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Abstract

Although the relation between Smetana and Dvofék in the history of Czech
music has always received plentiful attention, as have debates over their relative
importance and debates about those debates, relatively little has been said about
reliable documentation concerning the composers’ own attitudes toward each
other. The present study, in two parts, assembles all relevant information we have
available, in the form of mentions in their correspondence, period press reports,
and memories of those who knew them, placing all of this in historical context.
'The results show that they knew each other very well professionally but were not
personal friends, that Smetana had reason to envy Dvordk’s successes especially
on the international scene during a period when he himself had lost his hearing
and been forced to retire from public life, that according to one important source
Dvorak felt Smetana had not given him as much support as he deserved in his
early years, and in particular that Dvofdk may have had cause to resent Smetana
for giving him false hopes for production of his first setting of the opera libretto
Krdl a ubliv (King and Collier), which was in the end abandoned. Nevertheless
the two composers admired each other’s music, and with rare exceptions—trivial
and/or poorly documented—did not take positions in opposition to each other.
The influence of Smetana on Dvorik, however, has probably been exaggerat-
ed in the literature in consequence of the general tendency to overemphasize
Dvotik’s Czech nationalism.

This first part of the study covers datable testimony from the 1860s and
1870s.

! I thank Jarmila Gabrielova, Olga MojziSova, and Jarmila Tauerové for comments they made
to me when I presented the original form of this study at the Smetana conference in Prague in
September 2024 (comments which I have taken into account in this revised and greatly expanded
version thereof), and Jif{ Kroupa, Olga Mojziskové, and Milan Pospisil for other help they have
provided to me.
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Part |

(The concluding Part IT will follow in the next issue of Musicologica Olomucensia.)

During the “battles over Dvorak” that raged in the Czech press around 1910
much was written about the relation of this composer’s music to that of Smetana.
In our own time, then, much has been written about the motivations of those,
headed by Zdenék Nejedly, who at that time attacked Dvofdk and held up
Smetana as the real hero of Czech national music—a hero they felt was unjustly
overshadowed by Dvordk’s international fame.? In our own time musicologists
and historians have devoted extensive attention to the harsh pronouncements
about Dvotik uttered during that period by Nejedly and others.> Much less, how-
ever, has been written about Smetana’s and Dvofdk’s own attitudes toward each
other and their personal relations. It was not until 2025 that a really systematic
discussion of these matters appeared, as a chapter devoted to Smetana in Ondfej
Supka’s book Antonin Dworik: Portrait Clovéka (Antonin Dvofik: A Portrait of
the Man).* In the present study I shall cover the same ground as Supka and add
many additional items of verbal testimony I have gathered, presenting essential
information about context along the way, then offer (at the end of Part IT) some
hitherto unnoticed instances of what may be “musical testimony” in works by
Dvotik that, considering the circumstances of their composition, suggest the
impression made on him by particular works of Smetana.

2 In Nejedly’s Zpévohry Smetanovy (Prague: J. Otto, 1908), p. 258 he spoke of “Dvofik contra
Smetana” as having been a rallying cry of the 1880s: Dvofdk contra Smetana jest heslo oné doby.
But to my knowledge it was Nejedly himself who had first used the world “contra” in connection
with Dvofik, in his book on Fibich from 1901, viewing Smetana and Fibich together as “contra
Dvotik.” See his Zdenko Fibich: Zakladatel scénického melodramatu (Prague: Nakladem vlastnim,
Tiskem B. Outraty v Ji¢ing, 1901), p. 173:

Fibich jest pravy ndstupce Smetaniiv, kdezto Dvordk jest negaci sméru obou téchto mistrii. Proto
spravné zni tato slavnd Ceska trojice Smetana—Fibich contra Dvordk.
Jan Lowenbach, in a protest against attacks on Dvofdk, reversed the order in his article titled

“Smetana contra Dvoidk,” Cas 25,1911, no. 337 (6 December 1911), 5-6.

3 Rudolf Pe¢man even made this issue the topic of a whole book: Utok na Antonina Dvordka (Attack
on Antonin Dvofik) (Brno: Filozoficka fakulta Masarykovy univerzity, 1992).

* Prague: Akademie klasické hudby, 2025. See the chapter on Smetana on pp. 375-387.
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A Close Relationship Professionally—But Otherwise?

It is clear that Smetana and Dvotdk knew each other professionally very well.
Starting no later than April 1864 Smetana conducted hundreds of performances
(operas and concerts) involving the orchestra of the provisional Czech theatre
in Prague during the period when, from the theatre’s opening late in 1862 until
mid-1871, Dvofédk served as a violist in that ensemble (one of only two play-
ers on that instrument). At least seven of those performances occurred already
before September 1866 when Smetana became the theatre’s principal conduc-
tor.” As a member of the orchestra Dvofik became intimately acquainted with
Smetana’s first three operas, in each of which he almost certainly played in the
premiere as well as many reprises.® Then after Dvofak left the orchestra” Smetana
became thoroughly acquainted with three works by his younger colleague that he

5 Jarmil Burghauser’s Antonin Dwordk: Thematic Catalogue, Bibliography, Survey of Life and Work, 2nd
ed. (Prague: Birenreiter Editio Supraphon, 1996), p. 505 has Dvoték playing viola in a concert
that Smetana conducted already on 7 March 1863, but the many period sources I have found
pertaining to that concert give us no reason to think Dvordk played on that occasion and I believe
he probably did not.

Definitely involving the Czech theatre orchestra and thus probably Dvofik were the following
performances under Smetana’s baton before he became chief conductor of the theatre: a concert
in April 1864 and three orchestral subscription concerts of the Uméleckd beseda (Artists’ So-
ciety) from December 1864 to May 1865, the premiere of Smetana’s opera Branibori v Cechdich
(The Brandenburgers in Bohemia) in January 1866, a performance of Liszt’s oratorio Saint Eliza-
beth three months later in April, then after only another month the premiere of Smetana’s Prodand
nevésta (The Bartered Bride).

In a letter of 8 December 1894 to Jindfich Kaan Dvofik recalled having played in a performance
of Anton Rubinstein’s Ocean symphony under Smetana’s baton long ago. See Antonin Dvoriik,
Correspondence and Documents: A Critical Edition, ed. Milan Kuna et al., Vol. 3 (Prague: Editio
Supraphon, 1989), pp. 324-325, here p. 324. But actually he never played in a performance of that

work and Smetana never conducted it.

Branibori v Cechich (The Brandenburgers in Bohemia) was given twenty-one times before Dvofak
left the orchestra, Prodand nevésta (The Bartered Bride) thirty-six times, and Da/ibor twelve times.
See Jan Smaczny [and Marta Ottlovi], “Daily Repertoire of the Provisional Theatre Opera in
Prague: Chronological List,” in Miscellanea musicologica 23 (Prague: Univerzita Karlova, 1994),
pp- 9-139; performances of Smetana’s operas during the time Dvorik was in the orchestra are
shown on pp. 23-51.

7 'We have no sources giving a reason for his departure from the orchestra—a bold move when to

our knowledge he had no other steady means of making a living—other than that he wanted to
gain more time for composition. One wonders whether his reasons may have been related to the
mysterious departure from the theatre (and from Prague) in 1870 of his personal friend Karel
Sebor, who at that time was one of the theatre’s conductors and had a contract with the theatre
for composition of operas as well. Josef Bohuslav Foerster in his memoirs Poutnik (Paméti dil I.)
(Prague: Aventinum, 1929), pp. 142-143 speaks of rivalry at that time between Smetana and Sebor,
or at least between the camps that supported them respectively, and says Dvorik explained it to
him; but Foerster gives no indication of whether Dvordk favoured one side or the other.
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conducted in concerts: in 1872 the overture to Dvofdk’s first setting of the libretto
Krdl a ublif (King and Collier) from 1871 (B. 21),® then in 1874 the complete
Third Symphony in E flat from 1873 and the Scherzo from the Fourth Symphony
in D minor from 1874. As we shall see, he also apparently undertook at least
a cursory examination of the scores of DvofdK’s first two operas—dA/fred and his
first setting of King and Collier—and most likely his third opera as well—the
entirely different second setting of King and Collier (B. 42). Otherwise, we know
that he studied the score of the first set of Slavonic Dances.

Beyond this, however, our knowledge of relations between the two composers
is frustratingly meagre. We have nothing in diaries they kept or their calendar
entries that would cast any light on the situation.” And of correspondence be-
tween Smetana and Dvofdk we have but one scanty item: a telegram Dvorik

sent in March 1884 for Smetana’s sixtieth birthday saying only:

Accept the most ardent good wishes for this day. Remain preserved for us for
a long time!"

'The lack of any other written messages exchanged between the two composers
would itself seem to indicate they had no close personal relationship, especially
considering that Smetana spent the last eight years of his life mainly in a rural
area far from Prague, so any personal encounters with Dvofik were probably
few and far between. In the case of Dvotik we there is also practically nothing
indicating his feelings about Smetana or appreciation of his music in his known
correspondence with third persons—only that in 1894 he held up Smetana’s nu-
merous revisions of Prodand nevésta (The Bartered Bride) as justification for his
own numerous revisions of Dmitrij (Dmitry)," and in 1898 he remembered that

§ Burghauser (op. cit., note 5) uses the English title King and Charcoal Burner, which however
(besides being ugly) is somewhat misleading.

? For information on Smetana’s diaries and calendar entries I thank Olga MojziSovi.

