c' = middleC).

Versions

As will become evident during the course of this study,Jen�$fa went through a

complex series of revisions during the course of its early performance history.

However, for the sake of clarity, fiveversions in particular will be referred to, each 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(Urfassung/original version) Composed by Janá�þek between

1894 and 1903, this is the original version of the opera, as submitted (with

corrections) to the Prague National Theatre inMarch1903.

1904 version (première version)The result ofJaná�þek’s first substantial

revision, completed by October 1903 and premièred in Brnoin January 1904.

1906 version Essentially a cut form of the 1904 version,made in the summer

of 1906 and performed that autumn.

1908 version The result of revisions made by Janá�þek over the Christmas/New

Year holiday of1906/7 and published in vocal score by the Klub p��átel

um��ní [Club of the friends of art] in 1908(KPU). First performed in Brno

in 1911, with further revisions by Janá�þek up until 1915: it is this

‘definitive’ revised version of the ‘1908’ score (effectively aFassung

letzter Hand) that was published as UE 1996and UE 2000.

1916 version (Kova��ovic version) Revised by the Prague conductor Karel

Kova��ovic (and sanctioned by Janá�þek), first performed in Prague in 1916

and subsequently published as UE 1917andUE 1918. Later amendments

by conductors including Václav Talich and Erich Kleiber were incorporated

into UE 1969.

For notes to thescore of thereconstruction itself, the reader is referred toCHAPTER 2,

§2.4 (pp. 57–71).
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CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND

1.1 Introduction

In January 1904, Leo�ãJaná�þek was forty-nine years old. It was a late age for

compositional breakthrough for someonewho has sincecometo beregarded as one of

the greatopera composers of thetwentieth century. Of the two operas he already had

to his name, the first— �âárka (I/1; 1887–8) — lay unperformed thanks to an obdurate

poet.1 The second— Po�þátek románu [The beginning of a romance] (I/3; 1891–2),

essentially a pot-pourri of folk-tune arrangements— was withdrawnafter just four

performancesat the National Theatrein the composer’sadopted home town of Brno

in 1894.2 So when the curtain finally rose on his new opera, Jen�$fa (I/4), on 21

January 1904 attheBrno National Theatre, the omens werehardly auspicious.3 The

performance itself had its shortcomings,and although it achievedlocal successwith

both audiences and reviewers, the Prague critics were less favourable.Nevertheless,

in retrospect the Brno première canrightly bebeen seen as a turning point in

Janá�þek’s development and recognition as a composer, bringingto fruition — in a

way thatPo�þátek románuhad not— his activitiesin the 1880s and 1890sas a

folksong collector, andat the same timelaunching the works of his remarkablebelated

compositional maturity.

1 SeeJODA, 1–6.
2 SeeJODA, 21–39.
3 Janá�þek’s own title for the opera— Její pastorky��a [Her stepdaughter]— is that of the play by

Gabriela Preissová on which it is based. Except in the Czech-speaking lands,the opera is almost

invariablyknown asJen�$fa, an unsatisfactory andmore conventional title which has had currency since

the first Vienna production in 1918, but which diminishes thecrucialimportance of the relationship

between the two central characters, Kostelni�þka Buryjovka and her stepdaughter Jen�$fa. However, for

the sake of clarity, in thefollowing studyJejí pastorky��a is used to refer to Preissová’s drama, while

Jen�$fa refers to Janá�þek’s opera.
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Of Janá�þek’s nine completed operas,Jen�$fa was the first to enter the regular

repertoire, both within the composer’s own country and internationally, and remains

his best known.4 Thework’s initial compositionspanned almost a decade to 1903, by

which timeJaná�þek was still virtually unknown outside his native Moravia. It was

another dozen years before real breakthrough came with a hard-won production in

Prague (May 1916), and this only after a series of extensiverevisions to the opera by

Janá�þek himself, as well as further cuts andorchestralretouching bythe Prague

conductor Karel Kova��ovic. The 1916Prague production— together withsubsequent

important stagings in Vienna(1918), Cologne(1918)and Berlin(1924)— established

the work’s status, andis widely credited withhavinggivenJaná�þek the creative self-

confidence that enabled him to write the extraordinary sequence of operasthat

stretchesfrom Ká�"a Kabanová(I/8) to Z mrtvého domu[Fromthe house of the dead]

(I/11). But, as Alena N��mcová has pointed out, it was the first production in Brno,

and the seriesof revivals which followed, thatfor the first time gave the composer the

opportunity to observe a work of his repeatedly on stage, andtherebyto learncrucial

lessons,both dramatic and musical.5

Much has beenwritten about the opera’s première, both by contemporaries and

by later commentators, and studies byN��mcováandJohnTyrrell have made available

a good deal of the early analysis and criticism of the work.6 So it is surprising that

many ofthe details concerning the opera’s origins, and specifically the form in which

it was first heard,are still unclear. In fact, until relatively recentlyJen�$fa was known

4 According to SvatavaP��ibá��ová’s two surveys of Janá�þek opera productions,Jen�$fa remains by far

the most frequentlyand widely performed of the composer’s works in the genre; seeP��ibá��ová1984a

andP��ibá��ová1998.
5 N��mcová 1974, 133–4. The four performances ofPo�þátek románuare hardly comparable, not least

because Janá�þek was intimately involved with the production as conductor.
6 N��mcová 1974; JODA, 41–107.
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to the opera-going public almost exclusively in the version prepared for the 1916

Prague première byKova��ovic, a version published by UniversalEdition in 1917–18

(UE 1917 and UE 1918)which enjoyed a monopoly in stage productions formore

thanseven decades.7 Even J.M. Dürr’s 1969 edition of the score(UE 1969) preserved

— and in some cases added to— Kova��ovic’s revised orchestration.8 In the early

1980sSir CharlesMackerras beganthedifficult task of paring away the layers of

revisionsto Janá�þek’s score,9 but the complex nature of the surviving manuscript

sourcesmeant that it was to be a further fourteen years before a reliablerepresentation

of the pre-Kova��ovic score could be issued. With the publicationin 1996 of an edition

prepared by Mackerras and Tyrrell(UE 1996), we have a more complete picturethan

ever of the score as Janá�þek himself left it beforeKova��ovic’s intervention.10 The

increasing use by manyinternationalopera houses of the Mackerras-Tyrrell edition

has already proved how successfulJaná�þek’s score in its pre-Kova��ovic statecan be.

The version ofJen�$fa heard at the 1904 première has, however, proved as

elusive as the Kova��ovic version was tenacious, a result largely of the extreme

thoroughness with which subsequent revisions were carried out in the surviving

7 UE 1917was published inDecember1917(plate number UE 5651), UE 1918in September1918

(plate number UE 6001); seeJaWo, 16. The ‘prototype’ of the Mackerras-Tyrrell edition(see below)

was first heard in public atthe Glyndebourne Festival on 19 May 1989.
8 UE 1969includes further modifications to the score made by later conductors including Erich Kleiber

and Václav Talich; see Dürr 1968.
9 This had been attempted previously onlyby Hynek Ka�ãlík in the 1930s, leading tobroadcast

performances of excerptsin 1941(see below). Mackerras’s initialperforming version of the cleaned-

up Jen�$fa, which led in turn to UE 1996,wasfirst heard at the Paris Opéra in November 1980 andwas

subsequently recordedby him for Decca in Vienna in April1982 (first releasedon LP and cassettein

1983).
10 Leo�ãJaná�þek,Jen�$fa/Její pastorky��a: Brn��nskáverze (1908)ed. Sir Charles Mackerras and John

Tyrrell (Vienna: Universal Edition, 1996); four years later, UniversalEdition issued the corresponding

vocal score (UE 2000).



4

manuscript sources. There arenevertheless good reasonsfor trying to recover it, for

Jen�$fa is unique among Janá�þek’s operatic works in being subjectedby the composer

to a series of revisions as adirect result ofthe experience of a runof earlystaged

performances.It might therefore afford potentially valuable insightsinto the

compositional process of what is arguably Janá�þek’s first operatic masterpiece.

Furthermore, any reconstruction wouldbelikely to fill what has hitherto beena

conspicuousgap in our knowledgeof Janá�þek’s wider developmentas an opera

composerbetween his first two effortsin the genre (whicheffectivelyconstituted an

apprenticeship in establishedoperaticsubgenres)and the works of his artistic

maturity.

1.2 Initial genesis11

Janá�þek’s secondopera,Po�þátek románu, hadset an adaptation by Jaroslav Tichý of a

short story bytheyoungauthor Gabriela Preissová(1862–1946). In November 1890

Preissová’s‘drama of Moravian rural life’12 Její pastorky��a was premièredat the

National Theatrein Prague; the following January itwas staged in Brno, a production

Janá�þek is likely to have seen.13 The composer seems to have approachedPreissová

with the idea of settingJejí pastorky��a in early November 1893, for on 6 November

she wrote to him: ‘I think that the material of P[astorky��a] is not suitable for musical

setting— but perhaps in time we’ll find something more suitable.’ 14 Despite this

initial discouragement, Janá�þek appears to havepersevered, eventually winning

11 For more detailed accounts of Jen�$fa’s pre-history and early genesis,seeespeciallyZGJ, JODA,

Tyrrell 1996 and Tyrrell 2000.
12 ‘Drama z venkovského�åivota moravského’: the genre description of Preissová’s play.
13 JODA, 42.
14 JODA, JP5.
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Preissováover to the idea, and was soon at work on the opera.15

Apart from Jen�$fa’s variousmusical‘precursors’, asidentified by Bohumír

�ât��dro��,16 the earliest documented work onthe operais contained in Janá�þek’s

marginal annotations and sketches in his copy(PL) of Preissová’s drama. Dates

entered byJaná�þek into PLappearto chart a carefulread-throughand sketching, and

provide the earliest detailedchronology of his work (end of Act 1: 18 March 1894;

end of Act 2: 17 January 1895; end of Act 3: 11 February 1895).17 In the middle of

this initial stage of sketching, Janá�þek composed the self-standing prelude(Úvod)

later known as�äárlivost [Jealousy](VI/10); this was completed, according to a note

on the last page of Preissová’s play, on 31 December 1894.18 From this preliminary

sketchingof ideas, Janá�þek seems to have proceeded to a short-score draft, if the one

15 JODA, 43. Janá�þek’s approach,apparentlytaking steps to reach what Preissová later called a ‘happy

agreement’beforestarting work onthe opera, may well have beeninfluenced by his experience with Julius

Zeyer, the author of�âárka, who, requestedby Janá�þek to grant permission for composition only after it was

virtually a fait-accompli, repeatedly refused; seeJODA, 4–6 and Ji��í Zahrádka’s Preface to the UE vocal

score of�âárka(Vienna: Universal Edition, 2002),i–ii (Czech original) and xxiv–xxv (Eng. translation).
16 ZGJ, 11–57, also�ât��dro�� 1966a and�ât��dro�� 1968a. These ‘precursors’ include the piano pieceEj, danaj!

(VIII/12); Zelené sem se�áa [I have sown green](III/3) for chorus and orchestra;the male-voice chorus�äárlivec

[The jealous man](IV/19 no. 3);Úvod k Její pastorkyni (�äárlivost)[Prelude to ‘Její pastorky��a’ (Jealousy)]

(VIII/16) for piano four hands, and its orchestral version�äárlivost (Úvod k Její pastorkyni)(VI/10).
17 PL = Janá�þek’s copy of Preissová’s drama, BmJA, L6; seeCHAPTER 2, §2.1,andTyrrell 1996, ii /

Tyrrell 2000, i. For a detailed account of Janá�þek’s work on and annotations toJejí pastorky��a, see

�ât��dro�� 1965 andZGJ, 59–74. The gap betweenthe read-through of Act 1 and Acts 2 and 3, whilst it

may have been caused by Janá�þek’s heavy workload from teaching and folk-collecting activities, seems to

parallel the later (and even longer)hiatus at the same point during composition proper.
18 Tyrrell takesthe view that the date of 31 December 1894 probably refers tothecompletion of the

four-hand piano version (VIII/16): seeJYLi, 411. Although the music for the orchestral version of this

prelude was subsequently copied into all the orchestral parts forthe 1904Jen�$fa (as well as those

newly copied out in 1906 and1911), it appearsneverto have beenperformed as part of the operain

Janá�þek’s lifetime(see CHAPTER 2, §2.1, especially OP and OPx). It was, however, played asan

independentconcert piece, receiving its first performance in Prague on 14 September 1906by the

Czech Philharmonic Orchestra under Franti�ãek Neumann; see N��mcová 1974,134 (fn. 5), and Tyrrell

2000, ix. See also N��mcová 1980, 159 and 164 (endnote 3), andN��mcová 1984, 25–6.
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surviving sketch-leaf (SK) is anything to judge by.19 A further note at the beginning

of Act 2 in the play reads: ‘dne 16.II.1895zap.[o�þata] instru.[mentace]’ [16 February

1895 instrumentation begun].20 Janá�þek himselflatermaintained, in a letter to Otakar

Nebu�ãka, that for the first time in an operahe wrote directly into full score, which was

thentranscribed into vocal score.21 Although the progression from short-score to

‘instrumentation’ seems to contradict this assertion, it is probable that the first fully

worked-out version of the score (i.e. beyond mere sketch or draftstate) wasindeedin

full score. Certainly the nature of the manuscriptvocal scorereduction(�âVS) copied

out for Janá�þek by Josef�âtross22 suggests such a process: it isfor the most partmore

obviously a reduction than a pianistically conceived original(unlike VIII/16), though

severalminor discrepancies between it and the manuscriptfull score(�âFS)point to a

common ancestor, probablyJaná�þek’s autographfull score which he subsequently

destroyed.23 In any event, bymid-1896 Act 1 was probably substantially complete,

according to ideas advanced by John Tyrrell.24 Janá�þek himself later pointed out, in

19 SK = autograph sketch-leaf, undated, containing fragments of Act 1Scene 2 (voices and

accompaniment), BmJA, A30.380; seeCHAPTER 2, §2.1. Concerning a further, very briefsketch

fragment, see�ât��dro�� 1970b.
20 JODA, 46–7.
21 JODA, JP9 (letter to Otakar Nebu�ãka, 22 February 1917).
22 Josef�âtross (1826–1912), oboist and Janá�þek’s chief copyist fromthe first version of�âárka (1887) to

the first version ofOsud(1905).
23 According to the reminiscences of the Janá�þeks’ maid, Marie Stejskalová(1873–1968), theautograph

manuscript was burnt in the stove when the Janá�þeks movedin the summer of 1910 from their rented

apartment in Staré Brno(Klá�ãterní 2)to their new house(Giskrova [now Kounicova] 30)in the grounds

of the Brno Organ School(Trkanová 1959, 94). From a practical pointof view, the autograph score

had beensupersededby �âtross’s authorised copies, into whichthe subsequent layers of revisionwere

entered; by 1910the first printed edition of the vocal score had also appeared(KPU, published in

1908). One can only guess as to the wider possible motives for Janá�þek burning the autograph, given

the associations of the later stages of composition with the fatal illness of his daughter Olga(see

below).
24 Tyrrell 1998, 14–15, andJYLi, 422–4; not 1897 as hadpreviouslybeenthought.
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his letterto Nebu�ãka, that his work with Franti�ãek Barto�ãon the monumentalNárodní

písn�� moravské v nov�� nasbírané [Moravian folksongs newly collected] (XIII/3),

published in 1901, had takenup most of his time betweenthe composition ofActs 1

and 2 ofJen�$fa.25 Tyrrell argues that another factor may have been Janá�þek’s

exposurein January 1896to Tchaikovsky’s�I �b�d�h�\�Z�y��� �̂Z�f �Z[TheQueen of Spades].

Janá�þek’s review of the event(Piková dáma, XV/149) shows the extent to which he

was taken with this opera,26 and Tyrrell suggests thatit was Tchaikovsky’s approach

to musical dramaturgy, radically different from that of the relatively untested Janá�þek,

that gave the latter pause for thought beforehe set out to tacklethedramatic and

expressive demands of Acts 2 and 3 of Jen�$fa, very different from those of Act 1.27

By late 1901 Janá�þek had resumed work on the opera,28 with the composition

of Act 2 finished by thefollowing summer (this Act in �âVS was completedby �âtross

on 8 July 1902, one of the few helpful dates in eitherof the two surviving scores; see

CHAPTER 2, §2.1). As is well known, the later stages of composition were bound up

with the illness andsubsequentdeath, on 26February 1903, of Janá�þek’s daughter

Olga.29 Just a month earlier, on 25 January, �âtross had finished copying�âVS, and on

18 March 1903 Janá�þek put a completion date in his copy of Preissová’s playand in

�âVS (presumably after a final check throughof both�âFS and�âVS).30

Some time in the following weeks, Janá�þek submittedJen�$fa to the Prague

National Theatre.Whatever faith he had in the opera that had cost him so muchtime

25 JODA, JP9.
26 LD I/1-1, 225–7; Eng. trans.Zemanová 1989,176–9.
27 Tyrrell 1998, 14–15, andJYLi, 423–4 and 438–43.
28 JODA, 48. The possibility of an earlier resumption of work onthe full score(or at least thecopying

of Act 1 by �âtross)is raisedby an erased date at the end of Act 1in �âFS: seeCHAPTER 2, §2.1.
29 See for example Vogel 1963, 139–41 (Eng. trans.144–7) and P��ibá��ová 1984b, 57–9.
30 JODA, 48;Tyrrell 1996, iv/Tyrrell2000, ii–iii.
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andeffort, both physical and emotional,must have been offset bya well-founded

sense oftrepidation. For the music director in Praguewasnone other thanthe

conductor,composerand sometime harpistKarel Kova��ovic (1862–1920), whose own

opera�äenichové[The bridegrooms, 1882; first performed Prague 1884]had been sent

up by Janá�þek in a satirical review(XV/70) in the journalHudební listyin January

1887.31 Sure enough, at the end of April the scores of Jen�$fa were returnedto Janá�þek

with a curt rejectionfrom the National Theatre’s administrative director.32 Janá�þek’s

wife Zdenkathenpersuaded him, at first with difficulty, to allow the BrnoNational

Theatre— a muchsmaller and less august institution than its Prague counterpart,

based in aconverted dance hall and with only atiny chorus andorchestra— to stage

the work. Well aware of the limitations of the Brno theatre, the composer

neverthelesseventually agreed.

A letter Janá�þek wrote on 3 October1903to Camilla Urválková33 givesthe

first surviving indicationof any pre-première revisions toJen�$fa:

31 Hudební listy, iii (1886–7), 54; reprinted in�ât��dro�� 1946, 111–12 andLD I/1-1, 122; Eng. trans. in

JODA, JP12. The attackon �äenichovémust have seemed all the more personal given thatHudební listy

was, in effect, Janá�þek’s ‘own’ journal, founded and edited by him; seeJYLi, 287–96. Seven years

later, when Janá�þek submittedJen�$fa to the Prague National Theatre, Kova��ovic might well have

reflected that Janá�þek’s earlier sarcastic suggestion of stage action more suitable forthe music of

�äenichové— ‘full of horrible gloom, desperate screams, bodies stabbed by daggers’— pretty well

summed up aspects ofthe action inJen�$fa.
32 Gustav Schmoranz to Janá�þek, 28 April 1903,JA vii, 17; Eng. trans.JODA, JP15.
33 Janá�þek had metMrs Camilla Urválková (1875–1956) whilst holidaying at the Moravian spa of

Luha�þovicein August 1903; she was to provide theinspiration(together with Luha�þovice itself)for his

next opera,Osud[Fate](I/5). SeeJODA, 109 and 366.
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I am so taken up and overworked with the final revision [‘poslední revisí’ ] of my

opera that I want just now to go off to Prague to see Bizet’s witty operaDjamileh.34

Six days laterhe wrote to MrsUrválkováagain:

Yesterday at least was one of the joyful days. I have had few of them in my life.

Perhaps that ‘Highest Justice’ has after all turned to me with a smiling face?

The Directorateof the National Theatre in Brno sent for the score of my opera

Jen�$fa.

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.35

1.3Première and early performances

As suggested by Janá�þek’s letter to Mrs Urválková of 3 October 1903, Janá�þek had

already made revisions to the opera before he handed the scoreover to the Brno

National Theatreon 8 October 1903, and some of these were(as will become clear)

substantial.36 It was this first revised version thatwas now copied out and eventually

34 N��mcová1974, 135. Janá�þek saw Bizet’sone-actopéra comiquethat evening at the Prague National

Theatre in a double bill with Vilém Blodek’s V studni[In the well]; JYLi, 562.
35 JODA, JP20.
36 The extent,nature, and even existenceof these revisions had until recentlylong been a mystery.

Most commentators have followed�ât��dro��’s lead(in ZGJand�ât��dro�� 1968b) in regarding the version

of Jen�$fa performed at the première as the ‘first’ version.Although Janá�þek’s letterof 3 October1903

was known to�ât��dro�� (�ât��dro�� 1959, 165–6), N��mcová and Tyrrell,the firstseriousattempt to identify

the pre-première revisions mentioned in it was only possible as a result of work on the present project;

see Audus 1996. For a more detailed description and evaluation ofsome of thefeatures ofthe pre-1904

Jen�$fa, see CHAPTER 3, §3.1. As discussed below,many of these revisions were extensive, and were

by no means confinedto the earlier composed Act 1.
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performed in January 1904. In addition to the surviving orchestral parts (a now

incomplete set; see CHAPTER 2, §2.1, OP), vocal material — probably in the form of

vocal parts— would have been preparedfor use by the soloists and chorus, though

any such material no longer survives.37 Janá�þek wasaware, from his activities as a

music critic and his experiences withPo�þátek románu, of the shortcomings of the

Brno theatrewith its meagre forces, andsome of hisearly, pre-première revisions may

indeedhave been partly motivated by these limitations. In a lost letter tothe director

of the Brno National Theatre,Alois Stan��k-Doubravský(who was to singthe role of

Lacain the first performances), Janá�þek had givendetailsof the opera’sorchestral

requirements.38 In reply,Stan��k-Doubravský wroteon 8 October 1903(the day of the

handover of scores):

In answer to your kind letter allow me to informyou that I agree to your requirements

regarding orchestral forces and it would be very pleasing for meif you were not only

to hear the first act 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. I will let you know the rehearsal schedule in good time.

[…]

At the same time I ask you kindly to hand over the vocal score and the full score

to the messenger [to give] to me. I will endeavour to devote the greatest care to your

work, so that it receives the very greatest success, as it deserves.39

37 Any such vocal material would have beensuperseded by the published vocal score of 1908(KPU),

which must surely have been used in the preparation of subsequent revivals of the opera in Brno; see

CHAPTER2, §2.1.
38 Stan��k-Doubravský (1867–1924) was director of the Brno National Theatre for the 1903–4 season

and also sang the role of Laca in the early Brno performances ofJen�$fa; seeJODA, 360 and (for a more

detailed account of his career) Petr�åelka 1996.
39 JODA, JP19.
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Orchestral parts were copied between October and December, and by mid-November

police permission had been given for the performances(seeCHAPTER 2, §2.1, LB).

Around Christmas, Janá�þek wrote to Camilla Urválková that ‘Only thesoloists and

chorus know their partsfrom the opera and know how to perform them! The

orchestra has not had rehearsals yet.’40 Some ofthe orchestralparts werein fact still

being copied (anoteby the copyist at the end of thetrombone1 partdates it 30

December), which would have meant that thefull score(of which there was only one

copy)was still with thetheatre’scopyists.

Originally scheduled for 14 January, the première was put back a week to

Thursday 21 January.41 According to another note, in the oboe 1part, the first full

rehearsal for Act 1 took place as late as 19 January.DespiteStan��k-Doubravský’s

reassurances, the orchestra for the première and subsequent performances was

notoriously small, as few as twenty-nine players, with several crucial instruments,

including harp, cor anglais and bass clarinet, missing.42 Nevertheless, thework was

received with a huge amount of enthusiasm by the local audience, and was well

attended.43 The Brno press was favourable, although, as Janá�þek laterruefully noted,

40 JODA, 53 (JP22 and fn. 1).
41 JODA, 53.
42 N��mcová 1971, 117–18. The orchestra was further depleted as the season wore on:around 15 April

1904 Janá�þek wrote to Hana Kvapilová that ‘Even before now, the orchestra has been incomplete toan

alarming extent: the new director has given notice to the horn player, the trumpet player— they are

apparently not needed for the summer season. I myself don’t even go to the theatre now— I don’t

want to hear my own work in such a broken-down state.’(JODA, JP39) Janá�þek’s referencesto ‘ the

new director’ and‘ the summer season’ testify to the unstable nature of the theatre company in Brno:

although under the auspices of the Brno Theatredru�åstvo[consortium], the company itself (general

director, music director, orchestra and singers) was taken on asa franchisesimply for the duration of

the season; seeCO, 57–8.
43 Lidové noviny(20 January 1904)reported that bookings were so numerous that the première had to

be placed outside the subscription series in order to satisfy demand; N��mcová 1974, 138.
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most of the criticstherewere former pupils of his.44 Reaction fromthePraguecritics

wasmuchless positive,with reviewers picking on the work’s Naturalismand folk-

inspiredmusic (aspects that had been emphasised in theanonymousprogramme note;

seeAPPENDIX I) 45 to find fault by makingdamning comparisons with Smetana.A

positivethree-part review article in the periodicalJevi�ãt�� by Josef Charvát (oneof

Janá�þek’s formerstudents) provoked controversy when the editorial board sought to

distance itself from Charvát’spraise ofthe Act 1 ensemble ‘Ka�ådý párek si musí’.

This editorial interventionin turn prompted a spirited defence by Janá�þek himself.46

Despite these difficulties, a series of repeat performances followed, as well as

one-off ‘touring’ performances in�ýeské Bud��jovice (11 May 1904)and Písek (30

May 1904). However, the standard of performances, rather than improving, soon

deteriorated.47 A review of the Brno performancegivenon 15 April 1904in Lidové

novinysaid that the music had become ‘an unbearable racket, a chaos of notes, the

singing was all over the place and the choruses were unarticulated shrieks.’48 Two

furtherisolatedperformancesin Brno, on 7 December 1904(attended byKova��ovic,

as noted by some of the players in their parts) and the following 7 February, were the

last until a significantthree-performancerevival in September and October 1906.

44 Janá�þek to Artu�ãRektorys, 21 March 1908 (JA i, 52).
45 Czech original (‘O významuJejí pastorkyn��’) in N��mcová 1974, 140; Engl. trans. (‘On the

significance ofJen�$fa’) in JODA, JP 28. Thisprogrammenote, the Czech original and translation of

which are given here inAPPENDIX I, is thought to be either by Janá�þek or, at the very least,based on

information supplied by him (JODA, 54). Its wider importance is that itintroduced several of the topics

which were to feature repeatedlyin the critical history ofJen�$fa.
46 See N��mcová 1974, 144–5 andJODA, 57–8. Charvát’s three-part article, ‘Její pastorky��a’, appeared

in Jevi�ãt��, i (1904), 15-17, 76–9, 103–10;a concluding fourth part seems to have been dropped as a

result of the controversy.Janá�þek’s response is reproduced in N��mcová 1974, 145; Eng. trans.in

JODA, 57–8.
47 See above, fn. 42.
48 Lidové noviny, 17 April 1904, quoted in N��mcová 1984, 27.
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1.4Post-première revisions and the 1906 revival

According to one interpretation of a letter he wrote to Kova��ovic on 9 February 1904,

Janá�þek may have madesomerevisions tothe opera soon after the première.49

However, the importance of the 1906 revival is that it prompted the first substantial

(and substantiated)post-premièrerevisions to the work. Evidenceof this comes in a

letterfrom the conductor Cyril Metod��j Hrazdira to Janá�þek on 11 July 1906(for

transcription and translation,seeAPPENDIX II ). Hrazdira— anotherformer Janá�þek

pupil — conducted the première and all the early performances ofJen�$fa from 1904

to 1906.50 His proposals for a number of cuts,perhaps prompted by the controversy

surrounding Charvát’sarticle inJevi�ãt��, seem to havebeen acceptedand indeed added

to by Janá�þek (seeCHAPTER 2, §2.2, andAPPENDIX IV). Becausethe first

performance following these suggestions andconsequentrevisions took place in

Ostrava(another ‘touring’ performance,given on25 September 1906), this post-

première revisionhas even been claimedas the ‘Ostrava’ version ofJen�$fa.51 As will

be seen below(CHAPTER 2, §2.2), this set of revisions isin turncrucial in determining

what was heard at the première in 1904.

