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Introduction

Actuality and scientific novelty. In most cases, topics related to the film studies concepts
of the Cinema Art journal were considered by researchers (Alakshin, 2014; Dmitrieva, 2020;
Golovskoy, 1984; Hill, 1960; Kovalov, 2009; Shishkin, 2017; 2018; Vasiliev, 2006, etc.)
fragmentarily, without any attempt at a full-fledged theoretical content analysis. Consequently,
the analysis of the transformation of the theoretical concepts of film studies in the Cinema Art
journal — from the year of its foundation (1931) to the present day — is very relevant, both in film
studies, cultural studies, and in historical, science studies, philosophical, political science,
sociological aspects.

Of course, in the Russian period, the print run of the paper version of the Cinema Art
declined sharply, however, its influence and audience, given that the demand for movies in the
modern world remains very high (of course, taking into account its distribution on various
media and platforms), have survived , thanks to the online version of this journal.

In recent years, attempts have been made in the scientific world to analyze individual time
periods of the Cinema Art: the period of perestroika (Dmitrieva, 2020; Shishkin, 2017; 2018),
the modern (Russian) stage (Alakshin, 2014; Vasiliev, 2006). This series also includes our
articles analyzing the two anniversary years of the Cinema Art, 1967 and 1977 (Fedorov, 2017).

However, none of the researchers (neither in Russia nor abroad) has yet set themselves
the task of analyzing the transformation of the theoretical aspects of film studies throughout the
entire time interval of the existence of the Cinema Art (from 1931 to the present).

We see the applied significance of our research in the fact that the results obtained can be
used in the scientific activities of film critics, culturologists, art historians, sociologists,
historians, science scholars, scientists studying media culture; find application in the field of
film studies, cultural studies, history, journalism, art history, film studies, sociological education
(teachers, graduate students, students, a wide range of audiences interested in this topic).

The scientific problem the project aims to solve arises from the contradiction between the
relatively detailed scientific development of film studies in general (Andrew, 1976; 1984,
Aristarco, 1951; Aronson, 2003; 2007; Bazin, 1971; Bergan, 2006; Branigan, Buckland, 2015;
Casetti, 1999; Demin, 1966; Freilich, 2009; Gibson et al., 2000; Gledhill and Williams, 2000;
Hill and Gibson, 1998; Humm, 1997; Khrenov, 2006; 2011; Lipkov, 1990; Lotman, 1973 ; 1992;
1994; Mast and Cohen, 1985; Metz, 1974; Razlogov, 1984; Sokolov, 2010; Stam, 2000; Weisfeld,
1983; Weizman, 1978; Zhdan, 1982) analysis of the evolution of theoretical film studies concepts
in the leading Soviet and Russian film studies journal Cinema Art (1931-2021).

It should be noted that the works of scientists of the Soviet period devoted to the subject of
film studies (Lebedev, 1974; Weisfeld, 1983; Weizman, 1978; Zhdan, 1982, etc.) were often very
strongly influenced by communist ideology, which, in our opinion, interfered with an adequate
theoretical film process analysis.

Object of study. The object of our research study is one of the oldest in the world and the
most representative in its segment theoretical journals in the field of film studies, Cinema Art,
which (unlike other Soviet periodical film publications) managed to survive in the post-Soviet
era.

Subject of study: the evolution of theoretical film studies concepts in the Cinema Art
journal — from the year of its foundation (1931) to the present day.

The purpose of the project: through a comprehensive content analysis and comparative
interdisciplinary analysis, for the first time in world science, to give a holistic description, reveal
features, determine the place, role, significance of the evolution of theoretical film studies
concepts in the Cinema Art journal (1931-2021), that is, to obtain a new scientific knowledge
that reveals patterns, processes, phenomena and dependencies between them in a given
thematic field.

Research hypothesis: through a comprehensive content analysis and comparative
interdisciplinary analysis, revealing the features, place, role, significance of the evolution of
theoretical film studies concepts in the Cinema Art journal, it will be possible to synthesize and
graphically present the main theoretical models of film studies concepts and predict the future
of their development.

Research objectives:

- to study and analyze the scientific literature, to some extent related to the topic of the
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declared project;

- to study film studies, historical, cultural studies, sociocultural, political, philosophical,
sociological contexts, the main stages of the evolution of theoretical film studies concepts in the
Cinema Art journal — from the year of its foundation (1931) to the present day.

At the same time, our tasks will include identifying the transformation of such important
scientific components as philosophical approaches (patterns and trends of scientific knowledge,
taken in their historical development and considered in a changing historical and sociocultural
context); historical stages of development; sociological approaches (study and analysis of the
relationship and interaction between film studies and society, changes in the social status of this
science), scientific ethics (study and analysis of moral problems associated with scientific
activities in the field of film studies); features, models of scientific film criticism creativity;
aesthetics of scientific activity (study and analysis of the relationship between film science and
art, aesthetic consciousness, the influence of art forms on film criticism scientific activity, etc.);
economic problems of scientific film studies, problems of scientific policy in the field of film
studies;

- carry out a classification, quantitative and qualitative content analysis, a comparative
analysis of the content of film studies theoretical texts in the Cinema Art journal (taking into
account the tasks outlined above); establish and classify, analyze the main theoretical film
studies trends and concepts, the specifics inherent in each historical period of the development
of the journal in the contexts mentioned above.

The research methodology consists of key philosophical provisions on the connection,
interdependence and integrity of the phenomena of reality, the unity of the historical and the
social in cognition; scientific, film studies, sociocultural, cultural, hermeneutical, semiotic
approaches proposed in the works of leading scientists (Aristarco, 1951; Aronson, 2003; 2007;
Bakhtin, 1996; Balazs, 1935; Bazin, 1971; Bessonov, 2012; Bibler, 1990; Buldakov , 2014; Casetti,
1999; Demin, 1966; Eco, 1975; 1976; Eisenstein, 1939; 1940; 1964; Gledhill and Williams, 2000;
Hess, 1997; Hill and Gibson, 1998; Khrenov, 2006; 2011; Kuleshov, 1987 ; Lotman, 1973; 1992;
1994; Mast and Cohen, 1985; Metz, 1974; Razlogov, 1984; Sokolov, 2010; Stam, 2000; Villarejo,
2007 and others).

The project is based on a research content approach (identifying the content of the process
under study, taking into account the totality of its elements, the interaction between them, their
nature, appeal to facts, analysis and synthesis of theoretical conclusions, etc.), on the historical
approach — consideration of the specific historical development of the declared project topics.

Research methods: complex content analysis, comparative interdisciplinary analysis,
theoretical research methods: classification, comparison, analogy, induction and deduction,
abstraction and concretization, theoretical analysis and synthesis, generalization; methods of
empirical research: collection of information related to the subject of the project, comparative-
historical and hermeneutic methods.

Many research of scientists (Andrew, 1976; 1984; Aristarco, 1951; Aronson, 2003; 2007;
Balazs, 1935; Bazin, 1971; Bergan, 2006; Branigan, Buckland, 2015; Casetti, 1999; Demin, 1966;
Eisenstein, 1939; 1940; 1964; Freilich, 2009; Gibson et al., 2000; Gledhill and Williams, 2000;
Hill and Gibson, 1998; Humm, 1997; Khrenov, 2006; 2011; Kuleshov, 1987; Lebedev, 1974,
Lipkov, 1990; Lotman, 1973; 1992; 1994; Mast and Cohen, 1985; Metz, 1974; Razlogov, 1984;
Sokolov, 2010; Stam, 2000; Villarejo, 2007; Weisfeld, 1983; Weizman, 1978; Zhdan, 1982 and
others) talking about cinematic concepts. However, so far in world science, an interdisciplinary
comparative analysis of the evolution of the theoretical aspects of film studies has not been given
in the entire time interval of the existence of the Cinema Art journal (from 1931 to the present).

It is known that theoretical concepts in film studies are changeable and are often subject to
fluctuations in the course of political regimes. From this it is clear that in Soviet scientific film
studies literature (Lebedev, 1974; Weisfeld, 1983; Weizman, 1978; Zhdan, 1982, etc.), as a rule,
communist-oriented ideological approaches were manifested.

As for foreign scientists (Kenez, 1992; Lawton, 2004; Shaw, Youngblood, 2010;
Shlapentokh, 1993; Strada, Troper, 1997, etc.), in their works on Soviet and Russian
cinematography, they mainly turned to political and artistic aspects of cinema, and quite rarely
touched upon the subject of theoretical film studies in the USSR and Russia (one of the few
exceptions: Hill, 1960).

In the course of the study and analysis, we have identified a working version (which will be
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refined in the course of further research) of the main historical stages in the evolution of film
studies theoretical concepts in the Cinema Art journal from the moment it was founded (1931,
the jpurnal was then called Proletarian Cinema) to our days: 1931-1955 (during the generally
totalitarian period of the development of the USSR, chief editors: V. Sutyrin, K. Yukov,
N. Semenov, A. Mitlin, 1. Pyriev, N. Lebedev, V. Grachev, D. Eremin, V. Zhdan), 1956-1968
(period of the "thaw", chief editors: V. Zhdan, V. Grachev, L. Pogozheva), 1969-1985 (period of
"stagnation", chief editors: E. Surkov, A. Medvedev, Y. Cherepanov), 1986-1991 (perestroika
period, chief editors: Y. Cherepanov, K. Shcherbakov), post-Soviet period 1992-2022 (chief
editors: K. Shcherbakov, 1992; D. Dondurei, 1993-2017; A. Dolin, 2017-2022).



Theoretical Concepts of Film Studies in the Cinema Art Journal
in the First Decade (1931-1941) of Its Existence

In this chapter, we will focus on the analysis of the theoretical concepts of film studies in
the Cinema Art journal in the first decade (1931-1941) of its existence, when its chief editors
were: Vladimir Sutyrin (1902-1985): 1931-1933; Konstantin Yukov (1902-1938): 1934-1937,
Nikolai Semionov (1902-1982): 1937 and Aron Mitlin(1902-1941): 1938-1941.

Based on the changing political and socio-cultural contexts (see main political and socio-
cultural developments in the Appendix), this ten-year period for the Cinema Art journal can be
divided into a period of relative creative freedom within the general commitment to "Marxism-
Leninism" (1931-1934) and the time of almost complete communist ideological socialistic
realism unification (1935-1941).

And although tendencies towards ideological unitarity emerged as early as 1932-1933 (the
dissolution of the central council of the society "For Proletarian Cinema and Photo" (February
1932), the the Resolution of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (of
Bolsheviks) “On the restructuring of literary and artistic organizations” (Resolution..., 1932),
publication of an article sharply criticizing the Society "For Proletarian Cinema and Photo"
(Evgenov, 1932), Decree of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee on the liquidation of
the Society "For Proletarian Cinema and Photo" (1932); renaming the journal Proletarian
Cinema in Soviet Cinema), in the journal Proletarian Cinema/Soviet Cinema in 1931-1934, to
some extent, the debatable spirit of the 1920s was still preserved.

In the Table 1 presents statistical data reflecting changes (from 1931 to 1941) in the names
of the journal, organizations, whose organ was the journal, its circulation, periodicity. The
names of the chief editors are indicated, as well as the number of articles on film theory for each
year of publication of the journal.

Table 1. Journal Proletarian cinema/Soviet cinema/Cinema Art (1931-1941): statistical data

Year of | Name The organization Circulati | Periodicity Editor-in- Number
issue of | of the whose organ was on (in of the chief of
the journal the journal thousand | journal articles
journal copies) (numbers on film
per year) theory
1931 | Proletarian | Association of
Cinema Revolutionary 14 - 28 12 V. Sutyrin 13
Cinematographers
1932 | Proletarian | Association of
Cinema Revolutionary 6—15 22 V. Sutyrin 24
Cinematographers
1933 | Soviet Association of V. Sutyrin
Cinema Revolutionary 2,7—5 12 K. Yukov 23
Cinematographers
1934 | Soviet Association of
Cinema Revolutionary 4-7 12 K. Yukov 7
Cinematographers
1935 | Soviet Association of
Cinema Revolutionary
Cinematographers 5—-6 12 K. Yukov 3
(Noy).
Central Committee
of the Cinema
Union
1936 | Cinema Art | Main Directorate of K. Yukov
the Film and Photo (NeNe 1-5).
Film Industry of 42—-6 12 N. Semionov 11
the All-Union (NeNe 6-11)
Committee for Arts Editorial




under the Council board (N212)

of People's
Commissars of the
USSR

1937 Cinema Art | All-Union Editorial
Committee for Arts board
under the Council 45-—-5 12 (NeNe 1-9), 9
of People's A. Mitlin
Commissars of the (NeNe 10-12)
USSR

1938 | Cinema Art | All-Union
Committee for Arts
under the Council
of People's
Commissars of the
USSR 45—-6 12 A. Mitlin 7
(NeNe 1-2).
Committee for
Cinematography
under the Council
of People's
Commissars of the
USSR

1939 | Cinema Art | Committee for
Cinematography
under the Council 6 12 A. Mitlin 16
of People's
Commissars of the
USSR

1940 Cinema Art | Committee for
Cinematography
under the Council 5-572 12 A. Mitlin 23
of People's
Commissars of the
USSR

1941 Cinema Art | Committee for
Cinematography
under the Council 5 6 A. Mitlin 7
of People's
Commissars of the
USSR

The first issue of Proletarian Cinema for 1931 was, in fact, devoted to the political
manifesto of the journal, in full accordance with the directives of its body, the Association of
Revolutionary Cinematographers, attracting the audience to the slogans of the dominant
communist-oriented proletariat in cinema (let's not forget that at that time an active process of
collectivization was still going on in the USSR, causing resistance from the peasant masses). The
very titles of the articles speak eloquently about this: “What does “proletarian cinema” mean,
“On the socialist reconstruction of cinematography”, “For the cinema of the Bolshevik
offensive”, “In the struggle for proletarian cinema”.

In particular, one of the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers’ ideologists,
K. Yukov (1902-1938), wrote that “the next most serious work of the proletarian public, Marxist
criticism, proletarian cadres and advanced revolutionary filmmakers is to reveal class hostile
attacks, their mistakes and shortcomings, on the basis of consolidation proletarian-
revolutionary forces, armed with the methods of dialectical materialism, to forge the right
ideological weapon — proletarian cinema" (Yukov, 1931: 29).

Already from the next issue, a theoretical attack began on formalistic phenomena in
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cinema and culture, which in the USSR of the 1920s still felt quite free.

The editorial of Proletarian Cinema emphasized that “the main danger that quite
realistically confronts us is attempts, one way or another, to emasculate the political,
philosophical meaning of the discussion. These attempts, expressed either in the form of
“practicality” (calls to “earthly”, narrow production issues, refusal to discuss large or general
problems of cinema), or in the form of reducing the discussion to any one side of the issue (most
often reducing it only to the creative questions of one of the areas of cinematic art
cinematography) have only one objective meaning — the meaning of class hostility. They come
either directly from elements of cinema that are class hostile to us, or from people who
capitulate to bourgeois experience in the field of cinematography.

The main form of manifestation of bourgeois theory in cinema is the so-called formalist
concept. Formalism is the most complete concept, which dominated the cinema almost
completely for a number of years, cultivating significant and, moreover, qualified production
personnel. Very often, formalism, merging with the businesslike intelligentsia, with the most up-
to-date "theories" that grow on this soil, dresses up in ultra-left garb. The fight against
formalism, which began not so long ago, proceeded without due activity. All this makes
formalism the main danger on the theoretical front in cinema. ... What is new in the tactics of
the Formalists is the desire to extend the concept of formalism to everything possible, and
especially to the most outstanding phenomena of cinematography, in order thereby to
depersonalize the concept of formalism and deflect the blow from it. What is new in the tactics
of the formalists, given the declarative refusal of some of them to defend the formalist theory, is
also the spread of the version that formalism is only a theory, that it cannot exist at all in the
practice of creative work. In accordance with this tactic, the task of fighting formalism should be
to intensify the fight against formalist practice” (Main..., 1931: 2).

The theoretical article of the literary critic M. Grigoriev (1890-1980) “Literature and
Cinema” was largely devoted to the fight against formalism, where it was argued that “a weak
script inevitably pushes a talented director to formalistic exercises. Insufficient penetration of
the director into the script, into his creative method, viewing the script as a pretext for a purely
formal game of directorial and camera techniques inevitably leads to an ideological distortion of
the script" (Grigoryev, 1931: 15, 17).

In the third theoretical article of this issue of the journal, the formalistic views of
S. Eisenstein, L. Kuleshov and V. Pudovkin on the role of montage in filmmaking were sharply
criticized: “Eclecticism in film theory and film criticism is a widespread phenomenon. The
mission of the eclecticists is to smuggle idealistic, bourgeois theories under the outer cover of
sociologism, Marxism, dialectics. ... It is known that just in the field of these general questions
we have a dominance of eclectic and formalist definitions. For example, the formula that
montage as a method of combining cinematographic material is the essence and basis of
cinematography is unusually common: from Kuleshov to Eisenstein and Pudovkin, everyone
resorts to this formula. But such a point of view is built on the denial of meaning, content in the
film image, frame, and, according to its supporters, the meaning and content depend solely on
the nature of the combination of montage pieces, i.e. from installation. There is no need to
expand on the fact that such a position is anti-Marxist, for it reduces art to a system of
techniques, to a form, throwing out the idea, the content. ... In the first place, Marxists put the
content of a film work, and this content, expressed in images, is, of course, not located between
the frames, not in the methods of combining them, but in the frames. Any attempt to replace
this content with montage essentially means formalism” (Mikhailov, 1931: 26).

In the next issue, the Proletarian Cinema dealt a theoretical blow to another prominent
formalist, this time the well-known literary critic and screenwriter V. Shklovsky (1893-1984)
was subjected to an ideological scolding. In a review of his book on screenwriting (Shklovsky,
1931), it was noted that “Shklovsky very subtly pursues a certain tactic that characterizes the
“obsolete” of formalism in practice. Having hidden their theory, but not recognizing that it has
been beaten by Marxism, the formalists proclaim the absence of any theory as an indisputable
fact that forces them to engage in bare empiricism without methodology. But "where it is thin, it
breaks there". There is no empiricism without methodology, however inferior, however meager.
So in this case, the ears of formalism stretch out from Shklovsky's empiricism. ... It turns out
that, going to "dirty work", Shklovsky did not abandon the tools of formalism and, denying
methodology in general, in the name of pure empiricism, he impregnated the latter with
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formalism. Therefore, his manual for novice screenwriters gives a harmful methodological and
creative orientation and does not help to educate the necessary screenwriting personnel”
(Mikhailov, 1931: 52, 55).

The article of the film critic N. Lebedev (1897-1978) "For proletarian film journalism"
(Lebedev, 1931) was also oversaturated with ideological passages and the struggle against
formalism and "aestheticism”. In it, he once again reminded readers that “the only correct
theory, such the only true scientific method, valid in any field of knowledge, ... [is] the method of
Marx-Engels-Lenin — the method of dialectical materialism. ... that proletarian newsreels
cannot and must not set themselves any other tasks than those set by the working class and its
party at this stage. ... that every newsreel film, every issue of a journal, every department within
it should be based on a certain idea, concretizing the line of the party on one or another sector of
the class struggle and the construction of socialism. A film of the unprincipled, a film that puts
extraneous tasks at the forefront (self-sufficient aestheticism, experimentation in the name of
experimentation, biological entertainment, etc.), proletarian newsreels cannot be produced”
(Lebedev, 1931: 20-21).

Politics also permeated the articles of the film critic N. lezuitov (1899-1941) devoted to the
theory of educational cinema. First, N. lezuitov ideologically sharply reminded that “Marxist
film studies are a young science. There are many obstacles in the way of its development. ...
There are many enemies. Nowhere, perhaps in any of the related fields of the science of art
(literary criticism, art history) do so shamelessly and so unveiledly eclecticism, formalism,
metaphysics still dominate in theory” (lezuitov, 1931a: 5). And then he emphasized that “an
educational film ... must be an instrument of political education. There is no place for apolitical
films in our education system. ... an educational film should be a class film. But not in the
liberal-opportunist interpretation, but in the Marxist-Leninist understanding of the class
struggle. ... an educational film should be a party film, because our philosophy of dialectical
materialism is a party philosophy, and our science is also essentially a party one. Educational
films must educate communists, they must have a politically effective character, they must be
connected in this way with the tasks of the proletariat and the party in the struggle for socialism
and communism” (lezuitov, 1931a: 7).

In his second article, N. lezuitov again assured the readers of the journal that “the biggest
shortcomings of individual theories of educational cinema are: empiricism, physiology and
formalism. The Marxist methodology of educational cinematography will have to thoroughly
work out these theories in the near future, because further movement cannot develop without
criticism of everything that has been done so far” (lezuitov, 1931b: 9).

Reflecting on the theory of educational cinema, L. Katsnelson (1895-1938), then a member
of the central bureau of the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, emphasized that
“educational and technical cinematography is not an art, but a field of science. ... entertainment
is in the content itself, and no additions, no flavors, no "entertainment" and "artistic" need to be
added here”(Katsnelson, 1932: 27-28).

In defiance of the formalists and aesthetes, the editor of Proletarian Cinema V. Sutyrin
(1902-1985) praised the work of the director-satirist A. Medvedkin (1900-1989): “Comrade
Medvedkin takes a different path. For him, the search for a genre is not a formalist experiment.
The very need for these searches arises for him not for formal reasons: he proceeds from certain
political tasks ... Thus, Comrade Medvedkin's work fundamentally resolutely contradicts
formalist practice. ... How much we, building socialism in the USSR, still need to overcome
inertia, conservatism, how much more needs to be used to end the struggle against capitalism!
... Before the proletarian satirist — the world of capitalism, the world of colossal, complex
exploitative culture; the world is perishing, but still very strong; a world that plunges the
working people into hitherto unheard-of hardships, a world of obscurantism, a world that has
stumbled into a hopeless (within capitalism) dead end. Burning, furious hatred must boil up in
the mind of a proletarian artist at the sight of this world, which still holds hundreds of millions
of working people in its paws and strives to destroy socialist construction in the USSR. And,
driven by this feeling, the proletarian artist can raise his satire to such heights that the satire of
previous eras has never reached” (Sutyrin, 1931: 5, 7).

Inheriting the tradition of harsh, backhanded phrases from the press of the 1920s,
Proletarian Cinema did not spare the “temperature” for discussions.

It was in this spirit that a discussion about film genres took place on the pages of the
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journal in 1931.

First, V. Grigoryev published an article “On the Methodology for Determining Film
Genres” (Grigoryev, 1931: 16-20), where he argued that “we are on the verge of creating a theory
of cinema. In essence, one has to start from the basics, because the currently existing (both here
and abroad) theories of style, genre, montage, rhythm, etc., etc., most often built on the basis of
formalistic methodology, do not withstand more or less serious criticism. Therefore, the
immediate task of film theorists is to work on the main problems of cinematography, to cleanse
the theory of cinema from all formalistic layers and to revise all methodological principles from
the point of view of Marxist art criticism” (Grigoryev, 1931: 16).

And then the following definition of film genre was proposed: “A film genre is a type of
cinematic structure: 1) being one of the sides of style, 2) reflecting through this style one or
another side of the class psyche at a certain stage of its historical development, 3) characterized
by the organic nature of all components that form a poetic unity, and purposefulness,
conditioned by the systems to which this genre is subordinate, 4) being typical of mass film
production. Style and genre are in constant dialectical unity with each other. Film style
characterizes the main tone of film production, taken in the historical and class context, and the
genre is a specific and particular form of style. The unity of style and genre is inseparable,
because the genre is determined by the style, and the style takes shape through the genre”
(Grigoryev, 1931: 17).

In his article on the theory of film genres, the film critic G. Avenarius (1903-1958) first
agreed that “we still do not have a Marxist theory of cinema. The problem of creating this theory
is complicated, on the one hand, by the extreme youth of the science of cinema in general, and,
on the other hand, by the formalistic confusion that is full of numerous pamphlets and articles
written on the main issues of cinema theory (montage, genre, style, creative method)"
(Avenarius, 1931: 27). And then he accused V. Grigoriev of formalism, since he "denies the genre
as a dialectical category — developing — and comes to the recognition of the genre as" a side of
this style". ... Such a “methodology” of genre differentiation is fundamentally mechanistic and
anti-dialectical, since it leads to the fragmentation of the general category into many separate
existing particulars” (Avenarius, 1931: 30), and therefore it is “just an arrangement of the
formalist theory of the genre, as a set of devices” (Avenarius, 1931: 30).

In fact, in 1931, only three theoretical articles in the journal Proletarian Cinema escaped
the stamps of communist ideology.

For example, in his article, the screenwriter and writer I. Popov (1886-1957) insisted that
“the introduction of the creative method, as a conscious method of regulating the internal
creative process, marks a new stage for art. ... it is not for nothing that in our time people started
talking about the creative method in art and, in particular, about the dialectical method, as a
method of artistic creativity; ... the reform of creative consciousness in its essence comes down
to the artist's awareness of the peculiarities and originality of his style, i.e. that, being individual,
single, ... at the same time, is called upon to express the social and general. ... How is the method
put into action? In three directions: firstly, through the ultimate understanding of the idea, the
creative goal; secondly, through an exhaustive knowledge of the material, and, thirdly, through
the comprehension of formal means” (Popov, 1931: 26).

And the artist and director-animator M. Tsekhanovsky (1889-1965) in his articles “Cinema
and Painting” and “The Specifics of Ton Films” wrote that “knowledge of the laws of painting
(and, of course, not only futuristic painting) is necessary for filmmakers, but to the same extent
as it is necessary to know these laws for both the sculptor and the architect. Therefore, it will be
equally true to speak about the laws of sculpture and architecture in the problems of cinema”
(Tsechanovsky, 1931a: 7).

Reflecting further on sound cinema, M. Tsekhanovsky wrote in a polemical fervor that
“cinema is thoroughly saturated with technology, it contains 99 % technology and 1 % art. There
is still not even one percent of art in sound cinema ... by the material of sound film art one
should understand: visual and sound objects of filming and the result of filming — montage
shots. But these elements become the material of art only when they are organized by the artist
into sound-visual images expressing a certain content (idea). The idea gives impetus and
direction to the whole process of melting the material into an art form. ... The material overcome
in the process of "remelting" solidifies in a synthetically fused art form, which is, as it were, an
"imprint" of an idea, a materialized idea" (Tsechanovsky, 1931b: 12-13).
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A few months later, these views of M. Tsekhanovsky were sharply criticized in the same
journal and were accused of formalism: “Based on certain facts, it must be assumed that those
who consider themselves besieged in some fortifications formalists. One of these facts should be
recognized as M. Tsekhanovsky's article "The Specifics of Tonfilms" (Plonsky, 1932: 4).

