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Zdeneék Fibich’s Place in Janacek’s Literary and Theoretical Oeuvre

Eva Drlikova

An acquaintance

It is presumed that Janacek was only occasionally aware of Fibich’s personality and
musical work. Whether this a priori judgement is correct can be determined by answers
to the following questions: when and why did Janacéek take an interest in Fibich and his
music? And how highly did he esteem Fibich’s music in the context of his own creative
literary activity?

Leos Janacek may have first encountered the music of Zden€k Fibich while attend-
ing the Prague Organ School during the school year 1874-1875. One cannot exclude the
possibility of an earlier acquaintanceship, but that would be almost entirely out of the
question.! Vladimir Helfert, who mapped out Janacek’s personal and artistic existence
in detail from the beginning to 1888, the year of the composition of Sdrka, concluded:
“Among other Czech compositions, Janacek would have had an opportunity to become ac-
quainted with Fibich’s symphonic poem Zdboj, Slavoj, a Ludeék [ Zaboj, Slavoj, and Ludék]
(15 March 1875), his Violin Sonata in C major (21 February 1875), and his melodrama
Stédry den [Christmas Day].”? This statement should be read with caution, for Helfert
obtained his information from the journal Dalibor. The primary sources no longer exist,
and the school notebooks into which Janacek occasionally entered personal remarks do
not provide evidence of these events.

One could not fail to hear or to disregard the name of Zden€k Fibich in the Czech
world of music around 1875, as well as during the four years that young Janacek was

' During Janacek’s adolescent years at the music foundation in Old Brno, the music of Zdenék Fibich
was not (and could not have been) part of the sacred performing repertory from which he would
have selected works as choirmaster of the Old Brno choir, the repertory that he studied and directed.
Fibich’s works were not included and definitely were not part of the curriculum when Janacek was
gaining his education and teaching at the Teacher’s Institute.

Vladimir Helfert, Leos Jandcek. 1. V poutech tradice [ Leo§ Janacek: In Journeys of Tradition] (Brno,
1939), p. 101.
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feverishly pursuing his musical studies in Prague—not only on the benches of the Organ
School, but in Prague’s exhilarating musical life. Janac¢ek was wholly and continually
interested in Antonin Dvofak as a composer, but he may have perceived Fibich as a uni-
versal musical artist: he composes; he commands the literary pen; and he has at hand
a knowledge of music of his own time and of the past as the basis of his well-informed
judgement, published in Dalibor. The question remains open whether Janacek was familiar
with the journal Dalibor, to which Fibich contributed reviews and also, for a time, was
a contributing artist; in addition, one cannot disregard the fact that Dalibor diligently
reviewed Fibich’s compositions, intentions, and publications. That was evidently the si-
tuation in Prague as it provided the twenty-year-old Janacek with countless stimuli.> At
the time when Janacek could have first met him—at a distance or close at hand, through
writings or through music - Fibich was one of the most educated composers and favored
the progressive, evolving faction of Czech music, yet he left no trace in Janacek’s memaoirs;
he is not mentioned in Janacek’s autobiography.* But silence does not necessarily imply
denial or forgetfulness.

Janacek as an interpreter of Fibich’s music

As choirmaster of the Brno Beseda and its leading dramaturge, Janacek intended to
stage Vesna [Spring] in 1880 at the Beseda; for this reason he requested—as Vladimir
Helfert states’—that scores be sent for this work. Fibich, who did not have the scores at
hand, proposed a production of Boure [The Tempest] and sent the scores of the work.
Boure was not produced because an English horn was not available; consequently neither
Vesna nor Boure was presented in 1880. Janacek’s only performance of Fibich’s music
was a rehearsal and performance of the March from the opera Nevésta messinskd [The
Bride of Messina] (14 November 1886).° In contrast to the lackluster interest of the Brno
Beseda Philharmonic Society in Fibich’s music, the first presentation of Fibich’s opera

3 The run of the journal Dalibor taken from the Brno Beseda lacks volume 3 (1875). This run was
transferred to the library collections of the Ustav hudebni védy Filozofické fakulty Masarykovy
university [Musicological Institute of the Philosophical Faculty of the Masaryk University]. This
volume of the journal is available in the library of the Odd¢€leni d€jin hudby Moravského zemského
muzea [Department of Music History of the Moravian Regional Museum] as a gift of Theodora
Strakova.