49 JA vii, 17; Eng. trans.JODA, JP35.This is�ât��dro��’s interpretation(ZGJ, 111;�ât��dro�� 1968b, 24)of

Janá�þek’s penultimate paragraph:‘All sorts of corrections were of course necessary in the score— ; I

think that many of the criticisms that were made have now fallen awayin the corrections.’ However,a

perhapsmore plausible explanation is that Janá�þek wasreferring to the ‘criticisms’ implicit in Prague’s

earlier rejection of the opera, andto the ‘corrections’ he hadin consequencemade in October 1903 (see

above); this is Tyrrell’s view (Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, vi). SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.2.
50 Cyril Metod��j Hrazdira(1868–1926) was one of Janá�þek’s pupils at the Brno Organ School (1886–8)

and conductor at the Brno National Theatre from 1903 to 1907. One of his own operas, Je�þmínek, was

premièred there in the same season asJen�$fa (3 March 1904);N��mcová 1971, 134.
51 SeeGregor 1978 andMazurek 1978.
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1.5Later revisionsand publication

The 1906 performances themselves may have prompted Janá�þek to make the next set

of more extensive revisions.A note at the end of Act 2of �âFSreads ‘opraveno

10.I.1907’ [revised 10 January 1907], indicating a process of revision that probably

began only a month earlier.52 But afurther incentive for these changes — which are

much more wide-rangingand radical than anyof the composer’s earlier alterations —

is likely to have been Janá�þek’s decision to submit the operain March1907to the

Czech Academyin applicationfor an award.53 It was not until December that Janá�þek

heardthathis application had failed,54 but by that timethe Brno-based Klub p��átel

um��ní [Club of thefriends of art]haddecided— largely on Janá�þek’s own initiative

— to begin a modest programme of music publication. The first(and in the eventfar

from modest)project, a vocal score ofJen�$fa, wasturned round in a remarkably short

space of time, andby mid-March 1908 copies were being sent out to the Club’s

members.55 How far in advance the idea of publishingJen�$fa in vocal score had been

floated is not clear, but the head of the Club’s music committee was Janá�þek’s

champion and former pupil, the critic Jan Kunc (1883–1976). If the idea had been

around earlier, the incentive of publication mightwell beseen asa plausiblefurther

explanation forthe much more radical nature of Janá�þek’s winter 1906/7 revisions, as

compared with the essentially stop-gap revisions ofsummer1906 (which were largely

52 A letter from Josef Anto�ãFrýda (director of the Brno National Theatre, 1905–9) to Janá�þek on 11

December 1906 refers to Janá�þek’s request for the return of the scores ofJen�$fa andOsud(BmJA, D

717); seeJYLi, 672. It seems that Janá�þek spent the Christmas–New Year holidays revisingJen�$fa;

with his heavy teaching commitments, mostof hiscompositional activity was concentrated in the

holiday periods.
53 ZGJ, 112.
54 Ibid.
55 JODA, 62–3. For a detailed account of the Klub p��átel um��ní and its activities, see Kundera 1948.
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in the formsimplyof cuts;seeCHAPTER 2, §2.2, andCHAPTER 3, §3.2). However that

may be, both Janá�þek’s revisions and thepublicationby the Klub p��átel um��ní can be

seen aspart of a wider campaignfor the opera’s performance in Praguestemming

from thesense of injustice feltby Janá�þek’s many supportersin Brno thatJen�$fa had

still not been taken up by the National Theatre there. As discussedin some detailby

�ât��dro��, Janá�þek’s 1906/7 changes resulting in KPU were substantial,56 and the Brno

audience must have been keen to hear the result.This much seems clear from an often

overlooked noticeby the critic Hubert Dole�åil in thejournalHudební revueof 1909,

complaining that plans to performJen�$fa in Brno thatseason had been dropped:

A composer of so rare a type and such great originality asJaná�þeksurely has the right

to be performed, especially when it is known that he has made considerable

alterations to his work which he deserves to hear andwhich the public, quite rightly,

want to know and judge.57

A period of upheaval at theBrno National Theatre, which included thedeparture of

Hrazdira in 1907, meant thatthe revisedJen�$fa in the endhad to wait until 1911 for a

series of five further performances in Brno(the conducting shared by Rudolf Pavlata

and Josef Winkler);58 one moreisolated performancewas given there two years later,

on 25March 1913. Only after a concerted effort by Janá�þek’s friends, Dr Franti�ãek

Veselý and his wifeMarie Calma-Veselá, did Kova��ovic eventually relent, accepting

56 ZGJ, 84–110.
57 Hudební revue, ii (1909), 71;partialEng. trans. in�ât��dro�� 1955, 109.
58 According to a note in the trumpet 1 part. Josef Winkler (1885–1942) was conductor at the Brno

Theatre in 1907–8, 1909–11 and 1912–1919 (JODA, 105, fn. 2); however the première of the new

production on 31 January wasconducted by Rudolf Pavlata (1873–1939), cello teacher at the Brno

Organ School, who conducted at the Brno Theatre in 1908–11 (JODA, 149, fn. 1).
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Jen�$fa for Praguetowards the end of 1915 on conditionthathe be allowed to make

cutsof his own, a conditionJaná�þek gladly acceptedat the time.59 The story of the

Pragueproduction, of Janá�þek’s initial enthusiasm for and laterrepudiation of the

‘Kova��ovic’ versionis well rehearsed in the Janá�þek literature.60 It wasthis Prague

version of the opera that waspublished by UniversalEdition (UE 1917 and UE 1918),

and performed increasingly widely thereafter, particularlyin the many opera houses of

Germany.

1.6Restoration of ‘Janá�þek’s’ Jen�$fa

It was the Brno-based scholar Hynek Ka�ãlík who first attempted— with a fair degree

of success— to identify and unpick Kova��ovic’s orchestral retouchings.61 His

pioneering doctoral thesis (Brno,1934, nowapparentlylost) was based on the

conducting score made for Kova��ovic’s Prague performancesby J. Ko�ã�"álek and now

housed in the Janá�þek Archive in Brno.62 Ka�ãlík’s work led in turn to a1941radio

broadcast of excerptsunder the conductor B��etislav Bakala(yet another Organ School

pupil of Janá�þek’s) using the manuscriptBrno parts. This was,however, a

performance of Janá�þek’s final version, the resultof his ownrevisions of 1906/7 (i.e.

the‘1908’ version), plusthefurtherchangeshe hadmade between 1911 and 1915,

prompted by the Brnorevivals of1911 and 1913and the growing prospect of a Prague

59 Janá�þek to Kova��ovic, 10 December 1915;JODA, JP79.
60 See especiallyJODA, 64–77, JA vii and Maria Calma[-Veselá]: ‘Z bojeproJaná�þkovou Pastorkyni’

[From the battle for Janá�þek’s Jen�$fa] , Listy Hudební matice, iv (1924–5), 137–47. Janá�þek’s changing

attitude to Kova��ovic’s revisions— from hisinitial enthusiastic acceptance and delight at the resulting

successfulproductions in Prague, Vienna and Berlin, to his later bitterness at the damage these retouchings

had done to his own reputation as a composer— is documented inJODA, JP79,JODA77–91 and 100–7;

see also Tyrrell 1996, vii–x / Tyrrell 2000, iv–v.
61 SeeKa�ãlík 1938.
62 BmJA, A33.744 a–c. See Tyrrell 1996, xiv / Tyrrell 2000, vii.
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production.63 The first serious attempt to address the issue ofthe ‘original’ 1904

version camein the groundbreaking research of Bohumír �ât��dro��, in a series of

articlesculminating in his seminal workZur Genesis von Leo�ãJaná�þeksOper Jen�$fa

(seeBIBLIOGRAPHY, ZGJ). Long regarded as the definitive study of the opera’s

genesis, �ât��dro��’s research influencedgenerations of musicologists, and must still be

regarded as required reading for anyone attempting to get to grips with the textual and

musical issuesof the work.

�ât��dro�� made adetailed andperceptive study of the principal sources, in

particular the manuscript vocal score copied by�âtross(�âVS) and the manuscript

libretto used by the prompter at the early performances (LB). He was able to givethe

most detailed attentionto those passagesthat had beencut by Janá�þek, sincemost of

these were still clearly legible,having simplybeen crossed through;healsomade

importantand largely successfulattempts to decipher many erasures. At the same

time,he acknowledged the difficulty of recovering themany passages covered up by

pasted-over strips of manuscript paper. Moreover,�ât��dro��’s discussion of those parts

of the 1904 versionthathe could determine— and indeed his attitude towards the

1904 version as a whole, however fragmentary his view of it— was also strongly

influenced by his understandabledesire to argue the case for Janá�þek’s own revised

(1908) version of the score. This was, after all, a time when Kova��ovic’s version of

the opera still held a monopoly in opera housesand Janá�þek’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 pre-Kova��ovic Jen�$fa had little impact onthe operain performance.

63 It would alsohaveincorporated some of Kova��ovic’s early changes; see Tyrrell 1996, x / Tyrrell

2000, v–vi.
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That situationchanged, however,whenCharles Mackerras commissioned aninitial

investigation intoKova��ovic’s retouchings, using this as the basis of his 1982

recording ofJen�$fa on Decca.The results werebased initially, like Ka�ãlík’s research,

ontheKo�ã�"álek score kept inBrno.64 This provisional version (as recorded by Decca)

led in turn to a joint edition by Mackerras and Tyrrell whichfor thefirst time now

took into account thedetailedcontents of the original Brnoparts dating from various

stages between 1903 and 1913, as well as a microfilm copy of�âFS. Despite being

notionally based on the 1908 KPU vocal score— and hence labelled ‘Brn��nská verze

(1908)’— the Mackerras-Tyrrell edition (UE 1996 and UE 2000) also incorporated

Janá�þek’s own revisions up to 1916. And, while it restored the composer’s own

instrumentation, it also retained, for practical performing reasons, many of

Kova��ovic’s extensivealterations to the opera’s dynamic markings, albeit indicated in

editorial brackets.Nevertheless, thesubsequentwidespread international success of

the Mackerras-Tyrrell edition—being takenup evenin Brno itself in 2004— has

provided ample proof of the viability, both musical and dramatic,of Janá�þek’s own

version of the score, something that had long been questioned.65

The foregoing discussion gives a summary of the genesisandtheperformancehistory

of Janá�þek’s opera, introducing many of the issues that impinge upon efforts to

establish an historically reliable text of the opera in any of its versions.And even

such a brief sketchalsoserves to suggestthe sheer complexity, both of the opera’s

growth anddevelopment as a theatre piece (andthe composer’s evolving conception

of it), and also of thesituation regarding the musical sources. These latter are,along

64 Tyrrell 1996, x / Tyrrell 2000, v–vi.
65 Even during his lifetime, according to Janá�þek himself, the Kova��ovic version was being used to raise

question marks over his own abilityas an orchestrator; seeJODA, JP 158.
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with the surviving items of contemporary correspondence, themain providers of

information that can be used to identify and reconstruct the early versions ofJen�$fa,

and the 1904 version in particular.They are described and explored in more detail in

the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 2: SOURCES ANDRECONSTRUCTION

The present chapter falls into four parts. The first (§2.1) consists ofa descriptionof

thesources consulted in preparing the presentreconstruction of the 1904score of

Jen�$fa. This is followed bya consideration of how thosesourcescan be usedto

identify (§2.2) andreconstruct(§2.3) the 1904 version of the opera. The final

section(§2.4) outlines the principles and conventions of the reconstructionitself as

presented inVOLUMES II/1, II/2 and II/3.

2.1Sources

A full list of the variousmanuscript and printedsources forJen�$fa is given inJaWo.1

The following is amore selectivelist of those sources directly pertinent to the 1904

version of the opera or consulted during its reconstruction, given in what appears to be

their chronological order. Thoserepresentedby an abbreviation in bold type indicate

the principal sources for thepresentreconstruction.

The location of sources is indicatedby the following abbreviations:

BmJA Janá�þk�$v archivOdd��lení d��jin hudby Moravského zemského muzea, Brno

[Janá�þek archive of the Music history department of the Moravianregional

museum, Brno]

AWn ÖsterreichischeNationalbibliothek,Musiksammlung,Vienna

1 JaWo, 15–17; see also Tyrrell 1996, xi–xv / Tyrrell 2000, vi–viii.
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PL Gabriela Preissová:Její pastorky��a (Prague: F.�âimá�þek, 1891), with

annotationsand sketchesby Janá�þek and dates ranging from31 December

1894 to 18 March 1903, BmJA, L6.

This printedsource, the first edition of Preissová’s play, contains numerous

manuscriptalterations, marginal glosses and musical sketches by Janá�þek. They

include what appear to bethe dates of a detailed read-through and initial sketching

process by Janá�þek (Act 1: 18 March 1894; Act 2: 17 January 1895;Act 3: 11

February 1895),2 as well as dates added later that chart some of the compositional

processitself. In between printed pages 20 and 21 is an interleaved folio with sketches

on the recto, and blank on the verso.For a moredetailed account of this source, see

�ât��dro�� 1965andZGJ, 59–74.

SK Autograph sketch-leaf for Act 1 Scene 2, undated, 330mm (h) × 245mm (w),

BmJA, A30.380.

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

Jen�$fa to havesurvived — has frequently been reproduced in the Janá�þek literature.3

Written on sixteen-stave printed manuscript paper, it contains a number of additional

marginalstaves hand-written by Janá�þek. Although oftenverydensely written, it

includes many decipherable passagesof Act 1 Scene 2 in what appears to be aform of

short-scorecontinuity draft4 on two-stave systemswhich include vocal lines and text

cues. The lower half of theverso contains a twelve-bar unfinishedpiano piece

entitled ‘My�ãlenky’ [Ideas/Thoughts], not includedin the‘Unfinished’ section (IX) of

JaWo, andapparently unrelated to the opera;a horizontal fold across the middle of the

2 SeeCHAPTER 1, §1.2.
3 See, for instance,ZGJ, upper part of plate 15, and Vogel 1981, plate [10] between pp. 112 and 113.
4 Just how continuous is debatable, as several phrases of Preissová’s text appear out of sequence.
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folio suggests that this brief sketch was probablywritten at some time after the

sketchingfor Jen�$fa on the recto.

�âFS Authorised copyby Josef�âtrossof full score, undated (exceptfor Janá�þek’s

corrections added in 1907; see below); three volumes hard-bound in black

cloth,AWn, L1, UE 376.

Act 1: 205fol. (see below),313mm × 247mm

Act 2: 179fol. (see below),323mm × 246mm

Act 3: 121 fol. (see below),319mm × 250mm

Completedby March 1903(when it was submitted to the Prague National Theatre;see

CHAPTER 1, §1.2), thisscorewas used for allperformances by theBrno National

Theatrefrom January1904 toDecember1916, and incorporates both Janá�þek’s own

revisionsfrom the years 1903–15 and thosemadeby Kova��ovic in 1915–16.

Subsequently it servedas theStichvorlagefor UE 1918.5 Tyrrell has identified no

fewer than six ‘layers’ in the text,6 details ofmany of the earliestnow difficult to

determine(for an expansion on these layers,see below, §2.2, especiallyTABLE 2.1).

�âFSalso contains some still later annotations connected with J.M. Dürr’s 1969

editionof Jen�$fa (UE 1969), e.g. the simplified violin 1 line in the Kostelni�þka’s Act

1 aria, ‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ivý’. (�âFS I 108r/3–111r): compare UE 1969 and UE 1996,

Act 1 figs 71–3, with the equivalent passage in the present reconstruction.(See also

below, §2.4, especially Ex. 2.3.)

5 Universal Edition acknowledged receipt ofthe three volumes of�âFS on 3 January 1917 (UE to

Janá�þek, BmJA, D891); see�ât��dro�� 1971, 259–60.
6 Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, vi–vii.
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Fig. 2.1 �âFS I 1r: beginning of Act 1. Reproduced bycourtesy of the Österreichische

Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna.

Janá�þek’s correctionsand revisions, made at various stages between 1903 and

1915, arein black ink. Early annotations, includingthecuts suggested byC.M.

Hrazdira inJuly1906(seebelow, §2.2,andAPPENDIX II ), are madein grey pencil; the

many later cuts dating from 1907/8 are indicated in redpencil(usually with diagonal

crossing), with blue pencil used to reinforce these (usually in the form of verticallines

marking the start and endof a cut). Theextensivedetailed alterations made to bring
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�âFS into line with the Kova��ovic version of the score are in red ink.7 Most 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. Numerous paste-overs

were made during the course of revisions: some of these have been lifted and re-

attached at one edgewith adhesive tape(see below, Fig. 2.4), although where the tape

has dried out, many ofthese paste-over stripsare now loose in the score.

Act 1 An unnumbered, interleaved folioat the beginning of the score, written on

blank paper, is blank on the recto; on the verso,in Janá�þek’s hand,is a list of

characters (Osoby) with voice types, a general description of theopera’ssetting and

the time-scale of the three Acts(seeVOLUME II/1, iii ).

There follows thefirst (unnumbered) folio, containing the work’s title andthe

scene description for Act 1:

Jednání I.

Podve�þer. Osam��lý pohorský mlýn. Vpravo

p��ed domovním stavením sí��ka zd��eve-

ných sloup�$. Strá��ka, k��oviny, n��kolik

pokácených d��ev, vzadu strouha.

Partitura.

7 Kova��ovic’s main changes to the orchestration (Tyrrell’s‘FS 6’, see below,TABLE 2.1) were made

first in the copy of thefull score prepared for the Prague première by J. Ko�ã�"álek, BmJA, A33.744 a–c;

seeTyrrell 1996, xii and xiv /Tyrrell 2000, vi–vii. They were subsequently entered into�âFS.

Její pastorky��a.

Opera

ve t��ech jednáních

Slova Gabriely Preissové, hudba Leo�ãe Janá�þka.
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The first four lines ofthis title page(Její pastorky��a […] hudba Leo�ãe Janá�þka.) are

in Janá�þek’s handon a blanklabel pasted over the original inscription (in�âtross’s

hand):Klavírní výtah.[vocal score]. This seems to have been a mistake on�âtross’s

part: not only doeshis ownPartitura. [full score] cancelout Klavírní výtah., but �âVS

has its own title page, also in�âtross’s hand;and the�âFS title page is on the same

twenty-stave manuscript paper as the following pages of full score, whilstthe�âVS

title pageis on twelve-stave paper like its continuation.On the verso of this title page,

in �âtross’s hand, aredescriptions of the situations of the three characters onstage at the

beginning of Act 1 (Jen�$fa, Sta��enka and Laca).

The music of Act 1 follows onnumbered folios(original numberingin left-

hand column; right-hand column showsthenumbering used in thiscommentary):

1–140 1–140

1–63 141–203

[64]: blank 204

The restart of foliation after fol. 140 coincides with the beginning of Scene 6 (‘Výstup

7’ in Janá�þek’s numbering; see §2.4,Scene numbers), an indicationthat thisbulky tome

was originally split into two more manageable volumes. The pages have also beencut

down from their original size, somethingevident from the manyfolio numbers that

have been partly or wholly cropped. In the score’s present state, folios 123 and 124 have

been misbound in reverse order(i.e. fol. 124 precedes fol. 123), a confusion compounded

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

numberon the rectois no longer showing.8 Folios 189 and 190 are glued together.9

8 These two folios correspond to I/v/378–89, the middle section of themuch-cut ensemble ‘A vy,

muzikanti’; fol. 124r (glued shut) corresponds to I/v/384–6.
9 The hidden folios— 189v and 190r— contain music that originally came between I/vii/202 and 203

in the present reconstruction.



26

Fig. 2.2 �âFS I 203v, detail, rotated right through 90º and digitally enhanced. Reproducedby

courtesy of the Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna.

On 203v(the last music page of Act 1) is�âtross’s signature preceded by an erasure.

Whilst most of this erasure is so thorough as to be effectively illegible, the last part

(directlyabove theleft of thesignature)appears to be the remainderof a date, of

which the lastpart is almost certainly1900(see Fig. 2.2above).

Act 2 Fol. 1r contains the Act heading and scene description; the music begins on

fol. 1v. The last music side is 180r; 180v is blank. At the bottom right-hand corner of

180r (now torn off) is the hint of an erasure, perhaps originally a date. Also on the

same folio, in Janá�þek’s hand,opraveno| 10/1 1907| LJ [revised10/11907 LJ]. In a

series oflatealterations to Scene 3 (Kostelni�þka–�âteva), fol. 66v is pastedover with a

replacement folio copied by Václav Sedlá�þek; the original fol. 67 has been removed;

and fol. 71 is a replacementfolio, alsoin Sedlá�þek’s hand.10 Two consecutive folios

are numbered ‘102’ in error.

10 Václav Sedlá�þek (1879–1944) was flautist 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 ofJen�$fa. His highly distinctive, idiosyncratic copying hand(see Fig. 2.3)

became a regular feature in authorised copies of Janá�þek scores fromBrou�þek(I/6 and I/7) to such late

works as the Sinfonietta (VI/18),M�ãa glagolskaja(III/9) andZ mrtvého domu(I/11). Janá�þek

dedicatedPochod Modrá�þk�$[March of the Bluebirds] (VII/9; comp. 1924, pub. 1928) to Sedlá�þek; see

JaWo, 229.
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Fig. 2.3 �âFS II 66v: replacement paste-over copied by Václav Sedlá�þek (?1915/16). This

passage corresponds to II/iii/200–9 in the present edition;the horn parts above the second

system (in red ink) are additions madeto correspond to Kova��ovic’s revisions. Reproduced

by courtesy oftheÖsterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Musiksammlung, Vienna.

Act 3 Fol. 1r:JednáníII I.; fol. 1v contains a description of the setting, and

descriptions of the situations of the characters onstage (Kostelni�þka, Jen�$fa, Laca,

Sta��enka, Pastuchy��a). The music occupiesfolios 2r–121v. The absence of any date
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or other details (erased or otherwise)on 121v is explainedby the fact that this was

originally the penultimate folio; fol. 122r, which contained the last three bars of the

opera in the present reconstruction, wasprobablyremoved when the ending was

revised in 1907(seeCHAPTER 1, §1.5).

Fig. 2.4 �âFS III 89r (III/x/34–6): woodwind and string paste-overs(top four and bottom

five staves)lifted to reveal the original notes in varying states of legibility. (Cf. CHAPTER3,

Exx. 3.21a and b.)Reproducedby courtesy of theÖsterreichische Nationalbibliothek,

Musiksammlung, Vienna.
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�âVS Authorised copyby Josef�âtrossof vocal score; Act 2 dated 8 July 1902,

completed 25 January 1903;one volume, hard-bound in leather, 217 fol.,

315mm × 245mm,BmJA, A7426.11

Separate foliation for each Act:

Act 1: 78 fol. (1–76, 78–79: originalfol. 77 missing, see below) plus three

interleaved folios (see below)

Act 2: 78 fol. (numbered 1–76: two consecutive folios are numbered ‘21’in

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

Act 3: 61 fol.

Used in the preparation of all performances ofJen�$fa by the Brno National Theatre

from 1904 to 1906(probably in conjunction with other vocal material in the form of

vocal parts no longer extant). The separate foliation for each Act indicatesthat this

manuscriptoriginally formed three separate volumes.Dates on the finalpagesuggest

that it wasalsoused as the prompter’s copy for three performances inautumn1906, in

Moravská Ostrava (25 September) and Brno (6 and 9 October).This seems also to be

confirmed by the two bell-like symbols(�� I and�� II) drawn towards the end of each

Act (as in LB, see below): these were probably used to cue a remote-alert tobackstage

or front-of-house staff that the end of Act was imminent.�âVS subsequentlyserved as

theStichvorlagefor the 1908 KPU edition. It therefore incorporates all Janá�þek’s own

revisions up untilDecember 1907, when it was sent to the Leipzig engraving firm of

Engelmann & Mühlberg.12 Thereafter,�âVS ceased being used as performance

material, having been superseded by KPU. As with �âFS, Janá�þek’s revisions are

made in ink, with widespread use of paste-overs and erasures.

11 See also�ât��dro�� 1966b, 518–32, andZGJ, 74–101.
12 JYLi, 686; see also below.
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Fig. 2.5 �âVS II 53r (II/vi/126–43), showing two cuts suggested by Hrazdira, the first ending

at 53r/i/2 (reinforced by red pencil crossing), the second of one bar(53r/ii/6); further cuts by

Janá�þek; vocal line paste-overs at 53r/ii/2–4 and 53r/iii/3–6; ‘Moderato’ at 53r/i/3 added by

Janá�þek. Reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

Hrazdira’s suggestionsfor cuts (from the summer of 1906; see below,§2.2, and

APPENDIX II ) are made in greypencil; Janá�þek’s later cuts(1907/8)arein red pencil.13

There arealso numerous engraver’s marks, indicating page breaks, etc.

13 These ‘red’ cuts are described in some detail by�ât��dro�� in ZGJ, 84–101.
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�âVS is copied ontwelve-stave pre-printed manuscript paper.Act 1 fol. 1r has

the simple heading: Klavírní výtah.| Jednání I.followed bythe generalscene

descriptionfor Act 1, all in �âtross’s hand.In the top right-hand corner, apparently in

the hand of Vladimir Helfert:Opisoval[?]P�ãtros [sic], �þlen orchestru divadla (n��m?)|

Podle zd��lení pí. Janá�þkové. V.H.[Copied by P�ãtros, member of the (German?)

theatre orchestra. According to information given by Mrs Janá�þková. V.H.].14 In the

bottom left-hand corner, in pencil:Studovat za�þal dne12/list. 1903(indicating that

rehearsals began on 12 November 1903). On fol. 1v, in �âtross’s hand,aredescriptions

of the situations of the three characters onstage at the beginning ofAct 1 (Jen�$fa,

Sta��enka and Laca;see�âFS above).

In between thistitle folio and the first music page(fol. 2r) are three interleaved

folios, all on blank paper. The first contains, on the recto inJaná�þek’s hand, the cast list

(Osoby) with voice types and (addedin the left-hand marginin pencil) the names of the

original singers, followed by a generaldescription of the opera’s setting and the time-scale

of the three Acts(see�âFS above); on the verso, in pencil:Její pastorky��a. At the top of

this page, in another hand:Bitte diese Seite recht deutlich abzuschreiben und zwar in der

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

Janá�þek’s hand in a language with which they were unfamiliar).15 In response, stuck to

the recto of the second interleaved folio, is the cast list from the printed copy of

Preissová’s drama,with the title— Její pastorky��a. — added in Janá�þek’s hand. The cast

14 This note appears to be in thehand of Vladimír Helfert (1886–1945), musicologist, Janá�þek

biographer and founder of the music archive of the Moravian Museum in Brno, and must date from

after Janá�þek’s death. Either Zdenka Janá�þková misremembered�âtross’s name, or Helfert misheard:

‘p�ãtros’ is Czech for ‘ostrich’ (I am indebted toMgr. Jan�âpa�þek for drawing this to my attention); the

initial ‘P’ appears to have been crossed through. The role of�âteva in Preissová’sJejí pastorky��a was

created in 1890 by Adolf P�ãtross (1851–1903); seeZávodský1962, 139.
15 SeeJYLi, 686.
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list is amended by Janá�þek,with voice types added in the right-hand margin.On the recto

of the third interleaved folio ispasted a telegram from Engelmann& Mühlberg to

‘direktor jaunacek [sic] | bruenn 2 klosterplatz’ dated 30 December1907(some two

weeks after�âVS had originally been sent to Leipzig)requesting themanuscript’s

urgentreturn.16 Beneaththis telegram are pasted two postage receipts, dated 30 and

31 December 1907,for ‘Manuskript’ sent from Brno to Engelmann & Mühlberg.

Act 1 fol. 77 was removedas part of extensive pre-première alterations to the

end of this Act. The music containedon it — twelvebars in total— would have

corresponded to bars 5–16 of the passage reconstructedfrom �âFS I 197v–200r as

presented inAPPENDIX IX (seealsoCHAPTER 3, §3.1).

The end ofAct 1 (fol. 79v) is signed ‘Josef�âtross’preceded by an erasure (a

date?)that is no longer legible: see notes aboveconcerningthe corresponding placein

�âFS. At the end of Act 2 (76v)in �âtross’s hand:8/7. 902. J�âtross. At the end of Act

3 (61v) in�âtross’s hand:25. Ledna 1903. | 3½hodiny od poledne | J�âtross. | Copist.

[25 January 1903 | 3.30 p.m. | J.�âtross | Copyist].Beneath this, in miniscule Cyrillic

script in Janá�þek’s hand:�L�_�[�_���H�e�v�]�h�����<���i�Z�f �y�l �v| 18/3 1903[Tebe Olgo! V pamyat'/

To you, Olga! In memory].17

In a letter to Otakar Nebu�ãka on 22 February 1917 giving an account ofJen�$fa’s

composition,Janá�þek maintained that ‘I compose first in full score and do the vocal

16 Janá�þek 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 already set, hence the urgent request for the return of ‘des uns so noetigen manuscriptes’. The

Janá�þeks’ (rented) home from 1882 to 1910 was at Klá�ãterní 2 in Staré Brno.
17 The copying of�âVS wasthusfinished by�âtross on 25 January 1903, and 18 March 1903 appears to

be the date by which Janá�þek had looked through the score, made any preliminarycorrections and added

the dedication to his daughter, who had died just three weeks earlier; seeJODA, 48.
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score from that; thuswork on the full score was finished earlier.’18 Assumingthat

Janá�þek’s memory was correct, this was the reverse of the procedure in his first two

operas, and Tyrrell takes this as an indication that�âFS was copied first, before�âVS.19

Certainly, thepiano partin �âVS hasabout it(as noted inCHAPTER1, §1.2)moreof a

reductionthana score originally fashioned at the keyboard. This, however, cannot be

takento mean that�âFS was necessarily copied first: both�âFS and�âVS are copies,

and although there are some minor discrepancies between them(suggesting that,at

least in the case of Act 1,�âVS may have been copied first), they reveal little about the

nature of the lost autograph master score(s).20

OP Orchestral parts copied by twounidentifiedcopyists(here referred to as copyists

A and B)from theBrno National Theatre, missing picc, fl 1, bn 2,vn 2 and

onstage parts; used for the Brno première on 21 January 1904,BmJA, 49.883.