1% Daordk, Correspondence (op. cit., note 5), Vol. 4 (Prague: Birenreiter Editio Supraphon, 1995), in
the section “Dopliiky” (Addenda), p. 285:
Prijméte nejvielejsi blahopfini k dnesnimu dnu. Budte nim jesté¢ dlouho zachovin! Anton
Dvorik
1 Letter of 10 December 1894 to Alois Gébl. Dwordk, Correspondence (op. cit., note 5), Vol. 3
(Prague: Editio Supraphon, 1989), pp. 328-330, here p. 328.1n a letter of 29 July 1882 to Marie
Cervinkové-Riegrovd, librettist of Drmitry, Dvoték spoke of Smetana’s “powerful friends,” but not
of Smetana himself. Dvordk, Correspondence (op. cit., note 5), Vol. 1 (Prague: Editio Supraphon,
1987), pp. 309-311, here p. 310: “[M]yslim, Ze ti mocni pfitelé p. Smetany budou na to naléhat,
aby opera se k Viclavu dédvala.”
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Smetana had conducted his Zhird Symphony.”? In Smetana’s letters to third parties
we do find several interesting remarks about Dvotik and his music, which we
shall present in due course. Mainly, however, we must rely on recollections of
persons who knew them—recollections usually not recorded in writing (as far as
we can tell) until much later, even several decades later, and which for this reason
among others must be taken with a grain of salt.

In the 1860s

For information about personal contacts between Dvofdk and Smetana before
1870 apart from the above-stated performances conducted by the latter with
Dvofik in the orchestra we are indebted to one and only one source—Boleslav
Kalensky (1867-1913). Kalensky was editor of the first book devoted entirely to
Dvoftik: a compendium of essays by various authors including a very substantial
survey of his life penned by Kalensky himself concentrating on the first three
decades, from 1841 through the mid-1870s.* Although this compendium was
not published until 1912, we learn from its brief preface that the first sections,
including Kalensky’s biographical essay, were typeset much earlier, years before
Dvotik’s death in 1904. And from a lengthy foreword to the compendium, writ-
ten by Kalensky in 1910 but never published, we learn much more: Kalensky
began working on his biographical essay in 1901 and completed it in 1902, in
consultation with the composer, incorporating some information he says might
seem unimportant to the reader only because the composer insisted on it.*

From Kalensky’s biographical essay on Dvotik we have two brief observa-
tions on his personal contacts with Smetana pertaining to the mid-1860s. One
is that they encountered each other repeatedly in Prague’s “Vienna Café,” but
that their contact there was very restricted:

When Dvorik arrived Smetana was usually engrossed in reading all the lead-
ing European newspapers [...]. Dvordk was just pleased if he could bring more
newspapers to the older master.”

12 Letter of 8 January 1898 to Eusebius Mandyczewski. Dvofdk, Correspondence (op. cit., note 5),
Vol. 4 (Prague: Birenreiter Editio Supraphon, 1995), pp. 112-13.

3 Boleslav Kalensky, “Antonin Dvoiik, jeho mlddi, pifihody a vyvoj k usamostatnéni,” in Antonin
Dwordk: Sbornik stati o jeho dile a Zivoté [ed. Boleslav Kalensky] (Prague: Umélecka beseda, 1912),
pp- 3-112.

4 Kalensky’s manuscript foreword dated 15 February 1910, in his papers in the Czech Museum of
Music, box 7, here pp. 23-25.
15 Kalensky “Antonin Dvofik, jeho mladi [...]” (op. cit., note 13), here p. 49:
Kdyz Dvofik piisel, byval mistr Smetana [...] zabaven ¢tenim vech pfednich evropskych listi
[...]. [Dvotik] byl jen potésen, kdyzZ star$imu mistru mohl snésti jesté noviny jiné.
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'The other, found only in a passage in Kalensky’s manuscript of the essay that
was not published, is that Dvorik disapproved of Smetana’s habit of wearing
a czamara—a Polish garment worn by many patriotic Czechs during this period
as a sign of solidarity with a fellow Slavic nation.'

Otherwise, we know that in March 1868 Dvorik was one of eighty-eight
members of the Czech theatre’s opera company, including thirty-three (the large
majority) of the members of its orchestra, who signed an encomium to Smetana
on the occasion of his name day.'” Also pertaining to the late 1860s we have
a recollection published in 1910 by the cellist, conductor, and composer Theobald
Kretschmann (1850-1919): that Dvofik “worshiped Smetana and Sebor.”® (This
is a curious pairing of composers representing completely different generations—
Smetana born in 1824, Karel Sebor in 1843 and thus even a bit younger than
Dvorik, though already in the 1860s Sebor achieved great popularity among
audiences of the provisional Czech theatre with his first operas. Unlike Smetana,
Sebor was Dvofak’s personal friend.)

In an article published in 1911 Kalensky provided a summary account, evi-
dently based on what Dvotik had told him in person, of DvofdK’s feelings about
Smetana during the time the latter was chief conductor of the theatre orchestra

and Dvorik played under his baton:

He came into contact with his conductor Smetana daily, admiring him in respect
and love as the creator of Czech national opera. He showed him his own works,

In 1927 Josef Suk recalled Dvotédk having told him, evidently in 1891, about the time
[...] kdyZ jsem jesté ni¢im nebyl a kdyz jsem se potloukal kolem okna kavérny, jen abych vidél
Smetanu v kruhu jeho pfitel.
Translation:
[...] when I was still nothing and when I used to hang around the window of the coffee house
just so I could see Smetana in the circle of his friends.
See Josef Suk, “Bedfich Smetana a Ant. Dvofak,” in Almanach na pamdtku tisiciho provedeni Prodané
nevésty, ed. Zdenék Nejedly (Prague, 1927), pp. 92-93, as reprinted in Zivd slova Josefa Suka,
ed. J. M. Kvét (Prague: Topicova edice 1946), pp. 36-37.

This passage would come on p. 54 in the published essay, following the sentence “Bystrou pozornost
[...]."It is on folio 12 in Kalensky’s manuscript second draft of the essay, in box 7 of his papers
in the Czech Museum of Music.

7 Bedrich Smetana: Correspondence II (1863—1874), ed. Olga Mojzisova, Milan Pospisil, Jana Vojt&s-
kovi, and Jifi K. Kroupa (Prague: Narodni muzeum and KLP, 2020), pp. 195-199. Cf. the members
of the opera company listed in Frantisek Martinec and J. Jaroska, Almanah kralovského a zemsk.
ceského divadla v Praze na rok 1869 (listing performances in 1868) (Prague: self-published, 1869),
orchestra members on pp. 12-14 and 18.

®

Theobald Kretschmann (or Kre¢man), Tempi passati: Aus der Erinnerungen eines Musikanten
(Vienna, Teschen, and Leipzig: Verlag von Karl Prochaska, 1910), p. 121: “[....] vergdtterte Sme-
tana und Sebor [...].”I thank David Brodbeck for bringing this book to my attention.
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welcomed his advice, and according to that advice revised the works or destroyed
them.?

Kalensky then provides a list of works Dvofdk showed to Smetana. Only one
of them, however, was definitely completed while Dvotik was playing in the
orchestra: the Tragic Overture, meaning the overture to Dvorak’s first opera,
Alfred, composed in 1870. Concerning the remaining items in the list see p.40
below at “We must keep.”

Kalensky returned to the topic of Dvorik’s service under Smetana in an

article published in 1913, saying that

during the time of his own creative ferment, longings, and dreams he looked
upon the creator of Braniboi v Cechdch (The Brandenburgers in Bohemia) and
The Bartered Bride with trust as his compositional model, as upon an artist beloved

of God.?

(Kalensky also reported, though, how bitterly disappointed Dvofdk was that
Smetana did not give him greater help than he did in getting his works per-
formed; see again below on p.40 at “We must keep.”)

Dvorak’s First Operas

We have no source providing clear evidence that Smetana ever become acquaint-
ed with or even knew of the existence of any work Dvorik composed before
Alfred—which work, however, Dvofék evidently submitted to him in its entirety,
not just the overture as mentioned by Kalensky. This we know only from recol-
lections published in 1927 by Smetana’s pupil Josef Jirdnek, who had lived with
Smetana from 1865 to 1872. Jirdnek wrote that Dvofik, while still a member
of the theatre orchestra, brought to Smetana his opera “Jindfich IV” (mean-
ing most likely the medieval King Henry IV of England) composed to a Ger-
man text. This must have been A/fred—about a different medieval English king
(Alfred the Great) and indeed to a German text. Jirinek was unable to report on

1 Boleslav Kalensky, “Dvorékiana I: Prof. dr. Zd. Nejedly a Dvorék,” Dalibor, third series (1879-1927),
34,No. 5 (25 November 1911), pp. 39-40, here p. 39, col. [2]:
Stykal se se svym kapelnikem Smetanou denné, obdivoval ho v ucté a ldsce jako tviirce narodni
zpévohry Ceské, ukazoval mu své vytvory, vital jeho rady, opravoval dle nich svd dila nebo je nicil.
% Boleslav Kalensky, “Hudebni klub’ o Dvotikovi,” Dalibor, third series (1879-1927), 35, No. 12-14
(4 January 1913), pp. 81-85, here p. 83, col. [2]:
[...] pohlizel v dobé svého tviir¢iho kvasu, tuzeb a snt na tvirce ,Braniborii“ a ,Prodané nevésty*
s divérou jako na sviij skladatelsky vzor, jako na umélce bohy milovaného.
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Smetana’s opinion,? but 4/fred was never performed, nor to our knowledge were
any plans made for a performance, until long after Dvofik’s death. By contrast in
1872, after Dvorik left the theatre orchestra, Smetana accepted for performance
his second opera, composed in 1871—the first of his two settings of the libretto
King and Collier. But, as we shall see, he did so under duress and in the end the
performance was aborted.

Smetana under Attack

For context we need to observe that already in 1870 the voice teacher and music
critic FrantiSek Pivoda had launched a series of attacks on Smetana, especially
on his leadership of the Czech opera ensemble, claiming among other things
that in planning the repertoire he gave preference to his own works over those
by other Czech composers.?? Early in 1872 Pivoda renewed his assault with an
article in which, among other complaints, he insinuated that 7he Bartered Bride
was being performed too frequently.® It was just around this time, apparently,
that Smetana accepted King and Collier for performance, although the earli-
est documentation of its acceptance I have found does not appear until many
months later.? Pivoda launched another volley in his assault on Smetana in

2 Josef Jiranek, “Vzpominky na Dvotéka,” Za hudebnim vzdelanim 2,n0.8 (1 April 1927), pp. 131-134,
here p. 132.

2 “Divadlo, literatura a uméni,” Pokrok [2], no. 52 (22 February 1870), pp. [2-3] and “Hovorna,”
Pokrok [2], no. 61 (3 March. 1870), p. [3], cols. [2-3].