4 Adolf Vesely, Leos Jandcek. Pohled do Zivota i dila [Leo$§ Janacek: a View of His Life and Work]
(Prague, 1924).

5 Vladimir Helfert, Leos Jandcek. 1. V poutech tradice (Brno, 1939), p. 241.

In order to provide full information about the performance of Fibich’s compositions in concerts at
the Brno Beseda during his lifetime, let us add that his work for the mixed choir Zdddni was per-
formed on 2 December 1877 (when Janacek was in Leipzig), and that Kapellemeister Adolf Cech
presented the Idyla “Letni podvecer” [1dyll: Summer Evening] in 1898. The Brno Beseda was not
very interested in Fibich’s works after his death. The first Fibich performance after his death was of
the melodrama Vodnik [The Water Goblin] in December 1900. For dates and repertory see Karel
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Sdrka by the Prozatimni narodni divadlo [the Provisional National Theatre] in Brno was
greeted with a very enthusiastic, spontaneous response, particularly at its first reprise,
where Master Fibich made an appearance (12 December 1898). Whether Janacek heard
Fibich’s Sdrka for the first time in Brno (premiere on 2 December 1898) or a year earlier
in Prague (premiere on 28 December 1897) will be determined by others.

Janacek’s commentary on Fibich’s works in literary reviews and analytical essays

Janacek examined a few of Fibich’s works (compositions and editorial work) for
public critical assessment. He wrote four reviews on Fibich’s works: the Missa brevis,’
Hudebni album [Music Album],® Hedy,’ and Sdrka."® His knowledge of these works in all
four reviews is apparently based on recently published scores rather than experience as
a listener (although that possibility cannot be excluded).!! Nevertheless, it is striking that
in the timeliness as well as the expertise of his opinions Janacek clears Fibich’s path to
the podium, and not only in Brno.

The substance of Janacek’s critical evaluation of Fibich works was compiled and pu-
blished more than half a century ago by Bohumir Stédrof in his study “Zdenék Fibich
a Morava [Zdenék Fibich and Moravia]”."> His knowledgeable and undoubtedly objective
perspective can now be expanded in the context of Janacek’s entire creative activity as
a critic, theoretician, and pedagogue. The musical works that generally interested Janacek
were the ones that he analyzed in detail: they were the works in which he perceived one
of the possible paths to truthful [“pravdivému” in Janacek’s terminology| musical expres-
sion of dramatic action within a span of time and under conditions that were suitable to
Czech prosody; they were the compositions that, despite all of the author’s individuality,
respected and evolved the mother tongue of musical development. One should not merely
read his analyses of Dvorak’s works. There are not many analyses, and he favored very few
composers. As a musical reviewer and critic, he dealt with the usual repertory and new
works that often did not surpass the mediocrity of the time. In such circumstances he

Sazavsky, Déjiny “Besedy brnénské* od r. 1860 do r. 1900 [The History of the Brno Beseda from 1860
to 1900] (Brno, 1900).

" Hudebni listy [Music Gazette], 2 (1886), p. 69-70, reprinted in: Theodora Strakova, Eva Drlikova
(eds.), Leos Jandcek. Literdrni dilo [Leos Janacek: Literary Work] 1-1 (hereafter abbreviated to LD 1)
(Brno, 2003), p. 95.

8 Moravské listy [Moravian Gazette], 4 (30. 1. 1892), No. 9, reprinted in: LD 1, p. 215.
°  Hlidka [Sentinel], 14 (1897), p. 594-605, reprinted in: LD 1, p. 248.

0 Hlidka, 16 (1899), p. 36-41, reprinted in: LD 1, p. 271.

' Ibid., p. 273.