20 parts: fl2, ob 1, ob2, cl 1, cl 2, bn1 (incl. ‘Bühnenmusik’ insertfor Act 1

Scene 4), hn1, hn2, hn3/4, tpt1, tpt2, trbn1, trbn2, trbn3/4 [4 = tuba], hp,

timp/perc, vn 1, va, vc, db

OP contains material originally prepared for the Brno première of 21 January1904.

Copying took place between 8 October 1903 (the day Janá�þek handed over the score21

to a messenger fromthe Brno National Theatre) and the beginning of January:theend

18 JODA, JP9.
19 Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, vii.
20 If Janá�þek’s reminiscences to Nebu�ãka 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.
21 Janá�þek’s description to Camilla Urválková on 9 October 1903 that ‘the servant had something to

carry on his shoulders’ seems to refer to the bulky full score (�âFS); seeCHAPTER 1, §1.2.
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Fig. 2.6 OP violin 1: detail from Act 1 Scene 6 (fig. 92) showing the hand ofcopyist A.

Reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

of Act 3 in thetrombone 1 part is dated 30 December 1903 by copyist B.The late

copying oftrombone1 suggests that the parts were copied in a modified score order,

with the strings (the orchestral backbone) copied first, then the woodwind,horns, brass

and percussion. This is confirmed by the distribution of work between the copyists.

The violin 1 part is the work of just copyist A; violin 2 is missing, but fromthe viola

part onwards the work was divided so that copyist B copied the parts for Acts 1 and 3,

and copyist A copied out Act 2.22 From this, itmaybeinferredthatcopyistA had

22 That there were indeed only single copies of the string parts is confirmed by the tiny size ofthe Brno

theatre orchestra: just twenty-nine players at the time of the première, and even fewer as the season wore

on (see N��mcová 1971, 117–8; N��mcová 1984, 27;JODA, 56). Although in retrospect this seems

impossibly small for such a work asJen�$fa, there are plenty of indications to confirm this. When in

November 1891 Janá�þek had approached Dvo��ák about possible performances of the latter’s operas in

Brno, Dvo��ák had responded that he would have to re-orchestrate them (JYLi, 368). In 1906, when it

looked as though the Brno National Theatre might perform the newly completedOsud, Janá�þek made a

point of specifying minimum forces including4 first violins, 3 seconds, 4 violas, 2 cellos and 2 double

basses (JODA, 132, fn. 2), suggesting that the orchestra forJen�$fa had fallen short of this. And a list of

players in the 1911 season made by the trumpeter Karel Horký 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 bassoons in some

early performances ofJen�$fa is attested to by the presence in the OP cello part (in use only until 1906; see

below,§2.2) of numerous pencilled bassoon cues, which the cello was clearly expected to cover.
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Fig. 2.7 OP cello: detail from Act 1 Scene 6 (fig. 92) showing the hand of copyist B.

Reproduced 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 only one copy of the full score (�âFS, in three separatevolumes), the

most practical way of dividing the work between two copyists would then be to give

one Act to one copyist, and two Acts to the other (copyist B,no doubt the faster of the

two).

Lost from this set altogether are thepiccolo, flute 1 and violin 2parts.

Furthermore, with the sole exception of an insert in the bassoon 1 part,no stage-band

parts from 1904 survive.(Whilst the orchestra at the première was tiny, it seems most

unlikely that thismusic— the only instrumental accompaniment in many bars of Act

1 Scene 4— was left altogether uncovered.)The originalAct 1 horn 3/4 part is

replaced part way through (from fig. 80aonwards in the present edition). The original

bassoon 2 part no longer survives intact: most of Act 2 was incorporated into OPx (see

below) and further heavily revised withKova��ovic’s changes, often making the

original illegible even with the aid of fibre-optics(see below, 2.3). Other pages from

the 1904 bassoon 2 part were recycledin OPx as follows:
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1904 bn 2 [OP] OPx

title page andÚvod(double-sided) �: gluedreinforcement to dbstage bandpart (1916)

end of Act 1 (single-sided) �: verso of db stage band part (1916)

end of Act 2 (single-sided) �: verso of bass cl part (1916)

The cor anglais and bass clarinet parts are written respectively into the oboe 2 and

clarinet2 parts. All the percussion music(including the ‘onstage’ xylophone) is

written into the timpani part.

All the OPpartscontainthe independent orchestral introduction (Úvod),

although there are no signs— such as performance annotations— to indicatethat this

was ever used in performances of the opera in Brno.23 They also all containvarious

layers of revision, often extensive. The string parts are least altered, thewoodwind,

brassand percussion parts more thoroughly reworked with erasures, recopying and

paste-overs in line with Janá�þek’s revisions of 1907–8. The OP harp part contains the

most extensive changes, incorporating all layers of revision including those of

Kova��ovic in 1916(the part had beentaken over into OPx and remained in use long

after all the others— including the stage band and percussion— had been recopied).

LB Manuscript libretto copiedby ‘Kostka’ , dated 25/26 October 1903; police

censor’s permission dated 16 November1903 and annotations by Janá�þek;

black texturedstiff papercover (blank white on reverse) with black cloth

spine,end papers (1 blank bifolium) and 72 pages (17 ruled bifolia),204mm ×

161mm,BmJA, L7.

23 SeeCHAPTER 1, fn. 18. TheÚvodis also included in the orchestral parts copied later, in 1906, 1911

and 1913–14;see below, ‘OPx’.
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Used by the prompter in all the early Brno performances (1904 and 1905),this libretto

was copied, probably from�âVS, into a small black-covered exercise book with blank

endpapers and feint ruling. Itcontainsmanyprecise annotations regardingword and

phrase repetitions.24

On the inside front cover is a series of datesand other detailsin Janá�þek’s

hand in pencil, many of them copied from�âVS, which probably served asaides-

mémoirewhenthe composer wasanswering queries like that from Nebu�ãka (see

above). In English translation they read as follows:

According to information from the maidM. Stejskalová

I began to compose in1896

Completion of the vocal score of Act I rubbed out.

7
8

902 Jo.�âtross

finished writing the vocal score

[of] Act II

End of the opera

25 January1903, 3.30 p.m.

J.�âtross

copyist

�L�_�[�_���H�e�v�]�h���<���i�Z�f �y�l�v���>�7�R���\�R�X�����2�O�J�D�����L�Q���P�H�P�R�U�\�@

3
18

1903

24 See�ât��dro��’s description and commentary in�ât��dro�� 1966b, 511–18 andZGJ, 74–83.
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On the facing page (the recto of the endpaper)in ink is the police censor’s

permission, granted on 15 November 1903 and dated 16 November 1903,with official

stamps andsigned byC.K. vládní radaa policejní��editel. | Soika[Imperial and Royal

privy councillor and police chief. Soika]. Below this, also in ink:Její pastorkyn�� |

Opera o 3. Jednáních od | Leo�ãe Janá�þka. Beneath this title are two more annotations

by Janá�þek, again in pencil:v lednu 1904 v Brn�� po prvé | dáváno.[performed for the

first time in January 1904 in Brno] followed by12. listopadu 1903 za�þali studovat | v

Brn�� [rehearsals began 12 November 1903 in Brno].

The verso of thisendpaper contains a cast list (Osoby), against which have

been added the surnames of the singers at the first performance.That of the original

Jen�$fa — [Maria] Kabelá�þová— has been crossed through and replaced with ‘sl.

Ka�ãparová’ [MissKa�ãparová, i.e. R�$�åena Ka�ãparová, the original Karolka, who

replaced the indisposed Kabelá�þová at later performances].25 Added at the head of the

page in pencil is the title:Její pastorky��a. | Hudební moravské drama ve 3 j. |na slova

Gabriely Preissové, slo�åil Leo�ãJaná�þek.

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

with separate pagination also added foreach Act:

general pagination individual pagination

Act 1 1–19 1–19

Act 2 20–36 1–17

Act 3 37–55 1–19

As originally copied in ink, LBincludes frequent use of repeat marks to indicate word

and phrase repetitions.These are supplemented by extensive pencil annotations

indicating bars’ rests,rehearsal figures,orchestralinterludes and dances, as well as

25 See N��mcová 1984, 27.
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Fig. 2.8 LB, 38 (detail): beginning of Act 3 Scene 2 (the Mayor’s entrance), showing word
repetitions that help in identifying the 1904 version of this passage(seeCHAPTER3, Ex. 3.39).
Reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

corrections and other alterations, and several (often elaborate) doodles. At the beginnings

of Acts 1 and 2 are added in pencil the words ‘Krátká hudba’ [lit. ‘brief music’] indicating

the orchestral introduction before the action commences; and at the corresponding place at

the head of Act 3,‘Del�ãí hudba’ [‘longer music’]. Towards the end of each Act, a pair of

hand-drawn bells(�� I and�� II) wereprobably used to cue a remote alert forbackstage or

front-of-house staff that theAct ending was imminent(see Fig. 2.9; see also�âVS above).

Textual corrections include, in the Kostelni�þka’s Act 1 aria, a change from ‘Aji on byl

�ålutoh��ívý’ [ recte‘�ålutoh��ivý’: Ah, he was yellow-haired] to ‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ívý’ [ recte

‘zlatoh��ivý’: Ah, he was golden-haired].26

Among the more notablechangesis an alteration to the wording ofthebig Act

1 ensemble (led by Sta��enka), from ‘Ka�ådý párek si musí svoje trápení p��estát’ [Every

couple must weather its own troubles] to ‘Ka�ådý �þlov��k si musí […]’ [Every one/man

26 LB, 12; �âVS has ‘�ålutoh��ivý’, �âFS ‘zlatoh��ívý’, and PL (Preissová’s printed drama) ‘�ålutoh��ívý’.



40

Fig. 2.9 LB, 55: end of Act 3, showing Kostka’s date and signature, prompter’s annotations
and doodles, and the end-of-Act ‘bell’ cues. The repetition marks around Laca’s final
‘Jen�$fko’ appear to be an error.Reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum,
Brno.

must get over his own troubles].27 And in Act 2 Scene 4(Kostelni�þka-Laca), when

Laca asks his aunt to give him Jen�$fa’s hand, ‘jak jste mn�� v�ådycky, v�ådycky t���ãívaly,

�åe se to m�$�åe stát’ [just as you’ve always encouraged me to hope it might turn out like

that], the repeated ‘v�ådycky’ [always] is changed to the less emphatic‘ �þasto’

27 LB, 15.
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[often].28 Neither of these however, found their way into the published versions of

Janá�þek’s score (KPU in 1908, UE in 1917/18), or indeed even into�âFS and�âVS.

Dates entered at the end of the libretto give some idea of its brieflifespan as

performance material as used by prompters.The end of Act 3 issigned and dated(26

October 1903)by the copyist,Kostka.29 In chronological order, prompters’ dates are

as follows: on the inside back coverin pencil is the annotation:11/5.1904�ý.[eské]

Bud��jovice Koudelky(i.e. the prompter Koudelka); in pencil underneath Kostka’s date

on page 55:7/2 1905 | J Novotnýand the commentChudák�ýenský byl nemocen[poor

�ýenský was ill]; and on the otherwise blank page 56: V Moravské Ostrav��, 25/9 06

Há�þek. Although this suggests that LB was used as prompter’s copy from 1904 to

1906, three dates from autumn 1906 entered into�âVS by the same ‘Há�þek’ (including

25 September) seem to indicate that by then it was�âVS, with the 1906 cuts marked in,

that was being used for this purpose.LB was thus probably used by the prompter for

all performances ofJen�$fa in 1904 and the single performance (7 February) in 1905.

Notwithstanding some inaccuracies and anomalies noted by�ât��dro�� in his

description of this source, LB’s usuallyverypreciseindicationof word- and phrase-

repetitionoffers great help in reconstructing the 1904 vocal parts, as discussed below.

Although�ât��dro��’s discussion of LB at times seems to imply that Janá�þek revised this

source in creatingthe 1907/8 version ofJen�$fa, it is clear both from an examination of

the manuscript and from the wider context of�ât��dro��’s remarks that he was referring

to the text (in the ‘abstract’ sense) embodied in LB rather than to the manuscript

itself.30 With the exception ofthe dates relating to composition, etc., added later by

Janá�þek himself on the manuscript’s preliminary pages, all the annotations relate to

28 LB, 27.
29 LB, 55.
30 See especially�ât��dro�� 1966b, 516 andZGJ, 81.
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issues of practical, pre-revision use in the early performances of the opera between

January 1904 and February 1905.

OPx Mixed set of orchestral parts, copied between 1903and 1916, various copyists,

BmJA, A23.439.

39 parts:picc, fl 1, fl 2, ob1/cor angl, ob2, cl 1 ×2, cl2 ×2, basscl, bn1, bn2,

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

trgl, vn 1 ×3, vn 2 ×2, va, vc, db; ‘Za scénou’[offstageinstruments]: vn 1, vn

2, va, vc, db (theza scénouvn 2 and db parts are attached to one another with

adhesive tape, as areva and vc)

OPx comprises a mixture of parts copied between 1903 and 1916 (the first Brno

performances of the Kova��ovic version). Dates entered into the parts by players

confirm that this set was in use for performancesby the Brno National Theatreat least

until 1919. Oldest is Act 2 of bassoon 2 (in the hand of copyist A;see above,

description ofOP), most of which was taken over from OP and heavily altered with

Janá�þek’s and (subsequently) Kova��ovic’s revisions. In the same part, Act 1 appears

to have been copiedby 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 ‘II.

Pult’ and ‘III. Pult’), one violin 2 (‘I. Pult’) and the single copies of viola, cello and

double bassall date from 1911(by which time the OP string parts had ceased being

used).31 The oboe 1/cor anglais partlikewise appears to date from 1911. All these

parts contain theÚvod, 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 andcorrection(see below,§2.2).
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was ever played as part of the opera. In the bassoon 2 Act 1part it is labelled ‘Úvod’,

in violin 2 ‘Ouvertura’, and in all the other 1911 parts ‘P��edehra’[prelude].

Distinct fromthe other materialin this set isa pair of clarinet parts copied in

1913–14. Theseare dated by the copyist12 September 1913 (clarinet 1) and 27

February 1914 (clarinet 2).Togetherwith the absence of copying dates in mostof the

otherOPxparts,these dateshave led to the belief that OPx is a combination of

materialdating from 1904 (i.e. OP), 1913/14 and 1916, with the firstwave of

recopying coming only in 1913.32 Essentially, these twoclarinetpartscontain the

1907/11 version of the opera, and appear to have been copied directly from the

heavily revised OPclarinet parts. However, their clean condition andabsence of

performance markings suggests that they were never used in complete performances

of the opera. Rehearsal numbers and neat blue inkalterationsin Act 1 Scene 1, Act 2

Scene 1 and the final scene of Act 3 point totheir use in(or — given the absence of

othermarkings— merelypreparation for)the 1941 Brno radio performance of

excerpts conducted by B��etislav Bakala.33 It is, however,unclear why these parts

were copiedin 1913/14and thennever(apparently)used in complete performances of

the opera. Difficulties in using themuch-altered 1904 material for the one-off

performanceof Jen�$fa in Brno on 25 March 1913 may have led to plans for

recopying, with a view to possible future revivals (repertoryat the Brno theatrewas

decided on anad hoc, almost day-to-day basis, according to profitability).34 In any

eventtheir existenceseems to have been overlookedwhena pair ofcompletely new

clarinet parts wascopied in 1916, incorporating Kova��ovic’s revisions. The

significance of thetwo 1913/14clarinetpartsis the light theyshed on the shape of

32 N��mcová 1980, 163
33 See Chapter 1, §1.6.
34 CO, 47
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Jen�$fa in 1913, providing a ‘snapshot’ of the opera’s form at that point: the last

performance of the work in Brnoprior to Janá�þek’s late revisions and those of

Kova��ovic. In particular, they confirm that two passages in Act 2 Scene 3consigned

in UE 1996 to appendices(= II/iii/ 200–9 and 231–6 in the present edition) formed part

of the text of the opera up to and including 1913.35 Like theOPxparts copied in 1911,

theyalsocontain the music of theÚvod, designated ‘P��edehra’.

The remainingOPxparts (including Act 3 of bassoon 2, the individual

percussion parts and the ‘za scénou’ strings) were copied in 1916 fromKova��ovic’s

revisedversion of the work.36 All of these 1916 parts lack theÚvod, a sign(together

with its complete absence from the KPU vocal score)that thisindependent prelude

had by that time been definitively dropped from the opera.

The material contained in OPx thus falls intofour chronologicalgroups:

(1) 1903–04: bn 2 (Act 2)

(2) 1911: ob 1/cor angl, bn 2 (Act 1),vn 1 ×2 (desks 2 and 3),vn 2 (desk 1),

va, vc, db

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

(4) 1916:picc, fl 1, fl 2, ob 2, cl 1, cl 2, bass cl, bn 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, trgl,vn 1

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

35 UE 1996, 486–91. The final revised versions of these passages (see above, ‘�âFS’) are used as the

main text in UE 1996 on the grounds that they appear to be among Janá�þek’s own late, pre-Kova��ovic

revisions of November 1915 (see Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, vii; see also below,§2.2).
36 The ‘Kova��ovic’ version ofJen�$fa was premièred at the Prague National Theatre on 26 May 1916; it

received its Brno première on 4 October that year. The following two performances in Brno (9 and 11

October) featured the celebrated Prague Kostelni�þka, Gabriela Horvátová (1877–1967), as several

players noted in their parts (ob 1, hn 2, hn 3, tpt 1, timp).
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KPU Její pastorky��a … Klavírní výtah ze zp��vy [vocal score] (Brno: Klub p��átel

um��ní, 1908). Published by 18 March 1908; engraved by Engelmann &

Mühlberg, Leipzig. No plate number,vi + 281 pp.

In Tyrrell’s words, ‘As the only published material of the opera supervised directly

and exclusively by Janá�þek, this sourcecarries particular 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 the Klubp��átel

um��ní.’37 Although not of direct relevance to the 1904 version of the opera, it has

been referred to during preparation of the present reconstruction since,particularlyin

those cases where the music was left largely unaltered, itis of help in resolvingmany

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

ER Zkratky a zm��ny. [Cuts and changes.] Errata slip issued asa supplement to

KPU. Printed by the Benediktinská knihtiskárna [Benedictine book printing

press], Brno, undated. 2 pp (single leaf, printed on both sides).

This was probably printedaroundthetime of the Prague première in May 1916.38 It

includes, in addition toa list of possible cuts, the late revised version of passages from

�âteva’s response to the Kostelni�þka in Act 2 Scene 3(seeabove,�âFS,OPxand fn.

35).

37 Tyrrell 1996, xiii / Tyrrell 2000, vii.
38 Ibid.
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2.2Determining the 1904 version from the sources

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

that determiningwhat was heard at the 1904 première ofJen�$fa has long been

regarded as impossible.This was the view of Bohumír �ât��dro��, whose detailed

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: 1903, 1904–8

and 1916.39 Alena N��mcová, who shared his opinion of the difficulty, declared in 1980:

To distinguish between the individual stages of Janá�þek’s revisions is today already

quite impossible, as itis to reconstruct the version heard at the première, since many

places which were corrected by erasing are now illegible, and moreover it is not

possible to date individual cuts carried out before 1908.40

Notwithstanding this pessimistic assessment, the documentary clues for establishing a

rather more nuancedview of the opera’s layers of revision enabledJohn Tyrrellto

refine�ât��dro��’s view of a work that existed inessentially 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 by)�ât��dro��, namelythe twosets of Brno orchestral parts

(OP and OPx). As a result, Tyrrell was able to determine, from the surviving

performancematerial in conjunction with corroborating correspondence and other

39 For many years it was assumed that the première version of the opera was identical with the first

version, i.e. that what Janá�þek originally wrote (as copied out by�âtross in�âFS and�âVS) is what was

heard at the first performance in 1904. This was certainly�ât��dro��’s belief, as articulated inZGJand (in

summary version) in�ât��dro�� 1968b. SeeCHAPTER 1, fn. 48.
40 N��mcová 1980, 161. See also N��mcová 1984, 25: ‘From both the sources mentioned [�âVS and�âFS]

and from the set of orchestral parts (now incomplete) used at the première [OP], it is not possible to

distinguish reliably between the first, première version and the second, which was established with the

publication of the [KPU] vocal score.’
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documentary evidence, notmerelythree but six layers to�âFS— the only sourcein

continuoususe from the original copying of the opera (i.e. prior to theOctober1903

revisions)up to Kova��ovic’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�ât��dro��’s three versions (column 1).These are supplemented, incolumn

3, by further layers discernibleas the result of a more thoroughgoingstudy of the main

sources for the 1904 version;they are discussed in more detail below, and (in the case

of FS1.2) inCHAPTER 3, §3.1.

TABLE 2.1: Versions and layers in�âFS

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

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

FS1:�âtross’s original copy,
completed 25.1.1903, corrected
by 18.3.1903

FS1.1:1903 version/Urfassung

FS1.2: early changes evident in
Act 1 finale; these predate the
revisions that created the
première version(FS2)

FS2: corrections made by
8.10.1903; perf. Brno
21.1.1904

FS2: extensive cuts and changes
(includingmetric revisions)
made by 8.10.1903:
1904/première version

1904–7: Janá�þek revises the opera,
this version pub. by KPU in 1908

FS3:corrections1906–7 (Act 2
‘corrected 10.1.1907’),
incorporating cuts by C.M.
Hrazdira and further changes
by Janá�þek; pub. by KPU in
1908

FS3.1: limited cuts suggested by
Hrazdira (11.7.1906) to which
Janá�þek addsothers, notably the
removal of theKostelni�þka’s
aria ‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ivý’ and
cuts tothe Laca/Jen�$fa duet
towards the end of Act 2; the
results of thesecuts first heard
25.9.1906

FS3.2:Christmas/New Year
1906/7– extensive cuts and
revisions to create the1908
versionpub. by KPU

FS4: later corrections (1911?)
for the 1911 Brno revival—
the first perfs since pub. of
1908 KPU vocal score; further
corrections 1915(letter to
Marie Calma-Veselá,
12.11.1905)= UE 1996/2000

Janá�þek’s Fassung letzter Hand
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�ât��dro�� 1968b Tyrrell 1996/ Tyrrell 2000
Suggested versions and
supplementary layers

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

1916: Kova��ovic’s version, pub.
by UE in 1917 (vocal score) and
1918 (full score)

FS6: reorchestration and
further cuts to bring�âFS into
line with Kova��ovic’s version
(Ko�ã�"álek copy of FS)

1916 ‘Kova��ovic’ version

The establishment of these layers, whilst it hints at thewealth of potential information

contained in�âFS, alsoillustrates the difficulty of identifying the earlier versions of the

scorewith any certaintyfrom this source alone. With every subsequent layer of

change, many parts of the earlier layers became progressively less legible, and some

completely irrecoverable. The thoroughness with which changes were made to�âFS

— as noted above (§2.1), by scratching out, pasting over, rewriting or eventhe

removal of folios— makes the task of reconstructing any early version a particularly

daunting one. Even in�âVS, which was in continuous use for a far shorter period

(1903–7) before being supplanted by KPU, the number of layers and the thoroughness

of the revisions mean thatits usefulness in determining the precise text of the earlier

versions of the score is likewisecircumscribed, albeit less extensively.Little wonder

that�ât��dro��, taking�âVS as his main musical source,judged the possibility of

reconstructing the ‘original’ version ofJen�$fa to be so remote.

TABLE 2.2 shows the lifespan of all the main early sources forJen�$fa, mapped

against the evident layers of revision. The shorter the period of use for any givenpre-

1916source, the more useful it will be in reconstructing theparticularversion of the

scoreto which it relates. Based on dates inthe surviving manuscripts, it is theOP

string parts and LB (the manuscriptlibretto) that come closest to fulfilling this

criterionfor the 1904 version (Tyrrell’s layer FS2).(See alsoAPPENDIX III, 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 inuse 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, OPxis divided into two sets, OPx1 and OPx2, the

latter being thoseparts newly copied in 1916 from the Kova��ovic version of the score (see

above, 2.1).As a‘fixed’ printed source, KPUembodies just a single‘layer’ of text, although

it must have been usedin slightly adapted formas performance material for revivals inBrno

between 1911 and 1916(for the latter date, in conjunction with the errata slip, ER).

Date Layer �âFS �âVS OP OPx1 OPx2 LB KPU Version

1903 FS1.1 Urfassung

FS1.2

1904 FS2 1904(première version)

1905

1906 FS3.1 (‘1906’ version)

1907/8 FS3.2 1908

1911 FS4

1913

1916 FS5–6 1916(Kova��ovic version)

With their relatively few changes, the OPstring parts offer the clearest clue to

the 1904 version ofJen�$fa. They were used throughout the first run of performances

in 1904, as dates entered in the cello part show, whilst the violapart contains dates

from the first two of three performances given in 1906 in Moravská Ostrava (25

September) and Brno (6 and 9 October)(seeAPPENDIX III) . All four surviving string

partscontain cuts and other alterations, concentrated forthe most part in the first two

Acts; thealterations in theviola and, particularly, violin 1 are more extensive than

those in the cello and double bass(see below).

Of most help in dating the changes to the OPstring parts is theletter written to

Janá�þek by Hrazdira on 11 July 1906(APPENDIX II) . Hrazdira proposes cuts tothe
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two ensembles in Act 1, ‘A vy, muzikanti, jd��te dom’ and ‘Ka�ådý párek si musísvoje

trápení p��estát’, 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 (‘Prozatím mi sta�þí kl. výtah.’): by this he must

have meant�âVS, for it is in this that his suggestions appear to have been entered.41

As described above (§2.1), �âVS contains manyextensivecuts, mostly

indicated in bold red pencil.42 However, an examination of the passages specified in

Hrazdira’s lettershows that his more limitedcuts were suggested by lightly pencilled

‘vi -de’ markings(using a normal lead pencil) which were then reinforced in bolder

pencil (likewise lead); these cuts were evidently made at some timebeforethe more

numerous and extensive red pencil excisions. In fact, the ‘red’ cuts must have been

made between late 1906 and December 1907, when Janá�þek handed over the vocal

score for publication by the Klub p��átel um��ní.43 Closer examination of�âVS suggests

that, as well as those passagesspecificallymentioned in his letter of 11 July, Hrazdira

may have proposed further cuts (perhapsfeelingemboldened by apositive response to

his written suggestions), including some in Act 2, since these too are indicated in the

same neat, light pencil.Most of Hrazdira’s suggestions were accepted by Janá�þek,

although traces of rubbed-out pencil marks indicate that a few were rejected— some

permanently, others only tobe made again at a later stage (seeAPPENDIX IV, cuts(i)–

(v)).

41 Whether or not there was other vocal material for the early performances ofJen�$fa (i.e. before the

publication in 1908 of KPU), it is clear from the many alterations, corrections and annotations that�âVS

served as the main vocal material in the years 1904–6.
42 These are the cuts listed by�ât��dro�� in ZGJ, 85.
43 These ‘red’ cuts include changes corresponding to those made to�âFS by January 1907: Janá�þek

made a note at the end of Act 2 of�âFS, ‘Opraveno 10/1 1907’ (see §2.1,�âFS).
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All the cuts entered by 1906 into�âVS 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 1911— the first

performances ofJen�$fa since the publication of KPU, and thus the first to incorporate

its extensive revisions. Butthe 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 string parts (by far the busiest instruments in the score). Instead, a new

set of string parts was copied for the 1911 performances.44 A further group of short

cuts in Act 1 Scene 1 common to all the OP string parts, and further changes

(including paste-overs) 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 1941.45

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 pre-1911 cuts in these string partsand those cuts made to�âVS

before the ‘red’ cuts, which enables a more precise dating of these cuts than has

hitherto been possible.Whilst mostappear to date from 1906, some may have been

made earlier. One such is the long cut in Act 1 of the Kostelni�þka’s ‘explanation aria’,

‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ivý’ : N��mcováhas outlined reasons for thinking that thismayhave

44 These newly-copied parts— two violin 1 parts and one each ofviolin 2, viola, cello and double bass

— belong to OPx; see §2.1, OPx.
45 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 scene ofeach of Acts 1 and

2, and the final scene of the opera.



52

been cut before the première.46 Three factors, however, point against this. Firstly,

there are clear signs that this scene was at least lookedat in rehearsal (there are, for

example, indications for fingering in theviolin 1 and viola parts). Taking into account

the short rehearsal periodbefore the première, these annotations suggestthatthe

passage was also played in performance. Second, there are similarities between the

notation of this cut and others in the OP string partswhich wereclearly made in1906.

Finally, there is no indication in LB (in use until 1905) that this passage was cut:

indeed, there are even some corrections made to this passage whichstronglysupport

the idea ofits use in performance (see above,§2.1, LB). Since LB, which appears to

have been copied out from�âVS, contains detailed annotations of bars’ rest, word

repetitions, and occasional emendations and corrections, it seems on balance unlikely

that such an extensive cut would have been left completely unmarked.47 APPENDIX IV

gives details ofall the cuts made to�âVS and the OP string parts byautumn1906.