Further, catching on to M. Tsekhanovsky’s reckless assertion that “cinema is thoroughly
saturated with technology, it contains 99 % technology and 1 % art” (Tsechanovsky, 1931b: 12),
V. Plonsky wrote that “if his positions are true, then this means that all our sound films... are
100 % technique, only technique. ... So, in fact, there is still no cinematography, Soviet
cinematography, there is only some one percent” (Plonsky, 1932: 4). On this basis, M.
Tsekhanovsky was accused of a "formalist sortie" and other anti-Marxist sins (Plonsky, 1932: 6).

The current discussion was continued by S. Skrytev, who rather pessimistically assessed
the state of sound cinema in the USSR in 1932: “By the time the technique of sounding from the
screen was mastered, silent cinematography had mastered a great culture ... it was the synthetic
nature of cinematography that determined the features of the further development of
cinematography. The exceptional attraction of synthetic education, which turned towards the
greatest achievement of technology — sound recording — unexpectedly placed the further
development of cinematography in front of incredible difficulties. ... Sound turned out to be a
direct negation of silent cinematography. And it will be an irreparable mistake if, in future
cinematographic practice, the fetishization of sound from anti-cinematographic positions
continues, if the understanding of the place and role of sound in cinematography is not based on
the principle that allows cinematic art to rise to higher levels of development. Unfortunately,
even the great masters of Soviet cinematography in their latest works are engaged in cinematic
disarmament. This determines the current state of sound cinema, which to a certain extent
resembles the state of silent "illusion™ at the moment of its inception” (Skrytev, 1932: 20).

The playwright and theater expert N. Volkov (1894-1965) clearly and quite reasonably
disagreed with the position of S. Skrytev: “The appearance of sound cinema for some reason
terribly worried filmmakers: would a tone film suddenly turn out to be a theater filmed on film?
For some reason, it seemed that if a human voice suddenly sounded from the screen, then this
voice would turn a cinematographic actor into a theater actor, and each frame almost into a
stage setting. It was also frightening that the sound, which in many cases required long montage
pieces, would provide an excuse to use this length to equip films with theatrical conversation of
people who feel the ramp in front of them. These fears are undoubtedly imaginary, because they
stem from a misunderstanding of the cinematic image. The film image is never only a filmed
reality, but represents the result of the interaction between the phenomenon that is in front of
the lens and the creative direction of the artist. The film image is optical, and this optical quality
should be taken not as a technical, but as a creative moment. This is why a sound tape can look
like a filmed theater only when the director reduces the role of the movie camera to a simple
recorder of phenomena, and does not see it as an instrument of his volitional impulse and
creative intention” (Volkov, 1933a: 65).

In fact, S. Srytev’s denial of the achievements of “talking cinema” sharply contradicted the
state policy on the intensive development of sound cinematography in the USSR, since sound
(among other things) could significantly help the propaganda and agitation functions of the
Power. But, in 1931-1933, the publication of such articles in the journal was still possible, as well
as controversy on this topic.

The main event of 1932 in the field of ideology and culture was the April Resolution of the
Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (of Bolsheviks) “On the restructuring of
literary and artistic organizations” (Resolution ..., 1932), many of the provisions of which
became a direct threat to the existence of the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers.

This resolution, in particular, stated that “at the present time, when the cadres of
proletarian literature and art have already grown up, new writers and artists have come forward
from factories, factories, collective farms, the framework of the existing proletarian literary and
artistic organizations... are already narrow and hinder the serious scope of artistic creativity.
This circumstance creates the danger that these organizations will turn from the means of
mobilizing Soviet writers and artists to the greatest possible extent around the tasks of socialist
construction into a means of cultivating circle closure, detachment from the political tasks of our
time and from significant groups of writers and artists who sympathize with socialist
construction. Hence the need for a corresponding restructuring of literary and artistic
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organizations and the expansion of the base of their work. Proceeding from this, the Central
Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks decides: to liquidate the association
of proletarian writers...; unite all writers who support the platform of Soviet power and strive to
participate in socialist construction into a single union of Soviet writers with a communist
faction in it: to carry out a similar change in the line of other forms of art; instruct the
Organizing Bureau to develop practical measures to implement this decision” (Resolution...,
1932).

Thus, the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks made it
clear that the time of the dominant “truly proletarian fighters of the cultural front” in the USSR
was over, and the time had come for the unification of all literary and artistic movements under
the control of the authorities.

In the same April 1932, an article was published sharply criticizing the Society "For
Proletarian Cinema and Photo" (Evgenov, 1932: 11-15), which, in the spirit of the
recommendations of the Resolution of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist
Party (of Bolsheviks) “On the restructuring of literary and artistic organizations” (Resolution ...,
1932) was liquidated in July 1932.

It is clear that under these conditions, the main task of the Association of Revolutionary
Cinematographers and, consequently, the journal Proletarian Cinema was to survive by proving
their loyalty to the "communist party line".

In an editorial published even before the Resolution... (Resolution ..., 1932), the leading
editorial article of the Proletarian Cinema (For ..., 1932), emphasized the need to "strengthen
the attack on hostile theories, on formalism in the first place, as the main form of manifestation
of bourgeois theory in the field of cinematography ... to subject the theory of "montage as the
basis of cinema" to devastating criticism. ... to criticize the vulgar-materialistic, mechanistic
theory of "montage of Attractions" by Eisenstein, as well as his other statements alien to
Marxism. The task of the offensive on the theoretical front also consists in the fight against
conciliation towards bourgeois and petty-bourgeois theories, in the fight against "rotten
liberalism" (For..., 1932: 2-3).

As we can see, the “theoretical” blow was dealt not only to S. Eisenstein, but also to L.
Kuleshov, D. Vertov, V. Shklovsky and many other “formalists”, whose work was generally
positively perceived in the 1920s.

Moreover, recognizing that “the release of the magazine once a month, despite the
unacceptable slowness of its publication. ... deprived the editors of the opportunity to respond in
any timely manner to current topics”(For ..., 1932: 4), the editors of the Proletarian Cinema (of
course, after agreeing this with the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers) decided it
was necessary to switch to a two-week period, while simultaneously reducing the timing of
publishing work on the release numbers” (For..., 1932: 4), making the publication less academic
and more accessible in language to a wide audience.

In reality, in 1932, 22 issues of the magazine were published, of which seven were double.
At the same time, it was not possible to significantly expand the readership of the Proletarian
Cinema editors (circulation ranged from 6 to 15 thousand copies), so in 1933 the publication
again returned to the monthly issue (with a new drop in circulation — up to 2.7 — 5 thousand
copies).

One of the most important theoretical articles in Proletarian Cinema in 1932 was “Time in
Close-up”, where the director V. Pudovkin (1893-1953) substantiated his theory of cinematic
slowing down and speeding up time, which he put into practice in the film A Simple Case
(1932): “Why not put forward for a moment any detail of the movement, slowing it down on the
screen and making it in this way especially prominent and unprecedentedly clear? ... | am deeply
convinced of the necessity and validity of the new technique. It is extremely important to
understand with all depth the essence of filming the "zeit-loop" and use it not as a trick, but as
an opportunity to consciously, in the right places, to any extent, slow down or speed up the
movement. One must be able to use all possible speeds, from the largest, which gives extreme
slowness of movement on the screen, to the smallest, which gives incredible speed on the screen.
... Shooting with a “zeit magnifying glass” has been practiced for a long time. ... But all the
directors who used slow motion did not do one, from my point of view, the most important
thing. They did not include slow motion in the montage — in the overall rhythmic flow of the
picture. ... I'm talking about the varying degrees of slowing down the speed of movement
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included in the construction of the cut phrase. A short piece shot with a "zeit-loop" can
be placed between two long normal pieces, focusing the viewer's attention at the right place for
the moment. "Zeit-loop" in montage does not distort the actual process. She shows it in depth
and accurately, consciously directing the viewer's attention. ... Long-term processes, shown on
the screen by editing pieces shot at different speeds, get a kind of rhythm, some kind of special
breath. ... The “time close-up” has a huge future. Especially in the tone film, where the rhythm,
refined and complicated by the combination with the sound, is especially important” (Pudovkin,
1932: 31-32).

It is surprising that, as if not noticing the calls for experiments with form in this article by
V. Pudovkin, the Proletarian Cinema continued its active attack on film formalists.

This time the target was the book of the screenwriter and director A. Andrievsky (1899-
1983) "Construction of a Tone Film" (Andrievsky, 1931).

Literary critic L. Voytolovskaya (1908-1984), in her article entitled “The Program of
Militant Formalism” (Voytolovskaya, 1932: 5-9), argued that Andrievsky acted here “as a
follower of ... the most reactionary theories, as a faithful student and successor of Kuleshov. ... It
is quite natural that A. Andrievsky, proceeding from these formalistic provisions, cannot look for
anything else in sound cinema, except for the “montage of sound frames” (Voytolovskaya, 1932:
7).

Further, L. Voytolovskaya spoke out even more sharply, revealing a whole group of the
most active “film formalists”: “On the example of A. Andrievsky, his scripts and books, we see
that formalism is starting to become more active again. The "third stage" in the history of
formalism has now arrived. The first stage was characterized by open speeches by such militant
formalists as Kuleshov, Shklovsky, Piotrovsky, and others. This was a period of open speeches in
the press, declarations, a period of “flourishing” of formalism in cinema. Then came the period
of "renunciation" of their mistakes (with Shklovsky), leaving "into practice" (with Kuleshov). It
was a stage of "silence", waiting. Now the third period has come, the most dangerous, the most
malicious period of pushing through your formalistic worldview under the flag of working "only
in the field of film technology.” A. Andrievsky's book is not the first to try to push through
formalism under the brand name of "innocent” technique. ... It is characteristic that he quotes
exclusively formalists: M. Levidov, Glazychev, Shklovsky, Kuleshov, and again Shklovsky,
Kuleshov, M. Levidov. This kind of "ring film" convincingly proves that A. Andrievsky appears in
the book as a selfless follower, successor and student of the "luminaries" of formalism. And
precisely because now their “teaching” has begun to become more active, precisely because
formalism is crawling out of the holes of practical affairs — this is precisely why it is necessary to
treat with particular ruthlessness such books as “Construction of a Tonfilm”, both clearly and
smuggling formalist rubbish” (Voytolovskaya, 1932: 9).

As part of the expression of various creative views in the discussion, which was still
permissible in 1932, and taking into account the extreme seriousness of the accusations from
L. Voytolovskaya, which in the future threaten to "take measures”, A. Andrievsky (1899-1983)
soon sent a penitential a letter in which he acknowledged that his book “The Construction of a
Tonfilm” "not only contains a number of formalistic errors, but is also formalistic in its general
concept and in its main principles" (Andrievsky, 1932: 52).

Trying to distance himself from further accusations of formalism, A. Andrievsky wrote: “At
one time | entered cinematography under the strong influence of the works of Eisenstein and
Kuleshev, who, despite great differences in methods, had common formalistic errors. The
writing of my book coincides with the period when this influence still weighed heavily on me.
This does not mean that | was a supporter of formalism and did not wage a struggle against
formalist methodology as a whole, but this struggle was flawed and half-hearted, because at that
time | developed a special “theory”, which, unfortunately, still spontaneously arises in many film
practitioners. The essence of this "theory" is reduced to the division (and practically — to the
opposition) of the creative method and the "technology" of art. ... Being taken in abstraction, the
“technology” of cinema turns from “technology” into methodology, and, moreover, inevitably
into a formalist methodology. This is the depravity of the theory, which considers the abstract
"technology" of art as a science auxiliary to Marxist-Leninist art history, and in this place there
is a "junction”, but not with the frame, but with Trotsky's anti-Marxist and eclectic attitudes in
matters of art” (Andrievsky, 1932: 52-53).

The editorial leading article "A decisive change is needed" (A decisive ... 1932: 1-4),
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published in the April issue of Proletarian Cinema for 1932, was a reaction to a letter from I.
Stalin to the editors of the journal Proletarian Revolution (Stalin, 1931), in which he criticized
Trotskyist and other opposition "sally" in the Soviet press.

The Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, struggling to prove their necessity
and loyalty to the authorities, of course, could not ignore this Stalinist article, which became “a
signal for a decisive offensive against hostile theories about cinema, for the struggle to
strengthen the positions of proletarian cinematography” (A decisive ... 1932: 1).

Further, the journal Proletarian Cinema drew attention to the fact that “there is no
renunciation of their mistakes in the formalist camp, that Kuleshov’'s statement in the
Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, Shklovsky’s speech (at the scenario meeting)
were only clever maneuvers in order to hide the hostile Marxist-Leninist theory is the essence of
formalism, to disguise itself most subtly and cunningly in order to continue in practice to push
through formalist theories and thereby counteract the growth of proletarian cinematography, to
oppose Marxist-Leninist theory in cinema ... The communist and Komsomol part of the
Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, having exposed all these tendencies of
formalism, declared formalism a theory, with which it is necessary not to discuss, but to brand
from beginning to end, as a theory hostile to the interests of proletarian cinematography. ... On
the basis of extensive self-criticism, Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers can and
must achieve a decisive turning point in its work. For a real restructuring of the Association of
Revolutionary Cinematographer to face production, its needs, its tasks! Comrade Stalin's
instructions must permeate the entire theory, the entire creative and artistic practice of Soviet
cinema. For the Marxist-Leninist theory in cinema! For Leninist cinematography!” (A decisive...
1932: 1, 4).

In the same issue of Proletarian Cinema, the cameraman V. Nielsen (1906-1938) (Nielsen,
1932: 18-24) joined in exposing the enemies of Marxism-Leninism in cinematographic
theoretical concepts, who spoke out categorically against L. Kuleshov’s “formalist” theory of
montage: “It should not be forgotten that it is precisely the feature film with its specificity, in the
absence of a developed Marxist methodology, that is the most fertile ground for the work of the
formalist or other bourgeois school. The theoretical struggle against class-alien trends in
cinematography, the ideological disarmament of formalist and mechanistic constructions — all
this requires the greatest consolidation ... The first definitions of the frame as an element of film
are given to us by L. Kuleshov, who can rightfully be called the father of theoretical
vulgarization in cinematography” (Nielsen, 1932: 19).

Rejecting the theory of montage by L. Kuleshov (1899-1970), V. Nielsen emphasized that
“the main force of cinematic influence, first of all, is the social content of films; her class
orientation. Depending on the extent to which the film reveals and displays this social content,
we can judge its expressive qualities. Editing is not a self-contained factor in cinematography.
Editing is one of the main means of cinematography, which enables the film director, with the
help of specific montage methods, to reveal and display the dialectics of reality. ... The montage
leads the spectator to those final conclusions that are conditioned by the social task of the script”
(Nielsen, 1932: 23-24).

V. Sutyrin, the editor-in-chief of Proletarian Cinema, could not stay away from the fight
against the malicious film formalists — he chose “documentary filmmakers”, that is, director
D. Vertov (1896-1954) and his supporters, as the main target of his article. V. Sutyrin believed
that Vertov's "movie eyes" — for tactical reasons and for a certain period of time — were ready to
allow a small percentage of "feature films", although, in their opinion, "genuinely Soviet, i.e.
proletarian cinematography was to consist of "non-fiction", "documentary" films. ... [Now] they
no longer talk about the bourgeois nature of any "fiction" film. They are ready to legitimize a
certain percentage of this film production for a classless society as well. But, firstly, the
percentage is small and possibly smaller, and secondly, they put them in the background in
terms of social significance, believing that in the reconstruction period, the primacy should
belong to a documentary, non-fiction film” (Sutyrin, 1932: 15). However, “documentalism, like
formalism, being an anti-Marxist system of views, is just as hostile, although at this stage it is
less dangerous for the young, just emerging Leninist theory of Soviet cinema. It is necessary to
wage a decisive struggle against him” (Sutyrin, 1932: 11).

Film director B. Altshuler (1904-1994) focused his theoretical attack on “cinema
aestheticism”, arguing that “aestheticism is equally alien to both proletarian artistic
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cinematography and proletarian instructive cinematography. Is it a transfer of the creative
method of artistic cinematography? Yes, but someone else's, non-proletarian creative method.
Therefore, perhaps this method is bad, not because it is borrowed from artistic cinematography,
but because it is alien, not proletarian” (Altshuler, 1932: 38).

Since in 1932 a real and sharp discussion was still possible (within certain ideological
limits, of course) on the pages of the Soviet press, in the next issue the Proletarian Cinema gave
the floor to the director D. Vertov (1896-1954), who, in response to the attacks tried to justify
the accusations against him and, in turn, he himself accused one of the Association of
Revolutionary Cinematographers’ members, film critic N. Lebedev (1897-1978), of Trotskyism
(Vertov, 1932: 14).

N. Lebedev did not feel sorry for another documentary filmmaker, V. Erofeev (1898-
1940): “So, the newsreel according to Lebedev in 1930 should only deal with “fixing events”,
should turn into a means of apolitical information, and “actual topics will be the property of
"Publicist Film Factory”. What political illiteracy, what ignorance! ... N. Lebedev cannot
understand that, despite the difference in the degree of generalization of the material (resulting
from the difference in the nature of the newsreel publication, subject matter and footage), both
periodical chronicle and non-periodic newsreel films fulfill the same political tasks, are made on
the same documentary material with the help of the same means of production” (Erofeev, 1932:
20-21, 23).

Realizing that serious accusations were made against him (one “Trotskyism” was worth
something!) film critic N. Lebedev hastened to answer D. Vertov and V. Erofeev on the pages of
the same Proletarian Cinema, angrily attacking his “documentary” opponents: “Now
"documentalism™ — as a creative trend — is no longer there — it has decomposed alive from
ideological decay. It is a corpse. But this corpse has not yet been thrown into the dustbin of
history. And the "aroma" of his reader had the opportunity to feel on the previous pages, in the
articles of D. Vertov and V. Erofeev. There is no one to discuss the former “documentaryism”
with. But it still needs to be exposed. This is necessary in order to fight for the purity of the
Marxist-Leninist theory of cinema, it is necessary to re-educate those rank-and-file members of
this group who are beginning to understand where the former theories of the former
"documentary" were leading (Lebedev, 1932: 24).

At the same time, the Soviet film theorist N. Lebedev, not embarrassed by phrases far
from academicism, argued that V. Erofeev falsely concluded that he was “a supporter of
newsreel,”“ as a means of apolitical information. Where did Erofeev get this nonsense from?
What finger did he suck it out of? (Lebedev, 1932: 28). As we can see, even in theoretical articles
of that time it was possible to use, in fact, “bazaar” vocabulary...

The most theoretically important article in Proletarian Cinema in 1932 was the work of
S. Eisenstein (1898-1948), who had returned from a long trip abroad. In an article titled
"Lend"!" S. Eisenstein wrote: “I am very upset by the talk about “entertainment” and
“entertainment”... something opposite, alien and hostile. ... To capture, not to entertain, to
supply the audience with exercise, and not to squander the energy brought by the viewer with
them. ... As long as we had exciting pictures, we didn't talk about entertaining. Didn't get bored.
But then the "capture" was lost somewhere. The ability to build exciting things was lost, and
they started talking about entertaining things. Meanwhile, one cannot realize the second
without mastering the method of the first. ... To build cinematography on the basis of the "idea
of cinematography" and abstract principles is wild and absurd. Only from a critical comparison
with more staged early spectacular forms will it be possible to critically master the
methodological specifics of cinema" (Eisenstein, 1932: 19-29).

Thus, S. Eisenstein tried (largely contrary to the ideological dominance imposed "from
above") to pay attention to the spectacular nature of cinema and the need to "catch" the
attention of the masses.

Criticism of superficial sociological approaches to the study of the audience was at the
center of L. Skorodumov's article "The Spectator and Cinema" (Skorodumov, 1932: 49-61).
Several theoretical articles in Proletarian Cinema in 1932 were devoted to the professional
aspects of the work of screenwriters (Kapustin, 1932: 26-31), animators (Khodataev, 1932: 44-
49) and film actors (Mogendovich, 1932: 32-39).

In 1932, Proletarian Cinema attacked the theories of bourgeois cinematography, bringing
in for this film critic and writer B. Balazs (1884-1949), who at that time worked in Moscow, and
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film critic E. Arnoldi (1898-1972).

B. Balazs in his article “The Ideology of Bourgeois Cinema” reminded readers that
“capitalist film production naturally requires maximum sales. It must go towards the ideology of
the broadest masses, while at the same time not abandoning its own. In pursuit of profitability,
it is compelled to address itself to the "lower" strata, but only to those whose intellectual and
emotional needs it can satisfy without harming the interests of the ruling class. Consequently,
we can talk about the masses, which are least aware of their own interests. First of all,
philistinism is the widest market for sales also because its thinking is not inherent in one social
stratum. Petty-bourgeois psychology is still alive in a section of the proletariat, in a very large
section of the intelligentsia and the big bourgeoisie. In cinema, they are all united by one feeling.
And that is why European and American cinematography is ideologically wholly oriented
towards philistinism, and not only because the philistine, the petty bourgeois, can afford cheap
pleasure. The tradesman is deprived of a clear class consciousness. He, therefore, will not reject
everything that is contrary to his economic and social interests” (Balazs, 1932: 32-33).

In a similar vein, he appeared on the pages of Proletarian Cinema and E. Arnoldi. In his
article “Sound Cinema in the Theories of Western Formalists,” he emphasized that “in America,
bourgeois cinematography relies on broad sections of the philistine audience. For the most part,
the film acts fairly straightforward. Theoretical and critical shots are guided by the same
philistine audience and are grouped around yellow magazines with frank sensational tabloid and
advertising installations. The attention of the moviegoer is directed towards unhealthy interests;
the ruling class lulls his critical thought, educates him in terms of a superficially sensational
attitude towards cinematography. Due to general conditions, revolutionary Marxist theory and
criticism of art in general, and cinematography in particular, are in the period of formation and
initial deployment of forces, in the conditions of a difficult struggle with the ideologists of the
ruling class and representatives of the interests of the petty bourgeoisie of various shades. As a
result, the cinematographic theoretical sector in America is distinguished by its quantitative
insignificance and low qualitative level. There is a distinct utilitarianism in the approach to
cinema art, a desire not to evade the problems of an applied technological order and a tendency
to “entertainment” of presentation in order to attract the top of the mass audience” (Arnoldi,
1932: 40-41).

Further, E. Arnoldi extended the ideological thread from Western film studies to Soviet
formalism: “We do not know Western cinema well. Even worse we know his theories.
Meanwhile, they are of considerable interest. Of course, they are in no way suitable for
transplanting onto Soviet soil. But a critical study of them, an acquaintance with the enormous
material collected by bourgeois theoreticians, problems that were incorrectly resolved but
curiously posed, could be of some use. But the most significant interest of these works is that
there, to them, beyond the Soviet border, the roots of the theoretical constructions of our
Formalists and other theorists, who are trying to smuggle bourgeois smuggling into Soviet film
criticism, go. Knowing enemy positions is the best weapon to fight. Unfortunately, given our
current conditions of acquaintance with Western cinema and the established attitude towards it,
such arming of our theoretical thought is rather difficult” (Arnoldi, 1932: 41).

Taking into account the trends identified by the Resolution of the Central Committee of
the All-Union Communist Party (of Bolsheviks) “On the restructuring of literary and artistic
organizations” (Resolution ..., 1932), already in the first issue of 1933, the journal Proletarian
Cinema changed its name to a more generalized and “nationwide” one: Soviet cinema, having
regained its monthly periodicity. At the same time, it remained for the time being an organ of
the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers. The responsible editor V. Sutyrin (1902-
1985) also kept his post (also for the time being).

In 1933, the journal continued its line of harsh criticism of formalist approaches in
cinema.

Director S. Yutkevich (1904-1985) chose as his target the work of the "malicious formalist™
L. Kuleshov (1899-1970), emphasizing that montage was once called the "philosopher's stone" of
cinema, and it was fiercely defended both in theory and and in practice as a dominant moment
in the specifics of the new art. At first it was a healthy and progressive phenomenon, but in the
later stages of the growth of Soviet cinema, this theory of the "dominant montage" turned into a
ballast that dragged cinematography into a quagmire of bourgeois theories. ... Indeed, was it
worth making a “revolution” in order to return in practice to the imitation of American detective
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stories (Ray of Death), borrowing everything from this genre except for its most important and
obligatory feature — entertaining” (Yutkevich, 1933: 8).

Further, S. Yutkevich, from the standpoint of the the Resolution of the Central Committee
of the All-Union Communist Party (of Bolsheviks) “On the restructuring of literary and artistic
organizations” (Resolution ..., 1932) and socialist realism, very negatively assessed the so-called
“poetic cinema”, the supporter of which, as you know, was director A. Dovzhenko (1894-1956):
“Soviet cinema lost its audience for a while. The notorious "language of cinema", for the purity
of which zealous innovators fought so hard, was defined as the language of poetry, painting, etc.
Frames were turned into rhymes, chanted like poems, defined as easel movies, the rhythm of
montage was defined as the only "free" possibility of their purely compositional cohesion. The
"abstruse" cinematography was created. The “self-made” frame, like the “self-made” word in its
time, is what the last of formalism tried to defend themselves with. Mistakes, slips of the tongue
by great masters, inevitable in any genuine creative work, in any search for new ways of
expressing socialist art, were immediately introduced into a dogma, a rule, a recipe.
Materialism, non-objectivity, the denial of man, the reduction of the actor's role to a "typical”
puppet or "sitter" — everything was woven into a crazy tangle, which with barbed wire
"specificity" protected from the onset of reality" (Yutkevich, 1933: 12).

No less menacingly accused L. Kuleshov of formalism and Americanism by screenwriter
and film critic M. Bleiman (Bleiman, 1933: 48-57; 51-60).