12 Bohumir Stédrofi, “Zdenék Fibich a Morava”, in: Artu§ Rektorys (ed.), Zdenék Fibich. Sbornik do-
kumentui a studii o jeho Zivoté a dile, Il [Zdenék Fibich: A Collection of Documents and Studies of
His Life and Work, Vol. 1] (Prague, 1952), p. 296.
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merely provides general information about a work or performance, and usually refers to
their positive aspects and imperfections in media res. But when his intentions and those
of the composer of the work he is reviewing are similar or make contact, he responds with
a literal “flame of enthusiasm”. But he is bitterly disappointed when a composer does not
continue in this vein. He supports his critical judgements with perseverance and amaz-
ing ferocity, drawing upon his own knowledge of the possibilities of communicating with
music in time and space. And thus Janacek was drawn to Fibich’s music:

Pravy vyraz nalezen pro tupou beznadéjnost, ve které Hedy bloudi myslenkami
(,,V zelenavé hloubi, v Seru temné sluje).

Dramatickému vyrazu nijak neni na ujmu, Ze provedena delsi forma skladebna (tzv.
dvoudilna pisen), ve které v predvéti obvykly kvartovy spoj k V. stupni nahrazen
v ucinu podobnym, avSak zajisté hodn¢ otupélym spojem sextovym. Podobné pfi
konci prvni periody nahrazuje se kvartovy spoj k 1. stupni spojem tritébnovym po-
dobného ucinu.

Zcela moderni vzorna osnova!

Chuda stupnice vyraznosti spojii harmonickych ve vétsi skladbé dramatické brzy
se vyCerpa. Co zbyva na vasné v jejich vrcholech? Toéniny, vzbuzené use¢nymi
osnovami souzvuki dopadaji pak jako balvany na dusi.

Hedy vrha se k Juanovi, jehoz spoutaného odvadéji do otroctvi: (,Milacku miij!*).
PovSimnéme si, kterak v rychlém tempu ostrymi spoji dopada do hluboké stopy
toniny A ténina C. Do té zas pada tonina As a do ni se stejnou tiZi téniny Des, E, e.
Natupo je ztepana a zkalena hladina mysli, jeZ pohlcuje i dalsi toniny A, C, F a to
vS$e ani ne v jedné minuté. A co prozije skladatel? Jak malokdo to tusi!

Piirozené hudebni nadani u nas Cechii ochrafiuje skladatele nase od mnohé vy-
stiednosti. [...]

Klasické uvazovani ¢asu pro u¢iny harmonické jest v Hedy v pfevaze, ale vyzdvi-
huje obzvlasté baletni ¢ast (II. jednani) a znamou rybarskou pisen se v§i plnosti
napévu a urcitosti rytmd. [...] Pisen [...] jest hudebné ,,sobéstacny” nap€v. Jest
vitéznou pisni celé skladby. PIné mySleni hudebni ujednotilo ji v toniné, ¢lankovalo
ji protivou svych tvarii napévnych v umérnou periodu rytmi jasnych po ohlaso-
vaném méfitku ().

[Truthful expression is suitable for Hedy’s mood of apathetic hopelessness as she
wanders in thought (“In the green depths, in the twilight of the dark cave”).

Dramatic expression is never detrimental here to the subsequent compositional
forms, such as the two-part song; in the antecedent, the relation of a fourth, from

13 Leo§ Janadek, Ceské proudy hudebni III. Dr. Antonina Dvordka Zlaty kolovrat - Zdenko Fibich Hedy.
Opera. Op. 43. Nakladatel Augustin Frantisek Urbdnek v Praze, in: LD 1, op. cit., p. 248-258. In this
and subsequent translated excerpts of Janacek’s quotations the translator has been sensitive to the
nuances of the composer’s unique and idiosyncratic language, and she has made every effort to
reflect it as faithfully and precisely as possible.
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the fifth degree of the scale to the tonic, is replaced by an analogous construction,
the extremely effective listless leap of a sixth. Also, at the end of the first period the
relationship of the fourth degree of the scale to the tonic is replaced by a tritone,
obtaining a similar effect.

An entirely exemplary modern arrangement!

The inadequate expressivity of these harmonic relationships for dramatic purposes
is soon exhausted. What, then, is left for moments of intense passion? Notes in-
voked by brusque, patterned harmonies fall like boulders on one’s soul.