Given that the original orchestral parts were prepared with 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 performances.48 What

emerges from a study of the OP string parts is that the only substantial changes made

by October 1906 werestraightforwardcuts: the firstsignificantchanges to the textual

46 N��mcová 1974, 134–5; N��mcová 1984, 26–7.
47 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 editions it isan anomaly (as acknowledged in Tyrrell

1996, xvi–xvii / 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 ‘reminiscence motif’ (I/v/210–18) which was certainly excised at the same time (seeZGJ, 85–6);

this passage was included in an undated (1950s/60s?) Czech Radio recording of the Kostelni�þka’s aria,

kindly made available to me by John Tyrrell, but does not feature on the more recent recording of the

aria on Supraphon’s�ýekám t��: Janá�þek unknown(Supraphon 11 1878-2 931, recorded 1994).
48 See N��mcová 1974, 137;JODA, 52–3. Tyrrell suggests that the first full rehearsal of Act 1 may have

taken place as late as 19January 1904 (JODA, 54).
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detail resultedfrom the incorporation of Janá�þek’s subsequent 1906/7 revisions,

published in KPU in 1908. Itis thus evidentthat the bottom layer ofOPprovided the

basic textfor all performances ofJen�$fa during the period 1904–6.

2.3The process of reconstruction

The orchestral score

The ability to pinpoint the early stages of revision to OP allows the ‘base layer’ of

these partsto serve as the basis of a reconstruction of the 1904 score. The strings,

with their relatively few changes, form the foundationof thereconstruction. They not

only determinemuch of the detail of the première version, but also itsbroadershape

in terms of number of bars, metre and tempo indications. The copyists,doubtless

working under pressure of time, did not always bother too muchwith the finer

nuances ofarticulation anddynamics: sf andff , for example, are often abbreviated to

a simplef . But theoccasional metronome mark appearsto confirm that Janá�þek had

indeed added these indications by the time the parts were copied.

Often more difficult to decipheris the original form of the wind and

percussionparts: some of thesewere in use until 1911, or even 1916, and thus contain

many more layers of revision in the form of cuts,paste-overs and scratchings out.

However, by using afibre-optic light source, most of the pasted-over passages can be

readwith a good deal of accuracy; and a combination of keen eyesight and

comparison with�âFS andthe restoredOPstring parts enables almost all the other

altered passages to be reconstructedin their original formwith a high degree of

certainty. Inthe case of the missing parts (flute 1, bassoon 2 and violin 2)the ‘ghost’

image of erased notes can usuallybe read from the heavily altered�âFS, often in

conjunction with the surviving parts. For instance,Janá�þek frequently usesviolins 1
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and 2in unison (in the context of the Brno performances, with a tiny pit bandperhaps

boasting as few as four violinsin toto, this was perhaps just as well), while the flutes

often playa 2 or havesimilar figuration inthirds. Parallel passages in�âVS also

sometimes assist in the reconstruction of missing parts.Only relatively rarely is it

necessary to add editorial completions (see below,§2.4).

The vocal lines

Whilst the reconstruction of the orchestralcomponent of the score, thoughnot without

its difficulties, is fairly straightforward, the vocal lines aremoreproblematic. No

vocalparts corresponding to OP are extant, andthetwo mainsurvivingsourcesfor the

vocal lines(�âFS and�âVS) were heavily altered, both before and after the première:

�âVS was in use untilKPU appeared in 1908,while �âFScontains not only all of

Janá�þek’s revisions, butalsothose made by Kova��ovic in 1916. The many changes

were made, as described above,by a combination of very thorough scratchingout and

paste-overs (the latter often on both sides of a folio, making the original difficult to

read even with the aid of fibre-optics). Determining which version of the vocal line

‘fits’ the 1904 scorethusrequires careful scrutiny and comparisonof boththe�âtross

scores, taking into account the orchestral contextreconstructed from OP.

Of further help in reconstructing the voice parts is LB, the manuscript libretto

used by the prompter at early performances.Like the OP strings, this wasin use for a

short enough time that it provides a very clear picture of the opera in its 1904 form.It

contains no musicbut, as observed above,its notation of the words is quite precise,

with detailedindications of word repetitionsmany of which Janá�þek later removed. In

Fig. 2.10, the notation ofthe repeated phrasein LB provides confirmation ofthe vocal

line in a way that the orchestral parts (which could fit either version) cannot:
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Fig. 2.10 LB, 16 (detail); reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum, Brno.

Ex. 2.1

Fig. 2.11from LB helps to confirm not only that theForeman’swords ‘to je

mi’ were repeated (indicated with ahorizontalbracket in Ex. 2.2), but that the entire

phrase wasthensung again. Both repetitions were omitted 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 developing a feelfor the
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nature of the changes, which canthenbe brought to bear on less clear-cut examples.

It is by no means always the case that the vocal line revisions were made at the same

time as the orchestral ones.Many of the changesto the voice parts were carried out

non-synchronously with those to the instrumental lines. For example, in the

Kostelni�þka’s passage in Act 2 Scene 1, ‘U�åod té chvíle’ (fig.5), the vocal line

appears to have reached more or less its final form— the second layer ofrevision—

before the strings, whose 1904 ostinato represents a first layer of revision(see also

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 thatmight both plausibly fit with the

reconstructed orchestral score, I have generally chosenthe earlier unless there is good

reason to opt for the latter. Word-setting gave Janá�þek 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 made incrementallyboth before

and after the première — reflect his concern to iron out some of these anomalies. In

standard Czechthe name ‘Jen�$fa’, for instance,has ashort,stressed first syllable but a

long, unstressedsecond syllable. Janá�þek appearsinstinctively to have set the first

syllable as an upbeat (which effectively shifts the stress to the second syllable), whilst

in his revisions he generally (thoughnot always) movedit to the more ‘correct’

downbeat position(seeCHAPTER 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 theoften apparentlyinstrumentally-conceivedideas in the
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orchestra(seeCHAPTER 3, §3.3.4). As such, they are ofconsiderable interest in the

context ofthe gradual emergence of Janá�þek’s conceptionof speech-melodyand its

influence on his vocal music in particular. In the publicity material for theJen�$fa

première, Janá�þek made much of this new development in his music, but its at best

only partialrealisation goes some way to explaining the rather dismissive, if not

outright hostile reaction of the Prague critics tothe Brno première.

2.4Notes to the reconstruction

Any edition that goes beyondthemerereproduction ofan existing manuscript or

printed sourceinevitably contains anomalies,whether acknowledgedthereinor not.

Departures from the original sources, be theyin the formnot only of unwittingly

introduced new errors but alsoof corrections, editorial suggestions,completions,or

choices between competing readings, even when made for the soundest possible

reasons, entail to some extent aremovefrom the historically transmitted text. This

edition isno exception.

Dürr’s 1969 edition ofJen�$fa, whilst it did not pretend to embody a

chronologicallyspecific ‘version’of the operaas such, preserved Kova��ovic’s

retouchings,as well assupplementing them with further alterations by later

conductors.49 However, at the same timeDürr restored the Kostelni�þka’s Act 1 solo

‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ivý’, even though it had been cut from the opera by Janá�þek himself

by 1906(and demonstrablyso, from Dürr’s vantage point, by 1908). Mackerras and

Tyrrell, using the plates of UE 1969 as the basis for their editionof the ‘Brno version

1908’, retained this passage in UE 1996/2000 whilstat the same timeacknowledging its

49 See Dürr 1968 and Dürr’s Preface to UE 1969.
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anomalous status there.50 A further anomaly in UE 1996/2000 is itsdesignated version

label (‘Brn��nská verze 1908’), for it not onlyincorporateschanges made by Janá�þek

up to 1915, but in so doing presents a text that was never actually heard in Brno

(where the last performanceof Jen�$fa before the adoption of the Kova��ovic version

was in March 1913).

In the present editionthere aretwo mainconsciousanomalies. The first is in

Act 1 Scene 4 (the appearance of�âteva and the recruits): the lack of original stage

band partsfrom the premièreand the thoroughness of revisions to�âFStogethermean

that the possibility of reconstructing the onstage music in its 1904 version with any

certainty is remoteindeed. Rather than attempt a hypothetical reconstructionbased on

very little available evidence, the 1908 version of this music has been used here.

A more far-reaching difficulty concerns the vocallines throughout the opera,

as outlined above(§2.3). The lack of afirmly verifiable source from 1904 other than

LB means that, whilst the different layers are for the most part discernible (albeit often

with difficulty), theparticularlayer of vocal revision usedin the present editionat any

given point is sometimesunavoidably conjectural. Every attempt has been made to

judge each case within its context; in those instances wherereference toLB is not able

to decidethe issue, a general preference for the earlier version of a given passage has

been tempered bya close comparison withanysurrounding revisions to the orchestral

texture, as well as to other, verifiable revisions to the vocal lines themselves.

An overriding consideration has been to present as clearly as possible the text

of Jen�$fa 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 taken early on to revert throughout to Janá�þek’s

50 See above, fn. 47.
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owntime signatures and governing keysignatures (see below, pp. 61–2; for further

details concerning theconventions adopted fortheapplication of key signatures to

transposing instruments andto thetimpani andharp, see below, pp. 68–9 and 71).

As a general ruleI havenot sought to ‘improve’obviously difficult passages

where this would in effect introduce prematurely a revision made only subsequently in

the opera’s performance history. In Ex. 2.3, which showsa particularlyawkward

passage for the first violins during the Kostelni�þka’s Act 1 solo, I have restored the

original notation rather than opt for Dürr’smuch easierdivisi solution (also used in

UE 1996):

Ex. 2.3

Likewise in the following passage from Act 3 Scene 8, for violins (1 and 2 in unison)

and violas, the awkward offbeatviola 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 practicable the revision is, it isinter alia preciselyin such

changes that the significance of Janá�þek’s subsequent revisions (in the form of cuts

and practical improvements) resides.Thus, whilst making necessary editorial

emendations, I have not sought to pre-empt either Janá�þek’s own changes or the

improvements of later editors. Footnotes give details of the more significant variant

readings in the sources.

Layout

For the sake of clarity, the present edition gives just onefull -scoresystemper page.

However, thesystem divisions follow as closely as ispracticable thoseof UE 1996 in

order to facilitate comparison between versions.

Scene numbers

Unlike many of Janá�þek’s later operas, thereare no physical changes of scene within

each Act of Jen�$fa. Instead Janá�þek, like Preissová, employs the classical convention

of new scenes according to the entrance or exit of characters (výstupis in this sense

the Czech equivalent of the GermanAuftritt). Janá�þek retainedPreissová’s

numbering, although his omissionof some scenes from the play means that, in �âFS,

�âVS and KPU,there are several ‘double’ scene numbersin Acts 1 and 2. These have
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been rationalised here, as they have beenin all scores published by Universal Edition;

seeAPPENDIX V, which includesthe original scene numberings.

Rehearsal figures

The present reconstruction adopts the rehearsal figures used by Dürr (UE 1969) and

Mackerras-Tyrrell (UE 1996/2000),againin order to facilitate comparison with those

editions. However, because the presentedition 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 (‘Daleko,�ãiroko’ and ‘Ej, mamko, mamko’), notated as

repeated passages in�âFS,�âVS and KPU, are here written out in full. A concordance

with the original rehearsal numbers as used in�âFS and KPU is provided inAPPENDIXV.

1906 cuts

The cuts made to Acts 1 and 2 ofJen�$fa by the time of the three performances in autumn

1906 (see above, andAPPENDIXIV) are indicated byvi- -de markings above thetop

stave.

Key signaturesand accidentals

Notoriously,Janá�þek’s choice of key signatures often appears quixotic, and for this

reason bothUE 1969 and UE1996/2000 rationalised these, for the most parteither

using more appropriate ones ordispensing with them altogether. For the present

reconstruction, Janá�þek’s originalgoverningkey signatures51 have been reinstated:

they served as the basis for KPU, UE 1917/18 andall laterCzech editions of the vocal

51 i.e. the general key signatures applying to the vocal lines and non-transposing instruments.
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score. Playing standards have improved over the years and musicians have grown

more used to Janá�þek’s idiom: in performances of the present reconstruction in

Nottingham (by theUniversityPhilharmonia, 4 March 2000, Act 2) and Warsaw

(Warsaw Chamber Opera, May 2004)the originalgoverningkey signatures posed no

serious problems for the players.They have therefore been retained throughout.52

Tied accidentalsacross systemsfollow the conventions used by Universal

Edition, which differ from modern anglophone practice.

Time signatures

UE 1969and1996/2000 occasionally made changes to the original time signatures,

for instance when consistent use of triplets made re-notation in compound timea

possibility. Here, as with key signatures,Janá�þek’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 irrationals(tuplets)

Janá�þek is well-known toeditorsand performersfor frequentlygetting his notation of

rhythmic irrationals (particularly duplets and quadruplets) ‘wrong’ according to what

has emerged as‘standard practice’ ; andspecifically,for using the wrong durational

unit as thebasisfor the irrational group. Usually, however,Janá�þek’s notation is clear

on itsown terms(as, for example, with thexylophone’squadruplet quavers that open

52 Both Paul Wingfield and Thomas Adès have argued persuasively forthe retention and— where

necessary— restoration of Janá�þek’s original key signatures, on both musicological and musical

grounds. Although a consideration of the musical significance of Janá�þek’s key signatures does not

form part of the present study, such arguments have— along with the practical considerations outlined

above— influenced the decision made here to restore the composer’s own notation. See Wingfield

1995 and Adès 1999.
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the opera); it has been ‘corrected’hereonly in those cases where genuine confusion

might otherwisearise.

Editorial completions

Where editorial completion has been necessary (particularly in the case of‘missing’

parts such asFlute 1,Violin 2 andCor anglais; see above), this is shown in small

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

Faulenzer (notational abbreviations)

Both �âFS and OPmake widespread use ofFaulenzer: common notational

abbreviations whichindicate repeated figuration patterns, or single or multiple slashes

through note stems to indicate multiple repetitions of the same note.All have been

written out in full except in those cases in the latter category where keeping the

abbreviated form is clear in itself and idiomatic for the instrument(s) concerned.

Janá�þek’s and�âtross’sapplication ofFaulenzeris often erratic. In the following

example, a literal reading ofthe original notation (a) would result in (b), with an awkwardly

repeatede(marked here with an asterisk), whereas (c)is surely what was intended. (This

is confirmed by parallel— though not identical— written-out figuration in�âVS.)

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 II/i/40, and even then is

erratically notated. Again,comparison with�âVS suggests thattriplet semiquavers

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

likewise been corrected withoutfurthercomment.

Dynamics

Editorial dynamicssuch asmf andpp are given in small type; other editorial dynamic

markings(dim., cresc.and hairpins) are indicated by square brackets.Dynamics

added by players to the Brno parts are indicated in parentheses (e.g. the trumpet

crescendohairpinat fig. 84 in Jen�$fa’s Act 2solo). �âtross makes frequent use of r f

(rinforzando); however Janá�þek, in hisadditions,corrections and revisions to parallel

passages,consistentlypreferssf (sforzando), suggesting anotational equivalenceby

which �âtross’sr f is to be understood inthe sense of a sudden accent. The present

edition therefore usessf throughout.

�âFS also makes use of general dynamic indications (dim.andcresc.) which

indicate the overall dynamic progression of certain passages, independently of the

finer, localiseddynamic shaping in individual instrumental and vocal lines,and

sometimes in conjunction with tempo markings (e.g.accel. e cresc.). In the present

edition these general dynamics are given above thetop woodwind and string staves in

the same type as the tempo indications.

Concerning thefurtherreasons for retaining Janá�þek’s own original dynamics,

see ‘Instrumentation’ below.
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Tempo markings

Tempo markingsare Janá�þek’s own for the opera in its 1904 version, as are the

metronome marks added by him to�âFS and�âVS, probably before the copying of OP.

In those places where tempo indications appear to havebeen added after the copying

of OP, but may apply to the 1904 version,they are given in parentheses. Editorial

suggestions or clarifications are given in square brackets.

Beaming

The original beaming is often contradictory, both between and even within�âFS and

�âVS. It has been standardised except in those cases where it seems to reinforceeither

thesense of phrasing or articulation within a passage, or the motivic sense.53 In this

respect(as in others)the present edition differs from UE 1969 and UE 1996/2000.

Thus, for example,in Act 1 Scene 5 the oboe beaming at bar 4— Ex. 2.6(a) below—

enhances the motivic reading of the passage, although it contradicts ‘correct’

notational practice(b):

Ex. 2.6

In Act 2 Scene 2, the use of tails rather than beaming in clarinet 1 and violin 2at fig.

19 (Ex. 2.7) serves to reinforcethe articulation in that bar, distinguishing it from the

unaccented continuation:

53 On the significance of beaming in revealing the underlying rhythmicunit (‘scelovací s�þasovka’) of a

given passage in Janá�þek’s theoretical work on rhythm, seeHTD 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 which seemmostto demand identicalor 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, Janá�þek calls forwhat appears tobedeliberatelycontrastive

articulation, as in the following example(Ex. 2.8): such instances have not been

standardised.

Ex. 2.8

Vocal phrasing slurs

For the most part,�âFS and�âVS use slurs in the voice parts in the modern

conventional manner, toindicate two or more notes sung to a single syllable of text.

Occasionally, however, theyarealsoused to bind together a multi-syllable phrase, as

in the following example(Ex. 2.9) from Act 3, where the legato phrase mark seems
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intended, among other things, to discourage too accented an attack on the octave leap

to the third note:

Ex. 2.9

As is shownin Ex. 2.10, UE 1969, 1996 and 2000 dispensed with such phrase marks

(following the precedent of UE 1917 and 1918), but they feature in KPU as well as

�âFSand�âFS, and theirpotential 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 and detailed examples

set out in Haller 1956 (seeBIBLIOGRAPHY). Occasionally,permitted alternativeshave

been used. For instance, in the case of the word ‘v�ãecko’ [all, everything] the usual

division is ‘v�ãe-cko’, but the alternative ‘v�ãec-ko’ (with the c and k separated) seems

better to reflect for non-Czech speakers (and particularly anglophone ones) the

phonetics of the word: ‘vshetsko’ (with thec pronounced asts in ‘cats’).
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Instrumentation

In line with UniversalEdition house-style,and since they arewidely comprehended,

Italian instrument names are adopted in the score, except for those instruments

(zvonky and lyra) which have a special meaning in Czech (see below).

As noted above, theinstrumentalforces at the Brno National Theatrein 1904

were small and, for thefirst run of performances, incomplete to varying degrees.54

Whilst Janá�þek’s minimum requirements forhis next opera,Osud, can in no sense be

interpretedas an ideal,55 the smaller size of the orchestra inBrno ingeneral (compared

with that common today even in medium-sized operahouses)has been a factor in

retaining Janá�þek’s original dynamics,rather than adopting any of thoseadded by

Kova��ovic — often for sound practical reasons— for the much larger theatre and

orchestra in Prague.Although strictlyrequiring an orchestra withtriple woodwind,

the 1904 score ofJen�$fa is for the most part playable bya double woodwind section

plus piccolo, withoboe and clarinet doubling on cor anglais and bass clarinet, as

undoubtedly happened in early performances. Details of the horn and brass

dispositionsare given in the notes below.Precise detailsof woodwind and brass

deployment (‘1º’ , ‘2º’ , ‘a 2’ , etc.) are based on a thoroughre-examination of both�âFS

and OP.

Transposing instruments

This edition adopts the widely used convention that transposing woodwind

instruments (i.e. cor anglais and clarinets) are given withtheappropriate

correspondingkey signatures: thus, for example, in a passage with a governing key

54 CHAPTER 1, fn. 42, and this chapter, fn. 22.
55 See above, fn. 22.
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signature of C major, B flatclarinets are notated with a key signature of D major).

Contrariwise, but according to the same set of conventions,transposing brass

instruments (i.e. horns and trumpets) are notated without key signatures, as also are

the timpani.56

In �âFS and OP, the horns are notated at various pointsin G, EandF; in the

present reconstruction the notation has been standardised according to modern

practice, with the horns playingin F throughout. Trumpet transpositions are as in�âFS

and OP. The clarinets likewise follow the original transpositions, except in those

cases where a quickchange between instruments is unfeasible or wherethe notation is

clearer in the alternative transposition (A or B flat): such departures from the original

transpositions are specifiedin footnotes.

Horns

The full complementof four horns is used only rarely, and much of the opera is

written for just horns 1to 3. In OP,the third and fourth hornsareboth copiedin the

same part.The limited resources of the Brno National Theatre orchestraat the time of

the premièrein any case seem not to have extended beyond a trio of horns.

Occasional editorial suggestions for theadditionaluse of all four horns are indicated

in small notes.

Trombones and tuba

As with the horns(see above), thetrombone section at the Brno National Theatrearound

1904appears to have beenlimited to three players. The fourth part is written inthe

56 �âFS includes sporadic— and often erratic— key signatures for cor anglais and clarinets, 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 both�âFS and OP is sometimes labelled‘4’ and at others‘Tuba’.

Nevertheless, it is highlyunlikely thatJaná�þek envisaged a fullcomplementof four

trombones plus one tuba, and the fourth part is here assigned to the tuba throughout.

Occasionally an additional or alternative fourth part in a low octave is written in

the OP trombone 3/tuba part in pencil. These annotations appear to pre-date the 1907/8

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

Xylophone

Although modern xylophone parts are written at pitch, an older tradition treats the

instrumentas atransposing instrument, notated an octave belowthe sounding pitch,

sometimes in the bass clef.Janá�þek (as copied by�âtross) notates the xylophone in the

bass clef throughout; as all the written notes are below the stave on the treble clef, the

originalnotation has been retained in the present score. Whilst the xylophone of

Janá�þek’s time would almost certainly have sounded an octave higher than this written

pitch, there remain some questionsas to what sound Janá�þek might have had in mind,

and the adoption of the original notation in this reconstructionis designed to allowfor

this ambiguity. Janá�þek annotated the xylophone line in�âFS‘na jevi�ãti, ve mlýn��’

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

been playedin the pit: in OPits music is written, like that for the timpani and other

percussion instruments, in a single percussion part.For a more detailed consideration

of some of these issues, seeAPPENDIX VI : Janá�þek,Jen�$fa and the straw-fiddle.

Lyra and zvonky

Janá�þek’s use of theseterms and instruments is considered in detail in Tyrrell 1996,

xvii–xviii , andJaWo, xx–xxii.
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The lyra is a lyre-shaped portable glockenspiel of the sort used in military

bands, usually designated by the term ‘campanelli’ in Italianate nomenclature.

In UE 1996, zvonky [literally ‘little bells’] is taken to designate an unpitched

bell. However,thenotation(admittedly often erratic)and contextin �âFS suggest that,

whilst the onstage use of the instrument (in the recruits’ scene, Act 1Scene 4) should

indeedbe some sort of unpitched handbell, elsewhere (e.g.in Act 1 Scene 5, fig.59 ff,

and Act 3 Scene 6, fig. 41) a pitched bell is probably intended. Accordingly, the

present edition uses a single-line stave for the unpitchedpassages, and a conventional

five-line treble staff for the pitched ones. The original notationin �âFS is given where

necessary in footnotes.

Triangle

Judging from�âFS,Janá�þek mayhave regarded the triangle at certain points inthe

score as pitched. However, itsnotation is riddled with inconsistencies, and in the

present reconstruction the modern unpitched convention is adopted throughout.

Harp

Because of the peculiarities of the instrument and for the sake of clarity, the harp part

has oftenbeen renotatedhereeither enharmonically or with replacement key signature

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

‘Ad libitum’ parts: contrabassoon and trumpet 3

In addition to therelativelyinfrequently used fourth horn andtuba, the 1904 version

of Jen�$fa also contains two instruments that did not survive the 1907 revisions: a

contrabassoon and a third trumpet, both of which playonly in the closing pagesof
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Act 1. On the basis of all availableevidence, including not justthe OP parts but also

surviving documentation concerning the state and size of the Brno theatre orchestra, it

seemshighly improbable that they were ever heard in performances. They are

included here,but play for so few bars that they could reasonably be regarded asad

libitum parts. The contrabassoon plays in just eight bars: I/vii/225–7 and I/vii/281–5.

Similarly the third trumpet plays in only eight bars: I/vii/205–12.
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CHAPTER 3: THE REVISION PROCESS

This chapterexamines the 1904 versionof Jen�$fa within the context of the opera’s

revision history, and thus explores a significantpartof the work’s musico-dramatic

evolution. The ability toidentify more precisely thanhithertothecontentof the1904

versionprovides aterminus ante et post quemfor determining thevariouslayers of

revision that camebefore and after it. And this in turnopens up the possibilityof a

more nuanced viewof boththe opera’s own genesis(including the revision process

itself), andalsoits relationship to certain wider musical and operaticdevelopmentsof

the time, which are considered in the brief conclusion(§3.6).

Thefollowing surveyexaminesthe nature of the revisions undertaken, the

immediate contexts within which they occurred and, more particularly, what purposes

— technical, notational, textural, rhythmic,expressive— they seem to have been

intended to fulfil, interms of the specific questionof the shaping and reshaping of the

opera. They afford us a glimpse, at however remote a distance,into Janá�þek’s

workshop(or at least the workshop of his mindand inner ear, and later his real ear as

well), as well as into the stage-by-stage evolution of the piece.In addition tooffering

an overview of the wider revision process of which the 1904 version is part, this

chapteralsoseeks to arriveat a general typology of revision, thereby suggesting how

the different sorts of change contributed toand in turn reflectJaná�þek’s evolving

conception of the work.

With its composition straddling two centuries in morethanjust the strictly

chronological sense,Jen�$fa 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 Janá�þek’s maturemusicalstyle in general, and indeed in the wider
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development of twentieth-century opera. Whilst such transitional qualities are by no

means always reflected inor dependent ona work’s genesis,Jen�$fa provides one of

the most striking cases of convergence: a transitional opera, itself in the process of

transition.

Althoughone can reasonably speak of four ‘versions’ ofJen�$fa — original, 1904,

1908 and 1916— there aregood grounds, as suggested inCHAPTER 2, for regarding

theprocess of revisionassomewhatmore fluid thaneventheestablishmentof a

discreteseries of layersmight suggest(seeTABLE 2.1). Inevitably,recognised

‘versions’ proposed by musicologists tend tocoalescearound verifiable dates, as

transmitted throughmanuscripts,publications, other documents andperformances.

There are usually good reasons for this state of affairs: composers’ revisionsare

themselvesnormally (although by no meansinvariably)prompted by theimmediate

prospects of performance or publication, whether realised or not, and thustend to be

concentrated aroundsuch events. Often,however,theversions established as a result

— or at least, the labels by which they becomeknown— can be misleading. Thus,

for instance, the ‘1908version’ of Jen�$fa, asembodied in the KPU published vocal

score, appears already to have beensubjected to minor revisionsby the time it was

first performed inJanuary1911, andit wasfurtheralteredup until the time of the pre-

Prague revisions of1915. It is this ‘final revision’ ofthe‘1908 version’ that is

presented in the Mackerras-Tyrrell edition (UE 1996 / UE 2000).1 The need to allow

for a certain latitudein labelling versionsrecognisesnot only the need for simplicity

as well astransparency in such matters, but alsothe fact that thereality of the revision

processwill usually lie somewherebetween the extremes ofa series of‘fixed’ ,

1 See Tyrrell 1996, vii, xii and xv / Tyrrell 2000, iv and vii.
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discreteversions on the onehand and what one might call a‘painting the Forth

Bridge’ scenarioon the other, with the text in anear-constant state of flux and

remaking. Moreover, as aparticularly complex and collaborativegenre, operagives

rise to special complications when trying neatly to compartmentalise the

compositional process and to assign ‘authority’ to certain readings (let alone

reconstruct them with any accuracy), for it is invariablysubjectedto anunusually

wide range of socialisingand culturalinfluences on its realisation in performance.2

Taking into accountthese provisosand the relativities which emerge from

them, Jen�$fa neverthelessstill seems to have moved through a number ofmore or less

distinctphases which can be characterised in broader terms, withwhat appear to be

different objectives to the fore at different stages. Throughout this process(albeit at

varying levelsof intensity) was a series of revisions to thevocal lines which, though

not exactlysystematic, shows Janá�þek steadilychanging,improvingand refiningthe

declamation, gradually attaining a more natural,realistic andoftenless melodically

dependentidiom for the voices(see below,§3.3.5). The possibility ofpinpointing the

1904version andalsothe significant 1906 revisionswith a greaterdegree of exactness

than has been possible until nowhelps in refining the identificationand chronologyof

other revisions, in particularthose made before 1904. What follows is intended as a

general overview— rather than an exhaustivelydetailed account— of the various

stages oftherevisionprocess. It focuses particularly on those revisions madeboth

shortly before and relatively soonafterthe1904 première(autumn 1903, summer

1906, and late 1906/7, the latter resulting in the 1908 KPU vocal score), as well as on

certain significant features of the 1904 version itself. It also offersa more generalised

summary of subsequent revisionsby both Janá�þek himself and Karel Kova��ovic.

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

For present purposesJaná�þek’s pre-première revisionscan be split intotwo broad

categories:notational and substantive.3 To the former belong numerouschangesto

time signatures and note valueswhich, whilst altering thenotatedappearance and

even the perception (by the performerswho read the notation) of certain passages,

leave thesoundingsubstance of the music essentially unaltered.TABLE 3.1(on the

following page)lists the main notational changes made to�âFS and�âVS between their

initial copyingby Josef�âtrossand8 October 1903, when Janá�þek handedoverboth

scoresto the Brno National Theatre. Excluded are a number of instances ofbeing

changed to (or vice versa), and also the more extensive changes to the closing pages

of Act 1 (now difficult to reconstruct with any certaintybecause of the heavily revised

state of�âFS and�âVS; but see belowandAPPENDICESVIII and IX). Many of the

metrical changes, including those listed in the following table, were facilitatedby

Josef�âtross having prescientlyruled many of the barlines in�âFS,as well as some of

those in�âVS, in pencil.