The theater expert N. Volkov (1894-1965) criticized L. Kuleshov on two theoretical
positions at once: “on the functions of editing and work with the actor: the head could be
borrowed from one actor, the hand from another, and the figure from a third, and all this,
thanks to the dexterity of editing, could create the impression of one and the same person, that
is, the viewer was not aware of this arithmetic of the parts of the human body. Kuleshov came to
erroneous conclusions. However, while remaining on healthy creative ground, it is quite correct
to interpret the actor's film image as a combination of a game actually taking place in front of a
movie camera with those imaging techniques that the director and cameraman apply to the
actor not only to document him, but in order to elevate the image of the actor to a new, more
important artistic height” (Volkov, 1933b: 59-60).

A voluminous theoretical article by the film critic N. Lebedev (1897-1978) “On the specifics
of cinema” (Lebedev, 1933: 71-80; 67-73; 48-62) was also devoted to the irreconcilable struggle
against formalism: “It is precisely in the identification of ideological production with material
production that one must seek an explanation for the fact that for many years we have tried to
direct the production of film according to the principles used in the production of matches,
furniture and dishes. And this led the "film factories” to "incomprehensible™ (for their
leadership) breakthroughs and production defeats. It is here that one of the main reasons for the
vitality of formalist theories in our cinematography, identifying the screenplay with "raw
materials" and "semi-finished products”, and the film actor with scenery, accessories and other
"materials" "recycled by the factory." For if films are produced in factories, then there must be
"raw materials", there must be "semi-finished products", there must be "material”, and so on. ...
So, the question of what kind of social phenomena — ideological or material should cinema be
attributed to, can only have one answer — ideological" (Lebedev, 1933: 74, 76).

Film critic N. lezuitov (1899-1941) was quite in solidarity with such an ideological and
class approach to cinematography: “What are the general conclusions reached by Soviet art
science in the doctrine of style? First of all, style is the unity of content and form of art. In
contrast to bourgeois art history, which defined style formally, either as the sum of artistic
techniques or as the sum of formal features, Soviet science sees class content as formalized in
style. Not the content is simple, but precisely the content is formalized, not the content is
indifferent and abstract, but the content that has become the product of artistic creativity. Style,
therefore, is not what artists and poets want to say about themselves in the language of
broadcast declarations, but what is obtained objectively, in practice. ... The complete
identification of style with the worldview or creative method of the artist, which is often found
among us, obscures the real connections between art and philosophy. Style is a product of a
worldview, it is the ideological and artistic result of applying a creative method to the material of
reality, the content of style is determined by a class worldview, but the worldview itself is not
style. ... style content is class content. This means that the method of cognizing reality in a given
stylistic system expresses the ideology of a certain class” (lezuitov, 1933: 40-41).
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Being under strong pressure of criticism accusing him of formalism, S. Eisenstein in his
article also emphasized that “the basis of the director’s activity is to reveal, reveal and build
images and phenomena of class reflected reality in contradiction. It defines the entire method.
And in the method of teaching, we kind of reproduce the evolution of the very method of
consideration in contradictions, which at the first stages arises from contradictions in
consideration” (Eisenstein, 1933: 60).

In his article “The New Quality of Dramaturgy”, director A. Medvedkin (1900-1989),
contrary to the film theorists who were fond of form, argued that “the art of socialist realism is
the art of the greatest truthfulness. It does not tolerate random, unreasonable positions,
unmotivated actions, unlawfully developing characters. Only subject art can satisfy all these
aesthetic needs. The plot of cinema also contains a creative solution to the problem of
entertainment. The film, captivating the viewer with sharp and exciting plot situations, will
enjoy success and love from our viewers. However, the requirement of a plot in itself does not
yet determine the new quality of Soviet dramaturgy into which it must develop. The demand for
the veracity of Soviet art sets before the Soviet screenwriter the task of a detailed and deep
knowledge of the issue that he solves by means of art. This knowledge cannot be limited only to
the knowledge of the terminology of certain production processes. It should be based on a
comprehensive study of human behavior in the most diverse conditions of reality”" (Medvedkin,
1933: 15).

The main theoretical work published in the Soviet Cinema in 1933 was, in our opinion, the
article by B. Balazs "Sound Cinema" (Balazs, 1933: 62-74).

Reflecting on the nature of sound cinematography, B. Balazs dwelled in some detail on
such aspects of it as “auditory performance”, sound space, silence, noise, sound angle, close-up,
influx, montage, etc., and eventually suggested (and, as it turned out just a few years later, he
assumed incorrectly) some further parallel coexistence of silent and sound cinema: “Will sound
cinema completely supplant silent cinema? Will color-sound cinematography be and remain the
last and final achievement? ... One thing seems to me, in any case, logically necessary: silent
cinema, as long as it is possible, will be relegated to its original, purely visual realm. Displaced
from the field of human relationships, dramatic conversational plots and actions to subjective-
associative, to absolute cinema. Only when the silent film differentiates itself into an essentially
distinct art form can it again be resurrected next to the sound film. There is no turning back to
silent cinema, but I believe in a forward direction, to a new, even more developed silent cinema”
(Balézs, 1933: 74).

In November 1933, the Soviet Cinema changed its editor: instead of V. Sutyrin (1902-
1985), a former party functionary came to this post: K. Yukov (1902-1938). He was the Secretary
of the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, editor of the magazine Cinema Front,
head of the scenario workshop Sovkino, deputy chairman of the board of the Society of Friends
of Soviet Cinematography, member of the bureau of the film section of the Russian Association
of Proletarian Writers, executive editor of the newspaper Cinema. Contrary to the editorial
policy of his predecessor, K. Yukov took a course towards simpler language and understandable
to the general readership of film reviews, communist party propaganda materials (including
those actively citing I. Stalin) and sharply reduced the share of theoretical articles about cinema.

The most theoretically significant article of the Soviet Cinema in 1934 was the work of
S. Eisenstein “E! On the Purity of Cinematic Language” (Eisenstein, 1934: 25-31), where he
attempted to give a conclusive answer to many “proletarian” critics of his theory of montage:
“For many, montage and the left-wing bend of formalism are still synonymous. ... Montage is
not like that at all. For those who know how, editing is the strongest compositional tool for
embodying a plot. For those who do not know about composition, montage is the syntax for the
correct construction of each particular fragment of the picture. Finally, montage is simply the
elementary rules of film orthography for those who mistakenly compose pieces of a picture ... In
films, there are separate good shots, but under these conditions, the independent pictorial
qualities and dignity of the shot become their own opposite. Uncoordinated by montage thought
and composition, they become an aesthetic toy and an end in itself. ... We are by no means for
the “hegemony” of montage. The time has passed when, for pedagogical and educational
purposes, it was necessary to make some tactical and polemical excesses, in order to widely
master montage as an expressive means of cinema. But we must and must raise the question of
the literacy of film writing. To demand not only that the quality of montage, cinematographic
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syntax and cinematic speech should not be inferior to the quality of previous works, but that it
should exceed and surpass them — this is what the cause of struggle for the high quality of film
culture requires of us. ... It's time to raise the problem of the culture of film language again in all
its sharpness. It is important that all film workers speak out about this. And above all, the
language of editing and shots of his films” (Eisenstein, 1934: 26, 31).

The second most important theoretical article of the Soviet Cinema magazine in 1934 was
the work of B. Balazs "The Dramaturgy of Sound" (Balazs, 1934: 15-24). In it, B. Balazs came to
the conclusion that “sound became an organic element of the film only when it received a
dramatic function. ... At first, sound received a dramatic function as a material for films in
general. Then he received a dramatic function in the plot, in the plot of films. After some time,
they understood and began to apply the dramatic function of sound in a separate scene. And
finally, the significance of which has not yet been sufficiently appreciated — in a separate frame.
True, these four forms merge in montage into one organic whole of form, but still they are
different forms with different laws of construction, with completely different principles of
composition. And just because of the appearance of a new element — sound — the special
character of each form became completely clear” (Balazs, 1934: 16).

The rest of the theoretical articles of the Soviet Cinema in 1934 were no longer so
significant.

For example, the fight against formalism, now in film studies, was continued by N.
Lebedev (1897-1978) in his program article “On Research Work in Cinema” (Lebedev, 1934: 43-
49): “What are the most relevant scientific research problems today? First of all, the problems of
film dramaturgy, the problem of the specifics of the script and its texture, the problem of the
plot and composition of films in general, the problem of film genres, the problem of staging
literary works. ... There is a lot of work to be done here to clean up the film-theoretical stables
from the Left Front of Art' formalist manure, on the one hand, and from the husks of Russian
Association of Proletarian Writers's bends, on the other. Serious work is to be done here to
expose the mistakes of plotless intellectuals, supporters of "montage of attractions”, and so on.
... The leadership of cinematography must resolutely turn its face to scientific work and help it
materially and organizationally” (Lebedev, 1934: 49).

Literary critic S. Dinamov (1901-1939), in the spirit of a simplified interpretation of the
foundations of socialist realism, argued that “showing a happy life of cheerfulness and
confidence of the builders of socialism is a necessary condition for a good and strong plot on the
topics of our reality. This raises the question of the ending. We do not need the false and false
"happy ending" of contemporary bourgeois writings. Of course, there are catastrophes, failures,
difficulties, personal hardships, but the future belongs only to the working class. ... We need plot
art, in which the depth of ideas, the perfection of form, the relevance of the subject, the artistry
of the language would merge into one with a clear and intense development of the action”
(Dinamov, 1934: 8).

And the film critic N. lezuitov (1899-1941) wrote that “external brilliance, cinematic
pyrotechnics, witty writing will never be able to breathe true entertainment into the film. The
true entertainment of a film can be found only in the dramatic integrity of the work, in the high
artistic unity of the elements that make up the dramaturgy, in ideological tension” (lezuitov,
1934: 120).

The last issue of Soviet Cinema in 1934 opened with a photo portrait of I. Stalin, and
ended with a portrait of S. Kirov (1886-1934), who was killed on December 1, symbolically
marking the end of another stage in the history of the USSR and the beginning of the era of
"great terror".

The first issue of the Soviet Cinema for 1935 was the last in which it was designated as the
organ of the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers. Apparently still hoping to
maintain the status quo, K. Yukov once again assured the "party and government" of devotion to
the new course outlined by the Resolution of the Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party (of Bolsheviks) “On the restructuring of literary and artistic organizations”
(Resolution ..., 1932), drawing attention to the fact that “the Soviet film critic must be first and
foremost a theoretician of cinematography. A theoretician not in the sense of the ability to build
complex logical formulas, but a theoretician in the sense of a deep knowledge of the entire
practice of cinematic art, the ability to generalize experience, the ability to disassemble a work of
cinematic art in its specific images, technological manifestations. The Soviet film critic is a type
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of art theorist who, knowing his job deeply, must be ahead of the creative processes that are
emerging in Soviet cinema art. The Soviet film critic must be able to foresee hostile tendencies in
the development of art and mobilize the attention of creative forces to eliminate these
tendencies” (Yukov, 1935: 13-14).

But it was already too late: it was decided to put an end to the too “left” Association of
Revolutionary Cinematographers (albeit with some delay): in January 1935, at the First All-
Union Conference of Creative Workers of Soviet Cinematography, it was decided to dissolve the
Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, and already in the second issue of the Soviet
Cinema it was indicated that he became the organ of the Central Committee of the section of
Creative Workers of the Central Committee of the Cinema Union (later — the Central Committee
of the Cinema Union).

In the third issue of Soviet Cinema for 1935, a theoretical article by E. Zilber and I.
Krinkin "Overcoming Empiricism" (Zilber, Krinkin, 1935: 6-10) was published, in which they
tried to prove the need for an ideological struggle not only against formalism, but also
naturalism in cinematography: “The irreconcilable position of socialist realism in relation to
naturalism is one of its fundamental differences from bourgeois realism, within which
naturalism had its firm and legalized place. The path to the style of socialist realism lies through
overcoming the remnants of capitalism in the minds of people, through overcoming empiricist-
naturalistic ideas about reality, about people's destinies. ... The deadly one-sidedness of
empiricism is in its straight forwardness and unambiguity, in the fact that the development of
the vicissitudes of individual destiny appears as a continuous “necessity”, as an exact and only
possible replica of the objective course of things. The result is not a unity of the general and the
individual, but an identity, a complete coincidence, impoverishing both reality and the
individual. As a result, not a typical character rich in content is born ... but an outwardly
characterized type (jealous, ambitious), which degrades to a stamp. This is how the types (and
clichés) of the wrecker, the enthusiast, the elderly conscientious worker, etc., were born in our
time, to which we can now oppose typical individuals: Chapaev, Maxim” (Zilber, Krinkin, 1935:
7-8).

In his next article, I. Krinkin continued this topic, but in combination with sharp criticism
of “groupism”, “leftism” and “agitprop”, recalling that “at one time, as a reaction to formalism,
our cinematography appeared theory of the so-called agitpropfilm. This theory actually
abolished or, in any case, reduced the role of cinema as an art to a minimum. Representatives of
this theory saw the main task of cinema in popularizing various campaigns by cinema, in filming
the political slogans of the day. Along with this theory, the ideas of the Left Front of Art were
inculcated in the cinema, who preached an immediate response to any events of the day,
requiring a one-day work. ... In the practice of artistic cinematography, these theories were
expressed in a deliberate disregard for form, in a frontal display of any life phenomena, in a
schematic opposition of “positive” and “negative”. This is how the images of "100 %" virtues and
"100 %" villains were born. ... The resolution of the Central Committee of the Communist party
of April 23, 1932 put an end to both the theory and practice of "propaganda". But echoes of it are
heard in many movies. ... The main trouble with this kind of movies is that they contain
extremely few observations of life and even fewer thoughts about what is being observed. They
skim the surface of phenomena” (Krinkin, 1936: 17).

But, of course, the journal did not forget the criticism of formalism in cinema and film
studies. So A. Mikhailov argued that “the few works on general issues of cinematography that
appeared in previous years were largely created under the sign of formalism. Whether we take
the collection of Leningrad art historians “The Poetics of Cinema” (1927) and Kuleshov's book
“The Art of Cinema”, or turn to Western publications, we can equally establish their dependence
on the formalist school of art theory. A characteristic feature of these works was the desire to
consider cinema only from the point of view of its formal methods, ignoring its ideological and
cognitive significance. The doctrine of montage as the essence of cinema and the subordination
of content to montage, the doctrine of “estrangement”, of a special perspective on the
presentation of material as the main task of the director, the consideration of cinema as a new
formal artistic language of gestures and the absolutization of the laws of silent cinema (hence
the struggle of formalists against sound cinema and in particular against the word in the film),
the denial of the role of the plot, the plot in the film — all this was unusually characteristic of the
Formalists” (Mikhailov, 1935: 34-35).
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A. Mikhailov also criticized the theoretical concepts of B. Balazs (Baldzs, 1935),
emphasizing that his “philosophical basis lies, first of all, in the fact that he considers art not as a
reflection of the real world, processed by the creative consciousness of the artist, but as an
organization really unorganized by the categories of art form. In other words, he stands on this
issue not on the positions of Marxism, but on the positions of the formal sociological school and
the subjective "organizational theory". ... The theory of cinema ... must rise to the level of a new
stage of practice and get rid of the tendencies of formalism” (Mikhailov, 1935: 46-50).

At the same time, A. Mikhailov generally assessed the work of B. Balazs, rather positively:
“Bela Balazs is undoubtedly one of the most interesting theorists and critics of cinema.
Saturated with great material, replete with sharp characteristics of films, inquisitively seeking
knowledge of the essence and methods of cinema, his works, for all their mistakes, were a
significant and positive contribution to the creation of the science of cinematography. Let's hope
that in the future this contribution from the point of view of Marxist aesthetics and the history
of cinema will turn out to be even more significant and indisputable” (Mikhailov, 1935: 50).

In one of the following issues of the journal, B. Baldzs published a theoretical article
entitled "An answer to my critics" (Balazs, 1936: 39-45), where, admitting his mistakes, he
resolutely dissociated himself from the reproaches of formalism that were very dangerous for
him: “My the point of view is directed against the formalism of the Avangard, against the
subjectivism of the surrealists, against the bourgeois realism of trifles, and entirely for the
socialist realism of Soviet arts. If it seemed to some of my critics that they found unconscious
elements of formalism or subjectivism in some of the formulations of the book, then one could
still argue with them. But if it is coolly asserted that the whole book is a polemical (hence
conscious) program and declaration of the former Formalist group and therefore not needed,
then this is more than a mistake. ... The main mistake of my book [“The Spirit of Film™] is its too
aphoristic style. It gives rise to misunderstood formulations, insufficiently clear-cut conclusions,
which therefore seem unconvincing and unsystematic. ... Having lost the scientific style, my
work has lost scientific precision, the power of persuasiveness” (Balazs, 1936: 40-42).

At the same time, B. Balazs wrote that “on the whole, a detailed and conscientious article
by Comrade Mikhailov (Mikhailov, 1935) put me at ease. | realized that the essential errors of
the book did not stem from thoughts, but from imprecise formulations and partly from a wrong
perspective, the result of my preoccupation with the problem of form. But I think that because of
this | should not be enrolled as a formalist. We must not forget that form and style remain
important elements in socialist realism as well. To reveal their real function is the task of my
next theoretical work. But they should not only have meaning for the theorist, they should also
give impetus to the artist. They stem from my practice of my art. At a higher level, they must
again become art. ... I continue to work and will always be grateful to those comrades who, really
working in the Marxist-Leninist way, will help me with their criticism” (Balazs, 1936: 45).

The film critic 1. Weisfeld (1909-2003) (Weisfeld, 1936: 46-51) summed up the discussion
on the theoretical concepts of B. Balazs in the journal, noting that from his statements “the
conclusion naturally arises that socialist realism is a symbolic-abstract art , valuable not by the
ideological and cognitive significance expressed in images, but by the semantic-metaphorical,
propaganda-poster load of each individual frame. ... While arguing with the Symbolists and
citing a number of indisputable thoughts about socialist realism, Balazs nevertheless ultimately
asserts principles that are far from socialist realism” (Weisfeld, 1936: 50).

Further, I. Weisfeld recalled that “formalism saw in art only a hieroglyph, a symbol, a sign,
“an attitude to the method of expression”, and not a living knowledge of reality in vivid images.
Here are the roots of the theory of type and expressive material, and the negation of the actor
associated with this; hence the exaltation of montage as the alpha and omega of cinema;
definition of the plot as motivation for the reception; the fetishization of technological-
handicraft techniques as the root cause of the style and figurative structure of cinema; the
canonization of silent cinema and the rejection of sound, color, stereoscopic. All these
foundations of “shaping” turned out to be wrong and harmful. But the traditions of formalism
still live on among creative workers. They find their reflection, as we see, in cinema theory. The
overcoming of these traditions, the further development of the Marxist theory of film art
remains an urgent task” (Weisfeld, 1936: 50).

However, in the end, I. Weisfeld, on the whole, positively assessed the work of B. Balazs:
“In an article about criticizing “The Spirit of Film”, Balézs clarifies his true positions and admits
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a number of erroneous provisions in his book (for example, an uncritical attitude towards
intellectual cinema). The reason why we once again stopped at an analysis of a number of errors
in The Spirit of Film is that Balazs does not criticize his errors decisively and consistently
enough and strives to explain too much by the "aphoristic" style of literary presentation. The
point is not at all to create some new scheme of interaction between form and content in art, as
Balazs is trying to do. No wonder his scheme strongly smacks of scholasticism. It is much more
important to establish the true errors arising from the underestimation of the figurative-
cognitive essence of art in order to get rid of them more quickly. All criticism unanimously noted
the significance and interest of “The Spirit of Film”, the sharp powers of observation of its
author, and Balazs’s noticeable desire to free himself from the traditions and errors of the
formalist persuasion. But Balazs is characterized by another feature, which is important for a
researcher, for a Marxist. Balazs knows and, most importantly, loves the art of cinema, seeks to
strengthen its authority, to promote the development of the style of socialist realism. This
distinguishes Balazs from many Formalist theorists who treat cinema in an artisanal way, with
false objectivism and skepticism. This is once again encouraging that Balazs will create the work
that Marxist-Leninist theory expects from him” (Weisfeld, 1936: 51).

In January 1936, the Soviet Cinema journal, unexpectedly for many, was renamed Cinema
Art. O. Kovalov believes that this renaming was due to the fact that “the authorities gradually
took a course towards” sovereignty "and nationalism, which at first camouflaged under* people
"and loyalty to traditions — the Soviet “avant-garde” with its spiritual cosmos, the cult of
individualism and internationalism was she has nothing to do. The convulsive change of names
seems to reflect the instability of the time in which the magazine began to live — the transition
from the relative freedom of the 1920s to the stronghold of the totalitarian system” (Kovalov,
2009).

Let's not forget that in the same January 1936, in the editorial of the Pravda newspaper
entitled "Muddle instead of music" (Confusion ..., 1936), D. Shostakovich's opera Lady Macheth
of the Mtsensk District was sharply criticized, in which a course was clearly set on classical
examples of art, and not on artistic experiments.

In 1936, the Cinema Art became an organ of the Main Directorate of the Film and Photo
Film Industry of the All-Union Committee for Arts under the Council of People's Commissars of
the USSR and, therefore, for many years acquired not an “association-public”, but directly state
status.

In this regard, the editor of Cinema Art K. Yukov (1902-1938) published an article in
which he “shot” at several targets at once (on the Left Front, formalism and naturalism in art
and cinema): “In the struggle for the place of cinema among the arts, the first theoreticians of
cinema tried in every possible way to flaunt all the advantages of cinema, stroke it, lubricate it,
keep silent about its weaknesses. In different voices, they sang the incomparable possibilities
and advantages of cinema. Formalism in cinema saw a mechanical means of fabricating art. Left
Front saw cinema as a means of factography of reality. Naturalists and artisans of art saw in
cinema the means of the easiest and outwardly complete reflection of reality. The imaginary
lightness and simplicity of "work" in cinematography turned many heads. As a result,
statements harmful to art have arisen that cinema does not need dramaturgy. The principle of
shooting a picture without a script was proclaimed as a virtue and feature of the new
revolutionary art. The theory of making films without an actor was asserted. The type replaced
the actor, the actor turned into a type” (Yukov, 1936: 32).

However, further K. Yukov undoubtedly made a significant, from the point of view of
canonical socialist realism, ideological mistake, recklessly approving the publication on the
pages of the Cinema Art of an article (Zilver, 1936: 12-15), positively evaluating the script by
A. Rzheshevsky (1903-1967) Bezhin Meadow. According to this scenario, in 1935 S. Eisenstein
staged a film of the same name, which on November 25 of the same year was sharply criticized
by the Main Directorate of the Film and Photo Industry. But officially in 1936, Bezhin Meadow
was not yet banned (it happened in 1937), so a sharp blow to this film and an article about it was
dealt the following year, when screenwriter and film critic N. Otten (1907-1983) reacted very
negatively to the position of E. Zilver, “glorifying the script by A. Rzheshevsky Bezhin Meadow
and trying to reinforce the “theory” of the “emotional scenario” on a new basis and with new
terminology (Otten: 1937: 30).

The most significant theoretical article in the Cinema Art in 1936 was the work of
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screenwriter and film critic N. Turkin (1887-1958) "Fabula and Characters" (Turkin, 1936: 37-
52). It was practically out of ideology and did not contain an iota of "exposure" that was
fashionable at that time. N. Turkin argued that “the driving force behind the events that make
up the plot is a contradiction, a discrepancy between some interests, feelings, outlook on life,
political ideals, etc. other interests, feelings, dominant morality, way of life, social order,
political system, etc. — at the same time, a contradiction, reaching a conflict (collision), that is, a
collision of contradictory acting forces. The development of such a contradiction or conflict in a
dramatic struggle, in a progressive series of events, constitutes the event content of a dramatic
work, its plot, its single action. Thus, the plot of a dramatic work (hence, a film play) is a single
and complete action, representing the development of a conflict about a dramatic struggle —in a
series of successive events — from an event that starts this struggle to an event that ends it in a
happy or tragic way” (Turkin, 1936: 37).

Further, he reasonably argued that “the images of people (characters, characters of the
play) are called characters in dramaturgy. Without a full-fledged, vivid depiction of characters,
there can be no significant dramatic work. ... Thus, when creating a character, it is always
important to determine: 1) what a person does (what he wants, what decisions he makes, what
he implements); 2) how he does it (deliberately or impulsively, hesitantly or resolutely,
enthusiastically or indifferently, cheerfully or grumblingly, etc., etc.); 3) how he differs from
other characters in the play — in what he does and how he does it (a matter of clearly
distinguishing characters, opposing them to each other)”(Turkin, 1936: 44).

From the typology of character characters, N. Turkin extended a thread to the genre
system of a work of art, since “a particular method of characterization is usually associated with
certain genres, is their feature. Ready-made simple images, sometimes very schematic, built on
one line, are characteristic of comedy ..., for melodrama (“drama of positions™), for adventurous
drama. Complex images characterize realistic drama and realistic comedy of manners. Of
course, the boundaries between genres are very often extremely conditional, therefore it is not
only conceivable, but also happens in practice, that the images, for example, of an adventurous
drama are psychologically complex (let us recall the complex images of Dostoevsky's "detective"
novels); or melodrama (“drama of positions™), enriching its images with vivid realistic details,
perhaps only with a brighter and more spectacular event fabric will differ from strict realistic
drama” (Turkin, 1936: 52).

However, the film critic and screenwriter N. Klado (1909-1990), in his theoretical article
“Around the Plot” (Klado, 1936: 40-46), reminded readers that the basis of “every film work is
the script. Errors in his design often determine the failure of the picture. The call to build a plot
on the principle of theatrical dramaturgy is wrong. Cinematography has its own means of
expression. The basic principles of the composition of movie differ sharply from theatrical
dramaturgy, the possibilities of which are determined in many respects by the stage, etc.”
(Klado, 1936: 40).

In August 1936, the trial of the “Anti-Soviet United Trotskyist-Zinoviev Center” took place
in Moscow, the main defendants in which were former rivals and frequent opponents of 1. Stalin
— G. Zinoviev (1883-1936) and L. Kamenev (1883-1936), sentenced on August 24 to an
exceptional measure of punishment and literally a few hours after that they were shot.

On January 23-30, 1937, the process of the “Parallel Anti-Soviet Trotskyist Center” took
place in Moscow, at which the former prominent Soviet Communist party and government
figures were convicted by the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR: N. Muralov
(1877-1937), G. Pyatakov (1890-1937), K. Radek (1885-1939), L. Serebryakov (1888-
1937), G. Sokolnikov (1888-1939) and others. On February 27, 1937, other prominent party and
government figures were arrested: N. Bukharin (1888-1938) and A. Rykov (1881-1938). The
former People's Commissar of Internal Affairs G. Yagoda (1891-1938) was also arrested.