% “Nekteré myslenky o Ceské opefe, jejim utvoreni, rozkvétu, zachovini a pisobeni,” Osvéta 2, No. 2
([February] 1872), pp. 135-140, here p. 136. This issue of Osvéta is not dated, but under “Literatura
a uméni” in Narodni listy [12], No. 25 (26 January 1872), p. [3], cols. [2-3] we find its contents
announced, including the article by Pivoda, as being in the February issue of Osvéza, evidently
already in print.

2 'The first evidence I have found that Dvotdk had submitted the opera to the theatre is under
“Z Ceského divadla”in Svétozor 5, No. 52 (29 December 1871), p. 619, col. [3] (this page misdated
22 December 1871, but the correct date is given on this issue’s title page). The first evidence
I have that the opera had been accepted for performance does not come until 17 October 1872,
when the performance had already been postponed—see p.34 below at “further deferred.” Then
we have “Z divadla,” Hudebni listy (Prague, not the later Brno journal of the same title) 4, No. 51
(18 December 1873), pp. 405-06, here p. 406, col. [1] saying the opera has been:

Témef po dvé leta slibovand, do repertoiru piijmutd [...].
Translation:

Promised for almost two years, accepted into the repertoire [...].
And finally “Nédrod nd§ a otizka velkého, dustojného divadla (Dokonceni),” Hudebni listy
(Prague) 5, No. 6 (5 February 1874), pp. [23]-25, here p. 24, col. [1], unsigned but certainly by
Pivoda, saying the performance was:

[...] slibovino, nemylime-li se jiz pfed dvéma roky [...].
Translation:

([...], promised, if we are not mistaken, already two years ago [...].
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July 1872, again accusing him of favouring his own works over those by other
Czech composers,® and gained significant support among members of the co-
operative that ran the theatre. In the autumn Smetana asked the cooperative to
release him from the position of artistic director of the opera, and announced
his intent to depart as chief conductor at the end of his contract in April 1873.
Alarmed, Smetana’s backers drew up a declaration of support for him published
in December 1872 with signatures of twenty-five musicians and persons involved
in music, including almost all the significant composers living in Prague at the
time—among them Dvofdk.?* In January 1873 Smetana was confirmed in his
position as artistic director and principal conductor of the opera with an increase
in salary.’

Ironically it appears that Dvofdk may have had a closer personal relationship
with Smetana’s nemesis Pivoda than with Smetana himself. As of the summer of
1871, and probably later as well, Dvorik’s bride-to-be Anna Cermékové was one
of Pivoda’s voice pupils.?® In March 1884 Pivoda as an individual would publish
a three-paragraph call to “Czech musical circles” to come en masse to the railway
station in Prague to welcome Dvofdk home from his first trip to England.?” And
a month later Dvorik would inscribe a copy of the piano-vocal edition of his

Stabat Mater published by Novello in London to his “friend Mr. Fr. Pivoda.”®

» “Zimni saison na Ceském divadle II: Zpévohra,” Osvéta 2, No. 7 ([ July] 1872), pp. 548-553.

% Also including Karel Bendl, Zdenék Fibich, Vojtéch Hfimaly, Richard Rozkosny, and Zdenék
Skuhersky. See Jindfich Pech et al., “(Zasldno.) Slavné druzstvo kril. zemského Ceského divadla
v Praze!,” Niarodni listy [12], No. 346 (15 December 1872), p. [3], cols. [3—4]. The declaration was
originally drawn up in October 1872 and evidently signed by most if not all of the same persons
at that time; see Otakar Hostinsky, BedFich Smetana a jeho boj o moderni ceskou hudbu: Vzpominky
a tivahy (Prague: Jan Laichter, 1901), pp. 272-273.

Karel Kadlec, Druzstva Krdl. ceského zemského a Narodniho divadla: Prispévky k déjindm ceského
divadla (Prague: Druzstvo Nérodniho divadla v Praze, 1896), p. 53.

See “Zkouska chovanci druhého roku tstavu varhanického dne 27. a 28. Eervence,” Hudebni listy
(Prague) 2, No. 23 (2 August 1871), p. 192. We have many later press reports of her performances
as an alto soloist, including one that says she had been trained by Pivoda: see “Koncert v besedé

méstanské,” Narodni listy XXIV/121 (1 May 1884), [morning edition], p. [2], col. [5].

¥ “Hudebnim kruhtm Ceskym,” Nrodni listy 24/No. 82 (22 March 1884), [morning edition], p. [3],
col. [5], signed “P ... da.”

2

N

28

3 This copy is in the Prague Municipal Library under call number V' 25918. The inscription reads:
Svému priteli
p- Fr. Pivodovi.
Antonin Dvorik
18 22/4 84.
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The First Setting of King and Collier Rehearsed,
but the Performance Then Scrapped

Let us now return to the story of Dvofdks first setting of King and Collier—
a critical juncture in Dvofdk’s career very much connected to Smetana. On
14 April 1872 Smetana conducted the overture in a concert. But preparations for
production of the opera itself were greatly delayed. In the Prague journal Hudebni
Zisty (Musical News) of October 1872 we read that the performance has already
been postponed and now will be further deferred until the following summer.*!
But the summer performance, too, would not come to pass, as Dvofdk probably
knew when in May 1873 he submitted an application (evidently unsuccessful)
to the Svatobor Society for financial support. In his letter of application he said
he had had no financial gain from any of his works to date, that he had pinned
his hopes in this regard on the performance of King and Collier, and that the
repeated delays thereof had placed him in a very difficult situation.* The earliest
evidence I have found that rehearsals had commenced appears in mid-August
1873 in a report in Hudebni listy, likely by Pivoda who in December 1872 had
become this journal’s de facto editor®® and whose poison pen aimed at Smetana
is here muffled but nevertheless in evidence:

From the theatre. We can hardly expect any more new musical works in this
hobbling season. On the other hand the next season will reportedly open (we are
assured this is not an idle promise) with a long-expected and long-postponed
new work from the muse of Dvotdk. His opera [...] King and Collier [...] is be-
ing rehearsed with maximum efforts. The conductor Smetana is devoting all his
interest to this new work [...].3*

Two weeks later we learn specifically that orchestral rehearsals are underway.® But
then early in September comes a petulant report in Hudebni listy—again likely by

31 “Zpravy domici a z venkova,” Hudebni listy (Prague) 3, No. 42 (17 October 1872), p. [347] (this
page in the journal erroneously numbered 247), col. [1].

32 Dworidk, Correspondence (op. cit., note 5), Vol. 1 (Prague: Editio Supraphon, 1987), pp. 119-20.

33 See “Dalibor’ redivivus,” Nirodni listy [12], No. 345 (14 December 1872), p. [2], col. [3] and
Hostinsky 1901 (op. cit., note 26), pp. 279-280.

% Hudebni listy (Prague) 4, No. 33 (14 August 1873), p. 262, col. [1], unsigned but likely by Pivoda:
Z divadla. Hudebni novinky se jiz doc¢kdme s tizi v této letosni, jen jen zivorici [sic] sésoné. Za to
bude pry zahdjena (ruci se nim za to, ze tato frase neni ledabylou frasi) pfisti sésona dlouho
cekanou a dlouho odklidanou novinkou musy Dwvofidkovy. Jeho opera [...] ,Kral a uhlif [...]
sestuduje [sic] se v&i usilovnosti. Pan kapelnik Smetana vénuje této novince veskeré zdjmy své
a hodld operistickym dilem timto sésonu odevfiti [sic].

% “Mezi opernimi novinkami...,” Svétozor 7, No. 35 (29 August 1873), p. 416, col. [2], unsigned.
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Pivoda—saying the performance has again been postponed “(for how many times
already?)” and that the “artistic leadership of the opera company” (= Smetana)
has “in the end unloaded the burden” onto the theatre’s “already overworked”
second conductor, Adolf Cech.3 Shortly thereafter we read that the rehearsals
will take some time yet because of the unusual complexity of the work and its
considerable technical difficulties.’” Reports that the opera was in preparation
continue for at least another two months, to mid-November 1873.% But then in
mid-December 1873 we learn from Hudebni listy that the score

has suddenly been returned to the composer with the comment that it is impos-
sible to perform in public and would damage (!?) the voices of some older singers
in our company. Could the artistic management [= Smetana] not have determined
this unsuitability based on the score when it was submitted to the directorship
two years ago?¥’

In 1901 Adolf Cech recalled the situation somewhat differently, as follows:

After several rehearsals Smetana said to me of DvofdK’s opera [...]: “It’s an im-
portant work, full of brilliant ideas, but I think the performance will not come to
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Hudebni listy (Prague) 4, No. 36 (4 September 1873), p. 286, col. [1]:
— Z divadel. [ ...] [Z]novu na néjaky ¢as (po kolikrite jiz?) odlozena Dwordkova opera ,Kril
a uhlif, kterouz artistické vedeni opery tolikrite slibujic obecenstvu, jeZ ma nejprvnéjsi ndrok,
seznati veskeré svoje dramatické skladatele hudebni, kone¢né se svych beder slozilo na druhého,
bez toho jiz vielikymi bfemeny opernimi a hudebnimi na divadle ¢eském pietiZzeného kapelnika,
p- Cechast.[...]
Cech himself would recall in 1901 that his job in connection with this opera was to rehearse the
choruses. See his untitled recollections of Dvofik in Dalibor, third series (1879-1927), 23, No.
33-37 (7 September 1901), pp. 266—267, here p. 266. But Smetana in his letter of 15 February
1874 to the editor of Hudebni listy (see p.36 below at “Smetana responded in”) refers in connection
with the rehearsals to Cech as conductor and (Karel) Kucera as chorusmaster, without mentioning
himself as having participated as conductor.