3 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 metre, note values,

articulation, phrasing and instrumentation equally clearly have a vital role in determining the character

and substance of a given work as realised in performance. Here thedifference impliedis one of degree:

most of Janá�þek’s alterations to metre,for 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 �âFS and�âVS

Act/sc bars original by Oct 1903 comments

I/iii 1–18 6/4 (12/8) Sta��enka: ‘Co ty, Jen�$fo, za mami�þkou
nechodí�ã?’

I/iv
I/v

1–61
1–3 6/4 recruits: ‘V�ãeci sa�åenija’

I/v 4–24 3/2 3/4 orch. interlude
Jen�$fa: ‘Du�ãa moja,�âtevo,�âtevu�ãko!’
�âteva: ‘Já, já! Já napilým?’

25–68 6/4 �âteva: ‘To ty mn��, Jen�$fka!’
69–186 6/4 2/4 number of bars doubled, i.e. one 6/4 bar

becomes two 2/4 bars
187–205 6/4 chorus: ‘Daleko,�ãiroko’ – Kostelni�þka’s

entrance
325–34 6/8 6/16 recruits: ‘Ale je to p��ísná�åenská’

I/vi 97–128 5/8 4/8 Jen�$fa: ‘Beztoho bude’(Andante)
129–40 5/8 2/4 �âteva: ‘V�ådy�"vidí�ã, tetka Kostelni�þka

mne pro tebe’ (Allegro)
I/vii 68–94 2/8 2/4 Laca: ‘Oka�å, já ti ji zastr�þím za

kordulku’ – Jen�$fa: ‘Dej ji sem!’
(�âVS only; �âFS always 2/4)

107 6/4 3/2 Jen�$fa: ‘mohu se pý�ãit!’ (Maestoso)
117–22 continuationof

preceding3/8
2/4 fig. 114: Presto

thechange of metre explains why the
left hand in�âVS is in triplet
semiquavers rather than quavers

II/i 124–88 key sig: 2 sharps 2 flats Jen�$fa: ‘�� ekla jste sama’:some of this
passage originally asemitone higher

163–97 3/4 3/8 Kostelni�þka: ‘Ale bude be�þat’
II/iii 210–30 4/16 2/8 �âteva: ‘A vás, tetko’
II/iv 43–84 3/2 3/4 Kostelni�þka: ‘Laco, ty má�ãv�ãecko

zv��d��t ... Jen�$fa, b��dná d��v�þica’
II/viii 1–9 3/8 Presto

(17 bars)
2/4 Kostelni�þka: ‘Tu zrovna jde!’

24–136 2/4 2/8 Jen�$fa: ‘D��kuji ti, Laco’
III/xi 23–53 2/4 4/8 Grave Kostelni�þka: ‘Odpus�"mi jenom ty’

That mostof thesenotational changesare found in Act 1 is hardly surprising, asthis

was the earliestAct to be composed by several years, and thus the most likely to bein

need of being brought‘up to date’ . Most extensive, in terms of number of bars

affected, is the re-notationof the ‘folk’ passages in Act 1Scenes 3 to 5 (the pseudo-

folksongs‘V �ãeci sa�åenija’ and ‘Daleko,�ãiroko’), in which the metrical framework

changed from 6/4 to. Although this can be viewed asa largelycosmetic change, it
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seemsalsoto reflectan original conception whichperhapsattempted toemulatethe

rhythmicsubtletiesof folk music, with much use of duplets within the original 6/4

metre. Elsewherethe change inmetreis sometimeslinked to achange oftempo: the

interjection of the recruitsin Act 1 Scene 5(‘Ale je to p��ísná�åenská’, fig. 75), after

the Kostelni�þka’s demand that�âteva should abstain from drink for one year, was

originally written in 6/8 but revisedto a moreanimated6/16Più mossoby October

1903. In such instances, themetrical change servesprimarily as notational

clarification(in this case, the newtempoarguably‘looks’ faster whennotated in

semiquavers rather than the original quavers).

More radical, however,was themetrical revision to Jen�$fa’s ‘Beztoho bude’

(Act 1 Scene 6, fig. 92). A closeexamination of both�âFS and�âVS reveals thatthis

passage was originallynotated not in the 4/8 of 1904 and later versionsbut in 5/8:

Ex. 3.1

In his 1903 revisions(mostprobably after the opera was turned down by thePrague

National Theatrethat spring) Janá�þek effected achangeto 4/8by adding semiquaver

beams to the second and third quaversin each bar, as is visible in Fig. 3.1:
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Fig. 3.1 �âVS II 58v/ii (detail), reproduced by courtesy of the Moravian Regional Museum,

Brno. Semiquaver beams have beenomitted in error from the upper part of the left-hand

piano stave; the rhythm of the lower part ontheright-hand stave is likewise uncorrected. The

paste-over in bar 1 of the voice part(above the word ‘Bez-to-ho’) is a 1907/8 revision, as is

the vocal rhythm in bar 3(‘vý-�þi-tek’).

The quintuple metreof this passage originallyalso extended as far asthe initial

sectionof �âteva’sAllegro response (figs 95–96):

Ex. 3.2

The1903metrechangefrom 5/8to 4/8clearly goes beyond merenotational niceties.

Janá�þek had made excursions into quintuplets or quintuplemetre before:an early

example is found in theouterAdagiosections ofthe fifth movement of theIdyll for

strings (VI/3;1878),whilst later instances can be found in the early versions of the

‘Úvod’ and ‘Gospodi pomiluj’ movementsof theM�ãa glagolskaja(III/9; 1927).4 One

4 See Wingfield 1992a, 48–51.
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could speculatethat thechangeof metremight in this instancehave been influenced

by the shortcomings of theforces at the Brno National Theatre, althoughone would

surely be justified in assuming that,at least in theAndantesection, this would hardly

have been undulytaxingfor the players. In any event,the rhythmic variety

introduced by the semiquavers of Janá�þek’s revision achieves an intensification of

expression not quite present in theundifferentiated successionof 5/8 quaversof the

pre-première original. In his 1907/8revisions(resulting in the KPU vocal score)

Janá�þek took this intensification a stage further, freeing up the vocal linefrom the

orchestral accompaniment(I/vi/115–17) in a manner that would come to typifythe

1908 version(see below,§3.3.5):5

Ex. 3.3

Although the vocal line revision in the above example was made after the 1904 première,

it is clear that some changes to the voice parts were made before this date. Among these

were alterations tothe Kostelni�þka’s Act 1 intervention aria, ‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ivý’ ,

including not merely rhythmic adjustment (removal of dupletsin favour of compound

time) but also the excision of somephrases of text(seeEx. 3.4). Themodification ofthe

5 See alsoCO, 283–6.
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notationof rhythmic irrationalsis a characteristic of Janá�þek’s pre-premièrechanges, and

he continued tinkering withthe nuances of vocal rhythms in his later revisions.

Ex. 3.4

Ex. 3.5 shows the originalnotation (triplets throughout)of the Foreman’s‘Vidí�ã,

Laco, to je mipodivné’ [You see, Laca, that’s what I find strange]in Act 1 Scene 2.

The pre-première revisionof 1903replaced these tripletswith duple rhythms, whilst

the 1907/8changesresulted in a mixture of the two(cf. Ex. 2.2):

Ex. 3.5

Oneof the moststriking pre-première revisions occurs in Act 2Scene7, when

Jen�$fa, after lamentingthe death of her baby(‘To�åum��el’ [He died then]), asksthe

Kostelni�þka: ‘A co �âteva?’ [ And what of�âteva?] (fig. 103). In the versions of 1904

onwards, this isa moment of hiatus: as the timpani strokes die away, the
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accompaniment evaporates completely, so thatJen�$fa is left singing aloneat the

tempo change toLarghetto. However,until 1903 this passagehadin fact featured a

continuousorchestralaccompaniment, with a steady tread of crotchets inthestrings

and timpani plus sustained wind chords, and no change of tempo:

Ex. 3.6a



83

Janá�þek’s bold removal ofthe accompaniment(Ex. 3.6b) strengthenedone ofthe

crucial points in the opera: from a momentof emotional exhaustionand desolation

begins thelong build-upthrough Laca’s arrival(Scene 8, fig. 107a)to the climactic

ending of Act 2.

Ex. 3.6b
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This radical pre-première revision also has a wider significance, inasmuch asit can also

be seen as the beginning of a process oftextural and motivic‘distillation’ by which many

passages featuring continuous orchestral textureswere pared downto bare essentials,

anotherfeaturethat istypicalof Janá�þek’s later revisions (see below, §3.3.2).

(One of the fewcontrary examples, i.e. of silence being ‘filled out’,is the

transition between Scenes 5 and 6 in Act 1. Here, the end of the ensemble ‘Ka�ådý

párek’ asoriginally copied by�âtross haddied away to leave Jen�$fa’s four-bar

recitative at thebeginning of Scene 6— ‘�âtevo,�âtevo, já vím,�åes to urobil z té

radosti dnes!’[�âteva, I know you were only behaving like that today out of high

spirits] (fig. 87) — unaccompanied.By October 1903 Janá�þek had added the

xylophone semiquavers(quavers in the 1908 version)to fill t his void. For further

details, and on thepossiblewider significance of the xylophone in Act 1 ofJen�$fa, see

APPENDIX VI .)

Another notable change at this stage came in the last scene of the opera, where

Laca’s finalwords, ‘na út��chu’ , wereoriginally sung three times. Janá�þek pasted over

the two sequential repetitions (shown insmall notes in Ex. 3.7), thus turning what then

became Laca’s last note in the work, eb' (asterisked),into an unresolved passing note.

The removal of these repetitions before the première is confirmed by LB.

Ex. 3.7
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By far themost extensivepre-premièrealterations, however,came in the Act 1

finale. In Janá�þek’s later revisions, all three Act endings were subjected to some sort

of significant change(see below, §3.3.4), but the ending ofAct 1 seems to have given

him particular problems, with extensive reworkingsoccurringin 1907/8. The nature

of these later changes, and in particular the manner inwhich they were implemented

in the manuscripts, means that much of theoriginal,pre-première version is now

irrecoverable. However, two passages in particular can be retrieved with a fair

amount of certainty, and are presented in the appendices at the back ofthis volume.

The first is legible in�âVS, on a two-page opening that had at one time been stuck

together (�âVS I/72v–73r); it correspondsto I/vii/206–16 in the present edition of the

1904 version, the moment of maximum crisis when Laca cuts Jen�$fa’s cheek. It is

presented inAPPENDICESVIIIa and VIIIb, the first as originally copied by�âtross, the

secondan earlyrevision corresponding to layer FS1.2 inTABLE 2.1(i.e. before the

changes of autumn 1903). Despite some obvious similaritieswith the1904 version

(Laca’s vocal line; the ascending groups of four semiquavers), the contentof this

passage is quite different in its pre-première guise.Jen�$fa’s cry of ‘Je�åí�ãMaryja’

[Jesus Maria!]is repeated (at first sequentially) and pitched (as it was to be again in

1908), contrasting with the unpitched outburst in1904(I/vii/ 210–13), and its rhythm

is taken up in the accompaniment.The piano left-hand in�âVS suggests that the

original accompaniment to this passagealsofeatured string tremolos.Apart from

Laca’s line (rhythmically altered) the only feature to survive in the 1904 version is the

rapid semiquaver figuration.

Another passagefrom theAct 1 finalethat survivesrelatively intactin its pre-

première formis found in�âFS I/198r–200r, a cut passage which comes between

I/vii/261 and 262 in the present edition(seeAPPENDIX XI). The textof the vocal lines
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corresponds to the present figs 122–122b, with Barena expressing relief that Laca’s

knife has not cut Jen�$fa’s eye, and Sta��enka 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 rozum la�ãkovat s no�åem v ruce!’)before the Foreman

runs back on stage. Like the surrounding bars as they survive in the 1904 version, this

passage is in 3/4, with a key signature of four flats.It is built around an agitated

figure of semiquaver sextuplets (initially flutes and strings) followed by triplet

quavers (strings) with a held pedal (clarinet and bassoon plus tremolo lower strings).

This texture is used to effect a build-up over a pedal D flat (from 198v/2),becoming

harmonically diffuse(199v)but finding its footing again(199v)and climaxing on a

chord ofD flat majorbefore the musicstarts building a second ascent(200v/1 =

I/vii/262).

The excision of both these passages suggests that Janá�þek undertooka radical

overhaul of theentireAct 1 endingat some pointbefore he handedoverthe score to

the Brno National Theatre in October 1903. Indeed, itwas perhaps this, the most

thoroughgoing of the pre-première revisions, to which Janá�þek was referring when he

wrote to Camilla Urválková: ‘I am so taken up and overworked with the final revision of

my opera […]’.6

Generally, however, althoughthechangesmade by autumn 1903featureda

sizeable group ofmajor revisions as outlined here, the overriding trend isone of

clarification, with Janá�þek 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 above, there were no major cuts: thesewould come later.

6 N��mcová 1974, 135; seeCHAPTER 1, §1.2.
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3.2From 1904 to 1906

As mentioned inCHAPTER 1, it wassuggested by Bohumír �ât��dro�� on the basis of a

letter from Janá�þek to Kova��ovic that the firstlayer ofpost-première revisions to

Jen�$fa may have been made as early February 1904.7 On the whole,however,this

seems unlikely. Firstly, Janá�þek may well have been referringin that letterto

revisions made before the première, i.e. those made by October 1903.8 Furthermore,

all the availableperformancematerial would stillhave beenat the Brno theatre (the

autograph manuscript, stillin Janá�þek’s possession at this stage, hadalreadybeen

rendered effectivelyredundantas performance materialbecause of the pre-première

revisionsmade toboth�âFS and�âVS, as outlined above). Whilst �âVS may possibly

have been available to Janá�þek, enabling him to make changes to the voice parts, the

singers would already have learnt their parts, making any significant alterations to

their lines unlikely from a practical point of view. Furthermore, the evidence of the

orchestralparts suggests that,with minor exceptions (most notablythe removalof an

harmonically awkwardanticipatorymotif for cello and bassoonbefore the beginning

of the Kostelni�þka’s Act 3 confession),9 the first substantive changes(a)occurred

largely in the form of cuts and (b) appear not to have been made until 1906,in

preparationfor the three performancesgivenby the Brno company that autumn.

Hrazdira’s letterto Janá�þek of 11 July 1906(seeAPPENDIXII ) mentions

relatively few changescompared with the numberof cutsthat were eventually made

by thatSeptember(listed in full in APPENDIX IV) . He suggestsmaking cuts tothe two

Act 1 ensembles, ‘A vy, muzikanti’ and ‘Ka�ådý párek’, without givingdetails (‘I

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

7 CHAPTER 1, fn. 48.
8 Ibid.
9 III/x/32–3; seevol. II/3, p. 736, footnote.
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more specificcuts, the first of two bars and the second of three, in Act 1 Scene 7.

Presumably with Janá�þek’s approval, or even participation, these suggestionswere

greatly expanded upon in�âVS (where the cuts seem firstto have been made), and then

transferred to�âFS and OP. If the evidence of OP and LB is reliable(seeCHAPTER 2),

these cuts included theKostelni�þka’s Act 1aria, ‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ivý’ (cut no. 2in

APPENDIX IV), together with its introductory orchestral paragraph(Ex. 3.8; cut no. 1):10

Ex. 3.8

The cutting of the Kostelni�þka’s aria at this stage is a significant one in the light ofthe

criticisms in 1904 of the opera’sself-proclaimed but only imperfectly achieved

‘realism’. 11 For although this passage is not referred to in any of the contemporary

10 SeeCHAPTER 2, fn. 47.
11 SeeAPPENDIX I 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 credentials.12

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 bars (cuts 3–6 in

APPENDIX IV; Janá�þek would take this even further in his 1907/8 revisions: seeTABLE

3.2 below). Even more significant, however, was the removal of the central part of

‘Ka�ådý párek’, reducing it from 67 to 53 bars(cut no. 7). This was the ensemble that

had caused such controversy in the wake of Josef Charvát’s review article in 1904.13

The main criticism thathademerged in Janá�þek’s spat with the editorial board of

Jevi�ãt�� was the multiple repetition bysoloistsand chorus of just one short line of

homespun wisdom fromGrandmother Buryjovka: ‘Ka�ådý párek simusí svoje trápení

p��estát’ [Every couple must overcome their own troubles], a repetition which all too

obviously flew in the face of the opera’s much trumpetedrealism. Janá�þek’s defence

— that ‘Whoever hears this motif of the Grandmother […] not only sighsin spirit

12 In classic Naturalism, as epitomised in the novels of Émile Zola and notionally taken up (albeit in

modified form) by operatic Naturalism andverismo, the readeror audience is denied the privilege ‘of

identifying with the characters’ motives and feelings’:Andrew Rothwell, Introduction to Émile Zola,

Thérèse Raquin(Oxford: OUP, 1992), viii. It is just such motives that the Kostelni�þka’s Act 1 aria (and

her monologue in Preissová’s play) sets out at length. Taken in context, the ‘realism’ referred to in the

originalJen�$fa programme note (APPENDIX I) is clearly synonymous with what would now be referred

to as Naturalism; for an outline of the definitions of and distinctions between the terms, see Chew 2003,

101–3. Although the Kostelni�þka’s aria is now widely performed in productions and recordings, there

are no grounds to believe that it was cutfor any reasonotherthan that Janá�þek himself felt it should be

removed. Nor are there any signs that Janá�þek ever sought to reinstate it, unlike Jen�$fa’s Act 2 Scene 6

prayer ‘Zdrávas královno’ [Hail, queen] which had been cut from the second performance of the opera

(28 January 1904) because of the indisposition of the singer,Marie Kabelá�þová, but was subsequently

restored.
13 SeeCHAPTER 1, §1.3.
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with the same words, but also agrees out loud’14 — attemptedto justify the repetition

on expressive grounds, but also betrays the fact that, in wanting ‘to linger here’, 15 he

had made ‘something of aconcession to an effective musical motif which I would

hardly allow myself today’.16 And indeedin its uncut 1904 guisethis ensemble—

together with the preceding ‘A vy, muzikanti’and the bridging passage, ‘Jdi se vyspat,

�âtevu�ãko, jdi […] Kamarádit�� svádi?’ — is strongly suggestiveof the classicpezzo

concertatoform, with eachof the threesections launched by a solo from Grandmother

Buryjovka.17 Even by the time thatJaná�þek hadstarted work onJen�$fa, in the mid-

1890s, this type of ensemble wasalreadyanachronistic; by 1904 it must have

appearedeven more so.18 The cutting of the oboe-led central section of‘Ka�ådý párek’

(Ex. 3.9below), with its spot-lighting of the four soloists (Jen�$fa, Grandmother

Buryjovka, Laca and the Foreman) and its steady harmonic intensification, removed a

passage that was particularly redolent of this outmoded form. And although Janá�þek

would take the cuts to‘A vy, muzikanti’ even further in 1907/8 (see ‘KPU’ inTABLE

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

this problematic scene.

14 JODA, JP 34.
15 Ibid., Janá�þek’s emphasis.
16 Ibid.
17 That Janá�þek himself thought of this passage as a more or less discrete ‘number’ is suggested in his

letter toJevi�ãt��, where he uses the word ‘�þíslo’ (in the sense of a dramatic number) apparently to refer

to this section as a whole: ‘Více textu, který pro toto�þíslo uvolila se je�ãt�� napsat spisovatelka pí G.

Preissová, sotva pom�$�åe’ [More text, which the writer Mrs Gabriela Preissová 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��mcová 1974, 145; Eng. trans.JODA, JP34.
18 See Julian Budden: ‘Pezzo concertato’,NG2, iii, 989. Janá�þek was familiar with such ensembles

from operas likeLa traviata, Il trovatoreandLes Huguenots, all of which he is known to have seen

before he embarked on the composition ofJen�$fa.
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Ex. 3.9

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

A vy, muzikanti
Jdi se vyspat,�âtevu�ãko, jdi …
Kamarádi t�� svádi? Ka�ådý párek

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 1, however: several were made to

Act 2 as well, including a long one (46 bars in all,apparently in twostages: cuts 16a
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and 16bin APPENDIX IV) to Laca’s final-scene solo, ‘Chci, Jen�$fka’ (II/viii/41) ,

which proceeds to a duetwith Jen�$fa (fig. 116c)and then a trio withtheKostelni�þka

(fig. 117). Although, as with ‘A vy, muzikanti’, these cuts would be taken even

further in 1907/8, the 1906 changes removed the entire duet with Jen�$fa, as well as the

second ‘verse’ of Laca’s solo (‘Hle, ta jizva’, II/viii/163), thereby substantially

lessening the impression (so obvious in the 1904 version) of an operatic set number.

In addition to such larger scale cuts, which address notonly formal

anachronisms but also the crucialquestion of dramatic pacing, the excision ofseveral

short‘orchestral interludes’19 is an important development: it would be taken much

further in Janá�þek’s revisions of 1907/8,therebyremoving someof themore four-

square periodicity of the 1904 version.Althoughin his initial suggestionsHrazdira

appears to have been motivated simply by a desire to address a fewof the opera’s

more obviouslongueurs, the 1906 cuts, as evidenced by the musical sources, in fact

prepare theway for the far more extensiverevisions of 1907/8.

3.3 The 1907/8revisions

The revisions madeto the operaby Janá�þek over the Christmas/New Year holiday of

1906/7, andcontinuedduring the course of preparations for the1908 KPU vocal score,

combine types ofchangealreadyused in the pre-première alterations (i.e. textural

changes) and the 1906 revisions (i.e. cuts). Both, however, werenowtaken much

further. Janá�þek had by this stage hadample time to absorb theexperience andlessons

of two series of performances,givenin 1904–5 and in autumn 1906. This, coupled with

the incentive of, firstly, the possibility of an award from the Czech Academyand then

19 ‘orch. mezihry’: Hrazdira’sterm for the one-, two- or three-barinstrumentalphrases that frequently

punctuate the voice parts; seeAPPENDIX II.
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the publication ofJen�$fa in vocal score(seeCHAPTER1, §1.5), as well as the possibility

— however remote it must have seemedas time dragged on— of having the opera

accepted in Prague, appearto have prompted a fundamental reappraisal of the opera’s

musical dramaturgywhich led in turn to the most far-reachingseries of revisions in the

opera’s lengthy genesis.

3.3.1Cuts

The extent of the resulting revisionsis hinted at inAPPENDIX VII, which presents bar-

counts for the opera at fourdifferent points in its post-compositional development:

1904, 1906, 1908 and 1916.A comparison of thecolumns gives some idea— albeit a

rathercrude one— both of the scale of the differences between these distinct and

verifiable versions of the opera andof the scale of the changes made to the length of

the work over a period of a dozen years. In particular,it shouldbenoted thatthescale

of thecuts introducedby Janá�þek himself between 1906 and 1908 dwarfs those made

in 1915/16 by Kova��ovic. And although this tabular summary does not addressthe

just as extensive alterations made to theremaining musical substance— by way of

changes tomotivic content, orchestration, texture, vocal lines, etc.— it does suggest

the larger perspective in which Kova��ovic’s much-discussed butessentially cosmetic

alterations should be viewed.

As with the earlier 1906 cuts, Janá�þek’s 1907/8 excisionsrange from one-,

two- or three-barabridgements— removing repetitions andinstrumental interjections,

andmoving away from some of themoreregular periodicstructures of the 1904

version— to muchlarger-scale alterations. Among the latter are the further

abridgement of the Act 1 ensemble ‘A vy, muzikanti’ (seeTABLE 3.2),andthe even

moreradical shortening of thesolo/trio for Laca, Jen�$fa and theKostelni�þka launched
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by Laca’s ‘Chci, Jen�$fka’ — the entire passagenowtaking upjust 23 bars in all (UE

1996, figs 116 to 119), compared withthe 82 bars of1904.20 Both theserevisions

substantially lessenthe impression— so strong in the 1904 version of the score— of

operatic set numbers. So too dothe cuts toLaca’sentrance in Act 2 Scene 4. In 1904

themusic of theopening section, where he announces his arrival(II/iv/1–8; see Ex.

3.10a), was reprised in altered form with different text (I/iv/36–41) to createwhat

amounts, musically at least,to a miniature modified da capo structure.

Ex. 3.10a

20 As a consequence of the abridgement at this stage, Laca’s initial entry is brought forward so that he

now sings over what had originally been the purely orchestral four-bar introduction 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 the eight-bar passage of simultaneous singing from fig. 117.
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Janá�þek removedthe outer sections of this regularised structure in his 1907revisions,

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 cutsmadeat this stage includethe31 bars removed from the

opening scene of Act 2 between Jen�$fa andtheKostelni�þka (II/i/167–94) and a

notableabridgement of the orchestral introduction to Act 3 (102 bars in 1904,

shortened to 77 in 1908).

Many of the longer cutsin particularwent hand-in-hand withsignificanttextural

alterations to the surrounding passages that remained(see below, §3.3.2), although

Janá�þekneverthelessoften preserved themusical and expressiveessence of the original

material even where it was drastically pruned, unwilling to forego entirely theresidual

lyricism of the original inspiration.21 There are alsoa few passages that, although brief,

were relatively self-contained andthatwere excised at this stage of the revision process.

Of these, oneof the more striking is a short, impassioned asidefrom the Kostelni�þka in

Act 2 Scene 8,just after she has offered to bless Jen�$fa and Laca(Ex. 3.11below):

‘Ach, ona neví, neví’ [Ah, shedoesn’t realise how hard it’s beenfor me to bring this all

about], after which she sinks into the chair.22 This sudden,musically arrestingoutburst

is (arguably) an expressiveconsequence ofher preceding ‘P�$jde, za tebe, p�$jde, Laco,

p�$jde!’ [Of course she’ll go with you, Laca] (II/viii/82, markedzimni�þ��, i.e. feverishly)

and ‘Ona v�þil u�åztracený rozum na�ãla!’ [Now she has come to her senses again]

(II/viii/93, markedroz�þilen��, i.e. wildly or excitedly). However, from a purely dramatic

point of view (and, indeed, from a musico-dramatic one) this short passageseems weak.

As amusically self-containedaside, it is inonesense a miniature counterpart to the

Kostelni�þka’s Act 1 ‘Aji on byl zlatoh��ivý’ . And whilst it hardly holds up the action to

the same extent,it doesthreaten tosteal thunder, however fleetingly, from the

Kostelni�þka’s laterchilling descent into the mental abyss (Act 2, fig. 120).

21 A point made by Tyrrell in connection with the surviving ‘torso’ of ‘Chci, Jen�$fa’, Tyrrell 1968, 74.
22 As well she might, given the demands of Janá�þek’s specified metronome mark: see Ex. 3.11.
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Ex. 3.11

That Janá�þek was concerned in these revisions with removing suchmusically and

dramatically tangential moments is further suggested byhis cutting of a short passage

for Jen�$fa in Act 3 Scene 4. Just after Karolka has warnedheragainsttelling �âteva

how handsome he is, becauseit makes him conceited(III/iv/ 74), Jen�$fa, accompanied

by a disarminglysimple idea in thestrings,appears to reflecton her own earlier, naïve

belief in a superficially perfect wedding(seeEx. 3.12below): ‘Oh, I 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 Jen�$fa’s reflection (is she merely

thinking of her own youthful naïvety, or are her words directed also at Karolka and

�âteva?), 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 to be a well-judged one, however affectingin its simplicitythe

music itself may be.
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Ex. 3.12

3.3.2Textural alterations

Janá�þek’s 1907/8 cuts(mostof them clearly legible inboth�âFS and�âVS) have, like

the alterations to the vocal lines (see below, §3.3.4), received a good deal of attention

in the past, notably inthevarious studies by�ât��dro�� and Tyrrell. Yet just as

important at this stage of the revision process were hismanywide-ranging changes to

the opera’s musical textures, which amountto not merelya bringing into focus of

existing ideas, but also very oftena highly distinctivetransformation of the work’s

soundworld. Because many of these changes were effected with particular

thoroughness in the manuscript sources,they have tended, necessarily, to be

overlooked until now.The possibility of comparing the reconstructed 1904 score with

the 1908 versionin this especial respectaffordsnew insights into animportantaspect

of the opera’stransformationat this stage.
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Of the various ways used to achieve sucha textural transformation, one of the

most obvious is Janá�þek’s increased deploymentof silence as an accompaniment to

the voices. Arelativelystraightforward example of thiscomes in Act 3 Scene 4

(Exx. 3.13a andb), a passage following immediately on from Ex. 3.12discussed

above. �âteva tells Laca that he and Karolka are to be wed in a fortnight’s time, to

which Karolka jokingly responds‘Aha, only if I feel like it!’ In 1904, all this is

accompanied by steady crotchet chords in strings and horns, with bassoons joining in

at Karolka’s highbb'':

Ex. 3.13a

In 1908, Janá�þek holds backthe crotchet chords until the fifth bar, so that the exchange

between the half-brothers comes across more conversationally, while Karolka’s vocally

extravagant— and psychologicallyostentatious— tease isgloriously enhanced:
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Ex. 3.13b

This revision is similar to the one Janá�þek had made to Jen�$fa’s ‘A co �âteva’ in Act 2

in the pre-première revisions (see above, §3.1, Exx. 3.6a and b),although an important

difference is that Janá�þek now removes the accompaniment forjust a fewbars at a

time while keeping itas occasional punctuation for the vocal lines (asin the

continuation of Ex. 3.13b). Such atechnique becomesparticularly effective when the

orchestral accompaniment features a short motif which, instead of beingconstantly

repeated, is broken up, so that theessence of theoriginal ideais, as it were,‘distilled’.