Hedy rushes towards Juan, who is being led into slavery in chains (“My darling!”).
Let us observe how abrupt chordal relationships are used in a rapid tempo: A mo-
deulates to C.

And then it returns to Ab, with insertions of heavy Db, E and e.

The result is an emotional, darkened passage which also absorbs A, C, and F - and
all of this activity takes place in barely a single moment. And how does a composer
experience this passage? Hardly anyone expects this! The natural musical gift of
the Czech lands protects our composers from many eccentricities. [...]

The classic use of time for harmonic effect comes to the fore in Hedy, particularly
in the second-act ballet and the well-known fishing song, with a melodic fullness
and rhythmic sureness [...] (musical example with underlying text: “The winds blow
from the chilly sea”). Even here, the song is musically self-sufficient as a melodic
structural factor. It is the victorious song of the entire composition. Many musical
thoughts inflect it in the key, articulate it in counterbalance with melodic forms and
proportional, clear periodic thythms after the passage in which it is reprised (J).]”

We certainly do not obtain much general information about Fibich’s opera Hedy from
Janacek’s assessment of this work; his evaluation is focused on the effects of the harmonic
progressions, and how the composer attains dramatic expression as a result. To decipher
correctly the meaning of Janacek’s review, we must take into consideration the preceding
theoretical passage in which he consolidated and at the same time justified his judgement
of Dvorak’s Zlaty kolovrat [The Golden Spinning Wheel] and Fibich’s Hedy (he assessed
both works in a single report, one of a series written for the literary monthly Hlidka.)"
In this theoretical-didactic passage, Janacek discusses his concept of harmonic progres-
sions, the gradual decay of their sound in reverberation, and their esthetic effect: “Beru za
miru hudebnich myslenek hutnost ruchu dusevniho, jenz odpovidd jednomu v case dokonale
vyznélému spoji souzvukii iiplnych obsahem”."> “1 consider the measure of musical thought
to be the substance of the psychological activity that corresponds to the reverberation

The analytical essays in which Janacek made critical evaluations, primarily of recent Czech compo-
sitions, were published from 1879 to 1899 in the literary monthly H/idka under the collective title
Ceské proudy hudebni [Czech Musical Currents].

15 Leo§ Janacek, “Ceské proudy hudebni III. Dr. Antonina Dvofdka Zlaty kolovrat - Zdenko Fibich Hedy.
Opera. Op. 43.” (Nakladatel Augustin Frantisek Urbdnek v Praze), in: LD I, op. cit., p. 253.
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time (the time in which the sound decays to inaudibility) that fully merges one harmony
with the next.”

The substance of psychological activity is the moment one harmony falls into another,
mingling with the fading notes of the preceding harmony. That is the climax, that famous
Janackian spletna, the chaotic moment that forms a connection between two harmonies.
The substance of spletna consists in the totality of these harmonies; in other words, the
frequencies of their notes. But its esthetic effect is first evident when the spletna as a har-
monic progression begins to resolve, an instant between the outset and completion of
the progression. Janacek infers—and, to prove his point, invokes folk music—that the time
needed to complete this natural action within a composition (the fading of a harmony,
the time span that it takes for the substance of the spletna to resolve), is one second,
approximately a half-note. According to Janacek, observing this time span is also useful
when presenting “lahodnych, rytmicky bohatych a v hudebnim ohledu sobé&stacnych na-
péva” [“delightful, rich rhythms and musically self-contained melodies”].'¢

Although we have spent much time on only one of Janacek’s essays on Fibich’s work,
let us examine it as pars pro toto at greater length. And not only because it would be foolish
merely to repeat Stédrofi’s interpretation of Janacek’s assessment. What is new is the es-
sential fact that Janacek, as a dramaturge, most importantly analyzes the dramatic expres-
sion of Fibich’s operas in detail. There is a joyous exclamation of discovery over a short
melody that corresponds to Janacek’s speech-melodic [napévné] theory of melody:

You shout in terrible suffering along with Hedy: “Milacku ma;j! Juane! Mij choti!”
[“My darling! Juan! My husband!”]

d @ o F = & & 0

Could you visualize this vocal rhythm as a free me-

lodic idea with three areas of high notes?”
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But its impact catches Janacek by surprise; in the same register with equal durations,

L 1 -
R Etrderross
L]

Hedy cries in pain: T Ak 1Y tew - with a melodic idea
from another source. “Here is not musical self-sufficiency, but rather truthfulness
in free melody of speech.”'®

" Ibid., p. 254.
7 Ibid., p. 258.