“Zpravy z Prahy a z venkova,” Dalibor, second series (1873-1875), 1, No. 37 (12 September 1873),
p- 303, col. [2], unsigned.

“Divadlo, uméni a literatura,” Pose/ z Praky [5], No. 274 (16 November 1873), p. [3], col. [1], un-
signed: “Pripravuje se: Krdl a uhlif.”I thank Ondfej Supka for bringing this report to my attention.

If the opera was indeed still being prepared on 16 November, then it had been in preparation for
more than three months, starting no later than the above-cited report in Hudebni listy of 14 August
1873. As we shall see shortly, Smetana and Adolf Cech would both report a substantially shorter
period of rehearsals.

Hudebni listy (Prague) 4, No. 51 (18 December 1873), p. 405, unsigned:
— Zdivadla.[...] [Olpera ,Kril a uhlif* [....] byla pojednou skladateli navricena s douskou, Ze
neni schopna vefejného provozovini a Ze by se operou pana Dvofika hlasy nékterych starsich
¢lenti dstavu naseho pokazily (1?) Coz nemohla sprava umélecka posouditi z partitury neuspi-
sobilost, kdyz dilo svym ¢asem (pfed dvéma lety) feditelstvi pfedlozeno bylo?
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fruition.” And he was right. When we had been rehearsing diligently for about
four weeks [quite a bit longer according to press reports of the time, as we have
seen], Dvotik, who was working with the soloists, reached the conclusion that the
whole work was too complicated, that the individual parts presented the singers
with almost insurmountable difficulties. Once after a rehearsal he took the score
home and we never saw it again [...].%

So Cech remembered that it was Dvofék himself who gave up on the produc-
tion, as we find also in several accounts from persons not directly involved.* But
in an interview with Dvofdk in a London newspaper in 1885 we find Dvorik
himself quoted as follows: “Persuasion was useless; my opera was abandoned.”?
And Smetana, as we shall see shortly, acknowledged that the decision was his
albeit under pressure.*

New complaints about Smetana’s handling of the matter issued from the
pages of Hudebni listy early in 1874,* now almost surely from the pen of Pivoda
who had by this time become this journal’s editor officially. Smetana responded
in a letter to the editor published in the issue of 26 February 1874—the first
known item of his correspondence with anyone that alludes to Dvotdk, here not
yet by name:

I object to the way you are capitalizing on the claim that only after two years
did I declare an opera by a certain domestic composer to be unsuitable for per-
formance. I examined the opera immediately and judged that it would hardly
find a path to the hearts of our audience; however, to avoid all manner of attacks

4 Cech 1901 (op. cit., note 36), here p. 266:
Po nékolika zkouskéch pravil mi Smetana o Dvordkové operni prvotiné:
[This was actually Dvofak’s second opera, but the first one to be accepted for performance.]
“Je to vézna price, plnd genialnich ndpadd, ale myslim, Ze to k provozovini nedojde.” A mél
pravdu. KdyZ jsme jiz asi ¢tyfi nedéle pilné studovali, dospél Dvoiik, ktery studoval se solisty,
k nahledu, Ze celé dilo jest pfilis komplikované, jednotlivé partie ¢ini péveiim takika nepfemo-
Zitelné obtize. Kdysi po zkousce odnesl si partituru domi a vicekréte jsme ji nespatfili, [...].

# See [Ludevit Prochdzkal, “Zpévohra,” Nidrodni listy [14], No. 315 (17 November 1874), pp. [2-3],
here p. [3], col. [1]; [ Véclav Juda Novotny], “Ceskd zpévohra,” Dalibor, second series, 2, No. 49
(5 December 1874), pp. 389-90, here p. 390, col. [1]; Kalensky, “Antonin Dvorik, jeho mladi...”
(op. cit., note 13), p. 80; Jiranek 1927 (op. cit., note 21), here pp. 132-133; and Josef Bohuslav
Foerster, Poutnik (op. cit., note 7), p. 135.

# “Enthusiasts Interviewed: No. XVII.—Pann’ Antonin Dvorak,” by “Paul Pry” [= Hermann Klein],
Sunday Times (London) No. 3,239 (10 May 1885), p. 6, cols. [5—6], here col. [6].

# See also Alexander Berndorf, “Vzpominky starého Plzefiana na tviirce ¢eské opery Bedficha
Smetanu,” C‘esky’ denik, 23 (69), No. 112 (23 April 1933) pp. 34, reporting what he had been told
by his nephew Hanus Lindacker, a friend of Smetana, according to which “byla [...] opera vrécena
svému skladateli” (the opera was returned to its composer).

# “Narod nds...” (op. cit., note 24).
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from a certain party [undoubtedly meaning Pivoda] that are repeated with every
new Czech work, I ordered that it be rehearsed, and until the last possible mo-
ment I insisted the opera should be performed. But when I saw the aversion to
this work on the part of the whole personnel (I believe conductor [Adolf] Cech,
chorusmaster [Karel] Kucera and the whole operatic company could give you the
best account of this), when I became convinced that with this one opera (which
had been in rehearsal almost six weeks [again, longer judging by press reports from
the time]) we would lose so much irreplaceable time that none would remain for
other works (especially benefit performances), I finally allowed that for now the

opera should be laid aside until a more favourable time.*

(But that “more favourable time” for this opera would not come until long after
Dvorik’s death.) So Smetana had accepted King and Collier knowing that it
would have no success. And, after major delays in putting the opera into rehearsal,
he eventually decided to scrap the performance. It must have been a crushing
blow to Dvorik, in his compositional aspirations but also financially—this com-
ing shortly after, on 17 November 1873, he married his already-pregnant bride
Anna Cermakovd. If perhaps Dvordk felt some resentment against Smetana for
having given him false hopes this might be understandable. We can only guess
to what degree he accepted Smetana’s public explanation of the whole affair.

Smetana Conducts Dvoiak’s Third Symphony

At least Dvorik could take some consolation in the announcement, already on
6 November 1873, that on 29 March 1874 his Third Symphony in E flat would
be performed under Smetana’s baton,* which indeed came to pass. An article

published in 1923 by Ludvik Kuba reports something that evidently pertains

# Letter of 15 February 1874 from Smetana to the editor of Hudebni listy. First published in edited
form, but with no significant change to the meaning, in Frantisek Pivoda, “Pal¢ivd otdzka nasi
opery,” Hudebni listy (Prague) 5, No. 9 (26 February 1874), pp. 36-38.The diplomatic transcription
in Smetana: Correspondence I1 (op. cit., note 17) on pp. 474-481, here p. 480, is as follows:

Kone¢né ohrazuji se proti sptisobu, jakym vytloukate Kapitil z toho, jakobych se az po dvou
letech vyslovil, Ze se opera jistého domdciho skladatele k provedeni nehodi. — Prohlédl jsem
operu tu hned i shledl jsem, Ze sotva se ji podaii aby cestu si raziti dovedla k srdcim obecenstva
nasého; vsak abych predesel vSemoznym vypadim, jéZ se z jisté strany pii kazdé novince doméci
opakujf, nafidil jsem, aby se Studovala, a stél jsem na tom az do nejposlednejsiho okamziku, by
se opera tato provedla. Kdyz jsem ale vidél nechut celého personalu k dilu tomu (doufdm, ze by
pan kapelnik Cech [Adolf Cech] pan sbormistr Kucera [Karel Kucera] a cely operni personal
nejlépe Vis o tom pouditi mohly) kdyz jsem piesvédceni toho nabyl, Ze bychom s jedinou touto
operou (- Studovala se totiz jiz skorem Sest nedél —) tolik ¢asu nenahraditelného ztratili, ze by
ndm na ostatni dila (zvlast benefice) vice zadného nezbylo, tu jsem konecné povolil, aby prozatim

opera td se poodlozila na dobu pfiznivéjsi.
* See “Prazsti filharmonikové,” Hudebni listy (Prague) 4, No. 45 (6 November 1873), pp. 359-360.
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to this occasion—a story told to him sometime in 1895 or later by his friend
Karel Jirdnek, a close friend of Smetana in the 1870s who lived with him and
his family for a time, brother of Josef Jirdinek whose testimony about A/fred we
cited above. The two brothers heard musicians who were writing out the parts
for Dvotfdk’s symphony grumbling that it would be less trouble to write parts
for a piece by Liszt or someone else. When the brothers told this to Smetana he
was very annoyed, declaring angrily and decisively: “Mr. Dvofik is a very gifted

composer.”*

Dvordak’s Fourth Symphony and the Second Setting of King and Collier

In another concert two months later, on 25 May 1874, Smetana conducted the
Scherzo from Dvotdk’s Fourth Symphony in D minor. By that time Dvofdk had
begun work on his second setting, entirely different, simpler and on the whole
more folkish-sounding, of the libretto King and Collier, not preserving a single
musical motive from the aborted first one. And already on 8 August 1874, even
before completion of the opera, we read in Da/ibor that it will certainly be per-
formed in the coming winter season.* This undoubtedly meant performed by
the provisional Czech theatre as would indeed come to pass. However, it is not
certain that the decision to produce the work was made by Smetana. On 18 July
Dalibor had reported that Smetana was spending the summer vacation period
in a rural area.” (He was near Jabkenice, ca. 80 km northeast of the centre of
Prague.)*® And already on 2 July he had begun having serious difficulties with his
hearing compounded by bouts of dizziness.” Most likely he saw the manuscript
of Dvotdk’s new work at some point, but rehearsals did not begin until around
20 October*>—just at the time when Smetana became totally deaf. Adolf Cech
recalled in 1901:

47 “[Plan Dvorik je velice nadany skladatel.” Ludvik Kuba, “Nase besedy pfi Smetanové klaviru,”

Venkov 18, No. 124 (31 May 1923), pp. 2—4, here p. 3, col. [4].