As it turned out a little later, I. Stalin decided not to limit himself to the destruction of the
civilian communist elite, which to one degree or another interfered with his sole unlimited
power. On June 11, 1937, a trial took place on the "Case of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyist Military
Organization" against former prominent military leaders of the Red Army: A. Kork (1887-1937),
V. Primakov (1897-1937), V. Putna (1893-1937), M. Tukhachevsky (1893-1937), B. Feldman
(1890-1937), 1. Uborevich (1896-1937), R. Eideman (1895-1937), I. Yakir (1896-1937). All of
them were shot on the night of June 12.

If in the late 1920s — early 1930s the victims of the authorities were mainly peasants who
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rebelled against collectivization, then in the second half of the 1930s the most resonant blow of
repression fell on the Soviet (and not only the opposition) ruling elite, accompanied by much
less well-known, but much more massive repressions against hundreds of thousands of citizens
of the USSR who occupied less prominent positions.

Among them were many filmmakers. For example, in 1937-1940, many leaders of Mosfilm
and Lenfilm, screenwriters, directors, cameramen, film actors became victims of the Power (see
Appendix).

On October 29, 1937, the newspaper Soviet Art published a devastating article entitled
“Clean up the Mosfilm studio” (Zverina, 1937: 6), the text of which gives an idea of the
atmosphere that prevailed in the era of the “Great Terror”: “Quite recently, the main reason was
revealed that the largest film factory of the Union is not fulfilling its production and artistic
plan. It turns out that the now exposed enemies of the people, including the former director of
the studio, were operating in the studio for a long time, systematically preparing the collapse of
this largest film enterprise of ours. As a result of the ongoing system of wrecking actions, the
Mosfilm studio came to the anniversary year of 1937 in a state close to complete collapse. The
pests "planned” the production of 15 movies a year and stated that this was the limit of the
factory's capabilities. But even this wreckingly low plan has been fulfilled this year by less than
half. The leading directors of the factory were doomed to idleness all this year. ... Studio
executives screamed heart-rendingly about script hunger. By this, apparently, they hoped to
justify the gigantic "scenario expenses", which amounted to 744 thousand rubles for 10 months
of this year. ... 11 million rubles were spent on the technical reconstruction of the studio. It is
easy to imagine the quality of this "reconstruction” if it was led by the vile wrecker Slivkin. ...
The activity of Sokolovskaya [she was the director of Mosfilm in 1937] was frankly aimed at
slandering and slandering Soviet reality in films. Sokolovskaya did not act alone. She relied in
her practice on people like Darevsky — a swindler and a clever filmmaker. Ignoring the camera
staff, Sokolovskaya chose her vile enemy Nielsen as her adviser. ... Such is the sad picture of the
current state of the Mosfilm studios. We must resolutely, in a Bolshevik way, take up clearing
and rehabilitating this largest of our film production bases” (Zverina, 1937: 6).

From this it is quite clear that K. Yukov (1902-1938), editor of the Cinema Art, struggled
to prove (as it turned out soon — unsuccessfully) his devotion to the authorities.

In the second issue of the Cinema Art for 1937, K. Yukov wrote: “Renegades against
Marxism-Leninism, against the heroic Soviet people who have defeated the capitalist system in
their country, against victorious socialism flourishing in the Soviet country, against Lenin's
party, against Lenin's best disciple, best friend and leader of all peoples, Comrade Stalin and his
faithful comrades-in-arms. ... An eclectic mishmash instead of philosophy, empty phraseology
instead of revolutionary theory, a deceitful "spectacular” pose instead of revolutionary actions —
this is what always characterized the enemy of the people — Trotsky at all stages. These features
of their "teacher" were fully accepted by Trotsky's henchmen, the organizers and participants of
the anti-Soviet Trotskyist parallel center Pyatakov, Serebryakov, Sokolnikov, Radek ... — people
whose malicious intent was directed against everything that the socialist country lives and will
live in its historical development. They have lost their humanity. These are vile and poisonous
reptiles. The human is just a mask for them. ... They stabbed in the back a country that was
successfully building socialism. But, despite the cunning and deceit, the enemy is caught red-
handed, convicted, exposed. The trial of the counter-revolutionary Trotskyist gang, as well as the
fair verdict of the court that followed, were a call to quickly eliminate the consequences of
sabotage and the misfortunes caused by the enemies of the people. ... The process of the anti-
Soviet Trotskyist center obliges the creative workers of Soviet cinematography to take a closer
look at the people around them. Greater vigilance is needed. Bolshevik vigilance must be
imbued with organizational, creative and scientific work in the cinema. The theme of Bolshevik
vigilance should resound in every image of every work of cinematographic art. ... The creative
workers of Soviet cinematography with even greater perseverance, even greater energy, will
create canvases worthy of a great people, its great party, beloved teacher, leader and friend of
Comrade Stalin” (Yukov, 1937: 5-6).

K. Yukov emphasized his complete and unconditional loyalty to the authorities in his
“theoretical” article “The Historical Decision”, published in the fifth issue of the journal Art of
Cinema: “Five years have passed since the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist
Party of Bolsheviks made a historic decision to restructure the literary and artistic organizations.
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Five years is not only an anniversary date, but such a historical period in the development of
Soviet art, when you need to think again about the meaning and significance of the historical
decision of the Party, test yourself, people and those areas of work that this decision concerns,
fully reveal and expose criminal mistakes and perversions of the party line in the field of art,
committed by the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers and its leaders. The victory of
socialism in our country, the Stalinist Constitution, the growth of socialist culture during the
frenzied struggle against socialism by the Trotskyist-fascist gang of murderers, the German-
Japanese mercenaries, reveal in a new way the meaning and significance of the decision of the
Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks on the restructuring of
literary and artistic organizations. The past five years have shown that in the leadership of the
Russian Association of Proletarian Writers there were not only people who were mistaken, who
made frequent mistakes on certain issues in the development of Soviet literature and art, but
also people who were hostile to the party and Soviet power with all their behavior. ... Instead of
fighting for an active study of reality, for showing the truth of life and concrete reality, the
“creative method of dialectical materialism” was put forward, leading away from these tasks. All
this led to the fact that the artistic image, as the main property of every art, was ignored,
reduced by Russian Association of Proletarian Writers's "theoreticians” to an empty abstract art
criticism category. This eclecticism and "theoretical” hodgepodge confused many artists,
knocked them off the right creative path, prevented the creation of bright, sincere, exciting
canvases. Instead of rallying the creative forces around the tasks put forward by the party, gang
action took root. All this led to the historic decision of the Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party of Bolsheviks to liquidate the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers. The
influence of the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers and its "theory" also affected
cinematography” (Yukov, 1937: 20).

Further, K. Yukov stressed how harmful “the course to unite in the Russian Association of
Proletarian Writers only representatives of the so-called proletarian cinematography and the so-
called “allies” approaching it turned out to be. ... Instead of expanding its membership, instead
of deepening its political and educational tasks, instead of uniting all the creative forces that
stand on the platform of Soviet power, the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers embarked
on the path of group and circle movement” (Yukov, 1937: 23).

K. Yukov also got it from his predecessor as the editor of the journal: “Sutyrin, being a
kind of “plenipotentiary representative” of the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers in the
cinema, asserted the most harmful theory of political enlightenment film. This "theory", on the
one hand, and formalism, on the other, hindered the creative development of Soviet cinema.
Under the patronage of Sutyrin and under his direct influence, the “theory” of the political
enlightenment of the film not only led to a genre impoverishment of cinema art, but to some
extent determined the working methods of some directors, screenwriters and critics. Often the
script was created not according to the laws of the figurative development of the plot, not on the
basis of the creation of typical characters in typical circumstances, not on the basis of a deep
creative study of reality, but according to given schemes and theses. This characterizes the
artistic direction of Sutyrin in the cinema. Being an opponent of clear organizational forms of
work, Sutyrin opposed the director to the director, declaring the director the leading figure in
film production. Sutyrin divided the single creative process of filmmaking into two processes:
creative and technical. The organizational coherence and unity of the creative team were broken
by the gap between the creative and technical process. Creativity, as the main and leading
principle of the entire production process in cinema, was ignored by Sutyrin. Russian
Association of Proletarian Writers did not discern in this whole line a tendency harmful to
cinematography as an art, and was unable to offer decisive resistance to this whole line” (Yukov,
1937: 23).

It would seem that after such a defeat and taking into account the general situation in the
country, V. Sutyrin was waiting for an inevitable arrest, but in reality it turned out differently.
V. Sutyrin — with all the vicissitudes of his fate — lived until 1985. But K. Yukov was arrested on
February 3, 1938 on charges of participating in a counter-revolutionary organization and
sentenced to death, which took place on November 7 of the same year. The authorities at that
time did not spare the "waste material": a similar "execution" fate, as you know, befell, for
example, the former People's Commissars of Internal Affairs of the USSR G. Yagoda (1891-1938)
and N. Yezhov (1895-1940), for the time being until the time they ruthlessly performed the
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repressive functions of the state.

In 1937, in connection with the prohibition of the film Bezhin Meadow, a serious threat
hung over its authors: screenwriter A. Rzheshevsky (1903-1967) and director S. Eisenstein
(1898-1948).

And here the editors of the journal Cinema Art (still under the leadership of K. Yukov)
showed a complete understanding of the position of the authorities.

In the fifth issue of the journal Art of Cinema, an article was published by screenwriter and
film critic N. Otten (1907-1983), where he lamented with ostentatious regret: “We have to return
once again to the “theory” and practice of the “emotional script.” It seemed that the dead end
into which this "theory" led became obvious to everyone. The loud words, the hype raised by the
leaders of this “direction”, were consistently accompanied by the conservation of the works of
the screenwriters of this group or the failure on the screen and the prohibition of films staged
according to their scripts (Ocean, Storm, The Way of Enthusiasts, Very Good Life, Five Dawns,
By the Blue Sea and, finally, Bezhin Meadow). There is an exactly repeating pattern in the fate
of these scenarios, and the history of the two most loud-sounding scenarios by A. Rzheshevsky —
Ocean and Bezhin Meadow, as we will see below, is almost identical. This fate of all the works of
the "emotionalists" without any additional analysis gave the right to the practical conclusion
that the "emotionalists" are creatively fruitless. But along with this, from time to time there were
serious, theoretically substantiated speeches, each of which was a complete defeat of both the
general provisions and the practice of the “emotionalists”. ... the "emotionalists" themselves
limited their functions to the obligation, in the terminology of A. Rzheshevsky, to "emotionally
infect” the director to work on the material. At the same time, the script ceased to exist as a fact
of social significance beyond the indication of the material and the emotion evoked by the
material in the screenwriter. The script became a personal affair of the author and director,
understood only by the two of them, and therefore not subject to anyone's control” (Otten, 1937:
30, 33).

Further, N. Otten emphasized that “the decision to ban the film Bezhin Meadow is very
significant for cinematography. It mobilizes for the elimination of the remnants of the "theory"
and practice of the "emotional script". Organizationally, this means: firstly, putting into
production only those scenarios that are finished works of art; secondly, the need for an urgent
organization of works on the history and theory of cinema, comprehending the past and thereby
eliminating the possibility of endless “repetitions of the past”; and thirdly, the organization of
the public to raise the quality of the script and to discuss it widely before putting it into
production” (Otten, 1937: 35).

If N. Otten sharply criticized screenwriter A. Rzheshevsky, then film critic 1. Weisfeld
(1909-2003) in his voluminous theoretical article attacked a much larger figure in Soviet cinema
— S. Eisenstein: “Bezhin Meadow was created in an atmosphere of praise, a responsible
film about the great battles for the socialist remake of the countryside, a film that, in the opinion
of its apologists, was supposed to embody the pinnacle of socialist realism. The cinematic
environment, criticism and film leadership showed in relation to S.M. Eisenstein and A.
Rzheshevsky a rare indifference and superficiality that lulled the vigilant, critical approach to
the artist's creative work. It turned out that S.M. Eisenstein told lies about our collective-farm
reality, about the movement of millions towards socialism under the leadership of the
Communist Party. The film does not contain passionate hatred for the class enemy and genuine
love for the hero of collective farm construction, which inspire the creation of great images. S.M.
Eisenstein showed in his film an abstract clash of good and evil, endowed the class enemy with
such features that make him an objectively noble bearer of his wrong but consistent philosophy,
portrayed the goodies in terms of sacrifice. All this turned the film Bezhin Meadow into
someone else's, cold, obviously politically untenable work. In addition, Eisenstein, who at one
time was a standard-bearer in the struggle for Soviet art, whose films not only overthrew the
traditions of Khanzhonkov's cinematography, but also affirmed the principles of the new art
born of the October Revolution, in Bezhin Meadow demonstrated a regression in relation to the
means of artistic influence by which he operates, and in combination with the ideological
content of things and anti-artism" (Weisfeld, 1937: 25).

Having thus demonstrated his complete adherence to the point of view of the Power,
I. Weisfeld further reminded the readers of the journal Cinema Art that “Eisenstein, as a
director, is distinguished by the fact that he always theoretically comprehends his actions, that
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in his work he acts as an art historian, critic, who not only stages the film, but also checks the
great art history positions that arise in the course of his theoretical work. Eisenstein the director
and Eisenstein the theoretician are inseparable. We know that Eisenstein created October and
Old and New on the basis of an outdated incorrect theory of intellectual cinema. And having
become convinced of the failures of these films, Eisenstein was also convinced of the fallacy of
his theory, which he now condemns with the stern verdict of a theoretician who has realized the
falsity of his initial positions. Now the question arises, did Eisenstein accidentally break away
from reality, from the living life of socialist society, or did he, as a theoretician, create for himself
some kind of illusion, some kind of philosophical mirage that determined his wrong approach to
making a film? (Weisfeld, 1937: 26).

Arguing with S. Eisenstein, who was disgraced at that time, I. Weisfeld emphasized that
“the theory of intellectual cinema was based on the denial of figurativeness and imagery, on
ignoring the sphere of living human experiences, which were replaced by a productive set of
editing combinations that arose after shooting on the editing table, outside and regardless of the
scenario. This theory inevitably entailed not only a denial of the emotionality of artistic
creativity and a work of art, but also devalued their ideological content, political
tendentiousness, and a clear semantic orientation. Now Eisenstein, apparently, realized this,
although he recognized intellectual cinema as a “one-sided theory”, which, with one side of its
own, can continue to positively influence the creative process, just like, say, in his opinion,
poetics that arose from detective stories works of Fenimore Cooper, influenced writers such as
Balzac, Hugo and Eugéne Sue. Despite these unsuccessful attempts to justify to some extent the
vitality of the theory of intellectual cinema in our day, it remains a theory that is incorrect,
erroneous, and in its decisive points rejected by its author” (Weisfeld, 1937: 26).

At the end of his article, 1. Weisfeld gave a kind of communist
recommendations/instructions to the famous director: “The work of socialist realism arises not
on the basis of a contemplative acquaintance with the facts of reality, but as a result of the active
participation of the artist in building a socialist society. This combat function of the artist in the
Soviet country contains the source of the great wisdom of his works, artistic expressiveness and
that emotional strength that rests on hatred for the enemy, on love for his homeland, for his
party. Eisenstein's theoretical scheme, which ignores reality, contradicts the true nature of
artistic creativity. ... If Eisenstein wants to honestly and completely draw lessons from the
failure of Bezhin Meadow, he must first of all reconsider his theoretical views, understand the
viciousness of these views set forth in the program of the directing department, where an
extremely insignificant place is occupied by the problem of the image is the decisive and central
problem of art. ... The prohibition of Bezhin Meadow, just like Bogatyrs, politically untenable
and anti-artistic works, poses the problem of completely destroying and uprooting all remnants
of formalism in artistic practice and theory. ... And since Eisenstein's "theory" is one of the
sources of the failure of the production of Bezhin Meadow, Soviet art criticism and criticism,
Eisenstein himself is obliged to expose it to the end in a combative way. ... Eisenstein will only
then be able to truly reorganize if, in his next work, he shows the victories of the Bolshevik
Party, its Leninist-Stalinist cadres over all the forces of the old society, and if this work is not
carried out on the basis of "his" philosophical concept, excluding the figurative expression of a
living reality, but on the basis of a truly partisan understanding of art, its combat role in the
struggle for communism" (Weisfeld, 1937: 27-28).

One of the most active authors of the journal Cinema Art, S. Eisenstein, undoubtedly read
this article, and, perhaps quite logically, suggested that this was not just criticism, but a signal
for “taking the most stringent measures”, with which 1937 was so rich ... But, most likely, the
legendary Battleship Potemkin, which by that time had become the banner of revolutionary
cinema, became the director’s “protective certificate” in this case ...

However, the attack on S. Eisenstein continued further: in the seventh issue of the journal
Cinema Art, the film critic G. Avenarius (1903-1958) took up arms against S. Eisenstein’s
theoretical views, arguing that “Eisenstein developed his theory, however, not on the basis of
study of concrete reality, but in complete isolation from it. Therefore, all the formulations and
provisions that he came up with could not give him the power of orientation and understanding
of the internal connection of the surrounding events. Theorizing, Eisenstein did not at all seek to
know the objective regularity of creative processes, moreover, very often he needed
methodological calculations to explain, approve and motivate his own formalistic creative

28



practice, in order, as he himself said, to “give clarity to the formal arbitrariness of the ideological
formulation”. (In addition, both in his articles and in the program of his course read at Institute
of Cinematography, Eisenstein extremely uncritically used a number of modern “fashionable”
theories and theories (Freudianism, Husserlianism, the philosophy of Bergson, etc.). As a result,
contradictory theoretical positions and fragments of “fashionable” border of theories
predetermined the political failure of his last film. Eisenstein the theoretician carried away the
master Eisenstein. This is the great tragedy of the creative path of this undoubtedly very
talented artist” (Avenarius, 1937: 40).

According to G. Avenarius, “Eisenstein understood the image not as a result of a complex
process of cognition and reproduction of reality, but as a result of subjective selection, as a result
of influencing frames and their comparison of some kind of “cinematic” conditions. ...
Eisenstein's contradictory statements on various issues of the theory of the frame, arising on the
basis of a confused, eclectic philosophical concept of it — statements that evolve from
recognizing the frame as a "montage cell" to the assertion that "the frame as such does not exist
at all", do not lead him to the correct one, dialectical understanding of the film frame, which, of
course, cannot but affect his own theory of framing (i.e., montage proper)” (Avenarius, 1937: 42-
43).

Further, following N. Otten and |. Weisfeld, G. Avenarius sharply criticized the banned
Bezhin Meadow, while supporting the “correct” socialist realist films: “From the point of view of
Eisenstein, the best episodes of Chapaev and The Baltic Deputy should be considered primitive,
and the episode of "gods" in October, the episode of "wedding" in Old and New, the episode of
"destruction of the church” in Bezhin Meadow — edited "truly associative combinations” ... All
this abstruse philosophy of editing, built by Eisenstein , is an eclectic mixture of various terry
idealistic theories. Eisenstein's montage theory is undeniably politically harmful and fallacious.
This theory was the basis of his work on the script of Rzheshevsky's Bezhin Meadow. Guided by
this theory, Eisenstein distorted the images of the people of our homeland, drawing colors for
their image not from modern reality, but from mythology (Pan, Baba Yaga) and the Bible
(Samson, a youth). Soviet cinematography now faces a serious and urgent task — to create a
truly scientific theory of montage on the basis of an analysis of the best Soviet realistic films”
(Avenarius, 1937: 47).

Against this background, criticism of the theoretical views of the writer and screenwriter
V. Volkenstein (1883-1974) and his book “Dramaturgy of Cinema” (Volkenstein, 1937) in an
article by film critic S. Ginzburg (1907-1974) seems to be quite moderate: “The desire to create a
new cinematic terminology based on theatrical terminology is a very big drawback of V.
Volkenstein. By comparing the dramaturgy of the theater with the dramaturgy of the cinema,
one cannot establish all the richness and all the specific visual possibilities of each of these arts.
V. Volkenstein completely discards the basic cinematographic concepts. As we have already
pointed out, he refused to consider the frame as an element of dramaturgy. Later in his book,
when speaking about the composition and elements of the composition of a cinematographic
work, about the construction of a plot, Wolkenstein in every possible way bypasses another, no
less important concept of cinematic theory — he does not say a single word about montage. And
after all, montage is a specific form of constructing the plot of a cinematographic work
unfamiliar to the theater” (Ginzburg, 1937: 59).

The most distanced article from the ideological conjuncture in the Cinema Art in 1937 was
the work of the film critic and writer B. Balazs “On the problem of cinema style” (Balazs, 1937:
33-36). B. Balazs first gave an original definition of the key term of his article, arguing that “style
is that special character of works of art, which reflects the individuality of the artist, class, nation
and historical era. And all these features are reflected synthetically as a single style in each
individual work of art, i.e. every work of art simultaneously expresses the style of the artist, the
style of his class, the style of his nation and his era. At the same time, it is important to note that
each work of art (if it only deserves this name) has its own style, in which its content is formally
expressed. There is no such work of art in which the character of the artist, the ideology of his
class, the peculiarities of his nation and era would not receive a more or less distinct (if not even
immediate) formal expression. It is important to note that this style may not arise on the basis of
preliminary theoretical considerations and even in most cases arises independently from them
and is often investigated theoretically only “in hindsight”, as a fact” (Balazs, 1937: 33). And then
he made a relevant conclusion to this day that “1) style and stylization are different principles of
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figurative transmission, but they can pass into each other; 2) stylization and realism in art are
not mutually exclusive. An artist can stylize very strongly and still be a realist; 3) "natural” is not
the same as "naturalistic". Consequently, this is not an almost unformed copy of reality, but only
a certain similarity in the image; 4) naturalness and stylization are two different artistic
principles that can be combined in the same work of art. But the more stylized the work of art,
the less natural it is” (Balazs, 1937: 34).

The first issue of the Cinema Art was ready for the print at January 1938. However, the
real publication of this journal was delayed until 3 March, 1938.

During this time, the following events took place: on January 9, the Pravda newspaper
published an article entitled “What hinders the development of Soviet cinema” (Ermolaev, 1938:
4), on January 18, Boris Shumyatsky (1886-1938), head of the Main Directorate of
Cinematography, was arrested (he was shot five months later — 29.07.1938), on February 3,
K. Yukov (1902-1938), the former editor-in-chief of the Soviet Cinema and Cinema Art were
arrested (a number of filmmakers were also shot a little later) (see Appendix).

It is clear that the January article in Pravda, which mercilessly accused the leadership of
the cinematography of crimes, could not have appeared without the knowledge of the
authorities. Here are just the main excerpts from its text: “...the work of the film industry
continues to be extremely unsatisfactory and causes fair sharp criticism from our public. The
plan for the release of films from year to year is not fulfilled. ... The leadership of the
cinematography management is not waging any struggle against the corruption that has taken
on unprecedented proportions. ... It is absolutely shameful that the leadership of the
cinematography management in the person of Comrade Shumyatsky brought cinematography
to such a state that there are almost no feature films on the Soviet screen on such important
topics vital to the country as the modern Red Army, the Stakhanov movement, socialist
construction in the national republics, the Soviet woman, youth. ... A situation has arisen when
there are ready-made scripts, unloaded studios, inactive directors, and the plan is not being
fulfilled, and the viewer does not receive new films in the required quantity and on relevant
topics. ... These results clearly show that B. Shumyatsky, head of the State cinematography
management, was captured by the wreckers who made their way to the leadership of
cinematography. ... Soviet cinematography can work better and produce many more pictures
than it can now. We need a radical restructuring of the entire system of work, the immediate
elimination of all the consequences of sabotage, which has taken deep roots in film
organizations” (Ermolaev, 1938: 4).

The new management of the journal Cinema Art responded to these events with an
editorial article, “Tasks of the Journal” (Tasks..., 1938: 12), in which they accused both the top of
Soviet cinematography and the editorial course of the publication under the direction of N.
Yukov (1902-1938) of wrecking activities.

The article “The Tasks of the Journal” informed readers that “the exposed wrecking
leadership of the State cinematography management did a lot to slow down the development of
Soviet cinema. Along with the fraudulent projects of "Soviet Hollywood", it propagated the
theory of "the limits of the capacity of the existing production base, artificially lowered
production plans and put the masters of Soviet cinema in such conditions that even this
underestimated program was not carried out; it fought in every possible way against the
creation of a healthy creative environment and in every possible way planted unprincipled
groupism, sycophancy and protectionism; it wiped out young creative cadres; it destroyed
screenwriting to such an extent that a screenwriting "hunger" was artificially created, and our
best screenwriters were forced to move to work in other areas of artistic creativity; it suppressed
any healthy criticism, opposing it with its group assessments of the creativity of individual
masters and specific works. In theory, it cultivated bourgeois restorationism.

How did our cinematographic press, and in particular the Cinema Art, fight these hostile
influences? I must answer honestly and directly: The journal didn’t fight enough, fought badly.
The film press, and in particular the Cinema Art, cannot boast that it helped to expose sabotage
in Soviet cinema, that it exposed bourgeois theories openly and brazenly promoted by B.
Shumyatsky and his associates, that it helped to improve the creative environment, that she
fought for the Bolshevik organization of film production. The Cinema Art preferred to keep
silent than to evaluate the numerous books of B. Shumyatsky, in which he openly preached his
bourgeois theories. ... The journal has moved away from these immediate political tasks and
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preferred to them the often toothless and belated review of individual films. The journal
struggled insufficiently and badly for the improvement of film production — and this is another
and very significant shortcoming of the journal. Cinematography is not only an art, but also a
complex and highly specialized production. It is unthinkable to solve a single creative task of
Soviet cinema in isolation from production tasks. And the system of a sharp separation of the
creative and production process, the system of a kind of “functionality”, carried out by B.
Shumyatsky both in his “theoretical” speeches, and in practice, was actually promoted by the
journal, which almost abandoned the setting of production tasks.

These were the log errors. Poor "academicism”, detachment from the urgent tasks of
Soviet cinematography and fear of sensitive issues led to the fact that the journal was deprived
of Bolshevik passion, became apolitical, toothless, passed by the most acute political tasks and
naturally broke away from the cinematographic community and did not have sufficient
authority” (Tasks ..., 1938: 12).