8 [“Neni tu sobéstacnosti hudebni, ale je tu pravdivost divoké melodie mluvy.”] Ibid., p. 258.
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One can similarly refer to Janadek’s appraisal of Sdrka" as quite complex, formed
without reference to the composer’s personal ideas, based on logical objectivity. Perhaps
when Janacek ad acta put aside his own Sdrka and set to work on Jeji pastorkyria, he was
ready to appraise the dramatically truthful—effective—passages in Fibich’s Sdrka, and to
reveal its architectonic gaps which, in his opinion, resulted from an overabundance of
concepts that were not given enough time to sound and function properly. Jana¢ek sum-
marizes Fibich’s compositional techniques in these words:

Ne k Siroké naladé, ale ku kazdému obratu mysSlenkovému priklonuje novy tvar
hudebni [...] Neni mozZna, aby vystacil duch lidsky na tolik krasy, na tolik ptivod-
nosti, kolik by sta uZitych motivil spotfebovalo. Ze spousty tolika jinakych drobkul
mysSlenkovych vyzniva nékolik - vice vSak neZ v ostatnich operach skladatelovych -
teplych, nevyumélkovanych napév [ ...] Fibich pfiklonil se v této opefe k lahodnym
touZzi: dava vyznéti ojedin€le motivu Smetanovu z LibuSe pfi slovech Pfemysla:
,Kde t& hledat ma mé zoufalstvi, ma laska, moje touhy?“?°

[Not to produce one extensive mood, but in correspondence to every conceptual
turn a new musical form is inflected [...] It is not possible that the human soul
could absorb so much beauty, so much originality, the combination of a hundred
motives. That plethora of so many differing conceptual details produces several -
moreover, more than in other operatic compositions - instances of warm, unproc-
essed melodic material [...] In this opera, Fibich relied upon delightful melodies
in complicated musical forms. He openly reveals where he seeks the models he
wants: at times he invokes a motive from Smetana’s Libuse at Pfemysl’s words:
“Where to search for you in my despair, my love, my desire?”]

The entire essay, particularly the independent closing summary, is concerned with
Fibich’s luxuriant invention, the abundance of his musical ideas and his continually new
musical forms. Janacek particularly prizes the group of four “self-sufficient, absolute me-
lodies”. He closes with the words: “Fibich is a philosophical soul; he is not familiar with
rhythmic wit.”?' Bohumir Stédron?? concludes that Janadek is being discreet in his critical
formulations. But is that true?

19 Leos Janacek, “Ceské proudy hudebni. Sarka. Zpévohra o 3 jednanich. Slova od Anezky Schulzové.
Hudbu slozil Zdenko Fibich” [Czech Musical Currents. Sarka. Opera in three acts. Libretto by
Anezka Schulzova. Music Composed by Zdené€k Fibich], Hlidka, 16 (1899), p. 36-41, reprinted in:
LD 1,p.271.

2 Hlidka, 16 (1899), p. 36-41, reprinted in: LD 1, p. 273-275.
A Ibid., p. 275.

22 Bohumir Stédron, “Zdenék Fibich a Morava”, in: Artus Rektorys (ed.), Zdenék Fibich. Sbornik do-
kumentii a studii o jeho Zivoté a dile, II (Prague, 1952), p. 296.
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Janacek did not find Fibich’s Missa brevis entirely acceptable.? It did not conform to
his support of the sacred music reform movement at the time; in addition, the moods of
certain parts of the mass were not appropriate for Janacek, who was very well conversant
with the sacred repertory, above all in its contemplative aspects. But despite his personal
reservations about the composition, he recommends it for Czech choirs as being much
more valuable for their repertory than pieces imported from Germany.