“Zpravy z Prahy a z venkova.” Dalibor, second series (1873-1875), 2, No. 32 (8 August 1874),
p- 254, col. [2].
“Zpravy z Prahy a z venkova,” Dalibor, second series (1873-1875), 2, No. 29 (18 July 1874), p. 228,

col. [2]: “Riditel opery éeské p. Smetana travi nyn&jsi prazdniny na venkovském zatisi.”
*0 Olga Mojzisova and Milan Pospisil, “Bedfich Smetana 1863-1874,” in Smetana: Correspond-
ence II (op. cit., note 17), pp. *11-*34, here p. *34.
See his letter of 7 September 1874 to the theatre cooperative and the management of the Czech
theatre. Smetana: Correspondence II (op. cit., note 17) pp. 546-548.

°2 See “Tyto dny [...],” Dalibor, second series (1873-1875), 2, No. 42 (17 October 1874), p. 333.
col. [1] and “Teatralia,” Narodni listy [14], No. 294 (27 October 1874), p. [2], col. [4].
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In 1874 master Smetana was stricken by his well-known misfortune, and Dvordk
placed the rehearsal and direction of his newly-composed opera King and Collier
in my hands.”

By the time of the premiere, conducted by Cech on 24 November 1874, Smetana
had left his position with the theatre, never to return, and would never again
appear as a conductor anywhere.**

Dvorak Embittered?

At this juncture we may return to testimony from Bohuslav Kalensky—this
time testimony saying that, based on the whole period of Smetana’s work as
a conductor in Prague, Dvorik was bitterly disappointed that he did not help
him more. We should note that DvofdK’s perception may have been influenced to
a degree by Pivoda who, as we have noted, was a friend of his.*® It is also possible
that Pivoda influenced Kalensky, who had studied with him in the 1890s and
with whom he evidently had a warm personal relationship.*® Most importantly,
perhaps, we have this testimony from articles Kalensky published from 1911 to
1913 in the heat of the “battles over Dvorak”—battles in which Kalensky himself
was perhaps the most outspoken (and long-winded) of his defenders. Zdengk
Nejedly and Josef Barto§ had been attempting to elevate Smetana by denigrat-
ing Dvortik, whose fame especially abroad they felt had unjustly overshadowed
Smetana’s achievement. And Kalensky “fought fire with fire”—claiming that
Dvotdk was at least as great and admirable a composer as Smetana, probably
more so, and countering assertions that Dvofdk was ungrateful for the help
Smetana gave him early on by asserting that such help had been meagre, much

53 Cech 1901 (op. cit., note 36), here p. 266:
Zatim v roce 1874 ubohého mistra Smetanu postihlo zndmé nestésti, a Dvotdk odevzdal stu-
dovini a fizeni nové komponované opery “Krél a uhlif” do mych rukou.

5+ Kalensky wrote that Dvofik resolved to rework places in this, his second setting of the libretto,
“po treti” (literally for the third time, meaning to create a third version), “dle Smetanovych pokyni”
(according to Smetana’s instructions). See “Dvotikiana 1” (op. cit., note 19), here p. 39, col. [2].
Dvotik would indeed subject his second setting to a revision—quite a radical one, including drastic
revision of the libretto—but not (as far as we know) until 1887. Kalensky’s assertion in this matter
is highly improbable.

** Emanuel Chvila in his article “Vliv dila Smetanova (ku dni 12. kvétna 1909),” Narodni politika
27,No. 130 (12 May 1909), [morning edition], pp. [1]-2, here p. [1], col. [2] stated with general
reference to the time before Dvofdk’s rise to fame that the notion Smetana did not wish to support
his talent was “v pivodovském taboru Ziveného” (nourished in Pivoda’s camp).

@
=N

See Kalensky’s eulogy of Pivoda “Za Frant. Pivodou: Pohiebni vzpominka Boles. Kalenského,”
Narodni listy 38, No. 22 (22 January 1898) [morning edition], p. [1]. Kalensky elaborates greatly
here on how he himself was a great admirer of the works of Smetana, but hints that Pivoda may
have been to some extent right in his objections to Smetana as a person.
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less than Dvofak had a right to expect.”” So we must take Kalensky’s testimony
in these matters with a large grain of salt. But the interest of that testimony is
too great for us to simply ignore it.

Thus in 1911 Kalensky wrote:

After several years of creative work [Dvoidk] longed to receive moral support from
Smetana through performance of some work of his in concert or in the theatre
[...]. But Smetana thwarted all Dvofik’s hopes: he performed nothing.*

I.e. not until 1872 when—as Kalensky knew—Smetana conducted the overture
to Dvoraks first setting of King and Collier.>’ Kalensky also knew that Smetana
conducted the Scherzo from Dvotdk's Fourth Symphony in May 1874; of his
having conducted the 7hird Symphony in March that year Kalensky was perhaps

unaware.®® He continues:

We must keep in mind that Dvorék [...] submitted to him besides three sympho-
nies [definitely his Zhird and Fourth, otherwise most likely his Fifth, composed
in 1875]° also the “Tragic Overture” [= overture to A/fred],** the “Overture to
a Comedy” [to the first setting of King and Collier], the overture Romeo and Juliet
[composed June—July 1873, never performed, now lost], and the first “Rhapsody”

°7 Kalensky published no less than fourteen instalments in a series titled “Dvordkiana” in Dalibor,
third series (1879-1927), from 34, No. 5 (25 November 1911), pp. 39-40 to 35, Nos. 12-14
(a compound issue, 4 January 1913), pp. 79-81 and 81-85.
Kalensky 1911 (op. cit., note 19), here p. 39, col. [2]:
Tuzbou jeho po nékol kaleté [nékolikaleté] tviirci préci byla mravni podpora Smetanova kon-
certnim nebo divadelnim provedenim nékterého dila jeho [...]. Smetana viak zklamal vsecky
nadéje Dvordkovy: neprovedl ni¢eho.
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Kalensky had reported that information in “Antonin Dvofik, jeho mladi...” (op. cit., note 13),
here p. 81.

I have found no mention of Smetana having conducted DvotdK’s Third Symphony in anything
written by Kalensky.

6

S

6

The First and Second were both completed in 1865, which was before Dvofik had regular contacts
with Smetana to our knowledge. When Dvotéik composed the Fifth Smetana had lost his hearing
and was no longer conducting, but was still living in Prague. When he wrote the Sixzh in 1880
Smetana was living in Jabkenice.

'This statement by Kalensky is the only evidence I have seen that Dvordk ever showed Smetana
any symphony of his besides the 7hird and Fourth, with the possible exception of a very poorly-
documented story told by Alice Masarykovi; see note 67 below.

62 'The overture, B. 16a, to Alfred, which was called “Tragicka ouvertura”for a prospective performance

in 1881 that did not come to fruition.
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[the Rhapsody for Orchestra in A minor, completed in September 1874].% [...]
[Dvotik] respected and honoured him to the end of his life, but felt, after dec-
ades of experience and acquaintance with Smetana, that in the creator of Zhe
Bartered Bride he did not have a benefactor or supporter. [ ...] Naturally a feeling
of disillusionment and bitterness crept into Dvofdk’s inner being after ten years
of efforts to win Smetana’s favour.**

Kalensky continued his reports on Dvorik’s feelings about Smetana in 1912:
[Brahms] saw and supported that which Smetana had also seen but had smoth-

ered in Czech society [...]. Dvofik was of course grateful to Brahms to the end
of his life, decidedly more so than to Smetana, [...].%

And in 1913:

In DvofaK’s recollections Smetana’s disfavour was very painful, bitter. However, as
a great admirer of Smetana the ar#ist he was reluctant to speak about it.®

Indeed, I have found no credible evidence that Dvotdk ever did “speak about
it” with anyone other than Kalensky.” On the contrary, at least two credible
witnesses who knew Dvorik over a long period of time—Emanuel Chvila and

 The Czech original of this passage (ibid.):
Dluzno uvéziti, ze Dvofik [...] pfedlozil mu vedle tfi symfonii také “Tragickou ouverturu”,
“Veseloherni ouverturu”, ouverturu “Romeo a Julie” (h-moll) a prvni “Rhapsodii”.

¢ Ibid., p. 39, col. [2]:
[...] Vazil a ctil ho do posledni chvile Zivota, ale citil, po desetiletych zkusenostech a zndmosti
se Smetanou, Ze v tviirci ,Prodané nevéty“ pfiznivce a podporovatele — nemd. [ ... ]
p- 40, col. [1]:
[...] Pocit roz¢arovani a hotkosti vloudil se pochopitelné v nitro Dvofikovo po marném, dese-
tiletém tukdni na srdce Smetanovo.

 “Dvorakiana III: Az do tetiho pokoleni... (Pokracovéni),” Dalibor, third series (1879-1927), 34,
No. 15 (9 February 1912), pp. 118-120, here p. 119, col. [2]:

Vidél a podporoval to, co sice jiz diive také vidél, ale dusil v eské spole¢nosti mistr Smetana:

z bozi milosti veliké nadéni ,hudebniho proletate®. [...] Dvofak byl ovSem Brahmsovi vdécen

do smrti, rozhodné vice nezli mistru Smetanovi, [...].

¢ Kalensky 1913 (op. cit., note 20), here p. 83, col. [2]:
Pro Dvorika nepfizeit Smetanova byla ve vzpominkach velmi bolestnd, trpkd. Jako veliky ctitel
umélce Smetany vsak nerad o ni mluvil.