After such sharp criticism and self-criticism, the editors emphasized that “this year the
journal faces the most important task of resolutely restructuring all its work. Of course, the
Cinema Art should by no means renounce the deep development of theoretical and creative
problems. But precisely this deep development is possible only if they are studied in their
entirety in connection with the solution of production problems. The journal must ruthlessly
combat bourgeois restorationism in cinematic theory, resolutely expose the attempts to
propagate bourgeois and bourgeois-nationalist views that took place in individual films and
scripts. Relying in its work on the active workers of cinema, the journal must fight for the
Bolshevik order in film production, for the final defeat of the limiters, for a sharp increase in the
release of new films, for the complete mastery of cinematographic technology. The journal
should fight for the Stakhanovist movement in cinematography, widely popularizing the
successes we have of individual film crews (for example, work on the film Lenin in October). The
journal must fight for the improvement of the creative environment and the wide promotion of
new young cadres, both for creative work and for production, technical and organizational work.
The journal should rally all workers of Soviet cinematography around the task set before it by
Comrade Stalin of creating new films that “glorify, like Chapaev, the greatness of the historical
deeds of the struggle for power of the workers and peasants of the Soviet Union, mobilize them
to fulfill new tasks and remind both of achievements and of difficulties of socialist
construction”(Stalin)” (Tasks..., 1938: 12).

This editorial article was supplemented by the article "On the 'limits' and possibilities of
Soviet cinematography”, which noted that "from year to year, Soviet cinematography has not
fulfilled its production plans for the release of films, despite the fact that these plans,
undoubtedly, were underestimated by the State cinematography management and far from did
not exhaust the production capacity of the studios. But even the understated plans still turned
out to be "overwhelming" for the State cinematography management. ... The disclosure of
sabotage in cinematography really suggests that the main goal of the saboteurs who made their
way into Soviet film organizations and in particular into the central apparatus of the State
cinematography management was precisely to reduce the number of Soviet films and thereby
undermine the role and significance of our cinema both at home and abroad” (Dubrovsky, 1938:
23).

Cinema Art published and the Resolution of the Council of People’s Commissars of the
USSR "On improving the organization of the production of motion pictures" dated March 23,
1938 (Resolution ..., 1938: 7-8), which stated that “in the organization of the production of
feature films, there are major shortcomings leading to systematic non-fulfillment of the film
release program, mismanagement, squandering of public funds, the production of a large
number of defects, the rise in cost and delay in the production of films” (Resolution ..., 1938: 7),
and therefore it is necessary “to limit the functions of directors according to scripts mainly to the
development of directorial scripts . Film studios should start releasing directors from their
unusual functions as screenwriters and switching them to work in their specialty. ... to compact
the working day in film studios, with the loading of pavilions in three shifts, using the 3rd shift
to install the scenery” (Resolution ..., 1938: 8).

But the main event in the USSR in the first quarter of 1938, of course, was the trial of the
anti-Soviet "bloc of Rights and Trotskyism™ held on March 2-13, conducted by the Military
Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR. The main defendants in this case were former
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prominent party and government figures: N. Bukharin (1888-1938), A. Rykov (1881-1938),
N. Krestinsky (1883-1938), H. Rakovsky (1873-1941), former People's Commissar Internal
Affairs G. Yagoda (1891-1938) and others. Almost all of them were shot.

The editors of the Cinema Art journal, like practically the rest of the Soviet press,
responded to this process with an angry editorial titled “The Fascist Reptile Destroyed”: “With a
feeling of immeasurable anger, the peoples of the Soviet country and the working people of the
whole world learned about the monstrous and disgusting crimes of the eternally damned, a
bloodthirsty gang of conspirators, fascist dogs — Trotsky, Bukharin, Rykov, Yagoda and their
henchmen, plotting to turn back the history of mankind, take away from the 170 million Soviet
people all their conquests, a happy, prosperous and joyful life and give it to be torn to pieces by
capitalists and fascist bandits. Having absolutely no grounds for counter-revolutionary anti-
Soviet activities in our country, these bastards from the “Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites”, who
are in the service of foreign intelligence services — the Gestapo, Intelligence Service, etc., carried
out the will of the latter, prepared sabotage, espionage, wrecking and by terrorist acts, the
overthrow of the Soviet system and the dismemberment of the great and mighty Soviet Union,
setting itself the goal of wresting Ukraine, Primorye, Belarus, the Central Asian republics,
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan from the USSR in favor of the fascist states, and restoring
capitalism in our country. Their atrocities are monstrous and unheard of. The heart beats faster,
the fists clench when you read the indictment and the testimony of the bandits at the trial.

It was they — the chief bandits from the fascist gang — Trotsky, Bukharin and their
company back in the spring of 1918, together with the "left" and right Socialist revolutionaries,
organized a secret conspiracy to overthrow the Soviet government, arrest and kill V.1. Lenin, 1.V.
Stalin and J.M. Sverdlov — the closest, dearest and most beloved leaders of our people and all
working people. On August 30, 1918, they organized the villainous attempt on the life of V.I.
Lenin. ... It was they — these fascist spies, bandits and murderers Trotsky, Bukharin, Rykov,
Yagoda and other participants in the anti-Soviet conspiracy — who killed the favorites of the
people S.M. Kirov, V.R. Menzhinsky, V.V. Kuibyshev and A.M. Gorky. They killed the beloved
son of A.M. Gorky M.A. Peshkov. It was they, these vile vile dogs from the “Bloc of Rights and
Trotskyites”, beasts in which there is nothing human, who organized and prepared the murder
of our wise, great and beloved 1.V. Stalin and his best associates V.M. Molotov, K.E. Voroshilov,
L.M. Kaganovich, N.I. Yezhov and others. A shiver runs through the body when you learn about
the insidious, terrible and gravest crimes that these bandits committed together with the tsarist
guards, provocateurs, "Left" and Right Socialist-Revolutionaries, Mensheviks and bourgeois
nationalists. ... But their insidious plans failed, they failed to enslave the free Soviet people. Our
glorious intelligence, led by the faithful son of the people, the best Stalinist — N.I. Yezhov,
uncovered this conspiratorial gang in a timely manner and presented it to Soviet people’s justice
in all their bestial guise. The Supreme Court fulfilled the will of the 170 million people — the
fascist gang was wiped off the face of a happy, joyful Soviet land. The same fate will befall all
those who will still try to sharpen their swords against our mighty socialist motherland. The
defeat of the Trotsky-Bukharin-Rykov fascist gang is the greatest victory of our people, of our
great party of Lenin and Stalin. It mobilizes us again and again to increase Bolshevik vigilance,
to master Bolshevism, to the final uprooting and extermination of all enemies of socialism,
under whatever guise they hide. Having wiped out a gang of fascist reptiles from the face of the
earth, the Soviet people, rallied around the great, invincible party of Lenin-Stalin, around their
beloved leader and teacher Comrade Stalin, confidently and firmly continue their glorious path
of struggle and victories — forward and forward to communism!(Fascist..., 1938: 5-6).

At the same time, in 1938, the Cinema Art published articles more familiar to its
specialized status.

S. Yutkevich (1904-1985) once again spoke out in support of social realism, emphasizing
that “if directorial cinematography created only individual works, then the task of
cinematography at a new stage is to create such a base for a broad realistic style that would allow
pictures to be counted not by units, but dozens, which would create a school of Soviet cinema, a
school of art of socialist realism. This requires both creative disputes, and the reorganization of
production, and much greater attention to theoretical issues, and, finally, an obligatory critical
study of the historical heritage. Disregard for theory has affected us in a kind of nihilism with
which we approach everything that has been done in the history of world cinematography. ...
The real creativity of the director, from my point of view, is not in inventing staged effects, it can
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be realized and tested only at a live meeting with the actors. The most difficult thing is here, in
this room, without scenery or any other effects, just to set up a stage” (Yutkevich, 1938: 50, 56).

S. Yutkevich was echoed by S. Gerasimov (1906-1985): “Now the director’s task is to find
ways to create a large acting team in the cinema, such a team that could fully satisfy the lawfully
grown demands of our art, help our Soviet film actor take a leading place in world cinema. The
Soviet film actor must concentrate in himself, with the nobility and clarity of the task, such a
wealth of performing qualities, such a versatility of the pictorial scale, that any actor of the West,
who to this day captivates us with the ease of acting and the elegance of the drawing, would
recede into second place. ... the education of an actor not from the outside, but from the inside
has become the main principle of all our work. The theory of photogenicity has logically fallen
away, the theory that held back, deadened, entangled cinematography. The actor becomes freer,
and there is no need to be limited by what has been achieved, because realism is unlimited from
our point of view, it provides unlimited possibilities”(Gerasimov, 1938: 47, 52).

Film expert N. Klado (1909-1990) wrote approvingly that “The Government Resolution
puts creative workers of cinematography in the places characteristic of their profession. Long
dispute resolved. The film director will direct the films, and the film writers will write the
scripts. There is no diminution of the director's rights in this. This does not mean that all
directors have written bad scripts. On the contrary, many beautiful films were created according
to scripts written by directors. It only means that people who consider directing their calling,
who have chosen this particular path of life, should receive opportunities for maximum creative
disclosure in this particular profession. This means that the director must be so busy with work
in his main specialty that he will have no time to write a script, just as a screenwriter should
have no time to stage films. The ruling does not deny the authorial participation of the director
in the creation of the film, but this participation is limited to the directing work itself” (Klado,
1938: 53).

However, the most significant theoretical work published in the journal Cinema Art in
1938 was an article by screenwriter and film critic V. Turkin (1887-1958), practically devoid of
ideologization, entitled “On the Film Plot and Screenplay” (Turkin, 1938: 28-31).

In it, V. Turkin, in our opinion, reasonably emphasized that “the plot for cinema in terms
of its volume and structure is closest to a dramatic short story and a theatrical play. It should be
based on a dramatic conflict that is serious enough in its content and tense enough in terms of
the degree of its expression. This conflict should be revealed primarily in the behavior, in the
actions of the actors. But there is a rather significant difference between stage action and
cinematographic action. In cinema, thanks to its technique of close-up photography, the
possibilities of action are richer and more varied. Small gestures, the smallest movements of the
face, a barely perceptible sigh, a quietly thrown word, which from the stage would hardly have
made an impression, would have gone unnoticed” (Turkin, 1938: 28).

As a result, V. Turkin gave a reasonable definition of the main elements of the film's plot:
“In its simplest form, the scheme for unfolding a dramatic plot is as follows: the outbreak of a
conflict - a catastrophe — a denouement. In a more expanded form: exposition (introduction into
action, initial display, setting, actions, first acquaintance with the characters and their
preliminary characterization, preparation of the plot) — the setting of the action (i.e. conflict
relationships between the characters) — the ascending growing action of the culmination, if it is
in the script, — the culmination (i.e. the moment of the highest tension of the action in the
middle of the action, the decisive turning point in the action) — the subsequent increasing
movement of the action towards the catastrophe (i.e. the last decisive clash of the acting forces
at the end of the action) and, finally, the denouement (in which the results of the dramatic
struggle that took place are briefly shown, their dramatic relationship is “unleashed”)” (Turkin,
1938: 30).

From January to September 1938, the journal Cinema Art was published without
indicating the name of the editor; only the editorial board appears in the imprint of this period
(without listing any names). In October, the journalist A. Mitlin (1902-1941) was appointed
editor-in-chief of the journal.

At the end of 1938, another important state event took place, which significantly
influenced a new round of ideologization of the press. The Resolution of the Central Committee
of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks “On the organization of party propaganda in
connection with the release of the Short Course in the History of the All-Union Communist
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Party of Bolsheviks” of November 14, 1938 noted that “in the propaganda of Marxism-Leninism,
the main, decisive weapon should be the press — magazines, newspapers, pamphlets, and oral
propaganda should occupy a secondary, auxiliary place. The press makes it possible to
immediately make this or that truth the property of all; therefore, it is stronger than oral
propaganda. The splitting of the leadership of propaganda between the two departments led to a
belittling of the role of the press in the propaganda of Marxism-Leninism and, thereby, to a
narrowing of the scope of Bolshevik propaganda, to amateurism and disorganization. ... To note
the isolation of our theoretical journals from the pressing issues of life and the struggle of our
party, their self-closure and tendencies towards academicism. Oblige editorial boards of
theoretical journals to restructure their work” (Resolution..., 1938: 9, 11). Propaganda work was
considered in a similar vein during the XVIII Congress of the Communist Party held on March
10-21, 1939.

The editors of the Cinema Art duly responded to the “communist party call” to intensify
the ideologization of the press with the editorial “The Tasks of Soviet Film Criticism” (Tasks...,
1939: 5-6): “The main drawback of our criticism is that it did not become the leader of Soviet
cinema artists that it does not help them well (and sometimes does not help at all) to
comprehend their own experience, to understand achievements and shortcomings. Criticism
often passively registers (“this is bad, but this is good”), and does not generalize. She views films
as isolated phenomena at best in connection with the general development of this or that artist,
but she almost never sees behind them the expression of those deep processes that determine
the path of all Soviet socialist art. Therefore, the significance of such criticism turns out to be
unimportant for the artist. A playwright, director, actor can still find in critical articles correct
assessments of individual elements of their work, but they will not find an analysis of the
ideological and thematic task they have set for themselves, they will not find out to what extent
the style of the work corresponds to this task. ... The second drawback of criticism — not all, of
course, but part of it, and, moreover, the least — is timidity, fear of direct and clear assessments,
a tendency to reasoning built according to the scheme “on the one hand, one cannot help but
confess, on the other hand, one must admit”. Such, so to speak, "creative method" of criticism
"leads to the fact that other critical articles are perceived by the reader as a kind of rebus. The
reader can never find out how the author relates to this or that work, whether he likes it or not.
The fear of direct and clear assessments is essentially a consequence of the inability to analyze
the work, its theme, the consequence of ignorance of the material of the work. ... Unfortunately,
our criticism is characterized by excessive good nature. It sometimes justifies the ideological and
artistic weakness of a work by the importance of the (sometimes purely external, formal) theme
posed in it, the novelty of the genre, the youth of the artist, etc.” (Tasks..., 1939: 5).

The editors of the Cinema Art were convinced that the Soviet “critic should be the leader
of the artist. He must have more knowledge than the artist, his logical thinking must not be
lower than the emotional thinking of the artist, he must see farther and wider. Therefore, the
struggle to raise the ideological and theoretical level of Soviet film criticism, which will allow it
to overcome its shortcomings and rise to the level of the best achievements of our art, is of such
importance” (Tasks..., 1939: 5-6).

But the communist party ideological peak of the 1939 in the Cinema Art journal was a
“theoretical” article by the film critic N. Lebedev (1897-1978) entitled “Stalin and Cinema”
(Lebedev, 1939: 18-21). N. Lebedev, who did not get tired of fighting the "film opposition”
reminded that "everyone remembers the theories of the formalists who denied the importance of
an entertaining plot in the cinema, neglected to work with the actor, called for the construction
of films according to the method of "installation of attractions", for the replacement of the actor
"typical" and "sitter". Comrade Stalin gave instructions on the need to create highly ideological
films with a strong entertaining plot and talented acting. Only under these conditions will the
viewer be captured by what is happening on the screen, only then will the ideological essence of
the work reach him” (Lebedev, 1939: 20).

But the main thing is that in his article N. Lebedev proclaimed that "Stalin's definitions of
the high role of masters of art as "engineers of human souls", the style of our era as "the style of
socialist realism”, which includes elements of revolutionary romance, the need for a dialectical
combination in our art national forms with a socialist content are not only a huge contribution
to the aesthetic theory of Marxism-Leninism, but also practical instructions to artists for the
most correct movement forward. ... The greatest thinker and brilliant strategist of progressive
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mankind, Comrade Stalin, is at the same time the best friend of art, the best teacher and
educator of film masters” (Lebedev, 1939: 18, 21).

The scale of mass repressions began to gradually subside after N. Yezhov (1895-1940), the
former People’'s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the USSR, was arrested on April 10, 1939.

In the same year, the most important events of the decade took place on the international
arena: on August 23, 1939, the “Non-Aggression Pact between Germany and the Soviet Union”
was concluded, and on September 1, the Second World War began with the German invasion of
Poland.

The first issue of the journal Cinema Art for 1939 opened with a fundamental theoretical
article by S. Eisenstein (1898-1948) "Montage 1938" (Eisenstein, 1939: 37-49). Her appearance
was due to the fact that the director completely rehabilitated himself in the eyes of the
authorities by staging the military-patriotic film Alexander Nevsky, the successful premiere of
which took place on December 1, 1938.

As fate would have it, Alexander Nevsky became the only film by Sergei Eisenstein to be
released in theaters in the 1930s. The reliance on the actor's type, "vertical montage” and
"montage of attractions”, characteristic of Eisenstein's silent cinema, gave way here to a frank
film opera, in which, however, there were no arias, but Sergei Prokofiev's music sounded
powerfully.

At the same time, N. Cherkasov, who played the role of Prince Alexander Nevsky, believed
that Eisenstein wanted to stage a picture “military-defense in content, heroic in spirit, party in
direction and epic in style” (Cherkasov, 1953: 124). It is no coincidence that the film was
perceived in those years as a hint of an impending military clash with Germany, which was to
give a fitting rebuff...

However, neither the costume theatricality, nor the conventionality of texture (due to
production necessity, many winter scenes of the picture had to be shot in the summer) did not
prevent Sergei Eisenstein from deploying impressive battle scenes on the screen. The famous
massacre on Lake Peipsi was filmed especially effectively, which carried heavy-weight dog
knights under the treacherous ice ... And Nevsky's famous phrase: "Whoever comes to us with a
sword, he will die by the sword" in the 1940s turned into a battle slogan...

In the article “Montage 1938”, S. Eisenstein clearly and conclusively responded to the
sharp criticism that had been leveled at him in previous years: “There was a period in our wine
when montage was proclaimed “everyone”. Now the period when editing is considered "nothing"
is coming to an end. And, not considering montage to be neither "nothing" nor "everything", we
consider it necessary now to remember that montage is just as much a necessary component of a
film work as are all other elements of cinematographic impact. After the pro-montage storm and
the anti-montage onslaught, we need to revisit and revisit his problems. This is all the more
necessary because the period of "denial” of montage destroyed even its most indisputable side,
the one that could never and never be attacked. The fact is that the authors of a number of films
of recent years have so completely “dealt” with montage that they even forgot its main goal and
task, which is inseparable from the cognitive role that every work of art sets itself — the task of a
coherently consistent presentation of a theme, plot, action, actions, movements within the film
episode and within the film drama as a whole. Not to mention the excited story, even a logically
coherent, simply coherent story in many cases is lost in the works of even very outstanding
filmmakers and across the most diverse film genres. This requires, of course, not so much
criticism of these masters as, above all, a struggle for the culture of montage, which has been lost
by many. Moreover, our films are faced with the task of not only logically coherent, but precisely
the most excited emotional story. Installation is a powerful help in solving this problem. ... One
extreme was the fascination with the questions of the technique of combining (montage
methods), the other — the elements to be combined (the content of the frame). More attention
should be paid to the very nature of this unifying principle. That very beginning, which for each
thing will equally give birth to both the content of the frame, and the content that is revealed
through this or that comparison of these frames”(Eisenstein, 1939a: 37-38).

In the same year, the Cinema Art published another important theoretical article by
S. Eisenstein — "On the Structure of Things", where he again defended his creative principles
and argued that “composition in the sense that we understand it here is a construction that
primarily serves to embody the attitude of the author to the content and at the same time make
the viewer relate to this content in the same way. ... the connection of my eccentric theater with
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my pathetic cinema is deeply consistent and organic, no matter how unexpected it may look at
first glance!” (Eisenstein, 1939: 14, 16).

Against this background, the theoretical article of another famous director — V. Pudovkin
— looked like a kind of "work on the mistakes.” V. Pudovkin (1893-1953) wrote that “the leading
and basic style of our Soviet art is socialist realism. The best weapon in the fight against alien
formalistic and naturalistic tendencies in art is the living practice of realism. This living practice
is just the Stanislavsky system” (Pudovkin, 1939: 35).

An attempt to combine the experimental Soviet cinema of the 1920s with the socialist
realist cinema of the 1930s was contained in the article “Dramaturgy of the Historical
Revolutionary Film” (Nesterovich, 1939: 22-25): “The skill of the screenwriter is mainly
expressed in the following: 1) the idea; 2) the plot organically develops from the main idea of the
work: nothing should be introduced from outside in the form of journalistic annotations; 3) the
idea of the work is visually concretized in images; 4) the idea of the work should be revealed not
in words, but in situations, and the dialogue should become their organic manifestation; 5)
clear, precise, impactful dialogue develops the action and moves it; 6) each image is developed
to the extent required by the development of the main idea of the work. No matter how
interesting an individual image may be in itself, a screenwriter who wants to create an integral,
complete work must subordinate it to the main idea, otherwise he risks creating a portrait
gallery, and not a work of art. The form of a work in all its minor details must be determined by
the idea of the work. Philosophically speaking, the form must be adequate to the content. ...
Soviet cinematography has in its arsenal two types of original Soviet dramaturgy. The first
completed type is the Battleship Potemkin and We are from Kronstadt with the development of
a collective mass psychology, which is revealed against the backdrop of major historical events.
The second type of Soviet dramaturgy, initiated by Chapaev, either approaches the historical
chronicle or constitutes a complete historical genre, like Lenin in 1918, with its inherent
development of images of individuals and their worldview against the backdrop of major social
phenomena” (Nesterovich, 1939: 22, 25).

Quite recently, the film critic 1. Weisfeld, who spoke sharply about the work of S.
Eisenstein, in 1939 appeared on the pages of the Cinema Art with a theoretical article devoid of
polemics, in which it was argued that “a detail in its dramatic function is one of the strong
expressive means that leaves deep impression on the viewer. But not only this function is limited
by its value. The ability to master the detail is the ability to see the world at close range, in all its
unique concreteness. The more vigilant, the sharper the eye of the artist, the more observant he
is, the brighter the image he created, capable of impressing the viewer (reader). ... The
development of a culture of detail is the problem of overcoming schematism, because
schematism is, first of all, the absence of nuances and details that make up an integral artistic
image” (Weisfeld, 1939: 37, 45).

The articles, modest in their theoretical contribution, were not oversaturated with
ideology: “Construction of an Episode and a Scene” (Sokolov, 1939: 50-55), “Hyperbole in the
Cinema” (Luchansky, 1939: 26-30), “Film Music and Its Theorists” (Volkov-Lanit, 1939: 39-43).

With the appointment in the summer of 1939 of the former party functionary I. Bolshakov
(1902-1980) to the post of chairman of the Committee for Cinematography under the Council of
People's Commissars of the USSR, a tendency was outlined in the Soviet cinema to increase the
number of feature films produced (57 in 1939 against 44 in 1938). At the same time, the film
directorate, in accordance with government directives, once again turned to filmmakers with a
demand to create “correct films”.

An editorial article by the Cinema Art titled "Let's improve the quality of Soviet films!"
(Let's..., 1940: 3-4) proclaimed: “Our cinematographic community, our film critics, who are
indebted to the art of cinema, should have pointed out to these artists the true cause of their
mistakes. Analyze these errors. When evaluating films, proceed from the only criterion of
criticism — reality, from a comparison of the content of the films with the life of our country. But
this only true criterion has been largely lost by criticism, it has been replaced by narrowly
professional assessments. Critics often judged films only by how cleverly they built the plot or
portrayed characters that were unusual in character. Of course, the skill of building an intrigue,
the ability to present the characters in all their individual characteristics is extremely important.
But it decides, determines the value of a work of art, first of all, the political purposefulness and
significance of the ideas invested in the work, the fidelity of the artist's eye, his observation, the

36



ability to see and reflect reality in its development. Each of our films must have a precise
political focus. He must mercilessly smash the enemy and passionately propagate the new that is
growing, winning and has already won in our country. This must be understood by those
unfortunate "critics" who are trying to push our artists onto the path of superficial originality,
imitation of false and meaningless bourgeois films. Such aesthetic critics must be given a
resolute rebuff” (Let's..., 1940: 3).

The points contained in this editorial were developed in full in an article titled "Let's Raise
Film Criticism to the Heights of Cinematography" (Nesterovich, 1940: 44-46).

This article began polemically pointed: "A critic is a more qualified spectator". This view of
the role of the critic is so ingrained in cinematography that not only creatives, but critics
themselves are beginning to view their profession in this way. There is nothing more false, more
harmful both to the growth of criticism and to the cause of cinematography than such a view. In
the critic, it generates a sense of irresponsibility. Indeed, if the critic is only a spectator, although
he is “more qualified” (this does not change the essence of the matter), then what demands can
be made of him and what can he give? After all, critical work for him is not a profession, not a
serious occupation that requires great knowledge and relevant skills, but “inspirational”, free
digressions and the field of cinema. But, apparently, a critic-spectator with the same sense of
responsibility can make his critical excursions into other areas of art. What a serious person,
accustomed to respecting his judgments, would talk about color, color, light, and so on in movie,
if he does not feel competent in these matters? In order not to be ridiculous, this person will not
call himself a critic and will not judge the pictorial merits of the work, but at best will express
judgments about the general idea of the work, leaving the rest to be judged by a specialist. But
the complexity of critical activity lies not only in understanding specific expressive means and
evaluating their use by the artist. The main task of the critic is to analyze the idea of the work, to
parse it, in a kind of verification of the correctness of the picture that the artist has created. The
analysis of a cinematographic work is therefore even more difficult than the analysis of works of
other arts, because of the synthetic character of cinematography. But when it comes to cinema,
it turns out that everyone can consider themselves competent, ready to sign up for criticism and
“authoritatively” evaluate the work on the film. There is nothing surprising in the fact that such
tastefulness, which characterizes a number of articles about films, is often covered up by the
surprising and strange “scientific” nature of their construction, juggling with scientific
terminology, giving the appearance of analysis to the most superficial and hasty assessments.
This lightweight, incorrect point of view on the tasks of film criticism, unfortunately, was also
reflected in the works of the critics themselves. This point of view determined the taste in many
articles devoted to cinema, substitutions for serious analysis, ideological analysis of the work,
i.e. the most important decisive task of criticism is peremptory and by no means conclusive
assessments” (Nesterovich, 1940: 44).