Janacek’s commentary on Fibich’s compositional language in his theoretical works?*

In the light of his stylistic orientation and aesthetic ideals as well as his entire artistic
persona—it was not Zdenék Fibich who would affect Janacek’s contemplations about the
evolution of opera. Examples from Fibich’s work do not appear in his “exact method of
composition”. In his complete theoretical work (Nauka o harmonii) [Harmonic Theory],
in other studies which are intended as a psychological course in creativity, physiology,
acoustics and phonetics, in a collection of lectures about compositions, and last but not
least in his historical-theoretical excursion into history and contemporary music with
their practical and theoretical disciplines, he often demonstrates a word with a musical
comparison and musical example. When grouped with Mussorgsky, Smetana, Dvorak,
Chopin, Mozart, Rubinstein, Strauss and others, Fibich is mentioned last. And even
then, only in passages in which Janacek contemplates the question of emotion and what
he calls the imprint of consciousness—the basis of the various phases of compositional
work, ranging from one’s perception of a stimulus to its musical depiction and, according
to Janacek, its complexity:

Kazdy skladatel ma sviij lis myslenek. Cim vice se blizi onomu pfirozenému-samo-
volnému (automatickému) v mluvé, tim je hodnotné&jsi. Cim blizsi je prepychovy
Kkli¢ - tim srozumiteln&jsi hudba. Cim vice napadi, tim lépe.To je muj lis, moje
metoda (napad). Vim, kdyZ je ticho, Ze slySim jen tén svého vlastniho ucha. V po-
loze této, tenké chvéni - proti némuz je pavucina provazem. To ticho bud’ Setfim
nebo tomu tichu se ,,pfepychem“ hudebniho uméni pfiblizuji pomé&rné. [...] Tato
umérnost vyrazu tonového k vyplni védomi do kazdé vtefiny je mi zakonem. Ne
ton vic, ne méné po vtefinach, neZ po zivé motivaci je pripustno. Touto imérnosti
skladam a piSi hned do plnosti partitury. Ten kli¢ umérnosti znat a mit! Je u skla-
datelt rizny (Mahlerovy tuby!). Kaan, (Blodek), Dvorak, Fibich.?

2 Hudebni listy, 2 (1886), p. 69-70, reprinted in: LD 1, p. 95.

2 See the collected critical edition of Janacek’s theoretical work: Leos Faltus, Eva Drlikova, Svatava
Pribanova, Jifi Zahradka (eds.), Leos Jandcek. Teoretické dilo [Leo§ Janacek: Theoretical Work],
1-1, 1-2 (hereafter abbreviated to 7D [/ and 7D 2), (Brno, 2007-2008).

¥ For the source of this quote see note 24, TD 2, s. 316 (VII. Komplika¢ni skladba) [Complication
Composition].
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[Every composer has his own conceptual imprint that enables him to come close
to a natural (automatic) spontaneity in speech, that makes it more valuable. It
brings him nearer to the key to abundance - and thus to more intelligible music.
The more ideas, the better. This is my imprint, my idea. I am aware that when it
is quiet I hear only a note in my own ear. There is a delicate trembling - in com-
parison, a spider’s web would be a rope. I either endure this silence, or approach
it with “a wealth” of musical art. [...] This artifice of expressivity in tone, of filling
one’s consciousness every second, is something I need. Not a note more or less
per second than is admissible to one’s vivid imagination. I compose with this sense
of proportion and write it immediately into the complete score. To know and have
this key to a sense of proportion! Various composers have it (Mahler’s tubas!).
Kaan, (Blodek), Dvorak, Fibich.]