¢ The closest thing I have to such evidence is a story that is very poorly documented, told by
Alice G. Masarykovi in her booklet Hudba ve Spilkville (New York: Zpravy Spolecnosti pro védy
a uméni, 1963), p. 11: that Dvofik once brought a symphony of his (unspecified) to Smetana
seeking his opinion and Smetana returned it several weeks later with the string tied across it exactly
as it had been when he brought it to Smetana.
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Libuse Brifovi—reported that they never heard him criticize Smetana in any

way.*8

1875-1878: Dvordk Ascendant—Perhaps Arousing Smetana’s Envy?

Only a few months after Smetana’s departure from public life under tragic cir-
cumstances came an event that by contrast augured the future international fame
of Dvoftik. January 1875 brought the announcement that he would receive one
of the grants for artists awarded by the Austrian government.®” One wonders
whether Smetana did not feel a pang of envy, having himself failed in his appli-
cation for the same type of grant submitted in September 1865.7° (But no envy
of Dvofik on Smetana’s part is documented until more than four years later,
related to fees from publishers; see on p. 49 below at “we encounter the first.”)
In October of 1879, by which time Dvofik had received a government grant
five times, Smetana would submit another application himself, again without

¢ Emanuel Chvéla, Z mych paméti hudebnich, ed. Filip Karlik and Jifi Kopecky (Olomouc: Univerzita

Palackého, 2020), p. 175:
Jen k Smetanovi vzhlizel vzdy s plnou dctou, i v dobg, kdy byl proti nému popuzovin a vyhrévin.
At se tvrdi cokoli jiného, zistavam pii tom, Ze Dvofakovi nenapadlo stavéti se proti Smetanovi.
Snad ze vsech lidi, s kterymi v Zivot¢ bliZe jsem se znal a pritelsky obcoval, Dvorik nejméné
dovedl se opanovati a nejméné umél se pretvarovati. I nejlehéi stin néjakého antagonismu proti
Smetanovi byl bych na ném snadno byl postiehl.

Translation:
Only to Smetana did he always look up with full respect, even during the time when he was
being provoked against him. Let anyone deny it, I stand by my belief that it never occurred to
Dvorik to oppose Smetana. Perhaps of all people whom I knew well during my life and with
whom I had friendly contacts, Dvofik was least able to control himself and to pretend. I would
easily have noticed even the slightest shade of any antagonism toward Smetana in him.

Libuse Bréfové, “Rieger, Smetana, Dvordk,” Osvéta 40 (1910), Nos. 1-7, here No. 1, p. 24:
Precasto byla jsem piitomna hovorim Marie Cervinkové s Dvotdkem. Ani slivka nepiiznivého
o Smetanovi pfi tom nepadlo.

Translation:
On innumerable occasions I was present for conversations between Marie Cervinkovi and
Dvotéik. No unfavourable word about Smetana was ever spoken.

Cervinkové is known to have met Dvofk on numerous occasions from 6 January 1880 to 28 Janu-

ary 1891. She may have met him again in September or October 1894.

% See “Kleine Chronik,” Neue Freie Presse (Vienna), No. 3731 (15 January 1875), p.[1], col. [1], then
“Zprévy z Prahy a z venkova,” Dalibor, second series (1873-1875), 3, No. 4 (23 January 1875),
p- 27, col. [2].

See his letter of application dated 19 September 1865. Smetana: Correspondence II (op. cit., note 17),
pp. 94-97. Letter unpublished until its appearance in Milan Kuna, “Zadosti Bedficha Smetany
o umélecké stipendium,” Hudebni véda 25 (1988), No. 2, pp. 120-131, here p. 122, which study
provides detailed information about the circumstances.

7
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success.”! Certainly a reason for Smetana’s failure may have been that these grants
were awarded preferentially to artists who were young;’ already in September
1865 Smetana had been forty-one years old, eight years older than Dvofik was
when he received his first grant early in 1875.

A year after announcement of DvotdK’s first grant came news of another prize
he had received, albeit more modest, from the Uméleckd Beseda (Artists’ Society)
in Prague, for the best new chamber work submitted in a competition. It was his
String Quintet in G major with double bass from 1875. Narodni listy (National
News) reported in February 1876 that he had been awarded the prize, then in
March that the quintet would be performed that month as indeed happened.”
Perhaps this encouraged Smetana to write his string quartet Z mého Zivota (From
My Life), composed later that year, which however would receive no prize and
would wait well over two years for its first public performance on 29 March 1879.

In April 1876 came the premiere of Dvoiiak’s opera Vanda, given in this
first production five times through June 1877. We know not whether Smetana
gained any familiarity with this work (still unpublished today), let alone what he
thought about it; he was mostly in Jabkenice around the time of the first perfor-
mances. Then in November 1876 came the premiere of Smetana’s Hubicka (‘The
Kiss), given seven times in that month alone then many more times during the
remainder of the 1876—1877 season.” Of Dvoték’s opinion on 7he Kiss we have
only very indirect testimony in a letter Eliska Krasnohorskd wrote to Smetana

in February 1878:

Perhaps you remember how after Zhe Kiss you told me that Dvofik—I don't
remember now in what manner—had expressed some kind of disrespect for this
work of yours.”

! Letter of application dated 5 October 1879, unpublished until its appearance in Bedrich Smetana:
Correspondence III (1875-1879), ed. Olga Mojzisovi, Milan Pospisil, Jana Vojtéskova, and Jifi
K. Kroupa (Prague: Nérodni muzeum and KLP, 2023), pp. 587-588. Concerning the circumstances
see Kuna 1988 (Ibid.), here pp. 125-131.

72 Kuna 1988 (op. cit., note 70), here p. 121. In an article published in 1879 Eduard Hanslick even
named youth as one of the requirements. See “Concerte,” Neue Freie Presse (Vienna) No. 5474
(23 November 1879), morning edition, p. [1]-2, here p. [1], col. [1].

73 See the column “Spolkové zpravy” in Nirodni listy 16, No. 32 (2 February 1876), p. [2], col. [4]
and 16, No. 76 (17 March 1876), p. [2], col. [4].

7 Concerning performances of both operas see Smaczny [and Ottlovi] 1994 (op. cit., note 6),
pp- 77-82.

7 Letter of 27 February 1878. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit., note 71), pp. 373-376, here p. 374:

Snad se pamatujete, jak Jste mi po ,Hubi¢ce® vypravoval, Ze Dvotik — nevim jiz jakym zptso-
bem — dal na jevo jakousi nevéznost k Vasemu dilu.
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From December 1876 we have a letter from Smetana to Josef Srb that includes
the first instance of his mentioning Dvofik by name documented in a period
source. There is no sign of envy; on the contrary, hesitating to commit himself to
set a particular poem to music for Prague’s Hlahol choir, Smetana suggests and
speaks highly of Dvofik along with two other relatively young Czech composers
as possible alternatives:

I think that besides [Karel] Bendl the younger talents Dvofik and [Zdenék]
Fibich might also serve you better than I, a wretched deaf musician in retirement.
They are of [i.e. they possess] great talent, a robust, happy mind, and rich fantasy.”

'The end of 1877 brought another landmark in the rise of DvofakK’s career.
We could certainly forgive Smetana if he felt a tinge of envy when reading in
Hudebni a divadelni véstnik (The Musical and Theatrical Herald, another journal
edited by Pivoda) that, thanks to a recommendation by Brahms, a set of twelve
(actually thirteen) duets by Dvofdk would be published in Germany’—this at
a time when no sizable work by Smetana had been published since the piano-
vocal score of The Bartered Bride in 1872,7® and nothing at all outside Prague
since some small solo piano pieces issued by not-especially-renowned German
publishers in the 1850s. Nor did Smetana have any publications in the immedi-
ate offing: not until a year later in December 1878 would any more of his music
appear in print, and that only a piano medley of tunes from his opera Tajemstvi
(The Secret).”” In 1874 Breitkopf & Hirtel in Leipzig had refused his offer of
four short orchestral works.* By contrast on 1 April 1878 Hudebni a divadelni

76 Letter of 20 December 1876 to Josef Srb, from Jabkenice. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit.,
note 71), pp. 259-260, here p. 260:
Myslim, Ze mimo Bendla by Vam mohli téZ mladsi talenty Dvofik a Fibich snad 1épe poslouzit,
nez-li ji ubohy hluchy musikant na odpocinku. Jsout velikého talentu, bujaré $tastné mysli,
\a bohaté/ fantasie.
“Domici zpravy a dopisy,” Hudebni a divadelni véstnik 1, No. 23 (10 December 1877), p. 182.This
report was actually premature: Dvofik had only heard from Eduard Hanslick that Brahms wou/d
recommend the duets to his publisher (Simrock in Berlin). But he would indeed recommend
them, and Simrock would indeed publish them.

7

Ni

78 Since then only the prelude to Libuse in June 1875 and a single aria from 7Zhe Kiss with piano

accompaniment in November 1876. See Karel Teige, Skladby Smetanovy: Kommentovany katalog

vSech skladeb mistrovyich v chronologickém postupu (Prague: Fr. A. Urbédnek, 1893), pp. [36]-96 pas-

sim. As of 18 December 2025 online at:
https://ndk.cz/view/uuid:89eaf240-6191-11dd-at57-000d606{5dc6?page=uuid:49d61c10-aOba-
11e8-99aa-005056827¢51&fulltext=Libu%C5%Ale

7 See again Teige 1893 (ibid.).

8 See Smetana: Correspondence II (op. cit., note 17), pp. 492-496. Letter unpublished until its ap-
pearance in 1994 in a Stargardt antiquarian catalogue.
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véstnik brought news that Brahms’s publisher Simrock (having already agreed to
publish thirteen of DvofiK's Moravian Duets) had commissioned a work by him:
a set of dances (the Slavonic Dances).® Then in November Nirodni listy reported
that another Berlin publisher, Bote und Bock, was preparing “a number of his
chamber and orchestral works” for publication.®

Meanwhile January 1878 had brought the announcement of another grant
awarded to Dvofik by the Austrian government—his fourth in as many years.*®
And the same month saw the very successful premiere of his opera Selma sedlik
(The Roguish Farmer).?* One of the reviews of the opera on this occasion was
by the prominent music critic Emanuel Chvila (1851-1924), who in 1914 re-
membered that Dvofdk had discussed the review with him and had agreed “that
Smetana was a shining example for Czech opera,” also that he had appealed to
that model in the matter of Chvila’s objections pertaining to closed numbers in
opera, extended ensembles, repetition of words, etc.®

Alas Chvila had another, less pleasant recollection pertaining to this time

period:

[O]n the wings of the Moravian Duets and Slavonic Dances his [DvotdK’s] name
spread through the world, whereas Bedfich Smetana, the builder and leader of
the Czech musical movement, did not get beyond the boundaries of his homeland
though he stood at the summit of his artistic oeuvre. This period saw the begin-
ning of efforts to sow discord between the two masters and to nourish it, from
one side, by pointing to the injustice of fate toward Smetana and the supposed

%

“Domici zpravy hudebni a dopisy,” Hudebni a divadelni véstnik 1, No. 34 (1 April 1878), p. 270,
col. [2]:
[...] poctén byl i skladatel [Dvofik] divérou a objedndvkou se strany svétové firmy Simrokkovy
[sic], aby pro jeji vydavatelsky podnik napsal nékolik ¢eskoslovanskych tancii a p.