As a result, the conclusion followed that “the main task of criticism is to educate the artist
ideologically, to awaken his theoretical thought, helping him to understand the people and
events depicted by him. We have pointed to one side of the activity of criticism, which is directed
to the needs of the artist. The other side should face the viewer. The ideas of the film need to be
conveyed to the viewer, you need to help him understand the work of art in a deeper and more
versatile way. This is an important cultural and educational task of criticism. ... The critic must
penetrate the figurative structure of the work and analyze the idea in its complex cinematic
form. ... Critical articles are a responsible political matter. They must creatively help the artist
and educate the taste of the mass audience. We need to raise film criticism to the level of the
heights of our cinematic art” (Nesterovich, 1940: 46).

In this context, the theater critic B. Reich (1894-1972) emphasized that “I know only one
unconditional law in the art: truthfully depicted reality must be rich in inner dynamic life. If this
indisputable condition is met, then the work has a certain artistry, and even without strict
observance of all the laws of dramaturgy or cinematography, it makes an impression on the
reader or viewer. ... The form of dramatic art is obvious. In the drama, people are given who act
directly; therefore, the character of a dramatic representation can be imagined as if the events,
thoughts, inner motives, actions — with their consequences — of all the actors (and not just one
person) were instantly sketched in the process of their development. ... in Chapaev, Great
Citizen, Deputy of the Baltic. Why did the creators of these films manage to create such images?
One of the reasons is the understanding that participation in the great conflicts of our age leads
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to the identification and formation of characters, that where strong characters are at work,
conflicts reach greater intensity” (Reich, 1940: 5, 8).

In connection with the state directive to shoot for the audience not only ideologically
verified films, but also tapes of entertainment genres, four theoretical articles on the comedy
genre were published in the Cinema Art in 1940.

Director S. Yutkevich (1904-1985) drew the attention of readers that “the comic film is
fraught with a huge variety of creative techniques, is, as it were, a laboratory of inventiveness,
expressiveness and cinematic skill. We have every opportunity to create this laboratory. We have
splendid comic actors, inventive directors, inventors of funny tricks who will help at first the
collective of comic actors, and, finally, we will also find poets of the funny, who later, having
become infected with the charm of these comic images, will create for them a worthy support,
thereby pushing the boundaries of the genre, and will create that high comedy, the appearance
of which we so long for. And, most importantly, we have many millions of cheerful and happy
Soviet people who have created their own heroes and insistently demand that the folk cinema
reflect their aspirations in the great art of the funny. What are we missing? What is missing is
continuous practice, which is the only way a comic film can grow. We lack confidence in the
masters of the funny, who not only need to be allowed, but need to be pushed, helped, directed
their talent, invention, will and mind to uninterrupted experimental work” (Yutkevich, 1940:
18).

Film expert I. Sokolov (1902-1974) recalled that “in a comedy, characters can be positive
or negative. They should evoke sympathy and antipathy in the viewer. It is impossible to say
dogmatically that only positive characters should be shown in Soviet comedy. Both the layman
and the real hero can equally be characters in the Soviet comedy. The good character in comedy
is an extremely important and difficult problem. Showing a negative character is easier than
showing a positive character. A positive character in a comedy must be a real and charming
person” (Sokolov, 1940: 24).

Further, 1. Sokolov presented a typology of comic techniques for constructing an episode,
a scene and a detail, which is absolutely not outdated today: “the discrepancy between reality
and illusion violates our ideas about real things; the discrepancy between the object and its
purpose shifts and breaks the usual relationships of things and causes laughter; the discrepancy
between reason and effect will create ridiculous exaggerations and distortions; the discrepancy
between cause and effect breaks and turns upside down the real relations of things; the
discrepancy between the goal and the means will create unjustification, alogism and even idiocy
in the behavior of the characters; the discrepancy between the figure of a person and his act
creates the most unexpected characteristics of the character; mixing big and small is one of the
most common comic devices; the combination of the incompatible creates the possibility of
playing with concepts” (Sokolov, 1940: 21-23).

Film critic 1. Weisfeld (1909-2003) in his article focused on the construction of a comedic
intrigue, denoting that “under intrigue is generally understood to mean the mainspring of the
action, such a way of organizing it, which is expressed in the struggle of one character or group
of characters against another character or groups of actors. Moreover, the intrigue gives the
action continuity and dynamism, which arouse the viewer's interest in it throughout the film. ...
The comedic intrigue will be the more interesting and vital, the deeper and brighter the conflict
between the characters is planned. By working out the expressive means of film comedy, the
artists of the Soviet cinema will be able to discover, first of all, the breadth of outlook, the
brightness of philosophical generalizations, observation, accuracy and fidelity of intonation —
the intonation with which they talk about the remarkable properties of a person of the era of
socialism” (Weisfeld, 1940: 38, 40).

Literary critic and film critic E. Dobin (1901-1977) devoted his article to the problems of
eccentricity, believing that “it would seem that an eccentric has the ability to sharply and
strongly reveal deviation from the norm, the comic or tragicomic nature of this deviation. The
extraordinary strength of Chaplin's eccentricity lies in the fact that the artist, with bitter
laughter, stigmatizes the abnormality of the norm of the capitalist world order. An eccentric can
have both philosophical vigilance and psychological depth and generalizing thought — this is
what Chaplin teaches” (Dobin, 1940: 51).

It would seem that in his theoretical article “Typical and Exceptional,” F. Karen completely
insured himself against any attacks, arguing that “the most typical characters that can most
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deeply and comprehensively reveal the most typical features of our time, our people, our spirit,
are images of such exceptional and extraordinary people like Lenin and Stalin. In the same way,
the images of Kirov, Chapaev, Shchors, Sverdlov, Dzerzhinsky created in our art are typical to a
high degree” (Karen, 1940: 34).

However, the philosopher I. Astakhov (1906-1970) in his article “On typical characters and
speculative theories” accused F. Karen of “operating with a speculative method: he takes as a
starting point not real life, the artistic reflection of which is a typical image, but something
exactly the opposite. The starting point for him is the "type", constructed by him "logically and
speculatively". Further, he suggests that the artists of the word and cinematography “clothe this
type in the flesh and blood of a specific image ... endow it with features”, etc. In other words,
F. Karen first takes a clean, i.e. speculative abstraction, and then offers to fill this abstraction
with life. This is the method of speculative idealistic philosophy, which takes "pure nothing" as
its starting point, i.e. speculative representation, and then fills it with known content. “Pure
nothing” as a result of “becoming” turns into a speculative “something”, in turn, “something”
becomes “being”. ... F. Karen does not understand that the creative process can proceed from
the individual to the general and vice versa, and denies both. He does not understand that a
typical character is an artistic generalization of the essential phenomena of life, and not a
logically speculative category. He adjusts the most diverse epochs under the same standard of
"extraordinary and exceptional”, he does not understand that the great theory of Marxism-
Leninism teaches us to approach the phenomena of life and art not abstractly, scholastically, not
speculatively, but concretely historically" (Astakhov, 1940: 31, 33).

Another theoretical article by 1. Astakhov was devoted to the aesthetic subject and feeling.
Here, in full accordance with the then ideological guidelines, it was stated that “capitalism,
which has reached the present level of development, poses the most terrible threat not only to
the material, but also to the spiritual impoverishment of the masses. Having become a gigantic
brake on the spiritual development of the masses, capitalism turns its side deeply hostile to the
development of the artistic demands and aesthetic abilities of the masses. Only the proletarian
revolution is capable of destroying the gloomy prison of the people's spiritual vegetation, only it
can bring the titanic possibilities of human rebirth out of captivity, only its victory ensures the
unlimited improvement of aesthetic tastes, needs and the objects corresponding to them”
(Astakhov, 1940: 14).

In 1940, a discussion about the theory of the educational film also passed in the Cinema
Art journal: about the characteristic and indispensable for the artistic image, and just the
opposite of this — with the most complete elimination of everything that distinguishes a given
specimen of the studied species from other specimens, all those random individual strokes and
dashes, without which the artistic image is unthinkable (Toll, 1940: 62) .

These views of B. Toll were sharply criticized by N. Zhinkin (1893-1979), who also
specialized in popular science and educational cinema: “B. Toll not only explains why scientific
cinema is not an art, but also explains where the harmful, in his opinion, idea that scientific
cinema is an art came from. She finds, according to Toll, ground in the hidden traditions of our
directors, who, like wolves — no matter how you feed them, all look into the forest — into artistic
cinematography. ... A popular educational film sets itself not only educational tasks. He
achieves their resolution through the use of plastic expressive means of cinema, i.e. means of
art, giving a single fusion of thoughts and feelings. The situation is not that, comrade directors,
if you like, use the means of art, but if you want, do not use them in scientific cinema. No. We
quite consciously put forward the task of using these means: only their use allows you to create a
film that leaves a complete impression. ... And what does B. Toll offer us? Prohibit the directors
of a scientific film from using the means of art. This, they say, is none of their business — every
cricket know your hearth. With the slogan “Down with the art from the educational film”, B. Toll
is trying to reverse the educational cinematography, to force it to abandon the correct paths it
has outlined. You have to be yourself either very cold, a person who understands nothing about
art, or very far from scientific cinematography, in order to put forward such an at least
inhibiting thesis — away from art. ... By this we emphasize that we also do not believe
that every film should be a work of art or be created by means of art. The fact is that a film,
including a scientific one, can be art. It depends on the task set before the film” (Zhinkin, 1940:
52-53).

Literally in the next issue of the Cinema Art, B. Toll no less sharply replied to N. Zhinkin
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that he “misleads the reader, saying that Toll proposes to “prohibit the directors of a scientific
film from using the means of art.” Equally wrong is the attempt to attribute to me the slogan
"Down with the art from the educational film" (Toll, 1940: 63).

In this dispute, the editors of the Cinema Art took a conciliatory position, emphasizing in
the final article that “for the true masters of scientific cinematography, who work in this field in
principle and with love, it is not the name that is important, but the essence of the work and the
struggle for quality. And when the pedagogical quality of educational films reaches the level of
the best works of artistic cinematography, then the dispute about the term will lose all
expediency” (To..., 1940: 59).

The most significant theoretical works in the journal Cinema Art in 1940-1941 were again
articles by S. Eisenstein (1898-1948).

In his article “Once again about the structure of things”, it was emphasized how important
“it is exactly how the general dialectical position about the unity of opposites finds its
application in the field of composition. It finds its expression in the circumstance that, under
any given compositional conditions, both the direct solution and its direct opposite are equally
true and impressive. This phenomenon takes place in the very treasury of human expressive
manifestations — in nature itself. So, for example, in a moment of horror, a person not only
retreats from what inspires him with horror, but just as often, as if spellbound, reaches out and
approaches the one who instilled this horror. So "pulls" to itself the edge of the cliff. So "pulls"
the criminal to the scene of the crime, instead of rushing away from him, etc. In a composition
that draws its experience from the material of reality, these circumstances can be immediately
detected even in the most trivial examples. If, for example, it is decided that a certain moment of
the role should be spent on a frenzied scream, then it can be said with confidence that a barely
audible whisper will act just as strongly in this place. If fury is resolved at maximum movement,
then complete “petrified” immobility will be no less impressive” (Eisenstein, 1940: 27).

And in the article “Vertical Montage”, which is significant in volume, S. Eisenstein
reminded readers that he wrote “in the article “Montage 1938”, giving the final wording about
montage: “Piece A, taken from the elements of the theme being developed, and piece B, taken
from there However, in comparison, they give rise to an image in which the content of the topic
is most clearly embodied ..., i.e. “Image A and image B must be chosen from all the possible
features within the theme being developed, they must be so sought out that their comparison —
precisely them, and “from other elements — evokes in the perception and feelings of the viewer
the most exhaustive image of the theme itself...". In this formulation, we did not at all limit
ourselves to determining to which qualitative series A or B belonged, and whether they belonged
to the same category of measurements or to different ones” (Eisenstein, 1940: 16).

And then S. Eisenstein compared cinematographic montage with an orchestral score: “So
many lines of a musical scale, and each is given to the part of a certain instrument. Each partita
develops by progressive movement along the horizontal. But no less important and decisive
factor here is the vertical: the musical interconnection of the elements of the orchestra with each
other in each given unit of time. Thus, by the progressive movement of the vertical, penetrating
the entire orchestra and moving horizontally, the complex, harmonic musical movement of the
orchestra as a whole is carried out. Passing from the image of such a page of a musical score to a
sound-visual score, one would have to say that at this new stage one more line is added to the
musical score. This is a line of visual frames successively passing into each other, which
correspond plastically in their own way to the movement of music and vice versa” (Eisenstein,
1940: 17).

Among the few theoretical articles that the Cinema Art published in 1941, one can single
out the work of film critic I. Sokolov (1902-1974), where it was proved that “dramatic conflict
(internal contradiction) does not consist in the fact that one opposite is mechanically passes into
the other, not in the fact that, for example, victory (happiness) is on one side, and defeat
(unhappiness) on the other, and that defeat (unhappiness) will be mechanically replaced by
victory (happiness), but that one and the same moment is both a positive and a negative
moment (for example, both victory and the possibility of defeat...), that opposites arise from
within and pass into their opposite (for example, happiness arises from misfortune, victory is
born from defeat, or vice versa). ... Dramatic conflict is a contradiction of opposites. Dramatic
conflict is not an external contradiction, but an internal one. The bifurcation of the one (the
divergence of two close principles) or the transition to the opposite (the convergence of two
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opposite principles) creates a dramatic conflict. A dramatic conflict (plot) is an internal
contradiction of opposites, an internal emergence of opposites; the source of the dramatic
conflict lies within the action, within itself” (Sokolov, 1941: 44, 48).

A certain surprise for the readers of the Cinema Art was the appearance in the March
issue of an article by the recently persecuted and sharply criticized "formalist" L. Kuleshov
(1899-1970) entitled "Culture of Director's Creativity". In it, the famous director and cinema
theorist rightly drew attention to the fact that “the form of directorial scripts adopted at the
studios is very outdated. The sound part of the picture is developed extremely approximately
and primitively, no sketches of frames are made. The footage for all frames is usually set
underestimated. There are no serious, thoughtful explications on the thing and its individual
components. ... Most directors consider the use of new, more advanced scenario forms of
directorial development and explication to be shameful, almost degrading to creative dignity,
permissible only for students of the Institute of Cinematography. Attempts to use them are
considered formalistic inventions or nonsense of dry, uncreative people. At best, a carefully
crafted director's script and explications are welcome, but... for others, but for me, my creative
individuality, this is not the case” (Kuleshov, 1941: 11).

In 1941, instead of the planned 12, only six issues of Cinema Art were published. The sixth
issue was signed for printing on June 11, 1941, and on June 22 the Great Patriotic War began,
interrupting the publication of this journal for four years...

Conclusion. Our analysis of film studies concepts (in the context of the sociocultural and
political situation, etc.) of the first decade of the existence of the journal Cinema Art (1931-1941)
showed that theoretical works on cinematographic topics during this period can be divided into
the following types:

- ideologized articles by Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers’ activists (1931-
1932), emphasizing the dominant of "truly revolutionary proletarian cinema” and an
uncompromising struggle against the views of any opponents (at that time, an active process of
collectivization was still underway, causing resistance from the peasant masses) (V. Sutyrin, K.
Yukov, N. Lebedev and others);

- ideologically reoriented articles (1932-1934), written as a positive reaction to the
Resolution of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (of Bolsheviks) “On the
restructuring of literary and artistic organizations” (Resolution ..., 1932), many provisions of
which (in particular, a clear indication that that the framework of the proletarian literary and
artistic organizations... — narrow and hinder artistic creativity) have become a direct threat to
the existence of the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers; in their articles, the
activists of the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers V. Sutyrin, K. Yukov, and others)
— right up to the liquidation of this organization in early 1935 — tried to prove their necessity
and loyalty to the “general line of the Communist party”;

- articles containing sharp criticism of "groupism" (including among the Association of
Revolutionary Cinematographers), "leftism" and "agitprop", "enemies of the people" (1935-
1938) (K. Yukov, A. Dubrovsky, I. Krinkin and others), although many prominent writers and
cinematographers, including S. Eisenstein, joined the call to severely punish the "enemies of the
people™ in 1937-1938 outside the Cinema Art — on the pages of central newspapers);

- theoretical articles attacking various types of formalistic phenomena (primarily in the
field of montage) in cinema and culture (1931-1941) (G. Avenarius, E. Arnoldi, M. Bleiman,
M. Grigoriev, N. lezuitov, N. Lebedev, A. Mikhailov, V. Nielsen, V. Plonsky, V. Sutyrin, I.
Weisfeld, L. Voitolovskaya, N. Volkov, K. Yukov, S. Yutkevich and others); these attacks were
not accidental, since as a kind of “islands” of creative freedom, experiments with form were alien
and even dangerous for the spread of the ideology of social realism by the Power in the USSR, as
a unified method that leveled the individuality of artists;

- theoretical articles opposing empiricism, "documentaryism", naturalism and physiology,
vulgar materialism, aestheticism, "emotionalism", defending Marxist-Leninist ideological and
class approaches (1931-1941) (B. Altshuler, N. lezuitov, I. Krinkin, N. Lebedev, N. Otten,
V. Sutyrin, K. Yukov, and others);

- theoretical articles defending the principles of socialist realism in cinema (1933-1941)
(G. Avenarius, S. Gerasimov, N. Lebedev, V. Pudovkin, I. Weisfeld, S. Yutkevich and others);

- theoretical articles criticizing bourgeois film theories and Western influence on Soviet
cinema (1931-1941) (E. Arnoldi, G. Avenarius, B. Balazs, and others); to a large extent, they were
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close to the fight against the above "...isms";

- theoretical articles aimed primarily at professional problems of mastering sound in
cinema (in particular, the dramaturgy of sound, music), editing, image, film image, film
language (for example, the cinematic possibilities of the “zeit-loop” effect), cinema style, genre,
entertainment, construction script (plot, plot, composition, conflict, typology of characters,
typology of comic devices, etc.), acting, etc. (1931-1941) (B. Balazs, S. Eisenstein, N. Turkin, V.
Pudovkin, N. Volkov, I. Popov, S. Skrytev, I. Sokolov, M. Tsekhanovsky and others);

- theoretical articles balancing between ideology and professional approaches to the
creation of cinematographic works of art (1931-1941) (B. Balazs, S. Gerasimov, V. Pudovkin, S.
Yutkevich and others).
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Theoretical Concepts of Film Studies in Cinema Art Journal: 1945-1955

We will dwell on the analysis of film theory concepts in Cinema Art journal during the
second decade (1945-1955) of its existence, when its editors-in-chief were Ivan Pyryev (1901-
1968): 1945-1946; Nikolai Semionov (1902-1982): 1947: Nikolai Lebedev (1897-1978): 1947-
1948: V. Grachev: 1948; Dmitry Eremin (1904-1993): 1949-1951, and Vitaly Zhdan (1913-1993):
1951-1955.

On the basis of changes in the political and sociocultural context (see main political and
sociocultural events in the Appendix), this ten-year period for the Cinema Art journal can be
divided into a period of active government intervention in the sphere of culture (including
cinema) through strong ideological pressure on artists: 1945-1949; a period of relatively weaker
government intervention in the cultural sphere, while maintaining strict ideological dominants
and political slogans: 1950-1955.

We also indicate in Table 2 the names of the authors in charge of the journal, the length of
time they were in charge of the publication, and the number of articles on the theory of cinema
in each year of the journal's publication.

Table 2. Journal Cinema Art (1945-1955): statistical data

Year of The organization Circulation | Periodicity of | Editor-in-chief | Number of
issue of | whose organ was the (in the journal articles on
the journal thousand | (numbers per film theory
journal copies) year)
Committee on
1945 | Cinematography 4 3 l. Pyrev 3

under the USSR
Council of People's
Commissars

Committee on
Cinematography
1946 | under the USSR
Council of People's 4 4 l. Pyrev 2
Commissars (N© 1)
USSR Ministry of
Cinematography

(NeNe 2-4)
N. Semionov
1947 | USSR Ministry of 4 7 (Ne 1). 8
Cinematography N. Lebedev
(1897-1978)
N. Lebedev
1948 | USSR Ministry of 4 6 (NeNe 1-3, 5-6) 15
Cinematography V. Grachev
(Ne 4)
USSR Ministry of 4—-72 6 D. Eremin 38
1949 | Cinematography
USSR Ministry of 10 6 D. Eremin 13
1950 | Cinematography
D. Eremin
1951 | USSR Ministry of 11,5-12,3 6 (NeNe 1-2). 14
Cinematography V. Zhdan
(NeNe 3-6)
USSR Ministry of
1952 | Cinematography, 7,9—-15 12 V. Zhdan 45
USSR Union of
Writers

USSR Ministry of
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1953 | Cinematography,
USSR Union of 11-12 12 V. Zhdan 28
Writers

1954 | USSR Ministry of
Cinematography, 11,6 —13,6 12 V. Zhdan 16
USSR Union of
Writers

USSR Ministry of
1955 Culture, 13,8 -15 12 V. Zhdan 12
USSR Union of
Writers

A break in the issue of the Cinema Art journal amounted to four military years — from July
1941 to September 1945. Only when the USSR emerged victorious in the Great Patriotic War and
the Second World War, the state considered it possible to resume the issue of the journal. The
first issue of 1945 came out in October. The periodicity of the journal was originally planned to
be monthly (as stated in the imprint), but in fact turned out differently: in 1945 it came out three
numbers, in 1946 — four. As a result, between 1947 and 1951 the Cinema Art journal officially
came out once every two months, and only in 1952 did it resume its monthly circulation.

The journal’s circulation from 1945 to 1955 fluctuated between four and fifteen thousand
copies, with a general trend of gradual increase.

Until early 1946, Cinema Art was still an organ of the USSR Committee on
Cinematography, but then the USSR Ministry of Cinematography was founded, and this journal
became its official publication. Since 1952, with the express purpose of increasing the journal's
influence on improving the quality of cinematography, Cinema Art became an organ of the
USSR Ministry of Cinematography and the USSR Union of Writers. Since that time almost half
of the journal's print run was taken up by a new script, and the bulk of the theoretical articles
focused on improving the quality and other problems of Soviet screenwriting. After the
liguidation of the USSR Ministry of Cinematography (as it had failed to justify its hopes for a
sharp increase in the efficiency of the film process) in 1955 the Cinema Art journal became an
organ of the USSR Ministry of Culture and the USSR Union of Writers.

From October 1945 to December 1946 the editor-in-chief of Cinema Art was the director
lvan Pyrev (1901-1968). Only a few theoretical articles were published during that period, and
this was largely due to the fact that during that period, which lasted less than a year and a half,
only seven issues were published.

Film historian V. Fomin is right in that, reading the materials of the Cinema Art of the
second half of the 1940s, “you just have a real shock and wipe your eyes for a long time, when
you turn the cover, read the table of contents, and then with the materials of the main Soviet
newsreel. On the one hand, one does not even have to look closely to notice the indelible stamp
of that special time, the particularly diligent servility of the editors... The covers, editorials,
urgent inserts in the issue and especially the review critique give away the pathological
conjuncture, the highest readiness of the authors and editors to obligingly serve the Communist
Party power of the time to the highest standard” (Fomin, 2001: 20). But at the same time V.
Fomin rightly noted that at the same time the Cinema Art also published several articles by S.
Eisenstein (Fomin, 2001: 21). Other curious theoretical articles on cinema were also published
in the journal of this period.

A similar ideological orientation was characteristic of the Cinema Art in the first half of
the 1950s. Film historian N. Zorkaya right: in the journal of the period a considerable number of
cinematography "thing purely nominal. Replacing some repetitive words (now we call them
"key": "screen", "director"”, "actor", "actress", "portrait") for concepts from other areas of life,
such as agriculture, you get the same result - about agriculture do not learn anything. That is
because the purpose of this periodical (as well as of other similar publications) is not
information, not this or that "learning" (in this case — film studies), but "repetition is the mother
of learning", hammering into people's brains several fundamental truths: we live in the best
country in the world; the capitalist environment is rotting and becoming poor; the Soviet people
toil heroically and build communism; we owe our victories to the great Stalin. ... The Cinema Art
journal .... is a perfect example of Soviet ideological discourse. Not the point, not the sense, not
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the truth, but a conspiracy, hollowing out, muddling through and endlessly chewing the same
things to stupefaction” (Zorkaya, 2001: 23). Though, again, there are always exceptions to every
rule...

And if in the 1930s the theoretical aspect of the then technical innovation of sound cinema
was a key one in the journal, the first issues of the post-war Cinema Art dedicated a significant
part of the articles on film studies to color cinematography, its role in the future development of
screen art.

Thus director A. Dovzhenko (1894-1956) was convinced that in the Soviet cinema "there
will be passionate knights of color abundance, not only not tiring and not irritating the audience,
but on the contrary, inspiring and delighting the richness and boldness of combinations. There
will be aesthetes of faded color, gray rain and wet asphalt; there will be sun worshipers and
apologists for nature; there will be opponents of nature, creators of the artificial decorative
world. But everyone will decide for himself the quantity and quality of color means to their
combinations in ways completely different from the ways of painting" (Dovzhenko, 1945: 7).

Unlike A. Dovzhenko, the art critic A. Fedorov-Davydov (1900-1969) was convinced that
"the study of the richest world experience of painting can help cinematography in mastering
color. This experience must be studied and mastered" (Fedorov-Davydov, 1945: 11).

Art historian V. Lazarev (1897-1976) emphasized that "the film director can create not
only the color composition of an individual shot, but also the color composition of the entire
film. In other words, he is forced to project color over time. ...The principal novelty of color
cinema lies in the fact that light (much more intense than in painting) can be played in a
completely new way, because the director's palette will depend entirely on this or that use of
light. And when creating a color composition, he will always have to remember that it will be
perceived by the viewer in time, in a dynamic alternation of shots, and that consequently his
color will reach the eye in a fraction of a second, whereas in a painting or fresco the color
remains in a static, unchanged state. Hence it is clear that color in cinema must be quite
different from color in a painting of the time" (Lazarev, 1945: 4).

Thus, color in cinematography was considered multidimensional, great hopes were placed
on its possibilities, which, as practice soon showed, were in many respects justified.