A particularly instructiveexample of thiskind of process isthe Kostelni�þka’s

‘U�åod téchvíle’ in the first scene of Act 2 (fig. 5). This is the point at which the

music of the prelude finally gives way to an arching motifdeveloped from the cadence

figure of the prelude, as the Kostelni�þka reflects on her feelings ‘ever since that
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moment I brought you home’. In 1904, this arching motifprovides a continuous

textural backdrop for the Kostelni�þka’s reflections right up to fig. 7:

Ex. 3.14

At first glance thisaccompaniment(and particularly the motivic profile) seems to

have much in common with the ostinatos that are such a notable featureof Janá�þek’s

mature style, for instance the ones that appear in the first movement of the second

String Quartet (Ex. 3.15) and the second movement of the Sinfonietta (Ex. 3.16):

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

However,the rather conventionally balancedtexture of ‘U�åod téchvíle’ in its 1904

guise(even disregarding the editorial violin 2 part)is somewhatdifferent from the

ostinatos found in Janá�þek’s later operas, which tend to be muchsparer, usuallyin

higher registers, as in the following example from the opening sceneof V��c

Makropulos, in which the clerk, Vítek, is making a phone call to track down his boss,

Dr Kolenatý:
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Ex. 3.17

Janá�þek’s 1907 revision of ‘U�åod téchvíle’ removedthe ostinato for bars at atime,

leaving a fractured transformation of the arching motif as a punctuating figure in the

manner of an accompanied recitative(seeCHAPTER 2, §2.3):

Ex. 3.18

The result isactually much closer to the use of punctuating accompanimental motifs

as used in Janá�þek’s later operas, as the following example— from just a few bars

earlier inV��c Makropulosthan Ex. 3.17 — clearly demonstrates:
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Ex. 3.19

Other instancesof motivic and textural distillation are plentiful in the 1907/8

revisions. Towards the end ofAct 2 Scene7, after Jen�$fa has lamented the death of

her baby, the Kostelni�þka tells herthe news about�âteva:‘A s tou rychtá��ovou u�åje

zaslíben’ [Now he’s engaged to the mayor’s daughter]. In 1904 this is accompanied

by a constant triplet quaver ostinato in the strings:

Ex. 3.20a
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In 1908, the accompaniment evaporates for one or two bars at a time,a revision

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

Ex. 3.20b

An altogether more extreme exampleof this tendency towardstextural

distillation is foundin Act 3 at the moment of the Kostelni�þka’s initial revelation of

the truthabout the baby’s murder, ‘To m�$j skutek,m�$j trest bo�åí’ [ 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

accompaniment, the Kostelni�þka’s vocal linecloselyentwined withthe instrumental

motifs (cf. CHAPTER 2, Fig. 2.5):

Ex. 3.21a
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In 1908 Janá�þek delays the appearance of this theme until the Kostelni�þka’s powerful

outpouring,‘Tys, Bo�åe, to v��d��l �åe tonebylo k snesení’ [Oh God,you know how

unbearable it was](Act 3, fig. 59), leaving themoment ofinitial confession

unaccompanied exceptfor the brief interjectory motif that underpins the crowd’s

reaction:

Ex. 3.21b

Silence, however,was not theonly means by which Janá�þek achieved his

remarkablemusicaltransformation of the opera: in many caseshe pared awaymuch

textural padding, thusbringing musical motifsinto sharper focus. In Ex. 3.22(from

the Kostelni�þka–�âteva scene in Act 2)the insistent violin demisemiquavers and viola
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semiquavers of the 1904 version(upper stave)were discarded by 1908, leaving the

rhythmicallyaccelerating bass line to stand alone.

Ex. 3.22

The first four bars ofJen�$fa’s Act 2 lament, ‘To�åum��el’ [He died then], were

similarly givengreater definitionby the suppression of all but the viola line, now

playedsul ponticelloand markedespressivo:

Ex. 3.23a

Ex. 3.23b
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Whilst a general trend at this stage was the paring down of orchestral textures,

especially where serving asaccompaniments, there are alsosomenoteworthyexamples

of textural enrichment. A good instanceof this is the very opening of Act 3, where the

relatively drabscoringof 1904 (Ex. 3.24a, cellos in unison with double basses) is greatly

enlivened in 1908simplyby having the cellos play in parallel tenths with the basses and

added bassoons (Ex. 3.24b):

Ex. 3.24a

Ex. 3.24b

A more complexexample of textural transformationcomes inthe

Kostelni�þka’s confession(Act 3Scene 10), particularly her vivid relationof the events
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on the fateful night she killed Jen�$fa’s baby. The jettisoning of the1904 version’s

agitated stringdemisemiquavers at the moment she describes her sensations on

drowning the child (‘Bylo to ve�þer’, fig. 61) in favour of the sustained harmonics of

1908 is one of the most chillingly effective ofthe many inspired changes thatJaná�þek

madeprior to publication of the vocal score.A similarly comprehensive reworking

was made of the beginningof the following scene, where Jen�$fa, in a conciliatory

gesture, bids her stepmother to standup. Thethickly-scored,rather foursquare1904

setting of this passage (Ex. 3.25a), with the voice doubled by cor anglais, clarinets and

violas, and repeatedstring demisemiquaver chords reinforced by flutes and bassoons,

was replaced in 1908 by a much more transparent texture: the original melodynow the

sole preserve of Jen�$fa’s rhythmically freervocal line, bright pianissimoE major

sustained chords substituted for the previous sombreB flat minor leanings, and the

reaching-over motif originally introducedonly at fig. 68 now anticipated in bassoons,

cellos and clarinet (Ex. 3.25b).

Ex. 3.25a
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Ex. 3.25b

3.3.3 Folk passages andtextures

Janá�þek’s textural changesalso extended tothe folk-influenced passages ofthe score.

These are of special interest because, together with the opera’s prose textand self-

proclaimed use of speech melody, its ‘realistic expression of the locality’was

fundamental to itsparticularembodiment of aNaturalistic (and indeed nationalistic)

strain of realismas outlined in the original programme note (seeAPPENDIX I).

Already in his pre-première revisions Janá�þek had made some notational changes to

the folk-based ensembles in Act 1 (see above, §3.1). In 1907 he went further(as

elsewhere inhis revisionsat this time), reducing thescoring of theoffstage

instrumental accompaniment in ‘V�ãeci sa�åenija’23 and removing the vocal dronesfor

23 It 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 bassesin ‘Daleko, �ãiroko’. In the Act 3 village girls’ song (‘Ej, mamko,

mamko’), he not only lightened the scoring— making it considerably less earthyand

bass-heavy— but also removed Barena’s charming yet fussy descant.24

Particularly notable are the revisions Janá�þek made to passages featuring the

duvajor ‘double-stroke’ style of folk accompaniment. This homophonic, chordal

string figuration featuring offbeat stress patterns( ) was describedat some

lengthby Janá�þek himselfin his detailedintroduction(XV/163) to Národní písn��

moravské v nov�� nasbírané[Moravian folksongs newly collected] (XIII/3; 1901).25

There he identified itas a typical rhythmic figure of theStarosv��tská[old-world]

dance26 from Slovácko,andemphasised its disruptive and vivifying qualities.Several

of the accompanieddance-songs and melodiesincludedin the latter part of this

monumental volume (in thesection devoted to dance tunes) contain examples of the

duvajaccompaniment in context, including theone reproduced on the following page

(Fig. 3.2), showing the beginning of a transcription from Velká nad Veli�þkou in the

Hor��ácko district of Slovácko.In the accompanimental chords, each pair of quavers

is slurred in a continuous bow-stroke, with an increase in pressure on the second

quaver (indicated in Janá�þek’s notation by an accent). In Moravian (and specifically

Slovácko) folk ensemble music this is an idiomatic string accompaniment,typically

using simple diatonic chords andusuallytaken bythe second fiddle (kontrá�ã) and

string bass (bassa) which togethersupportthe voice (zp��v) and first fiddle (hudec).

24 Barena’s descant was perhaps influenced by the leader-chorusstyle of Slovakian female-voice

folksong that also led to Janá�þek’s Lidová nokturna[Folk nocturnes] (IV/32, 1906). Janá�þek first

collectedthe material that gave rise tothese nocturnes in September 1901; seeJYLi, 343, 345 and

649–50.
25 BJ III, i–cxxxvi.
26 ‘Typická s�þasovka Starosv��tské’, ibid., cxv.
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Fig. 3.2 BJ III, 900.

The use by ethnomusicologists of the termduvajfor this type of figuration is

morerecent:27 the term itself appears originally to come from Slovakia, and is perhaps

onomatopoeic, with thevowel shift fromu to a mimicking the opening out of sound

on the second, stressed quaver.28 Duvaj-style folk accompanimentscan be found not

only in Slovácko and Slovakia but also further south and east in Hungary and

Romania,29 andinfluences inart music can be detected, for example, in the accented

offbeat chords of the opening of Bartók’s Rhapsody no. 1 for violin and piano or

orchestra (BB94a/b, 1928–9).

27 See Marta Toncrová (with Oskár Elschek), ‘Czech Republic, §II, 2: Traditional music: Moravia and

Silesia: (iii) Instrumental music’,NG2, vi, 821; also Holý 1963.
28 Holý 1963, 65.
29 Ibid.
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The Janá�þek biographer Jaroslav Vogel drewattention to this figuration

(althoughhe didnot usethe termduvaj) in the onstage instrumental accompaniment to

the chorus ‘V�ãeci sa�åenija’ in Act 1 of Jen�$fa (fig. 48).30 In that particular passage its

use iswell motivated:it accompanies the male offstage chorus in a folksong

celebrating�âteva’s avoidance of conscription. Although theoffstageband parts

underwent some changes, theduvajaccompaniment survived Janá�þek’s revisions

(albeit with modifications)as well as those of Kova��ovic. The 1904 version ofJen�$fa,

however,hadalsocontained two further examples of this type of figuration. One of

these wasin the orchestral introduction to Act 3:

Ex. 3.26a(oboe melody plus timp/hp/dbaccompaniment: all other instruments omitted)

Janá�þek, in his working copy of Preissová’s drama(PL), haddesignated the

opening of Act 3 in a marginalnote as ‘Introduction— andfiddlers’ musicoutside the

house’, in anticipation of the wedding celebrations for Jen�$fa and Laca.31 Although a

30 Vogel 1963,133; Eng. trans. Vogel 1981, 140.
31 ‘Úvod— | a hudba | hudc�$p��ed | domem.’, PL, 48, left-hand margin; see�ât��dro�� 1965, 339 andZGJ, 73.
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sketch for the oboe melody of the prelude appears only lateron in PL,32 it is clear

from the 1904 accompaniment— with double basses playing aduvajbass line

reinforced by offbeat quavers in timpaniand harp— that this passage doesindeed

have folk associations(even if its melody is played by an oboist rather than a fiddler).

By 1907, however,Janá�þek had madesubstantialcuts to the prelude(see above,

§3.3.1), and although thisparticularpassage remained, healsoremoved the ‘literal’

use ofduvaj in this and parallel passages in the prelude, replacing it for the most part

with steady pizzicato quavers in the double basses. Only intheoffbeat chords in

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

Ex. 3.26b(oboe melody plus timp/hp/dbaccompaniment: all other instruments omitted)

The other, more extensive— and in manyways more surprising— example of

duvajcame in the third scene of Act 2 (Kostelni�þka and�âteva). It began at the point

where�âtevadescribes his emotions on seeing Jen�$fa (with her cheek cut) the morning

after the army levy:‘kdy�åjsem jipo odvod�� ráno uhlídal’ (fig. 44). Although not an

32 PL, 55 (Scene 6); as so often with Janá�þek’s sketching, he appears simply to have jotted down the

idea when and where it occurred to him, rather than on the relevant page.
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obvious opportunity for folk-music treatment, thisappearanceof duvaj figuration was

no doubt prompted by�âteva’s reference to ‘the morning after the levy’ (‘po odvod��

ráno’, Ex.3.27a). However, thedouble-strokeaccompaniment then continuesin the

same vein well beyond this fleeting reminiscenceof the events of Act 1, almost to the

end of the scene (fig. 51): through the point at which�âteva tells the Kostelni�þka how

frightful he finds her (Ex. 3.27b) and even beyond his exit asJen�$fa cries out in her

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

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

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

In his 1907 changes to this extended episode, Janá�þek removed all the slurs

and subdivided the semiquavers in the violins, violas and cellos into demisemiquavers

whilst retaining the offbeatduvajaccents(cf Ex. 3.27a):

Ex. 3.28

It is possible to view this change (and the others to the folk passages in Acts 1and 3)

assimply a further instance of Janá�þek’s thoroughgoing textural transformation of the

opera. In the specific case of theduvajexamples, 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 less easily captured by musicians trained in theplayingof

art music. There is also a third possibility. By 1916, Janá�þek reworked the music of

the Kostelni�þka–�âteva scene(see below, §3.4), so that the only trace left of this

figuration— in its 1908demisemiquaver guise— is at the moment of Jen�$fa’s cry

from the bedroom (fig. 48). In his changes to the folk music passages in general, and

to theduvajfiguration in particular, Janá�þek may have been trying to play down the

more ostentatiously ‘Moravian’ aspects ofJen�$fa’s soundworld, a possibility that is

discussedfurther below in the conclusion (§3.6).

3.3.4The Act endings

Among the most telling of Janá�þek’s 1907/8 revisions are the changes hemade tothe

end of each Act. Whilst theAct openings were, more or less, ‘right first time’ (with

thepossibleexception of the Act 3 prelude; see above), the changes to the final

curtainsare revealingbecause, both inJen�$fa and in his later operas, Janá�þek

achieved some of the most thrilling and often uplifting closesin the operatic

repertoire.

Some of the revisions are simple yet surprising: not even those who had pored

closely over thesurvivingmanuscriptshad spotted that in 1904 thevery endof the

opera was two bars longer. In 1907the original ending was pasted overin �âVS,

effectively removing the antepenultimate andpenultimate bars(as indicatedby the

bracketin Ex. 3.29), whilst in �âFS the final folio (fol. 122) was removed and the

shortened ending squeezed onto fol.121v (seeCHAPTER 2, §2.1). At the same time, a

gradual quickening of pacewasadded: originally the whole of the final scene,

including the orchestral conclusion,was marked simply ‘Moderato’, but in 1907
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Janá�þek added ‘Maestoso con moto’ at fig. 82 and‘Allegro’ to the final four bars

(indicated in parentheses inEx. 3.29). (The accelerandi that prepare these speed

changes were added only after KPU was printed, probablyat the time ofthe 1911

performances of the opera.)

Ex. 3.29

A more emphaticsenseof finality was likewiseachievedat the end of Act 2by

a small but significant change to the timpani figuration (at the point asterisked in Ex.

3.30):

Ex. 3.30
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Anotherchange to the timpani linewas made at the end of Act 1. Compared with the

1904 version of these bars, the continuous quavers of the 1908 versioncreate 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 Janá�þek made some of

themost far-reaching changes among his1907/8 revisions.One of the most notable

excisionshere was the extended passage based on diminished chords starting at fig.

118a, which in the 1904 version seems to markthebeginning of thefinale as a formal

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

all — and grafting Laca’s words overa skilfully dovetailedrevisionof thepassages

either side of it (seeEx. 3.32b), Janá�þek not only managed to achieve a more seamless

— and dramaticallymuchfaster moving— transitionto thecrucial moment when
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Jen�$fa’s cheek is slashed, but also removedsomething that, even in 1904, must have

seemed a distinct throwback in harmonicterms. The cutof a further twenty bars

between figures 118c and 119meantthat the passage from Laca’s menacing ‘Tenhle

k��ivák by ti je mohl pokazit’(This knife could ruinthem[i.e. Jen�$fa’s cheeks]for

you) to Jen�$fa’s terrified cry of ‘Je�åí�ã, Maria!’, which in 1904 had takenup a total of

52 bars, was nowover in a mere eleven(Ex. 3.32b).

Ex. 3.32a

Ex.3.32b
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The commotion that follows the slashing (figures 119to 122b) wasnot noticeably

shortened in the 1907/8 revisions (it had already been cut in 1903; see above, §3.1).

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. 122a)was now

effectively removedbothby renotating it in 3/2 throughout(with 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 Più mosso at fig. 122b(Ex.

3.33a: a sequence of agitated simultaneous semiquavers and crotchets, anda classic

example of needless musical and dramatic paddingif ever there was one)33 resulted in

a far more effective ascent to the woodwind tremolo underpinning the Foreman’s line

‘Laco, neutikej!’ [Laca, don’t run away!](Ex. 3.33b).

33 The semiquavers’ motivic derivation from Laca’s earlier ‘od mali�þka lúbil’ makes them no less

superfluous.
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Ex. 3.33a

Ex. 3.33b
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3.3.5Vocal lines

Both �ât��dro�� and Tyrrell have devoted a good deal of discussion to the reworking of

the opera’s vocal lines in 1908,34 andparticularlyto those exampleswhich were

simply erased(rather than pasted over) andaretherefore stilllegible in varying

degreesto the naked eyeor elsewerecorrected at proof stage during the preparation

of KPU. In general, theevidence of the1904 version confirms their observations,

rather than revealing any startling new findings.

Janá�þek appears to have been addressing three issues in particularin his

ongoing revisions to the vocal lines: achievinga greater consistency in text-setting

according to ‘standard’ Czech stress patterns (which usually place the stress on the

first syllable of a word);the removal or adjustmentof many instances of word or

phrase repetition;andthefreeing upof vocal phrases that, in their earlier form, were

moreclosely tied towhatoftenappear to beinstrumentally-conceived melodic ideas

in the orchestra.35

(a) Word setting

Many of theexamples ofstress-pattern problemsseem to have arisen fromJaná�þek

initially trying to fit Preissová’s text— even where he had modified itprior to setting

— to regularised, pre-conceivedmelodic ideas.Ex. 3.34 as originally set byJaná�þek

containsboth final- and penultimate-syllable mis-stress: ‘by ti od n��-ho u-leh-�þil’. 36

At proof stagein the preparation of KPUJaná�þek reorganised the word order

34 See in particularZGJ, 103–10, andCO, 283–92
35 The first two issues were among the mostpersistent criticisms of the opera from early on in its

reception.
36 Preissová’s text is slightly different, although the word order matches that of Janá�þek’s original

version: ‘[…] aby ti od n��ho rad��ji odleh�þil.’
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so that the stress fell on the first syllables, ‘by ti u-leh-�þil od n��-ho’ ,37

Ex. 3.34

In Ex. 3.35, the second-syllablestress of ‘tak ve-se-lá’ likewise seems to have

been caused by an originalsettingof the text dictated bythe melodic contour. This

example, like many others,was corrected by Janá�þek in �âVS, i.e. by December 1907

(seeCHAPTER 2, §2.1, ‘�âVS’).

Ex. 3.35

Janá�þek’s problems withtext setting are sometimes explained by reference to

his dialect Czech,but not even thiscan justify the bumpy final-syllablestress inEx.

3.36, ‘u-cti-vo vás prosím’,also corrected byDecember 1907:

37 SeeZGJ, 103.
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Ex. 3.36

What is especially notablein these vocal-line revisionsis the number of

apparently melodically-determinedexamplesof poor Czech stress patterns corrected

by Janá�þek himself that occur(like the three presented here) inActs 2 and 3of Jen�$fa.

These Actswerecomposed well after Janá�þek’s first established forays into the issue

of speech melodies(1897), and might reasonably be expected to embody more fully

the lessons he claimed to have learnt from this study. Such examplescall into

legitimate question not only the claims made in the original programme note toJen�$fa

to ‘truthful expression’ founded on the use of speech melodies (seeAPPENDIX I), but

also the whole notion of speech melodies as being applicable directly to Janá�þek’s

operatic works.38

(b) Word and phrase repetition

One of the specific criticisms thatKarelKova��ovic used to justify his continued

refusal to acceptJen�$fa for performance in Prague was the number of repetitions in

the vocal lines: ‘contrary to all real-life speech, [Janá�þek] makes the singers repeat

individual passages of text countless times.’ 39 This had first becomean issueduring

38 The ‘speech-melody myth’, as it relates to Janá�þek’s own compositions, has been explored (and to

some extent exploded) in Tyrrell 1970, and also in Wingfield 1992b and (most recently)JYL, i, 477–89.
39 Gustav Schmoranz in a letter to Josef Pe�ãka outlining Kova��ovic’s reservations, 29 September 1915,

JA viii, 44–5; Eng. trans. inJODA, JP62.
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thecontroversy surrounding Josef Charvát’sreview-article in Jevi�ãt�� (see Chapter 1,

§1.3). The particularproblem raisedat that time centred onthe numerous repetitions

of Sta��enka Buryjovka’s wordsin the Act 1 ensemble ‘Ka�ådý párek’. Janá�þek, in

collaboration with Hrazdira, had begun to address the problemin the 1906 cutsto both

this section and the immediately preceding ensemble, ‘A vy, muzikanti’(see§3.2);

these abridgementswere then taken further in his 1907/8 cuts (see above, §3.3.1).

There remained, however, many more localised examples of the repetition of

‘individual passages of text’ throughout the opera. A few instances had been removed

early on in the revision process (such asEx. 3.7) as well as in 1906. But, although

manyrepetitions even made it past the eagle-eyed Kova��ovic (Exx. 3.34and3.36both

still featurein the1916 version ofJen�$fa), by far the greatest number wereaddressed

during the revisionsand subsequent proof-correctionsthatresulted in KPU. They

includebothsmall-scalerepetitions of words and short phrasesof text, and longer

phrase repetitions.In Ex. 3.5(§3.1), for instance, not only was theimmediate

repetition, ‘to je mi,to je mipodivné’, removed by 1907, but the repeatof the entire

four-bar phrase was cut.Sometimes, even when the larger-scale phrase repetition was

retained, the shorter verbal ones were modified(in Ex. 3.37, at the same time as a

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

Ex. 3.37
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In Ex. 3.38, the repetitionof the final phrase of textwas removed by 1907

(1904 version shown in small notes), before the much later rewriting by Janá�þek of the

following section (fig. 44).

Ex. 3.38

In some cases, one type of repetition was exchanged for another. At the Mayor’s

entrance in Act 3 Scene 2(Ex. 3.39; cf. CHAPTER2, Fig. 2.8), the original threefold

sequential repetitions of ‘dej’ and ‘polekala’, both motivically determined by the bassoon-,

cello- and bass-led orchestral accompaniment, were replaced in 1908 by a more fractured,

lessmotivically strait-jacketed form of repetition (cf. also III/ii/27–30):

Ex. 3.39
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Althoughnumerous instances of small-scale and phrase repetition were removed or

modified by Janá�þek in these revisions, enough examplesneverthelessremained that

this highly distinctive feature continued to be a part of his musical styleas itmatured.

(c) Changes to ‘motivic’ vocal lines

The 1904 version ofJen�$fa 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 than by any attempt at anidiomatic— let alone ‘realistic’

— style ofvocal writing. In Ex. 3.40(the beginning of Jen�$fa’s Act 2 lament for her

baby), Janá�þek reduced this dependencyin the 1908 version both by delaying the

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

Ex. 3.40

Following the discovery of the baby’s body in Act 3, the Kostelni�þka’s

desperate plea to her stepdaughter as the latter runs off withthe shepherd boy Jano

andothers to find out what has happened, ‘Neodbíhaj, o neodbíhaj!’ [Don’t run

away, oh don’t run away!], originally followedthe scalic ascent and descent of the
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harp and violin lines.In the 1908 version,the 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 high-lying voice parts.In some instances—

perhapsmostspectacularlythe long cut toLaca’s‘Chci, Jen�$fka’ in Act 2 Scene8—

this may havebeen motivatedat leastin part out of a consideration (admittedly

uncharacteristic of Janá�þek) for the singers. Earlier in the same sceneLaca’s vocally

extravagant greeting, ‘Jen�$fka! Pot���ãt�� Panb�$h, Jen�$fka!’ [Jen�$fa! God comfort you,

Jen�$fa!], is likewisesustained at a demandinglyhigh tessitura in 1904(Ex. 3.42a).

The 1908 version(Ex. 3.42b), whilst retaining the initial, expressively powerfulthree-

notevocalgesture (nowbrought forward by one bar), replaces the dogged ardour of

the 1904 continuation with music that is both tenderer and less unforgiving for the

voice; and thechanges to the orchestral accompaniment are also typical of the sorts of

textural transformation already described above.
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Ex. 3.42a

Ex. 3.42b

This example also demonstrates how Janá�þek’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. In thepair ofexamples

below, both fromAct 3, the melodic highpointscreated by the revisionsare the more

effectiveas a result. The second one in particular(Ex. 3.44) both better capturesthe
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agitation ofthe moment (Jano telling the wedding party of the baby’s discovery) and

adds emphasisto the word ‘na��íkají’ [the people arewailing about it].

Ex. 3.43

Ex. 3.44

Taken as a whole, Janá�þek’s 1907/8 revisions toJen�$fa are themost thoroughgoing,

extensive, and the most consequential in both musical and dramatic terms, in the

opera’s lengthy genesis.Unlike those made before the première, and unlike those

made by Janá�þek after the 1908 publication of KPU— all of which tended to

concentraterathermore on Act 1 and much less on Act 3— they are spread fairly

evenly throughout the opera. This, together with their wide-ranging nature, suggests

the fundamental nature of the overhaul to which Janá�þek subjected the score at this

time. Although he did not neglect purely practical matters in these revisions,40 the

changes went much further than addressing mere practical problems. They testify not

only to a reappraisal of what one might term the ‘horizontal’ dimension— the bar-to-

bar, temporalebb andflow of both the music and the drama itself— but also of the

40 SeeCHAPTER 2, Ex. 2.4.
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‘vertical’ dimensions: the harmonic language, textures, spacing, and the sense of

musical and dramatic light and shade, all of which, together with the pacing, create the

unmistakable ‘feel’ of a work.

3.4Revisions made after 1908

None ofthe post-1908 revisions madeeitherby Janá�þek or subsequentlyby Kova��ovic

come anywhere near the radicalness,in nature or extent, of those made by the

composerhimselfin 1907/8. On 24 January 1911— just one week before the first

Brno revival ofJen�$fa since October 1906(and thus the first since thepublication of

the KPU vocal score) — Jan Kunc wrote to Janá�þek offering to meet to make ‘some

suggestions for correcting the mistakes in declamation, quite a few of which remain

even in the corrected vocal score.’41 Kunc’s suggestions(in line with Janá�þek’s own

changes to the voice partsin his 1907/8 revisions)were probably then incorporated

into the series of five performances at the Brno National Theatre between 31 January

and 21 April that year(seeAPPENDIX III for a list of performances).

However, the rewriting of two passages for�âteva in Act 2 Scene 3(at figures

44 and 47), which Tyrrell has suggestedalsotook place at this time, probably did not

occur until much later.42 There is no sign of the revised version of either of these

passagesin the pair ofBrno clarinet partscopied in 1913/14.43 Much more likely is

that these revisions were made by Janá�þek (and thencopied into�âFSfor him by

41 Kunc to Janá�þek, BmJA, A 349; seeJYLi, 767. The phrase ‘corrected vocal score’ appears simply to

refer to KPU, which had been ‘corrected’ at proof stage by Janacek, rather 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’.
42 Tyrrell 1996, xii / Tyrrell 2000, vii.
43 SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.1, OPx.
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Václav Sedlá�þek)44 some time shortly beforeDecember 1915, when Kova��ovic started

making his changes to the score.45 The revised versions of these passages, together

with details of cuts comprising both late, pre-Kova��ovic ones by Janá�þek and early

ones by Kova��ovic himself, appear on the errata sheet (ER) that was issued around the

time of thePrague performances in May 1916.46 Most of theER cuts are decidedly

small-scale when compared with Janá�þek’s 1907/8 ones, usuallyconsisting of the

removal of one-, two- or three-bar repetitions, somepurely orchestral, others vocal.In

his work on UE 1996, Tyrrellwas able to distinguish between those ER cuts (the vast

majority) made by Kova��ovic, and the rather smaller number made by Janá�þek.47

However the two big changes set in musical notation on ER— the two passages from

�âteva’s Act 2 Scene 3 solo, which effectively remove the last traces ofduvaj

figuration discussed above— are Janá�þek’s own.48 As with Janá�þek’s pre-1907

changes, the ER cuts are concentrated largely in Act 1— notably the excision of the

nine-bar orchestral introduction toScene 5 (fig. 54)— with considerably fewer in Act

2, and just four bars cut from Act 3.

The majority of Kova��ovic’s changes, however,came after the printing of ER.