Viclav Juda Novotny, “Koncert skladatele Ant. Dvofdka,” Nérodni listy [18], No. 269 (7 November
1878), p. [1], here cols. [4-5]:
Bote a Bock chysté pravé fadu jeho komornich a orkestrédlnich praci k tisku.

85 “Domdci zpravy hudebni a dopisy,” Hudebni a divadelni véstnik 1, No. 27 (10 January 1878), p. 207,
col. [1].
The English title of this work in Burghauser’s thematic catalogue, The Cunning Peasant, is not

a good translation of the original Czech title and is even more misleading in relation to the story
of this opera. I prefer to use the title 7be Roguish Farmer, suggested by Jan Smaczny.

% Karlik/Kopecky 2020 (op. cit., note 68), p. 186:
[...] pfisvédcoval k tomu, Ze Smetana pro Ceskou operu je zafivym vzorem, ale ziroveri dovo-

)
I}

ansdmblii, opakovini slov aj.
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overestimation of Dvorak’s work abroad, and from the other side by suspicion of
86

undervaluation of Dvofdk’s works and envy in observing their successes.

Perhaps an example of such sentiments on the part of Smetana’s supporters,
or at any rate an effort to give him solace at a time when it seemed he was under-
rated compared with Dvofik, was a letter written to Smetana on 27 February
1878 by Eliska Krasnohorskd containing a detailed critique of Dvotik’s new
opera,” to which Smetana responded on 1 March:

You aptly expressed what he lacks: “general education.” — He is a musician and,
though very talented, nothing more.®

This is the only evidence we have of Smetana having criticized Dvofik as a com-
poser (unless we count his above-cited expectation that the first setting of King
and Collier “would hardly find a path to the hearts of our audience”). It is im-
portant to note that Smetana himself, completely deaf, had certainly not heard
The Roguish Farmer, nor at this point in time is he likely to have seen its musical
notation, which would not be published until 1882. During the several months
before writing this letter to Krasnohorskd—through the period of rehearsals of
the opera and the first group of five performances (27 January to 15 February
1878)—he had been mainly away from Prague, in Jabkenice. From the continu-
ation of his letter to Krdsnohorsk4 it appears he had not even seen the libretto,
save excerpts she had quoted to him.*” And what music by Dvofék did Smetana
know as of March 18787 Of vocal compositions, apart from the first setting of
King and Collier (in rehearsals) the only substantial work he is likely to have
heard was the setting for chorus and orchestra of the Hymnus from Vitézslav

Halek's Dédicové Bilé Hory (“Ode” from The Heirs of White Mountain) which had

8 Karlik/Kopecky 2020 (op. cit., note 68), p. 172:
Dvoftik rostl den ze dne, na kiidlech Moravskych duvojzpévii a Slovanskych tancii neslo se jeho
jméno svétem, zatim co Bedfich Smetana, buditel a viidce hudebniho hnuti ¢eského, nedostal
se za hranice své vlasti, a¢ stdl na vrcholu své umélecké tvorby. Do této doby spada pocatek snah
zasiti nesvir mezi oba mistry a Ziviti jej s jedné strany poukazovinim na nespravedlivost osudu
k Smetanovi a k domnélému pfeceiiovani dila Dvofikova cizinou, z druhé strany podezfivinim
ze znehodnocovini skladeb Dvotékovych a ze zavistného sledu jejich uspéchii.

8 Smetana: Correspondence 111 (op. cit., note 71), pp. 373-376.
8 Letter of 1 March 1878. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit., note 71), pp. 376380, here p. 378:

Co mu schizi, jste treffné vyjadrila: ,véeobecnd vzdélanost.” — Je hudebnikem, a¢ velmi talento-
vanym, déle nic vice.

% In Chvila’s memoirs from 1914 we do find a passage that seems to indicate Smetana was familiar

with The Roguish Farmer at some point in time. See on p. 47 below at “Smetana had been taken
aback.”
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been performed just once, in March 1873.The only music Dvoféik composed
after 1873 that we can be sure Smetana knew in any way as of March 1878
was the Scherzo from his Fourth Symphony. Very little had been published—of
vocal music only the set of six songs from 1872 to texts from the Dwiir Krdlové
Manuscript and thirteen of the “Moravian Duets” (as issued in Prague—their
famous publication by Simrock being still in the offing).

From two different sources—alas mutually contradictory—we have testimony
concerning Dvordk’s own feelings about the relation of 7he Roguish Farmer to
music by Smetana. Kalensky reported in his article from 1913 that Dvorak had
told him:

In composing 7he Roguish Farmer I was not thinking of Smetana at all. [...] If
Smetana were not seventeen years older than I and had not preceded me with
The Bartered Bride, 1 myself would have been the founder and creator of Czech
national opera.

And Kalensky himself added:

Dvorik considered some traits of his own works that are indisputably similar and
related to Smetana to be quite accidental, unconscious.”

But Chvila recalled in 1914:

Dvotik knew [...] how Smetana had been taken aback by reminiscences of Zhe
Kiss in The Roguish Farmer”* We spoke about that and Dvofik did not even at-
tempt to defend himself against the charges. In the matter of the reminiscences, he
said like the inherently good-hearted fellow he was: “He’s right, we’ve all learned

% Kalensky 1913 (op. cit., note 20), here pp. 83—84:
,Jar Ja si pii skladani ,,Selmy sedldka“ na Smetanu vibec nevzpomnél®. [...] ,Kdyby Smetana
nebyl o sedmnicte let star$i mne a nepfedesel mne ,,Prodanou nevéstou®, byl bych i zakladatelem
a tviircem &eské narodni zpévohry*. [...]
Dvoréik poklddal nékteré rysy své tvofivosti, nesporné podobné a pribuzné Smetanovi, docela
nihodnymi, nevédomymi.
1 Conceivably Smetana was only reflecting something Krdsnohorskd had written to him in her above-
mentioned letter of 27 February 1878 (see note 75 above). Here in Smetana: Correspondence III,
pp- 374-375:
[V]8eobecné se viech stran musi [Dvordk] slyset, Ze si vzal ,Hubicku“ za vzor, [...]. Ty véci, které
si vypujcil od Vis, upominaji jen jednou na Hubicku, a ostatné vzdy velmi siln¢ na Prodanou
nevéstu; [...].

Translation:
Dvofik has to hear in general from all sides how he took 7he Kiss as a model, [...]. The things
he borrowed from you remind one only once of 7%e Kiss, and otherwise always very strongly of
The Bartered Bride.

47



David Beveridge

from him; if he saw a reminiscence, he also saw what I have of my own. Smetana

will certainly do me no wrong.””

1878-1879: A Flurry of Statements by Smetana about Dvoiak

By far the greatest concentration of particular occasions to which we can attach
a statement by one of our composers about the other comes in the period from
December 1878 to December 1879, all of these statements having been written
or reportedly spoken by Smetana about Dvotik. Most are entirely favourable;
only two, pertaining to the Slavonic Dances and the Third Slavonic Rhapsody as
we shall see, imply some criticism of his artistic agenda or his character.

In December 1878 Smetana wrote a letter to Prince Rudolf Turn-Taxis, who
had asked him for recommendations of new vocal music by Czech composers.
Apart from his own works Smetana suggested also “Bendl, Fibich, Dvoték, etc.”
who “have written considerable quantities” thereof.”

In February 1879 Smetana wrote to Karel Fri¢ that he lacked sufficient
strength to set a certain libretto to music and added:

I would [...] suggest the composers Dvofik or Fibich. Both have such physi-
cal strength that they could easily handle such a tiring task. They are both fresh

youngsters.”*

Having learned about publication of the first set of Dvofik’s Slavonic Dances
(issued by Simrock around the beginning of October 1878)% and perhaps of nu-
merous performances thereof that soon followed in Germany, Nice, and England,
Smetana expressed sincere pleasure in this news—according to an article pub-

lished in 1908 by his friend Frantisek Bayer (1854-1936)—saying he was happy

92 Karlik/Kopecky 2020 (op. cit., note 68), p. 175:
[V]edeél [Dvorak], [...] jak se [Smetana] pozastavil nad reminiscenci z Hubicky v Selmé sedldkau.

ve svém vrozeném dobréctvi. “Pravdu m4, vsichni uéili jsme se od ného, vidél-li reminiscenci,
také vidél, co mdm ze sebe. Smetana jisté mi neublizi.”
% Letter of 25 December 1878. Smetana: Correspondence 111 (op. cit., note 71), pp. 465-467, here
p- 466:
[...]v posledni dobé v tomto genru pracovali mladsi skladatelové: Bendl, Fibich, Dvotfiak a. t. d.
dosti a dosti.
* Letter of 10 February 1879. Smetana: Correspondence III, pp. 490-492, here p. 491:

Lituji velice, Ze mné neni dopfino, svych sil na tak mohutném libretté okusit [...].