Director S. Gerasimov (1906-1985) once again turned to his favorite topic of the specifics
of an actor's work in cinema: “The spectator has the right to demand from the cinematographic
play those almost imperceptible details which he does not count on in the theater — he sees an
actor's face as if a meter away from himself; he he hears his breath and he wants thus to see
something most intimate, most secret in the spiritual world of the visible and audible hero. The
search for details together with the actor, the multiplication of the sum of the director's
observations by the sum of the actor's observations, the joint selection, the high demand for
intonation, for mimicry, for gesture are mandatory in cinematography and many times more so
than in the theater. Without understanding this, you can not count on the true success, having
in his hands even the most coherent, intelligent and meaningful script. It is under such
conditions that the variety of pictures can be born which will differ from one another not only in
the recognition of the theme set or even the literary development of such a theme, but also in the
broad difference of the entire authorial expression, enclosed both in the choice of theme and in
the artistic realization of it, that is in the whole sum of the countless details which the great art
of cinematography possesses” (Gerasimov, 1945: 18).

Film scholar N. Lebedev (1897-1978), worried about the development of science about
cinema, wrote again about the fact that in the USSR “we have neither our own academy, nor a
research institute on film art, nor our own creative union (like the unions of Soviet writers,
architects, composers, artists), nor a other society. We have neither a central museum of our
own, nor museums at major enterprises, nor a film library, nor a library of film literature. Not a
single institution of general art history is currently working on cinema issues. The synthetic
nature of cinema, the richness and diversity of its expressive tools make studying it extremely
complex. A deep, scholarly research of cinema pieces should be analyzed not only from the
viewpoint of their ideological, educational and pedagogical value, but also in terms of the formal
and stylistic components that make them up, from the perspective of literary drama, directing,
acting, acting, visual, musical, cinematographic, etc. This requires the film researcher to have a
vast encyclopedic knowledge of all areas of the arts. And since this encyclopedic knowledge is
extremely rare, it is necessary to organize teams of specialists from different fields of art history
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for a comprehensive study of film art. Unfortunately, we have not even begun such a study of
film works” (Lebedev, 1946: 3-4).

Here it is worth noting that N. Lebedev showed enviable persistence in his desire to raise
the status of Soviet film studies for several decades.

The Cinema Art journal in 1945 also published an article by the playwright, writer, and
film critic V. Shklovsky (1893-1984), whose theoretical views in the same edition (and, of course,
not only in it) were accused of formalism in the 1930s. Reflecting on the nature of film
adaptations of literary works, Shklovsky reasonably wrote that “we cannot refuse film staging, as
art cannot abandon the past, its rethinking and deepening, just as language cannot abandon its
history, but the work of film staging is a philosophical-critical work — not the work of a copyist.
We must overcome the imitative naturalism of film staging and move to the discovery of the
internal laws of the work of art, to the analysis of that interlocking of thought, images and
actions that constitute the content of art” (Shklovsky, 1945: 33-34).

But the most theoretically weighty article published in the Cinema Art journal in 1945-
1946 was that of director S. Eisenstein (1898-1948), in which he urged film scholars to look at
“film close-up: through the lens of close analysis, "taken apart by article”, by the wheels,
decomposed into elements and studied the way engineers and specialists in their fields of
technology study a new design model. This view should be a view of the film from the
perspective of a professional journal. There should be a "general™ and "middle" view of the film,
but it should also be viewed first and foremost as a "close-up" view — an equally close-up view of
all its constituent parts. If in the "general plan" view the judgments of our public are
unmistakably accurate, sometimes ruthless, but always correct, if in the field of excited and
interested analysis of the events and images of the film we often manage to rise above a simple,
indifferent retelling, then in the field of a close professional, "drilling" look inside the merits and
flaws of what is done — in terms of high requirements which we are in the nature and obliged to
set before our works — we are far from shining with perfection. Without this "third critique,"
there can be no growth, no development, no steady rise in the general level of what we do. High
public appreciation cannot serve as a shield behind which poor editing and the poor quality of
the actors' delivery of those infinitely needed words that ultimately determine our approval of
the film can hide with impunity. The viewer's interest in the story cannot serve as amnesty for
bad photography, and the record box office of a picture that captures the viewer with an exciting
theme does not absolve us of responsibility for poorly composed music, poorly recorded sound
or (so often!) poor laboratory and mass print work. ...I remember another period of discussion,
the declining period of Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, when you could not
speak about a picture that had gone well on the screens and say, for example, that it was
photologically pale and artistically uninventive. You were accused of discrediting the leading
production of Soviet cinema. And a bugaboo was waved at you with the formidable and
altogether irrelevant accusation that you were denying "the unity of form and content”! Today it
almost sounds like an anecdote, but it was a bad one. It dulled the sharpness of demanding the
quality of the film. It cooled the passion for exactingness in art. It has numbed the sense of
responsibility on the part of the filmmakers themselves. It has largely fostered indifference to
the merits of individual components” (Eisenstein, 1945: 7-8).

It is worth pointing out that the bulk of articles in Cinema Art in 1945-1946 was
characterized by a calm, analytical tone, without the emotionalism and harshness which were
typical of the 1930s.

However, this situation did not last long. Soon the sphere of Soviet cinema (as well as
culture in general) came under fire from the authorities, who accused cultural figures, among
other things, of "worshipping the West" and "cosmopolitanism.

Of course, the new wave of struggle against bourgeois influence on Soviet culture had its
reasons. The beginning of a new round of tensions between the recent allies in World War 11 was
laid in Winston Churchill's Fulton speech at Westminster College on March 5, 1946: “From
Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic an iron curtain has descended across the
Continent. Behind that line lie all the capitals of the ancient states of Central and Eastern
Europe. Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest and Sofia; all these
famous cities and the populations around them lie in what I must call the Soviet sphere, and all
are subject, in one form or another, not only to Soviet influence but to a very high and in some
cases increasing measure of control from Moscow. ... Except in the British Commonwealth and
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in the United States where Communism is in its infancy, the Communist parties or fifth columns
constitute a growing challenge and peril to Christian civilization. ... From what | have seen of
our Russian friends and allies during the war, | am convinced that there is nothing they admire
so much as strength, and there is nothing for which they have less respect than for weakness,
especially military weakness. For that reason the old doctrine of a balance of power is unsound.
We cannot afford, if we can help it, to work on narrow margins, offering temptations to a trial of
strength” (Churchill, 1946).

As a reaction of the British propaganda apparatus to this speech of Winston Churchill, the
BBC began a regular broadcast in Russian on March 26, 1946, directed against the Soviet Union
and its satellites. The Cold War had begun...

As early as mid-August 1946, the authorities in the USSR reacted to the Cold War with the
West with successive decrees concerning the tightening of cultural policy. One by one, in the
second half of 1946, the following Resolutions of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
were issued: "On The Star and Leningrad magazines" (Resolution..., 1946a), "On the repertoire
of drama theaters and measures to improve it" (Resolution..., 1946b), "On the film Great Life"
(Resolution..., 1946¢), "On release and use of foreign literature™ (Resolution..., 1946d), in which
the harsh accusatory language, familiar to the population of the USSR from the repression era of
the 1930s, reappeared.

The main aim of these Resolutions was, on the one hand, to show Soviet cultural activists
who had "relaxed" in the atmosphere of Victory that the Soviets would not tolerate any artistic
freedom or even minimal dissent (an indirect reminder of the repressive 1930s) and, on the
other hand, would not tolerate any bourgeois influence on the Soviet public.

The Resolution "On The Star and Leningrad magazines" (Resolution..., 1946a) noted that
“it is a grave mistake of The Star to give the literary tribune to the writer Zoshchenko, whose
works are alien to Soviet literature. The editorial board of The Star knows that Zoshchenko has
long specialized in writing empty, meaningless and vulgar things, in preaching a rotten lack of
ideology, vulgarity and apoliticality, calculated to disorient our youth and poison their
consciousness. ... It is all the more inadmissible to give the pages of The Star to such scoundrels
and bastards of literature as Zoshchenko... The Star magazine also popularizes the works of the
writer Akhmatova... Akhmatova is a typical representative of empty senseless poetry alien to our
people. Her poems imbued with the spirit of pessimism and decadence, expressing the tastes of
the old salon poetry, fixed on the positions of bourgeois aristocratic aesthetics and decadent,
"art for art", not wanting to keep pace with its people are detrimental to the education of our
youth and cannot be tolerated in the Soviet literature. ... The magazine began to produce works
which cultivate a spirit of worshipping the modern bourgeois culture of the West which is not
typical of Soviet people” (Resolution..., 1946a).

In the Resolution "On the repertoire of drama theaters and measures to improve it" the
leading Soviet theaters were accused that in many performances the Soviet people are “depicted
in ugly-caricatured form, primitive and uncultured, with philistine tastes and manners, negative
characters are given brighter character traits, shown as strong, strong-willed and skillful. The
events in such plays are often depicted far-fetched and deceitful, which is why these plays create
a wrong, distorted picture of Soviet life. ... The Central Committee of the Communist Pary
considers that the Committee on the Arts is pursuing a wrong policy, introducing the plays of
bourgeois foreign playwrights into the repertoire of the theaters. ... The staging of plays by
bourgeois foreign authors by the theaters was, in essence, providing the Soviet stage for the
propaganda of reactionary bourgeois ideology and morality, an attempt to poison the minds of
Soviet people with a worldview hostile to Soviet society, to revive the remnants of capitalism in
consciousness and in life” (Resolution..., 1946b).

A direct reaction to the Cold War with the West was the Resolution "On release and use of
foreign literature” (Resolution..., 1946d), which stated that “A vicious anti-state practice has
developed in the purchase and use of foreign literature. ... Ministries, departments and
organizations receiving foreign literature have no proper order in the storage and use of such
literature and as a result a considerable amount of literature ordered from abroad is not
delivered to departmental libraries for official use, but is stolen and deposited by certain
individuals. ... The Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) notes
that the current inappropriate practice of subscribing to and using foreign literature is
detrimental to the interests of the state and leads to squandering of currency and dissemination
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of anti-Soviet propaganda contained in foreign newspapers, magazines and books among part of
the population” (Resolution..., 1946d).

In order to oppose "bourgeois propaganda”, the Central Committee of the All-Union
Communist Party decided to reduce currency allocations for foreign literature, to reduce the list
of organizations with the right of such an allocation, to prohibit individual allocation of foreign
literature, giving the right of individual allocation of foreign literature by specialty only to full
members of the USSR Academy of Sciences (Resolution..., 1946d).

Needless to say, these resolutions have had a major impact on the situation in Soviet
cinematography and in the Cinema Art journal in particular.

And already cinematography directly affected the Resulution "On the film Great Life"
(Resolution..., 1946c¢), which indicated that this movie “falsely portrayed party workers. The
secretary of the party organization at the mine being rebuilt is shown in a deliberately ridiculous
position, since his support for the workers' initiative to rebuild the mine could, allegedly, put
him outside the ranks of the Communist Party, that he preaches backwardness, uncultivation
and ignorance. ... The workers and engineers reconstructing Donbass are shown as backward
and uncultured people, with very low moral qualities. Most of their time the heroes of the film
are idle, engaged in idle chatter and drunkenness. ... The film testifies to the fact that some
workers in the arts, living among Soviet people, do not notice their high ideological and moral
qualities, do not know how to truly display them in works of art” (Resolution..., 1946c¢).

The Resolution named other "false and erroneous films": the second series of S.
Eisenstein's Ivan the Terrible, V. Pudovkin's Admiral Nakhimov, and G. Kozintsev and L.
Trauberg's Ordinary People. In particular, it was stated that “director S. Eisenstein in the
second series of the film Ivan the Terrible found ignorance in the portrayal of historical facts,
presenting the progressive army of oprichniks of Ivan the Terrible as a gang of degenerates, like
the American Ku Klux Klan, and Ivan the Terrible, a man with a strong will and character —
weak-willed” (Resolution..., 1946¢).

As a result, the Resolution stated that "the Ministry of Cinematography, and above all its
head, comrade Bolshakov, is poorly managed. Bolshakov, poorly manages the work of film
studios, directors and screenwriters, cares little about improving the quality of films produced,
and spends large sums of money in vain. The leaders of the Ministry of Cinematography are
irresponsible and negligent with regard to the ideological and political content and the artistic
merits of films. ... The lack of criticism in the field of cinematography, the atmosphere of
nepotism among film-makers is one of the main reasons for the production of bad films. Art
workers must understand that those of them who will continue to treat their work irresponsibly
and frivolously can easily be left behind in the advanced Soviet art and out of circulation, for the
Soviet spectator has grown, his cultural demands and requirements have increased, and the
Party and the state will continue to cultivate in the people good tastes and a high demand for
works of art” (Resolution..., 1946c¢).

In the 1930s, similar "transgressions” by leading cadres in the cinema were punished most
severely, up to and including firing squad. During a more "milder"” period in the second half of
the 1940s, |I. Bolshakov (1902-1980), then Minister of Cinematography, even managed to keep
his position.

But the threat to the very lives of the leading personnel of the Soviet film industry in the
fall of 1946 was very strong, so at a promptly assembled All-Union meeting of workers in artistic
cinematography on 14-15 October 1946, two official appeals were made in which the filmmakers
promised to immediately correct all the errors identified by the authorities.

The first of these was to Comrade Stalin, Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers:
“Participants at the All-Union Meeting of Workers of Artistic Cinematography discussed the
Resolution of the Central Committee of the Communist Party on the film Great Life. This
Resolution deeply and comprehensively revealed the ideological, political and creative mistakes
made in our work. ... Joseph Vissarionovich! We assure you, friend and teacher, that fair
criticism of our work will help the workers of the Soviet cinematography — Party and non-Party
Bolsheviks — to restructure their work in the shortest possible time so that they will again hear
words of encouragement from the people, from the Party, from you, dear Comrade Stalin. All-
Union Meeting of Workers of Artistic Cinematography” (Chairman..., 1947: 3).

The second letter was to all workers in artistic cinematography: “The All-Union Meeting
of Workers of Artistic Cinematography, having discussed the resolution of the Central
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Committee of the Communist Party on the film Great Life, appeals to all workers in Soviet
cinematography to mobilize all their forces to fulfill the tasks set before us by the Party. ... Many
of our directors and screenwriters are lagging behind life and political events, and have sunk
into the circle of narrow professional interests which they have forgotten that without a
profound knowledge of Marxist-Leninist theory, contemporary life and the history of our
Motherland it is impossible to become a true artist who can truthfully depict contemporary life
of Soviet people and heroically fulfill the great plans of the new Stalinist Five Year Plan. ... The
workers of the Soviet cinematography must respond to the historical resolution of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party with their deeds” (Appeal..., 1947: 4).

An editorial in the first issue of the Cinema Art reacted to the Resolution "On the film
Great Life" by accusing the pictures criticized there, stressing that “to please his own formalistic
"concept"” S. Eisenstein distorted the historical era, distorted the image of a major statesman
who played a progressive role in the history of the Russian state, and created anti-historical and
anti-artistic film, unworthy of release on the Soviet screen. The director V. Pudovkin, without
studying the historical material in detail, undertook to stage the film Admiral Nakhimov and
also distorted the historical truth” (For..., 1947: 6).

However, a more important event that radically affected Cinema Art's work was the
struggle against so-called "cosmopolitanism" in 1949, so the rest of the 1947-1948 periodical's
materials were ideologically more restrained.

For example, a review of B. Balazs's film monograph “The Art of Cinema” (Balazs, 1945)
noted that “this book is instructive and as a human document. The practice of Soviet
cinematography forced Baldzs, who had been brought up on neo-Kantian aesthetics, to
reconsider many provisions of earlier works and to come to a more faithful understanding of the
nature and functions of art in public life. And although Bal&zs has not yet abandoned many of
his old formalist views, he (judging by his latest work) is on the way to revising them.
Methodologically, the book is extremely contradictory. Whereas its first part retells to the reader
the old, almost unchanged positions of The Visible Man and The Spirit of Film, the second part,
which emerged entirely during Balasz's Soviet period, grew out of his observations and practical
work on Soviet cinematography, offers a number of valuable and interesting points, and to a
certain extent will prove of considerable usefulness to Soviet cinematic theory” (Burov, 1947:
26).

At the beginning of 1947, director I. Pyrev was fired from his position as editor-in-chief of
the Cinema Art journal. This decision was most likely influenced by the criticism of the Cinema
Art in an editorial by Pravda with the telling title "Advertising instead of Criticism"
(Advertising..., 1946). It turned out that in 1946 the Cinema Art mistakenly put photos
(Yurenev, 2001: 28) from films criticized sharply in the Resolution (of September 4, 1946) about
the film Great Life (in number one, besides a scene from Great Life, a scene from Admiral
Nakhimov was put in number one), and in double No. 2-3 — a frame from the second series of
Ivan the Terrible), thus failing to anticipate their subsequent party and government smashing...

The appointment of N. Lebedev (1897-1978) as editor in chief of the Cinema Art (he had
already signed for the second issue in 1947) led to a significant increase in the number of
theoretical articles in the edition. N. Lebedev, during his short time as editor-in-chief, tried to
attract the attention of filmmakers to the theoretical foundations of screenwriting, since the
improvement of the "social realist and Communist party” quality of scripts should, in the
opinion of the authorities, lead to an unprecedented flowering of Soviet cinematography.

Thus the writer, screenwriter, and film historian D. Eremin (1904-1993) stressed that after
the 1946 Resolution (Resolution..., 1946) “the leading and fundamental role of the screenplay
writer in film production was realized with a new force: the quality of the script, the depth and
direction of the ideas in it, the vital truthfulness and substantiality of the conflicts of events and
images, of artistic definition of characters and destinies of characters, of brightness and
vividness of details to a great extent depends on the quality of a future picture. The image of a
positive hero in Soviet cinematography can not be created by desk research. It must grow out of
a lively contact of the artist with reality in its most essential and determinative manifestations.
That hero cannot be created not as an arithmetic sum of bad and good human qualities, but only
as an image of a truly living Soviet man in whom the Communist Party, ideological, highly
moral, life-loving, militant strong-willed principles cannot fail to be basic, for it was they who
made it possible to overturn the tsarist system, to transform the face of the country, to expel and
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destroy brazen invaders, to lead millions to the storm of new heights” (Eremin, 1947: 3-4).

D. Eremin believed that the shortcomings “do not lie in the notorious 'specificity’ of
screenwriting, but are related to questions of ideology. Their nature lies not in the authors' lack
of professional skills, not in the weakness of their "craft,” but in their insufficient knowledge and
comprehension of life, in the lack of some authors' self-awareness that would establish them as
active, militant ideologists, as ardent propagandists and deep thinkers, that is, as authors of a
new, socialist type. Apparently, this is the direction in which we should work in the future.
Increased demands for cinema art, dictated by the high and complex sociopolitical tasks facing
our people, call for this” (Eremin, 1948: 10).

Further D. Eremin reflected on the specificity of dramaturgy of film comedies, considering
that “the most widespread of the author's "prejudices" is the statement as if our reality
completely excludes the possibility of development of film comedy, especially domestic, and as if
particularly real is the prospect of inevitable self-elimination of the satirical genre. It is no
coincidence that our comic works often lack sharp dramaturgy: all dramaturgy has a conflict at
its core, and the conflict on which a sharp comic plot can be built is allegedly absent in our
reality” (Eremin, 1948: 9).

This thesis was accompanied by a theoretical justification: “Our development from
capitalism to socialism and from socialism, as the first stage of communism, to full communism
goes through the active overcoming of all kinds of contradictions, antagonistic contradictions in
relations with the world of capitalism and non-antagonistic ones within the socialist system.
And wherever the comedy artist directs the fire of self-criticism at the internal contradictions
associated with the struggle between the moribund and the nascent in the depths of our society,
there arise various, forms of Soviet comedy. At the core of these comedies will be, for the most
part, the conflict between the advanced and the backward. The solution to this conflict will be
the idea, the author's goal of educating the audience to raise the backward to the level of the
advanced. Such a comedy is the most, widespread and organic type of modern Soviet comedy.
The satirical in it has not an all-embracing, but a distinct, local character; the main characters
and their deeds express the positive force of society; the content of the main dramaturgical
conflict is not of a comprehensive negation and explosion, but a self-critical sense of
improvement” (Eremin, 1948: 10).

In her support for the thesis that Soviet film drama had to be put in order, film critic
L. Pogozheva (1913-1989) argued that “An analysis of the dialogical structure of a number of
scripts leads to the conclusion that many scriptwriters lost sight of the significance of dialogue
as an essential component of drama, and began to regard dialogue as a mere means of
communication, or, at best, as a means for discovering the character and expressing their
authorial attitude toward the events taking place in a script. ... The struggle against the dryness,
the bloodlessness, the impersonality, the purported colorfulness of language, against the worn-
out layer, the sterility, the monotony, the struggle against the monstrous practice of ‘'reworking'
the dialogue in other people's scripts is the struggle for a true enrichment and purity of language
in the script, this basis of the Soviet cinema art” (Pogozheva, 1947: 19, 21).

L. Pogozheva insisted that “the screenplay has earned itself the right to be considered a
special kind of literature, and this right should be reserved for it. We don't need to produce
"mechanized”, "stamped" mass productions of the Hollywood type, we need works of an
individual creative style, we need to develop art that testifies to the flourishing of all our people,
art that sums up life experience in truly realistic works, that look broadly and boldly into the
future. ... The last thing we can have are craftsmen writers who can flourish. The last thing we
need now are plot prescriptions built on the experience of bourgeois filmmaking. What we need
most is a screenwriter-thinker, for we must approach the evaluation of the screenplay with a
semantic criterion, a criterion of the relation of art to reality” (Pogozheva, 1947: 29).

In 1947, the Cinema Art published an article by V. Sutyrin (1902-1985), removed from his
post as editor of Proletarian Cinema in the early 1930s, who also joined the discussion of script-
related subjects from his usual emphasis on ideology: “Each film produced today by our studios
is a phenomenon of tremendous national importance, of great political significance. Each
picture coming out on the screen, plays, or at least, should play a very significant role in the
political education of millions of Soviet people. Under these conditions the public responsibility
of the screenwriter for the quality of his work, for its political weight and correctness, for its
artistic merits is made especially significant. The screenwriter bears this responsibility in full.
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He is subjected to harsh and fair criticism, public criticism, for every error, mistake, defect. ...
On the one hand, we see that the film crew's free handling of the author's idea creates an
impossible environment for the work of the screenwriter. On the other hand, we found that the
literary script cannot be a dogma for the film crew, cannot be maintained as something
absolutely immutable. There is no doubt that the author's active participation in the work of the
crew will not only eliminate many reasons for conflicts, but will also contribute to improving the
quality of the pictures produced” (Sutyrin, 1947: 7-8).

V. Sutyrin believed that “the question of cinematography's relation to prose and drama...
must be recognized as the most important theoretical question... Without it, it is impossible to
outline correct goals and objectives in the course of further cinematographic development. It is
well-known that the specificity of cinema as a special kind of art was defined in the earliest
theoretical works at a time when the creative experience of Soviet cinematography was very
limited. Drawing on this creative experience, a whole series of artists, theorists and critics
created the concept of "poetic" cinema, which for a certain period of time represented perhaps
the only coherent system of theoretical conceptions of cinematic art. However, it soon had to
enter into a serious struggle with a different system of views — with "prose" cinema, which
quickly accumulated not only convincing theoretical arguments, but also arguments of a creative
order” (Sutyrin, 1948: 11).

V. Sutyrin built his article on the opposition of the drama to the novel and the narrative,
although he noted that “the drama can and does have elements of narrative form, which
sometimes develop to very considerable proportions. Narrative literature may be dramatic, and
sometimes is dramatic in the highest degree” (Sutyrin, 1948: 13-14).

Adjacent to this cycle of articles on film dramaturgy were theoretical articles by V. Zhdan
(1913-1993), V. Volkenstein (1883-1974), and B. Begak (1903-1989).

In this context, film scholar 1. Weisfeld (1909-2003), in full accordance with the official
guidelines of the time, reminded the journal's readers that “Socialist realism is neither a circle
manifesto nor a dogma, but a method. A method definite enough to equip artists with a large
and clear idea, to subordinate creativity to the tasks of serving the people. And at the same time,
sufficiently multifaceted, rich, flexible to provide a wide range of individual manifestations,
genuine freedom of creativity. Artists following the path of socialist realism not only reflected,
reproduced and explained reality, but also participated in its transformation, like the fighters
who "equated a pen to a bayonet™” (Weisfeld, 1947: 17), so “revolutionary romanticism is not a
good wish; it enters the flesh and blood of Soviet cinematography. It began with Battleship
Potemkin, Mother, and Earth. During the period of sound cinema, such films as Chapaev, We're
from Kronstadt and pictures about Lenin continued the revolutionary-romantic tradition. These
days the revolutionary-romantic element is increasingly evident along the whole front of
cinema, from The Oath to The Rural Teacher” (Waisfeld, 1947: 21).

On the other hand, writer, screenwriter and literary critic V. Shklovsky (1893-1984) took a
far less officious approach to the theme of realism, insisting that “in art, man lives in a part of
his soul which is not usually strained. Both the heart and the lungs have enormous reserves.
Their capacity is at least tenfold compared to the ordinary demands of life. Man is adapted to
exploit and to be happy. In art man learns about himself the unprecedented, but possible. He
learns to think, to wish, to perform feats. Realist art considered man and uncovered in him what
is not easily discovered in life, but exists” (Shklovsky, 1947: 30).

In 1948, already after the death of director S. Eisenstein (1898-1948), the Cinema Art
published his theoretical article about the perspective of stereo cinema, which “will give the full
illusion of three-dimensionality of its images. In doing so, this illusion is as convincing to the
end and does not raise the slightest doubt, just as there is no shadow of a doubt in ordinary
cinematography that screen images are actually moving. The illusion of space in one case and
motion in the other are just as immutable for those who know perfectly well that in one case we
are dealing with a scattering of individual still phases taken from a whole process of motion, and
in the other with nothing more than a cleverly devised process of superimposing two normal,
flat photo images of the same object, only taken simultaneously at two slightly different
independent angles of view. Here and there, the results of spatial and motor persuasion are as
crushingly perfect as the characters themselves seem undeniably authentic and alive to us, even
though we know perfectly well that they are nothing more than pale shadows, photochemically
imprinted over kilometers of gelatin tape, which, coiled up in individual rollers, travels in flat tin
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boxes from end to end of the globe, everywhere equally impressing the viewer with the illusion
of their vitality” (Eisenstein, 1948: 6).

Several articles in Cinema Art in 1948 were devoted to professional aspects of the practical
work of the director and cameraman in cinematography (Golovnya, 1948: 29-31; Manevich,
1948: 26-28; Romm, 1948: 25-28).