Like Janá�þek’s 1907/8 changes, they range throughout the opera, and are evident on

44 SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.1,�âFS, especially Fig. 2.3.
45 It is perhaps to these two passages, among other things, that Janá�þek was referring when he wrote to

Marie Calma-Veselá on 12 November 1915: ‘I have looked through the score ofJen�$fa again and tidied

it up.’ JODA, JP 70. For more details on the sequence of Kova��ovic’s changes, see Tyrrell 1996, x /

Tyrrell 2000, v–vi.
46 SeeCHAPTER 2, §2.1, ER, and fn. 41 above.
47 Editions of theJen�$fa vocal score publishedfrom 1934onwardsby Hudební matice in Prague (based

on the original KPU plates and originally edited by Vladimír Helfert)have indicated these ER cuts

along with others made later byKova��ovic, but take a more simplified view, with all the ER changes

assumed to be by Janá�þek. Tyrrell’s less tidy but more nuanced view is based on his study of the Brno

parts (OPx) as well as�âFS.
48 See §3.3.3.
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most pages of the score; unlike Janá�þek’s they are for the most part a combination of

practical changes concerning dynamic markings (necessary for performing an opera

such asJen�$fa in a larger metropolitan theatre) and cosmetic ones concerningfiner

details ofphrasing and orchestral retouching: the sort of changes that were customary

for conductors of the period to make. Even Kova��ovic’s most celebrated alteration—

the ‘canonic’reworking of the horn parts in the opera’s closing orchestral tutti— is

little more than a realisation (albeit a highly effective one) of an idea already latent in

Janá�þek’s ending.

3.5Summary of revision trends

It should be clear from the foregoing that, despite some significant areas of overlap in

the revisions toJen�$fa as they went through their various 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 Janá�þek in October 1903,was 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 changes to the musical substance

(notably the Act 1 finale) and even to declamation (as evident in the Kostelni�þka’s Act 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 performances 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 arsenalof operatic 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 Kostelni�þka’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 Janá�þek— 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, Janá�þek appears to

havecontinued tinkering, 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 byPrague becoming increasingly realistic, his own changes in 1915 were

— compared with what had gone before— extremely limited.

The final stage of the protracted revision process that led toJen�$fa’s wider

acceptance came with Kova��ovic’s extensive retouchings,49 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 to ametropolitan opera house. Yet the

precise nature and extent of Janá�þek’s own changes to the work, as revealed by the

49 Not considered here are the consequences (in many ways even more significant to the opera’s wider

acceptance) ofMax Brod’s German translation in introducing the work initially to Vienna, and even

more importantly to the opera houses of Germany.
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establishment of the 1904 score, puts Kova��ovic’s retouchings into some perspective.

Whilst it is true that the latter resulted in an atleast superficial transformation of

Jen�$fa’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 themost telling distinctions between Janá�þek’s own revisions

and those by Kova��ovic is the manner in which they were carried out in�âtross’s full

score. Kova��ovic’s for the most part appear like corrections, in neat red ink.

Janá�þek’s, by contrast, were made in bold black ink and— not inappropriately, given

the opera’s story— with a knife.

3.6The 1904Jen�$fa in context: some preliminary observations

Intimately connected with the trajectory traced by the revision process, and yet at the

same time in certainrespects distinct from it,Jen�$fa is in many other senses a

transitional work.50 This is something that has long been recognised, both within the

context of Janá�þek’s own output andas seen against the background ofthe wider

development of twentieth-century opera. As far back as 1924, Adolf Weissmann,

reviewing the opera’s Berlin première for theMusical Times, noted that ‘[Janá�þek]

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

transitional art more typical of the raceto which Janacek [sic] belongs than most

50 The quality of being ‘transitional’ may, of course, take many specific forms. The argument here is

thatJen�$fa 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 subject to such detailed and far-reaching

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 qualities without ever having been revised at all.
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music produced in his country.’51 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 political periphery. What is nevertheless a basically

positive review appears to regardJen�$fa 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 beyond. 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 east-central Europe and, more generally, the wider European

tradition.52 In particular, the distinction between mainstream and periphery within the

Czech-speaking lands themselves is one that is borne out by Janá�þek’s own well-

documented attitude towards the Prague musical establishment, and by the

controversy and debate that continued to dog his music both during his lifetime and

beyond.

Three decades afterJen�$fa’s Berlin première, on the occasion of the opera’s

first British production in December 1956, the critic PeterHeyworth observed that

‘there is something decidedly transitional about “Jenufa”’, especially when compared

with Janá�þek’s later, mature operas.53 This location ofJen�$fa as a transitional work

within Janá�þek’s ownoeuvrewould notperhapshave been soimmediatelyobvious to

51 Adolf Weissmann: ‘Musical Notes from Abroad: Germany: “Jenusa” [sic] at the Berlin Staatsoper’,

Musical Times, lxv (1924), 460. Weissmann’s thumbnail review gives a good idea of attitudes towards

Janá�þek at 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 musicalgenrewhich,

growing from folk-music, reflects at the same time all that is or was modern in the art. It is not,

however, a pure reflex of other moderns, but a real synthesis of popular song and modern methods.’
52 On T.W. Adorno’s perception of Janá�þek as a ‘peripheral’ but nevertheless legitimate composer, see

Taruskin 2005, 421–2.
53 [review], The Observer, 16 December 1956.
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London audiences at the time,54 But Heyworth’s comparisons, withKá�"a Kabanová,

P��íhody li�ãky Bystrou�ãky [The cunning little vixen] (I/9) andZ mrtvého domu, were

typically well-informed. They unfavourably highlight the lack of ‘concision and

directness’ inJen�$fa, focusing particularly on the ‘Ka�ådý párek’ ensemble in Act 1

and thecommotionat the end of the same Act following the slashing of Jen�$fa’s

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 Buryjaet al. to run in and sing “Oh, what has

happened?”’55 Such passages are, Heyworth concludes, ‘precisely the sort of operatic

superfluity that Janacek learned later to dispense with.’

The version ofJen�$fa performed at Covent Garden in 1956 was, of course, the

by then ‘standard’ Kova��ovic version of 1916 (as published by Universal Edition in

1917–18). Heyworth’s criticismsare, however,pertinentto the opera in any of its

versions, for, despite its now near-universal popularity,Jen�$fa is hardly Janá�þek’s

most representative opera. (How one talks about representative works at all in so

concentratedly varied and idiosyncratic anoeuvre is another question entirely.)

Whilst it certainlydemonstratesa markedly more developedmusico-dramaticsense

than itsapprenticeshippredecessors,�âárka andPo�þátek románu, in many respects

Jen�$fa anticipates— rather thanfully embodies— the moreradical language, both

musical and dramatic, of Janá�þek’s operatic maturity, or even of its immediate

54 Of the composer’s other operas, onlyKá�"a Kabanováhad already been heard there (first produced at

Covent Garden in April 1951), and Janá�þek’s music in general was then still a largely unknown

quantity for British music lovers.
55 Heyworth’s strictures are not limited to the earlier-composed 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 wrote’is followed by the qualification: ‘But for the rest the opera is too diffuse

and too laboriously plastered with local colourà la Smetana to make the overall impact of “Katya.”’
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successors, the ‘experimental’56 worksOsudandThe Excursions of MrBrou�þek. And

if Heyworth had instead heard the 1904 version of the opera, he would surely have

had even more cause to note ‘operatic superfluities’.

Jen�$fa’s transitional qualitiescan be seen as springing from more than just its

place within the relative confines of Janá�þek’s operatic output, however. His work on

the opera— both its original, long drawn-out composition and the subsequent, equally

protracted series of revisions— coincided with several upheavals and shifts in his

own life and outlook: fromdistinctly part-time to rather more full-time composer,

from folk music collectorto gatherer of speech melodies, from provincial to more

cosmopolitan aspirations.57 But this was also a time at which Janá�þek was developing

his own distinctive musical language in other genres, in works such as the choral-

orchestral cantataAmarus(III/ 6; 1896, revised 1901 and 1906) and the cycle of piano

miniaturesPo zarostlém chodní�þku [On the overgrown path] (VIII/17; 1900, 1908 and

1911). Jen�$fa can be seen as a similar (though ultimately even more consequential)

development in the genre which Janá�þek 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 musico-dramatic

mastery.

56 Tyrrell’s term:CO, 250.
57 Janá�þek took early retirement from his main jobat the Brno Teachers’ Institute in November 1903,

soon after he had handedJen�$fa over to the Brno National Theatre (seeJODA, OS6, andJYL, 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 ofJen�$fa (JYL, i, 479; see also Wingfield 1992b, 291–2).

Immediately after handing over the score ofJen�$fa to the Brno theatre in October 1903, Janá�þek

declared to Camilla Urválková that the libretto for his next opera (i.e. what was to becomeOsud)

should be ‘modern’ (JODA, OS6 and OS 7), andOsuditself can be viewed as reflecting elements ofthe

Czech turn-of-the-century Decadencemovement (seeChew 2003, 116–26).
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Jen�$fa can also be viewed as part of a muchwider 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 late nineteenth-century literary Naturalism

(in the shape of Preissová’s play) and to theverismomovement which was at the time

Naturalism’s most high-profile (and certainly most popular) operatic counterpart.

Both of thesemovementscan themselves be seen astransitional: Naturalism as a post-

Darwinian, anti-Romantic form of cultural (initially literary) positivism,verismo

(more culturally specific toItalian literature and opera, particularly the Italiangiovane

scuola, of the 1890s) as a short-lived but significant and widely popular operatic sub-

genre. Both, too, can be seen as pre-modernist in their rejection of late Romantic

values, particularly through their aspirations toan objective view of the world. At the

same time— partly because of this affected objectivity, which soon began to assume

restrictive conventions of its own— they nevertheless lacked the more radical and

defamiliarising qualities of modernism itself, which alone were able to bring about the

kinds of long-term expressive renewal foreseen, but not fully achieved, by these

precursors. Taken together, these cultural and artistic tendencies offer potentially

fruitful and productivecontexts against which to viewJaná�þek’s revisions toJen�$fa.

Perhaps most obvious is the shift in emphasis away from a musically

ostentatious folksiness and towards a greater declamatory realism and freedom for the

voices.58 Janá�þek may well have felt that the opera’s specifically Moravian nature

58 This shift anticipates by more than half a century a trend in productions (internationally, if not in the

Czech lands) away from faithfully folksy productions (of the sort which Janá�þek himself envisaged)

towards rather freer, less naturalistic (in the colloquial and often pejorative sense) portrayals of the

opera’s locale. In a memorable phrase used by John Tyrrell at aJen�$fa symposium in Nottingham

(March 2000), the opera only truly caught on internationally ‘when Jen�$fa got out of her boots’.
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was a genuine obstacle to its wider performance, as is suggested by an exchange of

letters between him and Kova��ovic in February and March of 1904.59 But just as

much of a concern may have been the fuller integration of the folk-inspired passages

within the opera’s gradually developing soundworld. This was, after all, an issue

being addressed byother artists of the time, most notablyin the work of theSlovak

architect Du�ãan Samuel Jurkovi�þ(1868–1947), whose combination ofart nouveau

(and specificallyArts and Crafts) influence with elements of folk design would have

been well familiar to Janá�þek from buildingsat Pustevny na Radho�ãti andin

Luha�þovice spa.60 If the folk element in theJen�$fa of 1904 was perhaps overstated

(more reminiscent, one might suggest, of some of Jurkovi�þ’s elaborate interiors than

of the more structurallyforthright exteriors), the bold claims made in the original

programme for a realism based on the principles of speech-melody mayequallyseem

— in the light of the evidence inthe musical sources— to be a statement more of

aspiration thanof achievement.

The revisions toJen�$fa, and particularly those that created the 1908 version,

also demonstrate clear shifts in Janá�þek’s emerging operatic and musical style, away

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

59 JA vii, 17–19; Eng. trans.JODA, JP35 and JP37.
60 Janá�þek was a regularvisitor to Pustevny na Radho�ãti (in Vala�ãsko, to the south of Janá�þek’s

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

was just the time at which Jurkovi�þ’s contributions to the folk-style ‘hermitage’ on the Radho�ã�" saddle

were being built. When Jurkovi�þmoved to Brno in 1899, Janá�þek would have had even more

opportunity to encounter not just Jurkovi�þ’s work but also his ideas, not least through the Club of the

Friends of Art, which in 1900 publishedthe architect’s monograph on the Pustevny buildings (Jurkovi�þ

1900). In Luha�þovice spa, Jurkovi�þ’s Jan�$v d�$m (now known as the Jurkovi�þ�$v d�$m) dates from 1902,

i.e. during the later stages of the initial composition ofJen�$fa, and shortly before Janá�þek’s first stay

there (see Chapter 1, §1.2). Janá�þek and Jurkovi�þsubsequently collaborated on a project photographing

‘song environment’ in Vala�ãská Byst��ice (JYLi, 828). For a recent, lavishly illustrated study of

Jurkovi�þ’s work at Radho�ã�"and in Luha�þovice, see Zatkloukal 2003, 469–89.
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(particularly in textural terms) clarity and focus. Yet the 1904 version itself reveals

some unexpected anticipations of Janá�þek’s later style, anticipations which, not yet

fully developed, were suppressed in the composer’s own revisions. This is most

notable in the case of the Kostelni�þka’s ‘U�åod téchvíle’, 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

Janá�þek’s last opera,which isbuilt not around a conventional dramatic narrative, but

rather on a succession of just such monologues.

The 1904 version ofJen�$fa offers us the prospect of being able to see, and

indeed hear— more clearly than has been possible until 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 quemfor specific details and indeed whole passages of the

musical text, it also enables a more finely honed appraisal of the changes made at

various stages in the work’s twenty-three-year evolution (1893–1916). Details that

were once hard to pin down to any particular date can now beassigned

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 necessarilyapproximate.

Yet, beyond the greater clarity given to the various readings that emerge from

the manuscript sources themselves, a larger picture also emerges. ForJen�$fa was

composed and revised during a crucial period in Janá�þek’s life, and in his musical and

specifically operatic development, breaking away from the narrow confines of the

dominant Czech subgenres and nineteenth-century conventions, and moving towards

an operatic vision at once more powerful and more relevant to theaesthetic, cultural
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and social preoccupations of the early twentieth century. The 1904 version helps to

fill a real gap in our knowledge of Janá�þek’s musico-dramatic development at this

formative time, a gap that exists between his apprenticeship operas on the one hand,

and the later versions ofJen�$fa together with its two ‘experimental’ operatic

successors, on the other. In so doing, it reveals more clearly not only the range and

extent— and at times the sheer scale— of the revisions themselves, but also just how

far Janá�þek had already travelled between theestablished Czech‘village comedy’type

of Po�þátek románuand the earliest versions ofJen�$fa, notwithstanding their shared

provenance (both authorial and geographic). For just as striking as the many changes

to the opera— from whichever perspective theyare viewed— are the numerous

passages that Janá�þek essentially (that is, with no more than relatively minor

alterations) ‘got right first time’: the powerful solo scenes for the Kostelni�þka and

Jen�$fa in Act 2, the chilling close of the same Act, and thegloriously 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 Janá�þek’s creative

workshop, illuminating both his developing vision ofthe 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 andexpression, and of how to find the

most appropriate and effective notational form, at different junctures. Furthermore,

the changes which the 1904 version ofJen�$fa helps us to bring more sharply into

focus highlight not simply Janá�þek’s own musical emergence 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 the truth’.61 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 approachnot just to declamation but also to his

musical language in general.

Richard Taruskin has suggested that Janá�þek might justly be described as ‘the

oldest twentieth-century composer’,62 a neat way of observing that, though born in the

middle of the nineteenth century, musically 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

Janá�þek’s part is everywhere evident inthe revisions he made toJen�$fa, 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�$fa comes at this particular historical juncture 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 Janá�þek’s own development, and for that of early twentieth

opera in general.

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

Programme note from the première of Jen�$fa: transcription and translation

O významu „Její pastorkyn��“

Dílo, je�åst��les��uje se dnes na na�ãí scén��, má neoby�þejný význam nejen pro hudbu

dramatickou v�$bec, ale pro specieln�� moravskou zvlás�". Pro prvou u�åitím prosya

principy, na nich�åvytvo��eno, pro druhou tím,�åe je to prvé dílo, které v��dom�� chce

býti moravským na tomto poli.— Prosy poprvé u�åil v ope��e francouzský skladatel

Alfred Bruneau r. 1897. Karel Stecker pí�ãe o tom vesvých d��jinách: „Jeho opery

stávají se vd��jinách zjevy st���åejnými, jsouce prvními a dojista zajímavými pokusy

komposice operní na text prosou psaný.“

Toté�ånutno nyní o práci Janá�þkov��, který první z�þeských skladatel�$tak

u�þinil, a to ne po p��íklad�� Francouz�$, nýbr�åze své vlastní iniciativy, p��iveden na tuto

dráhu principem pravdy vzachyceném náp��vku mluvy. Francouz�ãtí skladatelé

p��ede�ãli ho jen provedením, nebo�"roku 1897 partitura „Její pastorkyn��“ byla ji �å

opisována�þisto.

Princip, na n��m�å„Pastorky��a“ tvo��ena, je tento: Janá�þek poznal,�åe v

náp��vných motivcích mluvy le�åí nejpravdiv��j�ãí výraz du�ãe. Proto na míst�� obvyklých

arií u�åil t ��chto náp��vk�$. Tím dosáhl pravdivého výrazu tam, kde jist�� je jednou

z nejd�$le�åit��j�ãích v��cí.

Snahou po pravdivém výrazu nejen vnálad��, ale i situaci, veden byl,�åe sáhl i

k realistickému znázor��ování okolí, zejména ve sborech. Vcharakteristice odchýlil se

od obvyklých p��ízna�þných motiv�$; jeho orchestr charakterisuje náladu celé sceny.

Motivky mluvy a vhodn�� u�åitý zp�$sob lidové hudby vtiskují dílu jeho pe�þe�"

národního ducha.
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On the significance ofJen�$fa

The work which is played on our stage today has an unusual significancenot only for

theatre music in general but specifically for Moravian music. For the former in its 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 Moravian.— Prose was

first used in opera by the French composer Alfred Bruneau in 1897.Karel Stecker

writes of this in his history; ‘Hisoperas 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 Janá�þek, who 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 French composers anticipated him only in performance, since in 1897

the score ofJen�$fa already existed in fair copy.

The principle on whichJen�$fa was written is the following: Janá�þek

recognized that the truest expression of the soul lies in melodic motifs of speech.

Thus instead of the usual arias he used these [speech] melodies. In so doing he

achieved a truthfulexpression in places where this is surely one of the most important

things.

Driven by the attempt at truthful expression, not just in moodbut also 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 the appropriately used style of folk music have stamped

his work with the nation’s spiritual seal.

Translation: John Tyrrell,JODA, JP28
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APPENDIX II

Letter from Cyril Metod ��j Hrazdira to Janá �þek, 11 July 1906 (BmJA, B 83):

transcription and translation

Velect��ný pane��iditeli!

Jeliko�åjsem od��ed. Frýdy nedostal�åádných zpráv, domníval jsem se správn��, �åe Vám

asi dopsal ji�åpozd��. Ostatn�� bude dosti�þasu, kdy�åpartitury dostane v srpnu.

Prozatím mi sta�þí kl. výtah. Oddal jsem se znova studiu „Pastorkyn��“ a doufám,�åe se

mi poda��í dílo je�ãt�� lépe provésti ne�åminule. Zajistil jsem si ji�åpro Brno t��etího

flautisto. Myslím take,�åe by bylo s prosp��chem pro dramatický spád n��která místa

pon��kud zkrátiti. Týká se to hlavn�� obou ensembl�$: „A vy muzikanti jd��te dom …“ a

„Ka�ådý párek si musí svoje trápení p��estát ..“ Dá se to provésti velmi snadn��, mám u�å

to vypracováno, nebudeli Vám je k nahlédnutí. Také n��které orch. mezihry jsou

trochu dlouhé a zdr�åují rychlej�ãí postup, nap��. I. jedn. výst. 7. „Srdce mi úzkostí v t��le

se t��ese,�åe by mami�þka aj lidé mohli poznat moji vinu“. Za prvou v��tou za slovem

„t ��ese“ jest�þty��taktová mezihra, sta�þily by dva takty k v�$li modulaci, aby v��ta, tvo��ící

celek, nebyla p��íli �ãroztrhnutá— a pod.— Za slovy Jen�$fky: „Abychom se mohli

sebrat“ jest 13 takt�$mezihry do 4/8 taktu na slovu „Bez toho bude od mami�þky“ —

upravil jsem na 10 takt�$. To jsou ov�ãem návrhy méa �åádám o Vá�ãnázor v té v��ci —

V sobotu po Va�ãem odjezdu byl zde p. Zeman z Velké, se�ãel jsem se s ním ve

„Slavii“. Ze Slezska mám u�åzprávy ur�þité. Rozhodl jsem se pro Frýdecko, kam�å

pojedu spole�þn�� s u�þitelem Moj�åí�ãkem; mo�åna take�åe zabrousíme a�ådo Pruska.

Bu�� te tedy tak laskav a po�ãlete mi tu�þástku z toho velkého disposi�þního fondu.—

Po obdr�åení vydám se hned na cestu.— Adresa na opisova�þe not jest:

H. Svozil, �þlen orchestra Nár. divadla
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t.c.

v T���ãeticích

u Olomouce.—

V dokonalé úct�� oddaný

C.M. Hrazdira

Brno, 11/VII. 1906.

Esteemed director!

Since I have not had any news from dir[ector]Frýda, I correctly assumed that he was

probably late in writing to you. But there will be plenty of time if I get the [full] score

in August. Meanwhile I can make do with the vocal score. I have devoted myself to

studyingJen�$fa again and hope that I will succeed in perform the work even better

than before. I have already secured a third flautist for Brno. I 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 ensembles: ‘A vy muzikanti jd��te dom …’ and ‘Ka�ådý párek

si musí svoje trápení p��estát …’ It can be carried out very easily, I have already

worked it out; if it does not go against your ideas, I would write out these passages

and send them to you to look at. Also some orchestral interludes are a little too long

and hold up the speed of the action, for instance Act 1 Scene 7, ‘Srdce mi úzkostí v

t��le se t��ese,�åe by mami�þka aj lidé mohli poznat moji vinu’. After the first sentence

[phrase?] after the word ‘t��ese’ there is a four-bar interlude; two bars would be enough

for the modulation so that the overall phrase is not too broken up.— etc.— After

Jen�$fa’s words: ‘Abychom se mohli sebrat’ there is a 13-bar interlude up to the 4/8

passage at the words ‘Bez toho budeod mami�þky’ — I have adjusted this to 10 bars.

These are of course only my suggestions, and I ask for your views on this matter.
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On Saturday following your departure Mr Zeman from Velká was here, and I

met with him at the ‘Slavia’ [café]. I already havedefinite news from Silesia. I have

decided to go to the Frýdek district in the company of the teacher Moj�åí�ãek; 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

at T���ãetice

near Olomouc.—

In perfect respect, your devoted

C.M. Hrazdira

Brno, 11 July 1906
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APPENDIX IV

1906 cuts in�âVS, �âFS andOP string parts

Cuts(a)–(c) were cut from the second performance ofJen�$fa (28 January 1904) because of

the indisposition ofthe Jen�$fa, Maria Kabelá�þová, but subsequently reinstated.

Cuts(1)–(16) were all made by September/October1906, many of them as a result of C.M.

Hrazdira’s suggestions to Janá�þek (seeAPPENDIXII ). Cuts(16a) and(16b) are, respectively,

a shorter and longer version of a cut tothe Laca solo and Laca/Jen�$fa duet which begins

‘Chci, Jen�$fka, chci, Jen�$fka’.

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

Hrazdira, but were not adopted by Janá�þek or incorporated into the other performance material.

Square brackets indicatethat 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
bars

�âVS
(fol/sys/bar)

�âFS
(fol/bar)

OP
strings

Cut no./date/comments

I/v/210–18 9 35r/II/2–
35r//IV

95v–96v/3 �3 (1) Kostelni�þka’s entrance;
‘reminiscence’ theme
?1904/06
Originally suggested as a 10-bar cut, to
35v/I/1; later (1907) extended to 10 bars

I/v/236–
310

75 36r/III–40r/1 99v–111r �3 (2) Kostelni�þka’s narration (‘Aji on byl
zlatoh��ivý’)
?1904/06

I/v/369–71 3 44v/III 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–
400

2 47r/II [127r] �3 (5) ‘A vy , muzikanti’ continued
1906: suggested by Hrazdira
Thecut markings in�âVS were later
(1907/8)rubbed out to adapt this passage
to a longer cut

I/v/405–7 3 48r/I–II/1 128v–
129r/1

�3 (6) ‘A vy , muzikanti’ continued
1906: suggested by Hrazdira

I/v/461–74 14 51v–52r 135r/3–
136v

�3 (a) (7) ‘Ka�ådý párek si musí’
?1904: cut at second performance (28
January)? subsequently reinstated
1906: later suggested by Hrazdira
�: ���1���P�F�R�Y�i������������������

I/v/484–95 12 53v/2–55v/1 [138r/2–
140r/1]

(�3) (b) ‘Ka�ådý párek si musí’ continued
1904: cut at second performance (28
January 1904), subsequently reinstated
(cut markings rubbed out)
�: ���1���P�F�R�Y�i������������������

I/v/491–2 2 54r/1–2 [138v/1–2] (i) ‘Ka�ådý párek si musí’ continued
?1906: suggested by Hrazdira?
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Act/sc/bar No. of
bars

�âVS
(fol/sys/bar)

�âFS
(fol/bar)

OP
strings

Cut no./date/comments

I/vi/23–4 2 57r/I/3–4 [143r/1–2] (ii) Jen�$fa and�âteva: orchestral bars
?1906: suggested by Hrazdira?

I/vi/31–2 2 57r/II/5–6 143v/4–5 �3 (8) Jen�$fa and�âteva: orchestral bars
1906: suggested by Hrazdira

I/vi/56–7 2 57v/III/1–2 146r/5–6 �3 (9) Jen�$fa and�âteva: orchestral bars
1906: suggested by Hrazdira?

I/vi/87–9 3 58r/IV/5–7 149r/1–3 �3 (10) Jen�$fa and�âteva: orchestral
interlude before Andante, ‘Beztoho bude’
1906: suggested by Hrazdira

I/vi/124–5 2 59v/II/1–2 153r/2–3 �3 (11) Orchestral interlude before�âteva:
‘Ne�ãkleb se!’
1906: suggested by Hrazdira?
Similar appearance to cuts(9)–(11)

I/vi/178–81 4 61r/I/5–II/3 [158v/2–5] (iii) Jen�$fa: ‘smrt bych si musela urobit’
?1906: suggested by Hrazdira

I/vi/214–15 2 62r/I/1–2 [162r/3–4] (iv) Jen�$fa and�âteva; orchestral
interlude (Presto)
?1906: suggested by Hrazdira?

II/vi/124–7 4 52v/III/5–
53r/I/2

= 123r/2–
5*

�3 (12) Orchestral introduction to Jen�$fa’s
prayer (‘Zdrávas královno’)
?1906
*In SFS the first rather than the second of
two identical four-bar phrases is cut

II/vi/128–
210

83 [53r/I/3–
55v/II/1]

[123v/5–
131r/1]

(�3) (c) Jen�$fa’s prayer (cut to the beginning
of the following scene)
1904: cut at the second performance (28
January) owing to the disposition of the
Jen�$fa (Marie Kabelá�þová); subsequently
reinstated
In the 1904 string parts (OP) this cut
starts a barlater 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 in�âVS, �âFS
or LB
�: ���1���P�F�R�Y�i������������������

II/vi/137 1 53r/II/6 124v/3 �3 (13) Jen�$fa’s prayer: orchestral bar

II/vii/59–62 4 59r/II/2–5 139v/2–5 �3 (14) Jen�$fa and Kostelni�þka: Jen�$fa, ‘To�å
um��el’
?1904/1906
Neat pencil marking in SVS means this
could be a Hrazdira suggestion, but the
notation of the cut in OP matches(1) and
(2), so this could date from earlier

II/vii/93–4 2 60r/II/6–7 142r/6–7 �3 (15) Jen�$fa and Kostelni�þka: orchestral
bars in Jen�$fa’s reflective monologue
?1904/1906
See(16)

II/vii/154–8 5 61v/I/3–III/1 [147r/3–
148r/3]

(v) Jen�$fa and Kostelni�þka
?1906: suggested by Hrazdira?
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Act/sc/bar No. of
bars

�âVS
(fol/sys/bar)

�âFS
(fol/bar)

OP
strings

Cut no./date/comments

II/viii/187–
94

8 71r/III/3–71v/I 168v/3–
169r/4

�3 (16a)Jen�$fa/Laca duet
?1904
The original short version of the cut to
this duet, also marked in the orchestral
parts (OP)
Later extended back to:

II/viii/157–
94

38 70r/II/4–71v/I 166r/3–
169r/4

�3 (16b) Laca solo(‘Chci, Jen�$fka’) and
Jen�$fa/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 theduetting
�: ���â�W���G�U�R����������
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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 2000(seeCHAPTERS 1 and2). The following table lists these

figures in the left-hand column. In order to facilitate comparison and orientation

between this edition and three of the most important earlier sources forJen�$fa, these

are listed againstthe equivalent figures used in�âFS,KPU and UE 1917 (columns 2–

4).

There are no rehearsal figures in�âVS, hence its absence here: they were added

to the vocal score at KPU proof stage. For�âFS, 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 letters added to�âFS, replacing the original rehearsal figures,

have been omitted.

The original scene designations in�âFS, KPU and UE 1917are also given

.