Fibich comes to his aid with a passage from Hedy: “Potiicek, zurceni potiicku, zurceni
potiicku od rdna do rdna” [Little brook, murmuring book, murmuring brook from dawn to
dawn]. This example is sometimes mentioned as the only one in which Janacek admits the
capability of music to express objective feeling in what he calls complex composing.?® But
let us return again to Janacek’s Fibich and his classification of musical-dramatic forms:

Jdeme-li cestiCkou vyvinu opery, ktera hleda vzory motivli pro zpév na mluvé
lidské, snadno by se mohlo pfijit k mylnému nahledu, Ze prostou mluvou s orches-
tralnim doprovodem (vyrazem) jsme na vrcholu vyvinu opery - a to by byl melo-
dram. Avsak pfi bedlivém uvazeni shledame:

1. Skladatel melodramu neslozil dilo celé.

2. Melodram zustava do svého provedeni nedokoncenym.

3. Provadi-li se pak dilo, nastava kazdym okamZikem pro posluchace trapny mo-
ment, Ze slySi harmonicky nesmysl, tj. musi se pfihodit, Ze nap€v mluveného slova
je co chvili neodtivodnény spoj se slySenym souzvukem v orchestru. V opefe musi
byt zpév notovan, kdeZto v melodramu, kde neni notace predepsana, slySime re-
citovat jednou hlasem vys§im, podruhé zase niZ§im a podobné, coz s privodem
orchestru dava harmonicky nesmysl! Jako skladatel musim védét a povédét vSech-
no, co a jak ma v mém dile presné znit! — Jestli si v melodramu nejsme védomi
nepfiznivych harmonickych dojmd, je toho jen ta pfiCina, Ze navykem od détstvi
pozorujeme a vnimame toliko smysl feci, ale nikoliv jeji melodii!

Malé melodramy jsou tudizZ jen zabavné hracky! Vaznou uméleckou praci neni
melodram nikdy! Mimo moZné harmonické disonance, které se obzvlasté na pro-
stych, obyCejnych souzvucich odrazeji, trpi melodram i tou vadou, Ze hudebni
skladatel nema ani pokdy stacit s pravym, plnym hudebnim vyrazem rychlému
slovu v mluvé. V melodramu potkavame se s mékkosti vyrazovou, ktera lehce hra-
ni¢i na smésnost!

% Ibid., TD 2, p. 172 (B. Skladani).
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[When we take the path of operatic evolution which seeks motivic patterns for
singing or speaking characters, we could easily come to the erroneous idea that
mere speech with (expressive) orchestral accompaniment is the culmination of
operatic development - and that would be melodrama. However, after careful
consideration we find that:

1. The composer of a melodrama did not compose the entire work.

2. A melodrama is not completed until it is performed.

3. When the work is performed, every instant becomes an awkward moment for the
listener who hears harmonic nonsense; that he must infer that the musical realiza-
tion [napév] of the spoken word has, at the moment, an unjustified connection with
the audible harmonies in the orchestra. Song must be notated musically in opera,
whereas no musical notation is prescribed in melodrama. We hear a high voice
recite and then a lower voice, and so on, which makes no sense with the harmony
provided by the orchestra! As a composer, I must understand and communicate
everything that I have in my work so that it sounds precisely! - If we do not notice
awkward harmonic impressions in melodrama, it is because we are accustomed
from childhood to observe and perceive the sense of speech rather than its contour!
Small melodramas are consequently only entertaining playthings! A serious work
of art is never a melodrama! In addition to the possibility of harmonic dissonance
that reverberates even in simple, everyday harmonies, melodrama suffers from the
problem that the composer is not given enough time to cope with honest, flowing
musical expression for rapid words in speech. We encounter tender expressivity
in melodrama that borders on the ridiculous!]

Conclusion

I have attempted to demonstrate the fact that although the music of Zdenék Fibich
was not in the forefront of Janacek’s interest as a music critic and theoretician, he re-
peatedly devoted attention to it. He incorporated it into his own conceptual system of
compositional praxis naturally, as a matter of course, as a member of the generation that
was closest to him in compositional structure.?” It is more than probable that Janacek’s
judgement of Fibich’s work was not conclusive. Let us compare his 1897 evaluation of
Hedy with a remark from a letter to Zdenka written on 5 May 1916: “I reached the boat
at evening. I brought the Janaceks with me. But they bored me. We saw the opera Hed).
They were ‘overwhelmed by the beautiful music’, but it is so dry, that it makes the tongue
stick!”?®