Ja bych pro ,Ahasvera® navrhl komponisty Dvofdka aneb Fibicha. Oba maji tolik fysickych sil,

ze by lehce tak namahavy ukol na sebe vziti mohli. Jsout oba Cerstvy jundci. —

% See “Prag,” Allgemeine Deutsche Musik-Zeitung (Berlin) 5, No. 40 (4 October 1878), p. 337, col. [1].
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that Czech music was being disseminated abroad, but also that he regretted he
did not know this music: “our younger composers” should “at least show their
printed works to old Smetana, when he cannot hear them.””® Bayer recalled that
Smetana said this at the home of Josef Srb, that Srb contacted Dvorik asking
him to send some of his published music to Smetana, and that on the very next
day Smetana was able to examine the score of the Slawvonic Dances. On 27 April
1879 Smetana wrote to Srb from Jabkenice:

I am very pleased by the gift from Mr. Dvorik; please convey to him my warm
thanks.”

Apparently he had the dances already five days earlier when he wrote to his
publisher Frantisek Augustin Urbanek suggesting he issue an advance announce-
ment of his own Czech Dances:

Whereas Dvorik names his pieces only under the general title “Slavonic Dances,”
without a person knowing which ones they are or whether such dances even exist,
we would show what specifically named dances we Czechs have!”®

But if he thus objected to Dvofik’s vague nomenclature, he admired his musi-
cal technique in the S/avonic Dances: Bayer recalled hearing him praise them
without reservation, exclaiming that Dvotak worked with themes here “just like
Beethoven.”” Bayer also doubted that Smetana had anything unfavourable to
say about Dvorak’s music at any time later.

In August 1879 we encounter the first known intimation that Smetana re-
garded Dvotik’s successes abroad as something to be coveted, when he wrote

to Josef Srb:

% “Smetana a Dvofikovy ‘Slovanské tance’,” Dalibor, third series (1879-1927), 31, No. 29-36
(30 April 1909), p. 258, here col. [1]:
[...] Ze by méli “mladsi pani skladatelé starému Smetanovi své vytisténé prace alespori ukdzati”,
kdy?z jich slySeti nemiize.
7 Smetana: Correspondence 111 (op. cit., note 71), pp. 534-535, here p. 535, as a postscript, without
context: “Direk p. Dvofika mne velice t€§f; ra¢te mu vyfidit moje vielé diky.”
% Letter of 22 April 1879. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit., note 71), pp. 527-528:
Kde Dvordk jmenuje své kusy jen pod vSe obecnym nézvem “Slavische Tinze” aniz by ¢lovek
Védé}, které to jsou, a jest-li viibec takové existujou, ukdzali by jsme, jaky tance urcité jmenované
my Ce§i mime!
9 Bayer 1909 (op. cit., note 96), here p. 258, col. [2]:
Byl jsem pfitomen, kdyz praci Dvordkovu bez vyhrady pochvilil: fekl mimo jiné doslova, Ze tu
Dvortik s thematy pracuje “zrovna po Beethovensku”.
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[...] T ask for a little explanation.
I'd like to find out how much Dvofik receives from Simrock for his works. He
himself has never confided this to me, although I asked him once.

(Smetana must have asked Dvofik about this in some personal meeting or cor-
respondence that is otherwise undocumented.)

So please keep it a secret that I am the one who wants to know. I just want to

have some guideline available for how I could conduct myself with publishers.'®

And a week later, having perhaps received some information from Srb though
not exactly what he wanted, he wrote to his publisher Urbanek giving somewhat
imprecise and questionable amounts Dvofék had received not from Simrock
but from two other Berlin publishers—Schlesinger and Bote & Bock—then
comparing the value of his own works to that of DvordKs:

I can myself assert that my compositions have as much value as Dvofik’s, espe-
cially for the future, without sinning against the rules of modesty.!"!

From late November 1879 we have another letter to Smetana from Kriasnohorska
decrying what she portrayed as the general overvaluation of Dvordk compared
with Smetana.'” Perhaps this influenced him in his own letter written a month
later to Ludevit Prochazka:

That rogue presents all manner of instrumental effects as his own invention and
as something new. For example two harps alone beginning a movement, the or-
chestra entering only later, and other similar things that Smetana, i.e. I, already
had in my compositions!'®®

10 Letter of 20 August 1879. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit., note 71), pp. 568-569:
[...] prosim o malé vysvétleni. —
Réd bych totiz se dozvédél, mocli Dvorik za své skladby od Simrocka dostivd. On sim mné
se tim nikdy nesvéfil, ackoliv jsem se ho jednou ptal. — Prosim Vis tedy, aby jste si to podrzel
pro sebe, Ze jd to chci védét. — Jd tim pouze chci mit jakysi regulativ po ruce, jak bych se mohl
chovat naproti naklddatelim.

101 Letter of 27 August 1879. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit., note 71), pp. 570-571, here p. 570:
A Ze moje skladby cenu takovou jako Dvofikové maji, zvl4st pro budoucnost, mohu sam tvrdit,
aniZ bych se prohfesil proti pravidlim skromnosti.

12 Letter 26 November 1879. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit., note 71), pp. 601-604.

1% Letter of 23 December 1879. Smetana: Correspondence III (op. cit., note 71), pp. 616—617, here

p.617:
[Cltverdk uvadi vieliké effekty v instrumentaci co vlastni vynalesi a novinky, jako k. pt. 2 harfy
samotny zalinajice vétu, na to pozdéji teprv vpadne orchester, a jiné podobne véci, ktere zatim
Smetana, jd totiz, uz dfive ve svych skladbach mél!
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'The harps Smetana has in mind are at the beginning of his symphonic poem
Vysehrad (two harps) and DvotdK’s Third Slavonic Rbapsody (just one). Vysehrad
had been performed in December 1877 in a concert that also included the first
known performance of Dvotak’s Romance in F minor; it was late in the following
year that Dvofdk composed his Third Slavonic Rhapsody. Dvorik is not known to
have said anything to anyone about whether his idea of opening the piece with
harp alone was or was not original.'**

Smetana Conspicuous by His Absence

Published in six installments from December 1879 to February 1880 in Leip-
7ig’s Musikalisches Wochenblatt (Musical Weekly) was the first substantial bio-
graphical essay on Dvofdk,'” written with use of material the author had asked
Dvoték to supply and for which he thanked him,'® although that material itself is
missing today. Mentioned in this essay as having been noteworthy in Dvofdk’s ac-
quisition of knowledge of musical literature are Beethoven (twice), Mendelssohn,
Schumann, and Schubert.'”” Mentioned as having been of help to him are his
close friend Karel Bendl,'*® Joseph Joachim,'” (Johann) Herbeck, Hanslick, and
Brahms—the last three of these as members of the jury that awarded Dvofdk
his grants from the Austrian government," Brahms then also as having recom-
mended Dvordk’s music to Simrock and yet again as having furthered his inter-
national career in general.'! Nowhere in the essay do we find the name Smetana.

Is this surprising? Perhaps Dvorik really was to some extent, as reported by
Kalensky, embittered by Smetana’s failure to help him more than he did, and
disinclined to give him credit. It is true, however, that Dvofik was in general
less indebted to Czech composers than most secondary literature would have
us believe. This literature has always shown a strong tendency to exaggerate his

14 An analogous case is that of two works beginning with timpani alone: Smetana’s Slavnostni
predehra (Festive Overture) in D major, Op. 4, from 1848-1849 and DvoiiK’s 7¢ Deum from 1892.
But Dvoriék is very unlikely to have known that work by Smetana.

1% Hermann Krigar, “Anton Dvofik: Eine biographische Skizze,” Musikalisches Wochenblatt X1/1-2,
X1/4, and X1/6-8 (26 December 1879 — 13 February 1880).

1% See letters from Hermann Krigar to Dvotdk of 7 December 1879 and 17 February 1880. In
Dworik, Correspondence (op. cit., note 5), Vol. 5 (Prague: Editio Supraphon, 1996), pp. 214 and 226.

7 Musikalisches Wochenblatt X1/6 (30 January 1880), p. 67.

108 Thid.

19 Musikalisches Wochenblatt X1/8 (13 February 1880), p. 91, col. [2].
0 Musikalisches Wochenblatt X1/6 (30 January 1880), p. 67, col. [2].

" Musikalisches Wochenblatt X1/6 (30 January 1880), p. 68, col. [1] and X1/8 (13 February 1880),
p- 91, col. [2].
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“Czechness,” a tendency motivated by national pride in the case of writings by
Czechs, while foreigners have often succumbed to a pattern whereby compos-
ers other than Germans, Italians, and French are automatically categorized as
“nationalists,” outside the “mainstream” of European music.'"?

In Part IT of this study we shall consider further occasions when Czech com-
posers are notably absent when Dvofik mentioned those who had influenced
or helped him.'?

We have now covered the large majority of known statements made by either
composer about the other, and all evidence of their attitudes toward each other
pertaining specifically to points in time before 1880. It is clear that they were not
close personal friends. But the balance of evidence indicates they were also not
enemies. Dvorak may have felt that Smetana should have given him greater sup-
port in his career. Smetana may have felt a degree of envy of Dvordk’s successes.
But they admired each other’s work and apparently bore no serious grudges;
Dvoték acknowledged Smetana’s influence on his own compositions. In Part II
of this study (to follow in the next issue of Musicologica Olomucensia) we shall
consider Dvofik’s and Smetana’s few known written statements about each other
during the final years of Smetana’s life, other verbal evidence of their attitudes
toward each other pertaining to periods from 1880 onward or not related to any
ascertainable time, and possible musical testimony of their relation to each other
in parallels between works composed from 1874 to 1900, none of this funda-
mentally altering the conclusions we have just formulated, rather on the whole
confirming them, though offering some interesting twists.
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