31 �: ��1 = 31 bars before fig. 1

100 �: ������� �������E�D�U�V���D�I�W�H�U���I�L�J����������

Act 1
Reh. fig. �âFS KPU UE 1917
1 31 �: ��1 31 �: ��1 31 �: ��1
2 21 �: ��1 21 �: ��1 21 �: ��1
3 11 �: ��1 11 �: ��1 11 �: ��1
4 1 1 1
5 2 2 2
6 28 �: ��3 28 �: ��3 28 �: ��3
7 3 3 3
8 4 4 4
9 5 5 5
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Reh. fig. �âFS KPU UE 1917
10 21 �: ��6 21 �: ��6 14 �: ��6
11 6 6 6
12 7 7 7
13 10 �: ��8 10 �: ��8 10 �: ��8
14 8 8 8
15 8 �: ��9 8 �: ��9 8 �: ��9
16 9 9 9
17 10 10 10
18 11 11 11
19 4 �: ��12 4 �: ��12 4 �: ��12
20 12 12 12
21 13 13 13
22 14 14 14
23 15 15 13
24 6 �: ��16 6 �: ��16 6 �: ��16
25 16 16 16
26 17 17 17
27 18 18 18
28 19 19 19
29 20 20 20
30 21 21 21
31 Výstup2 22 Výstup. 2. 22 VýstupII. 22 2. Szene
32 13 �: ��23 13 �: ��23 13 �: ��23
33 23 23 23
34 21 �: ��24 21 �: ��24 21 �: ��24
35 8 �: ��24 8 �: ��24 8 �: ��24
36 24 24 24
37 12 �: ��25 12 �: ��25 12 �: ��25
38 25 25 25
39 15 �: ��26 15 �: ��26 15 �: 26
40 26 26 26
41 27 27 27
42 4 �: ��28 4 �: ��28 4 �: ��28
43 28 28 28
44 29 29 29
45 7 �: ��30 7 �: ��30 7 �: ��30
46 Výstup3 30 III a IV. Výstup. 30 Výstup III. a IV. 30 3. Szene
47 12 �: ��31 12 �: ��31 12 �: ��31
48 Výstup4 31 Výstup. V. 31 VýstupV. 31 4. Szene
49 13 �: ��32 13 �: ��32 13 �: ��32
50 32 32 32
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Reh. fig. �âFS KPU UE 1917
51 12 �: ��33 12 �: ��33 12 �: ��33
52 33 33 33
53 9 �: ��34 9 �: ��34 34
54 Výstup 5 34 [Výstup6] 34 VýstupVI. —
54a 35 35 —
9 �: ��54b 35 5. Szene
54b 36 36 36
55 37 37 37
56 11 �: ��38 11 �: ��38 37½
57 38 38 38
58 39 (1a volta) 39 (1a volta) 39
59 20 �: ��40 (1a volta) 20 �: ��40 (1a volta) 82 �: ��40
58a 39 (2a volta) 39 (2a volta) 66 �: ��40
59a 20 �: ��40 (2a volta) 20 �: ��40 (2a volta) 50 �: ��40
58b 39 (3a volta) 39 (3a volta) 34 �: ��40
59b 20 �: ��40 (3a volta) 20 �: ��40 (3a volta) 18 �: ��40
60 40 40 40
61 41 41 41
62 8 �: ��42 8 �: ��42 8 �: ��42
63 42 42 42
63a 9 �: ��43 — —
64 43 43 43
65 44 44 44
66 11 �: ��45 — —
67 45 — —
68 13 �: ��46 — —
69 46 — —
70 47 — —
71 48 — —
72 49 — —
2 �: ��73 50 — —
73 4 �: ��51 — —
1 �: ��74 51 45 45
74 9 �: ��52 9 �: ��46 9 �: ��46
74a 52 46 46
75 10 �: ��53 10 �: ��47 10 �: ��47
76 53 47 47
77 54 48 48
2 �: ��78 55 49 —
78 7 �: ��56 7 �: ��50 49
79 56 50 50
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80 57 51 51
80a 6 �: ��59 — —
80b 59 — —
81 60 53 52
81a 10 �: ��61 — —
82 61 54 53
83 62 55 54
84 63 56 55
84a 6 �: ��64 13 �: ��57 13 �: ��56
84b 64 — —
85 65 57 56
86 16 �: ��66 16 �: ��58 57
87 Výstup 6 66 Výstup. 7. 58 VýstupVII. 58 6. Szene
88 38 �: ��67 28 �: ��59 26 �: ��59
89 14 �: ��67 10 �: ��59 10 �: ��59
90 67 59 59
91 68 1 �: ��60 1 �: ��60
92 69 61 61
93 21 �: ��70 17 �: ��62 17 �: ��62
94 11 �: ��70 9 �: ��62 9 �: ��62
95 70 62 62
96 71 63 63
97 72 64 64
98 4 �: ��73 — —
8 �: ��99 73 65 65
99 74 66 66
99a 75 67 67
99b 76 — —
100 77 68 68
101 78 69 69
102 79 70 70
103 80 71 71
104Výstup 7 81 Výstup. 8. 72 Výstup VIII. 72 7. Szene
104a 82 73 73
1 �: ��105 83 74
105 7 �: ��84 7 �: ��75 74
106 84 75 75
107 9 �: ��85 9 �: ��76 9 �: ��76
108 85 76 76
109 86 77 77
110 87 78 78
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111 10 �: ��88 8 �: ��79 8 �: ��79
112 88 79 79
113 89 80 80
114 90 81 81
115 91 82 82
116 23 �: ��92 25 �: ��83 21 �: ��83
117 16 �: ��92 17 �: ��83 13 �: ��83
117a 8 �: ��92 5 �: ��83 —
117b 92 83 83
118 9 �: ��93 3 �: ��84 3 �: ��84
118a 93 — —
118b 94 84 84
118c 20 �: ��95 — —
119 95 85 85
120 5 �: ��96 5 �: ��86 5 �: ��86
120a 96 86 86
121 97 87 87
122 98 88 88
122a 99 11 �: ��89 11 �: ��89
122b 100 — —
123 100 �: ���� 89 89
124 100 �: ���� 89 �: ���� 89 �: ����

Act 2
Reh. fig. �âFS KPU UE 1917
1 1 1 1
2 8 �: ��2 7 �: ��2 8 �: ��2 1. Szene
3 2 2 2
4 3 3 3
4a 4 4 4
5 5 5 5
6 6 6 6
7 7 7 7
7a 8 4 �: ��8 4 �: ��8
8 9 8 8
9 10 9 9
10 11 10 10
11 12 11 11
11a 13 — —
11b 14 — —
12 15 12 12
13 16 13 13
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14 17 14 14
15 18 15 15
16 19 16 16
17 16 �: ��20 16 �: ��17 16 �: ��17
18 Výstup 2 20 Výstup. 2. 17 Výstup II. 17 2. Szene
19 21 18 18
20 22 19 19
21 8 �: ��23 15 �: ��20 15 �: ��20
22 2 �: ��23 10 �: ��20 10 �: ��20
8 �: ��23 23 8 �: ��20 8 �: ��20
23 24 20 20
24 Výstup 3 25 3. Výstup(4) 21 Výstup III. (IV.) 21 3. Szene
25 26 22 22
26 27 23 23
27 28 24 24
28 29 25 25
29 6 �: ��30 6 �: ��26 6 �: ��26
1 �: ��30 30 26 26
30 5 �: ��31 5 �: ��27 5 �: ��27
31 31 27 27
2 �: ��32 32 28 28
32 10 �: ��33 6 �: ��29 6 �: ��29
33 33 29 29
34 34 30 30
35 35 31 31
36 36 32 32
37 37 33 33
38 38 34 34
39 39 35 35
40 17 �: ��40 16 �: ��36 16 �: ��36
1 �: ��41 1 �: ��40 36 36
41 40 13 �: ��37 13 �: ��37
42 41 37 37
43 42 38 38
44 43 39 39
45 44 40 40
46 13 �: ��45 41 41
47 45 42 42
48 46 43 43
49 47 44 44
50 26 �: ��48 45 45
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51 12 �: ��48 13 �: ��46 13 �: ��46
51aVýstup 4 48 Výstup 4. (5.) — —
52 49 46 Výstup IV. (V.) 46 4. Szene
53 50 47 47
54 51 48 48
55 52 49 49
55a 53 — —
56 54 — —
6 �: ��57 6 �: ��55 50 50
57 55 51 51
58 56 52 52
59 57 53 53
60 58 54 54
61 4 �: ��59 4 �: ��55 4 �: ��55
62 59 55 55
63 10 �: 60 14 �: ��56 14 �: ��56
63a 60 —
64 Výstup 5 61 Výstup 5. (6.) 56 Výstup V. (VI.) 56 5. Szene
65 62 57 57
66 63 58 58
67 5 �: ��64 5 �: ��59 5 �: ��59
68 64 59 59
69 4 �: ��65 4 �: ��60 4 �: ��60
70 65 60 60
71 7 �: ��66 7 �: ��61 7 �: ��61
72 Výstup 6 66 Výstup 6. (7.) 61 Výstup VI. (VII.) 61 6. Szene
73 6 �: ��67 6 �: ��62 6 �: ��62
74 67 62 62
75 68 63 63
76 69 64 64
77 6 �: ��70 5 �: ��65 6 �: ��65
1 �: ��78 1 �: ��70 65 1 �: ��65
78 70 8 �: ��66 65
79 71 66 66
80 72 67 67
81 73 68 68
82 74 69 69
83 4 �: ��75 4 �: ��70 4 �: ��70
84 75 70 70
1 �: ��85 76 71 71
85 19 �: ��77 19 �: ��72 18 �: ��72
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86 8 �: ��77 8 �: ��72 7 �: ��72
87 77 72 72
88 78 — —
88a 1 �: ��79 1 �: ��73 73
89 80 74 74
90 81 75 75
91 82 76 76
92 8 �: ��83 8 �: ��77 8 �: ��77
93 83 77 77
94 9 �: ��84 7 �: ��78 7 �: ��78
95 Výstup 7 84 Výstup 7 (8). 78 Výstup VII. (VIII. ) 78 7. Szene
96 85 79 79
97 86 80 80
98 87 81 81
99 88 82 82
100 89 83 83
101 15 �: ��90 12 �: ��84 12 �: ��84
102 90 84 84
103 91 85 85
104 92 86 86
105 1 �: ��93 1 �: ��87 1 �: ��87
21 �: ��106 93 87 87
1 �: ��106 1 �: 94 88 88
106 94 9 �: ��89 9 �: ��89
107 95 89 89
107aVýstup 8 96 Výstup 8. (9) — —
1 �: ��108 1 �: ��97 90 Výstup VIII. (IX.) 90 8. Szene
108 97 8 �: ��91 8 �: ��91
1 �: ��109 1 �: ��98 91 1 �: ��91
109 98 28 �: ��92 91
110 99 92 92
111 100 93 93
112 101 94 94
113 12 �: ��102 12 �: ��95 12 �: ��95
113a 102 — —
114 103 95 95
115 104 96 96
116 105 97 97
116a 106 — —
116b 107 — —
116c 108 — —
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117 109 98 98
118 110 99 99
119 111 100 100
120 112 101 101
121 8 �: ��113 8 �: ��102 8 �: ��102
122 113 102 102
123 3 �: ��114 9 �: ��103 9 �: ��103
6 �: ��124 114 6 �: ��103 6 �: ��103
124 115 103 103
125 116 104 104
126 117 105 105

Act 3
Reh. fig. �âFS KPU UE 1917
1 1 — —
1a 2 1 1
2 20 �: ��3 20 �: ��2 1 �: ��2
3 3 2 8 �: ��3
4 1 �: ��4 3 3
5 12 �: ��5 4 4
6 5 5 5
7 6 �: ��6 6 �: ��6 6 �: ��6
8 Výstup 2 6 Výstup. 2. 6 VýstupII. 6 2. Szene
9 16 �: ��7 31 �: ��8� —

10 7 15 �: ��8� 7
11 5 �: ��8 5 �: ��8 5 �: ��8
1 �: ��12 8 8 8
12 7 �: ��9 7 �: ��9 7 �: ��9
13 9 9 9
14 10 10 10
15 11 11 11
16 12 2 �: ��12 12
17 13 13 13
18 14 14 14
19 Výstup3 15 Výstup. 3. 15 VýstupIII. 15 3. Szene
20 16 16 16
21 17 17 17
22 18 18 18
23 19 19 19

� KPU contains no fig. 7, which should be 15�: ��8 (i.e. KPU, 212, bar 1)
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24 20 20 20
25 5 �: ��21 5 �: ��21 5 �: ��21
26 21 21 21
27 22 22 22
28 23 23 23
3 �: ��29 Výstup4 24 Výstup. 4. 24 VýstupIV. 24 4. Szene
29 14 �: ��25 14 �: ��25 12 �: ��25
2 �: ��30 25 25 25
30 16 �: ��26 16 �: ��26 16 �: ��26
31 26 26 26
32 2 �: ��27 10 �: ��28† 2 �: ��27
8 �: ��33 27 8 �: ��28† 27
33 28 28 28
33a 29 — —
34 30 29 29
34a 31 30 30
35 32 31 31
36 Výstup5 33 Výstup. 5. 32 VýstupV. 32 5. Szene
37 Výstup6 34 Výstup. 6. 33 VýstupVI. 33 6. Szene
37a 35 23 �: ��34 23 �: ��34
38 36 34 34
39 37 (1a volta) 35 (1a volta) 35
39a 37 (2a volta) 35 (2a volta) 42 �: ��36
39b 37 (3a volta) 35 (3a volta) 23 �: ��36
40 38 36 36
41 12 �: ��39 12 �: ��37 12 �: ��37
42 39 37 37
43 40 38 38
44 7 �: ��41 7 �: ��39 7 �: ��39
45 Výstup7 41 Výstup. 7. 39 VýstupVI I. 39 7. Szene
46 42 40 40
47 Výstup8 43 Výstup. 8. 41 VýstupVIII. 41 8. Szene
48 44 42 42
49 12 �: ��45 12 �: ��43 12 �: ��43
50 Výstup9 45 Výstup. 9. 43 VýstupIX. 43 9. Szene
51 46 44 44
52 5 �: ��47 5 �: ��45 5 �: ��45
53 Výstup10 47 Výstup. 10. 45 VýstupX. 45 10. Szene
54 48 46 46
55 49 47 47

† KPU contains no fig. 27, which should be 8�: ��28 (i.e. KPU,229, bar 6)
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56 50 48 48
57 51 49 49
58 8 �: ��52 8 �: ��50 8 �: ��50
59 3 �: ��52 3 �: ��50 3 �: ��50
60 52 50 50
61 5 �: ��53 5 �: ��51 5 �: ��51
62 53 51 51
62a 54 52 —
63 55 53 1 �: ��52
64 56 54 53
65 4 �: ��57 4 �: ��55 54
65a 57 — —
66 Výstup 11 58 Výstup. 11. 55 Výstup XI. 55 11. Szene
67 4 �: ��59 3 �: ��56 3 �: ��56
68 59 56 56
69 4 �: 60 4 �: 57 4 �: 57
70 60 57 57
71 6 �: ��61 6 �: ��58 6 �: ��58
72 61 58 58
73 62 59 59
74 63 60 60
75 Výstup 12 64 Výstup. 12. 61 Výstup XII. 61 12. Szene
76 65 62 62
77 2 �: ��66 2 �: ��63 2 �: ��63
78 66 63 63
79 1 �: ��67 1 �: ��64 1 �: ��64
8 �: ��80 67 64 64
80 68 65 65
81 10 �: ��69 10 �: 66 10 �: 66
82 69 66 66
83 69 �: ���� 66 �: 7 66 �: 7
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APPENDIX VI

Janá�þek, Jen�$fa and the straw fiddle

One of the most distinctive aspectsof Jen�$fa’s sound-world is the strikinguse(in

more than the literal sense)of the xylophonein Act 1. It features nowhere else in the

opera, but reappearsat nodal points throughout the Act. Moreover, as Janá�þek’s

annotations to the instrument’s line in the fullscore make clear, it is specifically

associated with thelocation of the action, which is setat 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. Some bushes, some felled timber, in the background

a stream.’1 Although no mill-wheelas suchis specified in this description, most

naturalistic productions of the opera do indeed include one, and often take the

xylophone’s musical cue to have the wheelvisibly moving while the instrument plays.

Given the xylophone’s prominence at crucial moments throughout Act 1, it is

surprising to discover that, in Janá�þek’s original, pre-premièreconception of the

opera, the instrument appears to have played a somewhat lesserrole. This is only

partly explained by the fact that it was Janá�þek’s removal of theself-standing

orchestral introduction (Úvod) which effectively threw the aural spotlight onto the

xylophone, making it the very first sound the audience hears.2 A close examination

of the two surviving manuscript scores (�âFS and�âVS) shows that several of the

xylophone’s appearances during Act 1 were added by Janá�þek himself after the

original copying, probably in his October 1903 revisions to the opera (seeCHAPTER 1,

1 ‘Podve�þer. Osam��lý, pohorský mlýn. Vpravo p��ed domovním stavením sí��ka zd��ev��ných sloup�$.

Strá��ka, k��oviny, n��kolik pokácených d��ev, vzadu strouha.’ Gabriela Preissová, Její pastorky��a, Act 1,

opening.
2 TheÚvodwas never used as an introduction to the opera in Janá�þek’s lifetime; seeCHAPTER 1, §1.2.



167

§1.2). TABLE A6.1, which lists all the passages played by the instrument, identifies

those added by 1903, as well as Janá�þek’s later, post-premièrealterations. With the

exception of the nine bars preceding Jano’s entry (Scene 1, bars 295–303), all the

indications for the xylophone to be placed ‘na jevi�ãti, ve mlýn��’ [onstage, by the mill]

are additions by Janá�þek to �âFS.

TABLE A6.1: Alterations to xylophonein �âFSbefore and after première

Scene bars pitch date comments

i 1–24 cb' original 4s changed to 6s ?1907/8 (4s remain in�âVS and
KPU)

52–54 cb' added by Oct 1903 ‘na jevi�ãti, ve mlýn��’; always in�âVS; 4s changed to
6s by 1907 (�âVS)

295–303 ab original ‘na jevi�ãti, ve mlýn��’; 4s changed to 6s ?1907/8

336–43 bb original 4s changed to 6s ?1907/8

375–6 ab original ‘Solo’; 4s

377–8 ab added by Oct 1903 4s; continuation of previous 2 bars: omitted in error?

ii 17–21 cb' added by Oct 1903 4s changed to 6s by 1907 (�âVS); �âVS and KPU:ab

54–61 g added by Oct 1903 ‘na jevi�ãti, ve mlýn��’; always in �âVS; 4s changed to
6s ?1907/8(but NB always 12s in�âVS)

v 500–6 cb' added by Oct 1903 semiquavers (in 2/4)

vi 1–5 cb' added by Oct 1903 ‘na jevi�ãti, ve mlýn��’; semiquavers (in 3/4); changed
to quavers by 1907 (�âVS)

262–3 cb' added by Oct 1903 ‘solo’, ‘na jevi�ãti, ve mlýn��’; quavers (in 6/4)

vii 1–25 cb' original quadruplet 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 156–9 in
present edition) and pitch altered tobb

Two of the additions to�âFS appear always to have been present in�âVS (i/52–

4; ii/54–61), andthus mayeither have been oversights, or elsereflect aspects of the

destroyed autograph score(s). The two bars ofabs added at the end of Scene 1, just

beforethe entry of the mill foreman (i/377–8, a continuation of the previous two bars),

may likewise simply be the correction of an oversight. Otherwise, those passages

originally absent in both�âFS and�âVS are indicatedabovein bold type in the ‘date’

column. Most notable is the fact that three crucial appearances by the instrument
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seemto be post-copying additions (i.e. originally in neither�âFS nor�âVS): the 12 bars

bridging the transition between Scenes 5 and 6 (the orchestral postlude to the ‘Ka�ådý

párek’ensemble leading to Jen�$fa’s recitative, ‘�âtevo,�âtevo, jávím’); the two bars

preceding Scene 7 (vi/262–3, originally a general pause); and the nine bars at fig. 118

(vii/160–8) when Laca ponders the damage his knife could do to Jen�$fa’s cheeks

(‘Tenhlek��ivák by ti je mohl pokazit!’). It is precisely in these three passages that

Janá�þek appears to tapinto the tension accumulated by the xylophone’s ‘background’

presence through the course of the Act, and ratchets it up, notch by notch, to arrive at

theexpressive level of thehighly-charged closing pages. And it is here, too, that the

xylophone most obviously departs from being merelya musical, quasi-naturalistic

representation of the mill (heard, for instance, when Jano runs on from the mill, and

again when the mill foreman makes his entrance) to take on a more ominous, fateful

hue.

That Janá�þek himself thought of the xylophone chiefly in association with the

mill is clear not only from his stage-direction annotations to�âFS but also from

subsequent correspondence and other documents. Although the first production,

which was staged with makeshift rather than custom-built sets, is unlikely to have

included an actual mill, later stagings in Janá�þek’s lifetime certainly featured

prominentmills and mill-wheels. The fact that the 1904 première was, as it were, on

Janá�þek’s doorstep meansthat it is relatively lesswell documented than later‘away’

productions. Nevertheless, Janá�þek’s correspondence at the time with Camilla

Urválková(seeCHAPTER 1) is probably a fair indication that, on the opera’s first

airing, he wasmore occupied withmusical concerns and shortcomingsthan with

questionsof staging. Subsequent productions in Prague, Vienna andthen

internationally were in a different class musically, and Janá�þek wasthereforeable to
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direct his attentions more towards aspects of the production itself. Indeed, it was as he

gained in self-confidence as a result of this wider acceptanceof his workthat he

seems to have felt able to address questions of staging and production,and he no

doubt also developed a greater awareness and feel for such mattersaway from the

provincial limitations of his adopted home town.

On 12 May 1916, a fortnight before the opera’s Prague première, Janá�þek

wrote from rehearsals in Prague to his wife Zdenka, at home in Brno: ‘The clatter of

the mill [i.e. the xylophone] will be on stage— [coming] from the mill.’ 3 In the

immediate wake of the Prague production’s triumph, an emboldened Janá�þek took it

upon himself to address what he perceived as shortcomings in the staging itself.After

consulting theMoravianpainter Alois Kalvoda(1875–1934), Janá�þek wroteon 3 June

1916to the National Theatre’s administrative director, Gustav Schmoranz,requesting

‘a stylistically faithful, true stage design’ for Act 1. After criticising the stone bridge

as ‘downright unthinkable’(i.e. unthinkable for rural Slovácko, whereJen�$fa is set)

heturned his attention to the mill:

Also the mill, the view of it and into itwith all theartificial plumbing of the overshot

mechanism4 — this in no way resembles the truth with its [i.e. the Prague

production’s] simple, bare, gigantic wheel stuck on the side of a cottage.Perhaps Mr

Kalvoda would be ready [to sketch a millfrom life] by the autumn.5

3 JODA, JP99.
4 ‘horní vody’.
5 JA vii, 31. Schmoranz’s response, as noted down by him on Janá�þek’s letter, was dismissive: ‘The

devil take this “mistr” Kalvoda from us. An overshot mill!How is that possible on stage? Where

would the water go?’, ibid.
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Janá�þek attempted to pursuethe matter further that August, but althoughKalvoda

producedfor him a series of colour sketches ofold mills in the Javorník–Suchov

valley, the composer’s proposals were tactfully but firmly scotched by Schmoranz.6

Subsequently, mill-wheels continued to feature prominently in set designs,7

and further evidenceexists of Janá�þek’s association of the xylophone with the mill

itself. On 22 March 1924, five days after the opera’s Berlin première under Erich

Kleiber, hewrote in a letter of thanks to Kleiber:

If I may ask you for something, it is: the introductionto the first act, just a little

quicker 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.8

Gabriela Preissová’s still later (1941) reminiscences state that ‘[Janá�þek] studied 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 wheel.’9 Whilst

Preissová’s recollections might in other respects ‘need to betreated with caution’on

account of their late date,10 Act 1 of Jen�$fa was indeed written against the background

of the culmination of Janá�þek’s transcription and collection of folk rituals, as well as

6 JA vii, 39–40; see also Vogel 1963, 370 (394 in the Eng. trans.).
7 These included the set designs by Hans Führinger for the 1918 Hofoper production in Vienna; see

illustration in Alena N��mcová (ed.),Sv��t Janá�þkových oper(Brno: Moravské Zemské museum, Nadace

Leo�ãe Janá�þka 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 Hessisches Landestheater, Darmstadt.

Führinger’s Vienna designs were subsequently adapted for the opera’s US première at the Metropolitan

Opera, New York, in December 1924 (JaWo, 17).
8 �ât��dro�� 1955, 178.
9 JODA, JP3.
10 JODA, 43.
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his earliest notations of speech melodies (1897 onwards).11 And the idea of the

composer actually noting down the noise of the mill-wheel, which might otherwise

seem fanciful, is lent at least some credence by the composer’s own words in his

unpublished 1924 sketch on naturalism (XV/340): ‘The “wailing wind” plays the

piccolo. The clatter of the mill— the xylophone.’12

However, just as the mill-wheelitself can take on broader, symbolic

resonances in the context of the unfolding action (as a ‘wheel of fate’), so too the

xylophone has wider significance than its immediately 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 instrumentthatJaná�þek

was probably writing for. In hisintroduction to UE 1996, Tyrrell looks into the

terminology of some of Janá�þek’s percussion instruments, notably the ‘lyra’ (a lyre-

shaped portable glockenspiel used in military bands) and the ‘zvonky’ (a Czech term

meaning‘little bells’ ).13 His comments on the xylophone, however,are restricted to

noting its associationwith the mill-wheel, which‘perhaps explains theexceptionally

low tessitura’.14 But, at just the time thatJen�$fa was being composed and first

performed, the xylophone itself was going through an important stage in 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

11 SeeJYL, 339–54 and 477–89.
12 ‘„Melu zina“ hraje picolou. „Klepot mlýna“– xylofon.’, LD I/1-2, 173; English translation in

Beckerman 2003, 295.
13 Tyrrell 1996, xvii–xviii. These terms are explored in greater detail inJaWo, xx–xxii; for their

interpretation in the context of the present reconstruction of the 1904Jen�$fa, seeCHAPTER 2, §2.4.
14 Tyrrell 1996, xviii.



172

Fig. A6.1 Diagrammatic representation of the four-row, 36-note xylophone. The pitches are
those notated (sounding an octave higher). The shaded pitches are the ones used (with some
enharmonic re-notation) in Act 1 ofJen�$fa.15

its manufacture was pioneered by John C. Deagan.16 Its widespread adoption was only

gradual, however, and most European orchestras of Janá�þek’s time would have used a

far older type of instrument, the ‘four-row’ 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 percussion instruments’,Percussive Notes, xxxi/2 (1992), 60–64;

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

instruments, John C. Deagan (1852–1932) was also responsible for the recognition ofa' = 440 as

standard pitch; see Edmund A. Bowles, ‘Deagan’,NG2, 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,Strohfiedel[strawfiddle], sometimes also known as theHolz-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 spoon-shaped mallets (again like the cimbalom)

made of wood or horn, givinga much harder, dryer sound than the modern

instrument.17 The wooden bars weresoarranged that the two central rows

corresponded approximately to the ‘white’ or natural pitches, with the outer rows

containing mainly the ‘black’ accidentals, and with some pitches duplicatedso asto

facilitate the playing of faster passages,as 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 instrument could be rolled up for carrying. The range was

variable, at most 22/3 octaves, andnotational 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 a mini-boom of worksincluding

a part for the xylophone: in addition toJen�$fa, the instrument features in Mahler’s

Sixth Symphony and Puccini’sMadama Butterfly(both 1904), Strauss’sSalome

(1905), Debussy’sIbéria (1909) and Stravinsky’sL’Oiseau de feu(1910). However,

this boom owed less to theappearance of the modern ‘Deagan’ xylophone (most

European orchestras, and certainly central and eastern European orchestras, continued

17 Holland 1978, 169–70.



174

to use the four-row instrument well into the twentieth century)18 than it did to the

instrument’s growing popularity during the nineteenth century. This trend can largely

be credited toMicha�áJózef Guzikow (1806–1837), a Polish Jew who had the

distinction of being the first acknowledged xylophone virtuoso, touring Europe and

impressing the likes of Mendelssohn, Chopin and Liszt.19 He not only raised the

instrument’s profile within the world of art music, but reinforceda perception of it as

a typically Slavic instrument.20 In one of the chief Czech reference books of the early

twentieth century,Otto’s Encyclopedia, the xylophone (listed asSlamozvuk, literally

‘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, hölzernes Gelächter. It is

made of 16–20 tuned sticks of fir wood, semi-cylindrical in shape [i.e. convex],

resting on straw ropes or on long wooden rods wound with rope, the notes are

produced by two wooden beaters.21

Although this description seems to be of the even older one-row diatonic xylophone

(which pre-dated Guzikow and was described, as the author ofOtto’s entry points out,

by Agricola), the instrument’sSlavic roots,attested to in other sourcesof the time,

may well have appealed to Janá�þek’s wider pan-Slavic sentiments, notwithstanding

18 In Russian orchestras the four-row xylophone was in use until the later twentieth century; see Baines

1992, 384.
19 Irena Poniatowska, ‘Guzikow, Micha�áJózef’,NG2, vii, 608–9; James Blades/James Holland,

‘Xylophone, §2: Europe’,NG2, xxvii, 619.
20 This was undoubtedly emphasised by his appearance in folk costume at his concerts; seeAmZno. 36

(September 1835).
21 OSNxxiii (1905), 334.






















