A full quarter century after Fibich’s death, after the long-silenced affair of Fibich
and Schulzova, Janacek is brought back to life—in waves of fiery exaltation to Kamila

2 Otakar Jeremias, Leos Jandcek (Prague & Brno, 1938), p. 6.

2 Svatava Pfibanova (ed.), Thema con variazioni [Theme and Variations] (Prague, 2008), p. 184.
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Stosslova—in his correspondence (Brno, 20 May 1928): “Today I came to a better un-
derstanding about that Prague gentleman and Anezka-hunchback. She was the youngest
of four sisters [...] Fibich died at the right time; they say that he had enough of that
hunchback and their relationship would have been over [...] Enough! What is that? I do
not understand it at all. I did not like her so much that it was great love, love unto death.
I had foreseen it [...] No, enough of that, I cannot and do not know how to imagine it!”*
And still later, from Luhacovice (19 July 1928): “We spoke about Fibich and Anezka.
They say that she was ugly at night and grasped him in her claws. And I know that my
dusky and beautiful Kamilka like a dark night [...]”*° Nor only did Fibich’s music grasp
Janacek’s thought with its claws, but also with quiet fellowship, a thirst for life! Instead
of providing details, I pose a question: to what extent were these two composers alike in
their literary writings and professional opinions?

Translated by Judith Fiehler

Die Position Zdenék Fibichs im literarischen und theoretischen Werk von Leos Janacek
Zusammenfassung

Die bisherige Meinung, dass Janacek der Personlichkeit Fibichs und dessen musika-
lischem Schaffen nur ausnahmsweise seine Aufmerksamkeit gewidmet habe, kann man
nach einer ausfiihrlichen Untersuchung seines literarischen und theoretischen Werkes
nur bestiatigen. Obwohl das Schaffen Fibichs (Jana¢ek analysierte und beurteilte vor al-
lem dessen Opern Hedy und Sdrka) nicht im Zentrum des Interesses von Janacek stand,
wusste er dessen unbestrittenen Qualitdten zu schitzen, sei es, was die Dramaturgie des
Werkes betrifft, wie auch in Bezug auf seine eigene Auffassung von der Proportionalitét,
der dsthetischen Kriterien und dramatischen Wirkung einer Oper. Die Beurteilungen
Janaceks sind eigenartig und spiegeln sein bereits gereiftes kompositorisches Denken
sowie auch seine langjahrige Praxis eines Musikkritikers wider, dem die Objektivitit bei
der Beurteilung der Werke anderer Komponisten nicht fremd war.

Ubersetzt von Vlasta Reittererova

2 Svatava Pfibanova (ed.), Leos Jandcek: Hddanka Zivota [Leo$ Janacek: Life’s Riddle] (Brno, 1990),
p. 357-376.

30 “Mluvili jsme o Fibich-AneZce. Byla pry jako noc oskliva a drzela ho drapy. A ja znam svou Kamilku
¢ernou a krasnou jako tmava noc [...]” Ibid., p. 413.
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Misto Zdenka Fibicha v Janackové literarnim a teoretickém dile
Shrnuti

Plvodni predpoklad, Ze vnimani Fibichovy osobnosti a jeho hudebni tvorby se zda byt
u Janacka zalezitosti spiSe vyjimecnou, lze po detailnim pfehlédnuti Janackova literarniho
i teoretického dila potvrdit. A¢koli Fibichova tvorba (analyzoval a posoudil predev§im
jeho dveé opery Hedy a Sdrku) nebyla v ohnisku Janackova zajmu, dokazal ocenit jeji ne-
pochybné prednosti a to jak z hlediska dramaturgie dila tak i z pozice svého pojeti miry,
vyznéni a estetického ucinu dramatického vyrazu. V osobitosti Janackovych posudki se
zrcadli skladatelovo jiZ zcela vyzralé kompozi¢ni mySleni a souc¢asné s nim i dlouholeta
praxe hudebniho kritika, jemuz objektivni pohled na dilo neni cizi.

Keywords

Leos Janacek; Zdenék Fibich; changes of reception.

262