It seemed that the journal gradually began to move away from its former ideological
outbursts and accusations, concentrating more on professional creative problems. However, in
the second half of 1948, in the pages of Cinema Art an unexpected attack began on ... its then
editor-in-chief — film scholar and critic N. Lebedev (1897-1978).

It is clear that N. Lebedev himself could not initiate this harsh criticism of his book
"Essays on the History of Cinema of the USSR" (Lebedev, 1947). Consequently, there was a strict
instruction from "above".

At the beginning of his article about N. Lebedev's book, cinematographer 1. Weisfeld
(1909-2003) wrote that “old film workers remember the disputes that took place in the
Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers 20-25 years ago. These were heated fights
which, though incomplete, reflected the class struggle on the ideological front. Along with the
healthy, viable, revolutionary in the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, it was
possible to encounter the reactionary and alien. Much in these disputes was random, petty,
transient, and sometimes just nonsense, worthy only of oblivion. The task of the historian, it
would seem, was to direct fire against harmful theories, resolutely cut away the insignificant and
empty, separate the grains from the chaff, and most importantly, to be able to rise above the
positions of the disputing parties. It would be unreasonable, at the very least, to analyze the
work of individual artists from the transcripts of their speeches at Association of Revolutionary
Cinematographers’ discussions, to attach serious value to inessential and incidental statements
by directors or critics, and to base methodological generalizations on them. Strange as it may
seem, but N. Lebedev took precisely this path, which could lead nowhere but to a dead end. He
recalls the notions of "innovators" and "traditionalists" as supposedly determining the balance
of power on the cinematic front. ...Moreover, evidently remembering his own past performances
in the Association of Revolutionary Cinematographers, he took the side of the "innovators" and
began to denounce his yesterday's opponents, the "traditionalists”. ... Choosing as the subject of
his research not the struggle for the affirmation of the method of socialist realism in cinema, but
an abstract thesis defended from the position of one of the groups fighting in the twenties, he
prefers speculation to fact, speculation to real life phenomena” (Weisfeld, 1948: 20-21).

Further, 1. Weisfeld, in fact, accused N. Lebedev of an "anti-party line", as he, “spreading
creative workers into 'national’ and 'non-national’ categories ... deviates from the clear
instructions of Comrade Stalin, Comrades Zhdanov and Kirov... The methodological flaws of the
essay are evident not only in the general structure of the book, but especially clearly in the
analysis of individual paintings and in the characteristics of artists. The author often analyzes
the phenomenon of cinema art scholastically, without any connection with the life of the people,
with the guidelines and organizing work of the party, and therefore comes to deeply erroneous
conclusions” (Weisfeld, 1948: 22).

In the finale of his article, in order to somehow soften the above, 1. Weisfeld noted that
“Lebedev's book has its merits: the presence of extensive and valuable factual material,
presented in a known system, and a number of correct generalizations. But still the book
discolors, narrows, presents in wrong light the lively, colorful, rich in events, searches and
discoveries life of our art” (Weisfeld, 1948: 24).

I. Weisfeld's opinion was warmly supported by film scholars I. Manevich (1907-1976) and
L. Pogozheva (1913-1989). They believed that “N. Lebedev tried to consider the development of
cinema without a sufficiently deep analysis of its connections with reality and with other arts.
Such a study of the history of the synthetic nature of cinematography, out of connection with
literature, with the theater and with our entire socialist culture, led the author to a number of
formalistic errors and prevented him from creating a correct historical concept of the
development of Soviet cinema” (Manevich and Pogozheva, 1948: 16-17).

A similarly harsh criticism in the Cinema Art was made of M. Aleynikov's (1985-1964)
monograph “Ways of Soviet Cinema and the Moscow Art Theatre” (Aleynikov, 1947).

Film scholar I. Dolinsky (1900-1983) argued that in the book “Ways of Soviet Cinema and
the Moscow Art Theatre”, “the method by which the author analyzes the phenomena of cinema
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is deeply flawed. Throughout most of the book M. Aleynikov carefully bypasses the ideological
analysis of films, focusing attention only on the evaluation of the formal and aesthetic aspects of
the works. ... In M. Aleynikov's book, the life of cinema is completely disconnected both from the
entire sociopolitical life of the country, which determined the situation in art, and from the
Communist Party's policy on art, which played a decisive role in the education of artists”
(Dolinsky, 1948: 24-25).

S. Ginzburg (1907-1974), a cinema critic, rigorously evaluated both books by N. Lebedev
and M. Aleynikov: “By reducing the development of Soviet cinema at a certain stage not to the
struggle for new revolutionary content, but to the improvement of directorial techniques,
Lebedev, naturally, came to underestimate the value of film dramaturgy and actors' creativity. ...
Lebedev and Aleynikov books are very different. ... But these two so different books have one
and the same flaw in common: they make the wrong assumption, as if the ways of development
of Soviet cinema were determined not only by the goals set for it by the Communist Party and
the Soviet people, but also by the task of mastering some immanent artistic means” (Ginzburg,
1948: 23-24).

Thus, the main reason for State’s angry reaction to the works of N. Lebedev and M.
Aleynikov was that these books "glorified formalism", that is, the formal mastery of filmmakers
at the expense of insufficient emphasis on the role of the Communist Party and its leader.

Also attached to this criticism was the article "Involuntary Defense of Formalism”
(Baramzin, 1948: 28-29), and all of this taken together was largely a reaction to the Resolution
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party "On the opera The Great Friendship of V.
Muradeli" (Resolution..., 1948), which drew attention to the fact that contrary to the
instructions that were given by the Central Committee of the Communist Party in its decisions
on the magazines The Star and Leningrad, on the film Great Life, on the repertoire of dramatic
theaters and measures for its improvement, the fight against formalism in the USSR is not
conducted to the proper extent.

These articles were followed by an organizational conclusion: N. Lebedev was dismissed
from the position of editor-in-chief of Cinema Art, and the first issue of this journal for 1949 was
already published under the new editor-in-chief — writer, screenwriter and film critic D. Eremin
(1904-1993).

But as it soon turned out, the 1948 revival of the struggle against formalism in art was only
a prelude to the most important postwar ideological campaign of the regime-the struggle against
"cosmopolitanism™ — that unfolded on a large scale in 1949.

This campaign began with an article about one anti-patriotic group of theater critics (On...,
1949), published in Pravda on 29 January 1949. It says that “socialist realism is just as
inseparable from a lively, ardent, loving interest in the life and work of the people, from a deep
and noble patriotic feeling, as bourgeois hurrah-cosmopolitanism is from an indifferent,
indifferent attitude toward the people and their art, from an indifferent, scorned, cold
aestheticism and formalism. ... Barefaced cosmopolitanism is not only anti-national, but also
sterile. It is as harmful as those parasites in the plant world that undermine the growth of useful
crops. It serves as a conductor of bourgeois reactionary influences hostile to us” (On ..., 1949).

The article went on to say that Soviet art criticism is “the most backward area” and “it is in
theater criticism that until recently a nest of bourgeois aesthetics has survived, covering up an
anti-patriotic, cosmopolitan, rotten attitude toward Soviet art. An anti-patriotic group of the
afterbirths of bourgeois aesthetics has formed in the theater criticism, which penetrates our
press and operates most brazenly on the pages of the Theater magazine and the Soviet Art
newspaper. These critics have lost their responsibility before the people; they are the bearers of
a deeply repugnant cosmopolitanism which is hostile to the Soviet man; they hinder the
development of Soviet literature, they hamper its advancement. ... The sting of aesthetic and
formalist criticism is directed not against really harmful and inferior works, but against the
advanced and best ones that show the images of Soviet patriots. This is precisely what
demonstrates that aesthetic formalism serves only as a cover for its anti-patriotic essence. ... Ata
time when we are faced with the urgent task of combating homeless cosmopolitanism, against
manifestations of bourgeois influences alien to the people, these critics find nothing better to do
than to discredit the most advanced phenomena of our literature. This directly harms the
development of Soviet literature and art and hinders their progress. ... We are faced not with
occasional individual errors, but with a system of anti-patriotic views that is detrimental to the
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development of our literature and art, a system that must be smashed” (On ..., 1949).

The theoretical basis of the struggle against cosmopolitanism was substantiated in the
article of G. Alexandrov (1908-1961), who from 1940 to 1947 worked as the head of the Office of
agitation and propaganda of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, and from 1947 to
1954 he served as director of the Institute of Philosophy of the USSR Academy of Sciences.

Aleksandrov's article titled “Cosmopolitanism — the Ideology of the Imperialist
Bourgeoisie” was formally published in No. 3 of the journal Questions of Philosophy for 1948
(Aleksandrov, 1948: 174-192), but in reality this issue was signed for print on June 1, 1949.

From this it is clear why G. Aleksandrov, already after the publication of his article “On
One Anti-Patriotic Group of Theater Critics” (On... 1949) and the total positive reaction of the
Soviet media that followed, in his article he asserted that “the Soviet public, our press have
exposed and defeated the kosmopolitans in philosophy, who ideologically armed the
cosmopolitan group that was operating in the field of theater and literary criticism, who were
trying to subordinate the least stable part of the Soviet intelligentsia to the influence of
reactionary, cosmopolitan ideology. The struggle for Soviet patriotism and against bourgeois
cosmopolitanism waged by our Bolshevik Party is at the same time the high school of the
communist education of the Soviet people and our intelligentsia, the struggle for the complete
liberation of the Soviet people from every influence of rotten, bourgeois "culture" and
reactionary ideology. This struggle is of enormous importance for the further development and
strengthening of the ideological and moral-political unity of the Soviet society. Homeless
cosmopolitans have been trying to undermine our advanced, Soviet culture, to smear all the
really advanced works of our literature, art, and science, and to propagate and spread the most
backward, hostile to the Soviet worldview.

It is clear why the reactionary, bourgeois ideology abroad and the pathetic renegades anti-
patriots in the USSR are operating under the flag of cosmopolitanism. Under the cover of the old
cosmopolitan rags it is more convenient for the ruling foreign imperialist clique to try to disarm
the proletariat in the struggle against capitalism, to eliminate the national sovereignty of certain
countries and to suppress the revolutionary movement of the working class. Under the flag of
cosmopolitanism, the American imperialists are deploying preparations for a new war against
the USSR and the countries of popular democracy, they are deploying the struggle for world
domination. They hide their aggressive imperialist desires and aims under a cosmopolitan mask.
By spreading reactionary, cosmopolitan ideology the enemies of the USSR are trying to weaken
the moral and political unity of the Soviet Union and are trying to subordinate the Soviet people
to reactionary bourgeois ideology. The bourgeoisie and its ideological lackeys go to any lengths
to spread reactionary, cosmopolitan ideology, to pass it off as an advanced, supposedly
"international™ ideology, to convince the masses that this ideology coincides with the interests of
workers, peasants and the intelligentsia” (Alexandrov, 1948: 177).

As we can see, G. Aleksandrov's article clearly viewed the main vectors of the "Cold War"
blossoming with the West, as "cosmopolitanism” was presented as a harmful pro-bourgeois,
pro-Western phenomenon.

Continuing the state campaign against "cosmopolitanism,” in February 1949 two leading
Soviet cultural publications — Literature Paper and Soviet Art — published articles that shifted
their critical arrows directly to the Cinema Art.

An editorial in the newspaper Soviet Art of February 12, 1949, characterized the journal
Cinema Art relatively mildly as "an occasional publication of random articles" (With..., 1949: 3),
and criticized the views of film scholars M. Bleiman (1904-1973) and N. Lebedev (1897-1978),
composer L. Schwartz (1898-1962), and director S. Yutkevich (1904-1985).

The tone of the editorial in Literature Paper, entitled “Cosmopolitans in Film Criticism
and Their Patrons”, published on February 16, 1949, was much harsher. It claimed that “The Art
of Cinema has become an outspoken mouthpiece for the despicable ideas of bourgeois
cosmopolitanism and aesthetics” (Cosmopolitans..., 1949: 2), and named the film critics
G. Avenarius (1903-1953) and 1. Weisfeld (1909-2003); theatrical scholar, poet, and playwright
V. Volkenstein (1883-1974); screenwriter and film critic N. Otten (1907-1983); art critic
N. Tarabukin (1889-1956); and composer L. Shvarts (1898-1962) as these very "cosmopolites".

Of course, the then USSR Minister of Cinematography I. Bolshakov (1902-1980) reacted
rather promptly to the "anti-cosmopolitan" articles in Pravda, Soviet Art and Literature Paper
with full support of the ideas of a ruthless struggle against cosmopolitanism. In early March
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1949, Pravda published an article by I. Bolshakov entitled "Defeat Bourgeois Cosmopolitanism
in Film Art" (Bolshakov, 1949), where he assured the Power and the public that the success of
the Soviet film industry would have been even greater if its development “had not been
significantly harmed by the subversive activities of an anti-patriotic group of critics and
filmmakers. For many years a group of bourgeois cosmopolitans has been operating here under
the guise of "critics" and "theorists,” who servilely praise reactionary bourgeois cinema and
slander our Soviet cinematography and its best works, disorienting the film-makers. This group
of bourgeois subversives in cinematography was not only "ideologically" allied to the anti-
patriotic group of theater critics, but was also, as has been established, connected with it
organizationally. Together they carried out subversive work against the forward-looking Soviet
art. ... They made their main nests in the Leningrad House of Cinema, in the Film Commission
of the Union of Soviet Writers, and also made extensive use of the pages of the Cinema Art
journal to propagandize their cosmopolitan ideas. Some of them also exploited themselves as
teachers and lecturers, poisoning the minds of our youth with sermons of bourgeois reactionary
ideas. The "leader" of the anti-patriotic group of bourgeois cosmopolitans in the cinematography
is the Leningrad director L. Trauberg. All of Trauberg's "work™ in cinematography has been
marked by rabid bourgeois eccentrism, a form of formalism. His cosmopolitanism and anti-
patriotism, his bourgeois-aesthetic views are not something accidental or unexpected. He has
long taken an anti-people stance, alien to the traditions of great Russian culture. ... Trauberg
was actively assisted in his subversive anti-patriotic activities by M. Bleiman and N. Kovarsky as
his closest associates. Bleiman, like Trauberg, was a servile servant of bourgeois
cinematography, attempting in every possible way to prove its alleged primacy. ...

On December 7, 1947, at the Union of Soviet Writers, Kovarsky organized, under his
chairmanship, a discussion of Cinema Art. Kovarsky invited the rabid bourgeois nationalist
Altman as the main speaker of this meeting, who devoted almost his entire presentation to
denigrating honest Soviet film workers who took the correct Party position on film art, and to
slandering Soviet films. At the same time, Altman was completely silent about the grossly
formalistic and anti-patriotic articles of Otten, Volkenstein, Sutyrin and other bourgeois
cosmopolitans and anti-patriots. This is the old tactic of all our political enemies: to blacken
honest people and bring their own people out from under fire. ...

Kovarsky was also closely connected with the bourgeois cosmopolitan Sutyrin. Having
made his way into the commission of the Union of Soviet Writers as its executive secretary,
Sutyrin concentrated all his "activities" on discrediting and denigrating Soviet cinematography
and its best works. ...

For a long time a bourgeois aesthete and formalist, N. Otten, has been active in film
criticism. This homeless cosmopolitan found a home in the Cinema Art journal. In 1948 alone,
the journal published three major articles by Otten, which constitute a monstrous mixture of
theoretical illiteracy with slander of our Soviet reality and our art. Bourgeois cosmopolitans — V.
Volkenstein, N. Tarabukin and others — were also active in this journal. The editorial board of
Cinema Art made gross political errors, providing the pages of this journal for the promotion of
formalist and bourgeois ideas to the homeless cosmopolitans.

The former editor-in-chief of the journal, N. Lebedev, is primarily to blame for these
mistakes. N. Lebedev's mistakes are not accidental, because in his recently published book
"Essays on the History of Cinema" he made grave formalist distortions, presenting the history of
the development of Soviet cinema in a distorted light.

The task of workers in the Soviet cinematography now was to fully expose and defeat the
bourgeois cosmopolitans who were trying to hinder the development of the world's most
advanced cinematography” (Bolshakov, 1949).

Thus, Minister I. Bolshakov in the sharpest pejorative spirit of the 1930s criticized the
Cinema Art, its former editor-in-chief N. Lebedev (1897-1978), as well as I. Altman (1900-
1955), M. Bleiman (1904-1973), E. Gabrilovich (1899-1993), N. Kovarsky (1904-1974), N. Otten
(1907-1983), V. Sutyrin (1902-1985), N. Tarabukin (1889-1956), L. Trauberg (1902-1990),
V. Volkenstein (1983-1974) and S. Yutkevich (1904-1985), most of whom were the authors of
this edition.

The new editor of Cinema Art, D. Eremin (1904-1993), in the first issue of this journal for
1949 (signed for print on March 10, that is, a week after the anti-cosmopolitan article of the
Minister of Cinematography I. Bolshakov was published in Pravda) published an editorial
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stating that “fruitless and unable to show our new life in the high works of realistic Soviet art is
the one who breaks away from the people, in whom indifference to the fundamental interests of
the motherland is born under the influence of bourgeois ideology, who, as a renegade, infuses
into our art the pernicious ideas of cosmopolitanism, the contemptible adulation of the decaying
"culture” of imperialism, anti-patriotism, the snobbery of bourgeois aestheticism and formalism.
Such renegades were stigmatized by the Communist Party critics who denounced in the
newspapers Pravda and Culture and Life, and then in other presses, the bourgeois anti-patriotic
group of critics who tried to contrast their antinational, alien to Soviet society views on art with
the views of the Bolshevik Party and the healthy artistic taste of the entire people. ... Today an
anti-patriotic group of adherents of bourgeois aestheticism and cosmopolitanism which
operated in the cinema industry has been exposed. Its leader, inspirer and main supplier of anti-
Soviet vile ideas was L. Trauberg; M. Bleiman, N. Otten, V. Sutyrin, N. Kovarsky and others
were with him. The spitting of the works of the leading masters of Soviet cinematography from a
cosmopolitan, bourgeois-aesthetic standpoint, the setting of their subjective "views" against the
views of the Communist Party and the people, the inflated conceit, the adulation of the
rottenness supplied by imperialist pseudo-culture — these are the main traits characterizing the
activity of L. Trauberg. Trauberg and the "theorists" close to him... The objective point of the
journal's activity, which opened its pages to pseudo-critics and pseudo-theorists, was that it did
not help cinema art, but in a number of articles it misguided creative workers in questions of
theory and allowed propaganda of the harmful, anti-patriotic, anti-party views of cosmopolitan
critics alien and hostile to Soviet culture” (For..., 1949: 1).

Further, the article actually retold the main theses of Pravda's editorial exposing the
"cosmopolitans” and the response to it by Minister of Cinematography I. Bolshakov. True, the
list of names of "cosmopolitans"” also included other authors of the Cinema Art — I. Dolinsky
(1900-1983), L. Kuleshov (1899-1970), V. Turkin (1887-1958), and others. At the same time, the
former editor-in-chief of the journal V. Sutyrin (1902-1985) was called an enemy of Soviet
culture and an ideological subversive in cinema art (For..., 1949: 1).

An editorial in the Cinema Art admonished that “formalism arises where the author relies
on the 'universal’ cinematic experience... rather than striving to actually express concrete
phenomena of life. Aestheticism and formalism are inevitable wherever the theorist strives to
construct and present his own speculative 'system of principles,’ which he then adapts to any art
phenomenon, rather than to derive his theoretical principles and critical principles from a
comprehensive analysis of concrete artistic works. Wherever the critic, in essence, is guided in
his evaluations by the task of 'properly aesthetic' analysis, forgetting the partisanship of art, the
foundations of the Party policy in the art domain, forgetting the educational significance of
works of art in the conditions of the revolutionary period. In a word, wherever the basic
requirements of Marxist-Leninist aesthetics-the requirements of the Communist Party, of the
people, of realism-are forgotten, formalism inevitably emerges and takes root, a vulgar and
vulgar bourgeois aestheticism rears its head” (For..., 1949: 3).

It is clear that after the sacking of the offending N. Lebedev, the editorial board of the
Cinema Art assured the government that it would “guided by the great principles of the
Communist party, correct the mistakes it had made and do its best to purge the journal of the
influence of cosmopolitans and anti-patriots and turn it into a real fighting organ of cinematic
theory and criticism” (For..., 1949: 2).

In support of these statements, the same issue of the Cinema Art included a theoretical
article by the literary critic V. Shcherbina (1908-1989) titled "About a group of aesthetic
cosmopolitans in cinema" (Shcherbina, 1949: 14-16), in which, naming approximately the same
names of "cosmopolitan” film critics, he warned readers that they were "characterized by
double-handed methods of action™: “In their publications, they expressed their anti-people
views with caution, in a 'streamlined’ and ‘elastic' manner, and did not finish them off. Wary of
the general public, they did double “critical” accounting. At the same time, unlike their invited
speeches in the press, they spoke out more openly in their oral presentations and lectures,
choosing as the arena for their subversive work the platforms of the Moscow and especially the
Leningrad Film House, where they occupied a leading position, had their own assets, and acted
almost uncontrollably. Disregarding their sense of civic dignity and forgetting the great national
pedigree of Soviet culture, these theorists falsified facts, denied Soviet cinema originality and
independence, and cultivated a disregard for the culture of their native land. For many years

56



these kinless cosmopolitans from the cinema have devoted to one anti-patriotic goal — to prove
that our people, in essence, are not the creator of their own cinema art. In doing so, they have
attempted, from the standpoint of bourgeois aestheticism, to discredit the basic foundation of
socialist realism — the ideality, truthfulness, and nationality of Soviet art. In this way they
assisted our enemies in slandering Soviet artistic culture and, in effect, were squires for
Hollywood, promoting the ideology of the bourgeois West” (Shcherbina, 1949: 14).

A writer, screenwriter and film critic A. Abramov (1900-1985) also contributed to the
exposure of "cosmopolitans” in the pages of the Cinema Art. Abramov (1900-1985) in his
eloquent article “The Rabblemaking Cosmopolites” (Abramov, 1949: 17-19): “The exposure of
the bearers of bourgeois cosmopolitanism hostile to the Soviet people in theater and
cinematography criticism with utmost clarity shows to what dire and disastrous consequences
deviation from the inviolable foundations of socialist aesthetics can lead, what the positions of
aestheticism and formalism are in fact which cover up an anti-patriotic, rotten, cosmopolitan
attitude toward our native culture” (Abramov, 1949: 17).

In the next, second issue of the Cinema Art (signed for print on April 28, 1949), the
criticism of "cosmopolitanism" was continued by D. Eremin (1904-1993), editor-in-chief of this
journal, who claimed that “the cosmopolitan aestheticists tried to revise the most important
principles of Soviet aesthetics and Marxist-Leninist art theory. Passing off their revisionist, anti-
patriotic and anti-scientific views as 'subtle aesthetic analysis,' they attempted in their speeches
and articles, at meetings and in private conversations to instill reactionary, idealistic views of art
and the nature of artistic creation in the masters of cinema. In this way, the cosmopolitans
hoped to delay the process of mastering the method of socialist realism in our art and,
consequently, to narrow the possibilities for the emergence of genuinely partisan, popular,
highly ideological works of the most important and mass-market art” (Eremin, 1949: 23).

D. Eremin, in particular, reminded that according to "cosmopolitan” “N. Otten, it came
out that American directors and screenwriters have and always had more creative possibilities,
as they can operate with deeper and more significant social conflicts than the Soviet authors.
According to Otten, American artists are helped in this by nothing more or less than "the
abominations of capitalist society. “Yes”, says Otten, “it is because of the starkness of the
contradictions in their society that American screenwriters can raise the most acute questions of
life and consequently construct sharp dramatic plots and develop entertaining intrigues. This is
why they can rise to tragic heights, to universal, grand generalizations in their work” (Eremin,
1949: 25).

That is why, D. Eremin concluded, “one of the tasks of Soviet film theory is to cleanse it of
alien, harmful influences, of all kinds of residues of aesthetic cosmopolitanism, metaphysics and
militant idealism. ... This is why they must be firmly and permanently discarded from our path.
And to do this, to deprive our cadres of influence, to uproot and destroy the poisonous, hostile to
Soviet art ideas of anti-people, aesthetic cosmopolitanism, we must resolutely and
comprehensively” (Eremin, 1949: 26).

The literary scholar 1. Grinberg (1906-1980) in his article "Preachers of Dead Schemes"
published in the same issue (Grinberg, 1949: 26-29) was not lazy to find the roots of
cosmopolitanism in some Soviet publications of the 1930s, recalling that among “books,
scholastic and aesthetic, imbued with a bourgeois attitude toward art, one of the 'first' places is
V. Volkenstein's “The Dramaturgy of Cinema”. Published in 1937, for a long time it introduced
harmful formalistic confusion into the minds of young workers in our cinematography and
instilled in them pernicious cosmopolitan and bourgeois and aesthetic "theories." B. Volkenstein
ignores the ideological content of art. He is interested only in "pure form". He operates
exclusively with formal categories, thus confusing our art on the road of thoughtless artifice and
craftsmanship. ... He did not avoid it, and V.K. Turkin in his book "The Dramaturgy of Cinema",
published in 1938. ... He, like Volkenstein, imposes on our cinematography the deadening,
pernicious patterns of degenerate bourgeois drama” (Greenberg, 1949: 26, 29).

Had this powerful campaign taken place in 1937-1938, the fate of the "cosmopolitans
without kin" would probably have been quite sad, but in the late 1940s, they were only
condemned by the government and the Communist Party and were fired from their positions.

At the same time, in the first half of the year 1949, the situation for many "cosmopolitans"
was very disturbing, so some of them tried to rehabilitate themselves before the authorities as
quickly as possible.
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For example, shortly before this, film critic 1. Weisfeld, who had himself been accused of
cosmopolitanism, published an article entitled "The Aesthetic of the American Aggressors"
(Weisfeld, 1949: 30-32) in the second issue of the Cinema Art in 1949, in which he wrote that
“the exposure of the anti-patriotic group of critics and film theorists, headed by L. Trauberg
showed with full clarity that the preachers of the 'philosophy' of cosmopolitanism were raising
the Hollywood aesthetic, they were waging a long and persistent struggle against Soviet cinema,
against everything advanced, new, and ideological in our art. Trying to poison the minds of
filmmakers with the harmful and vile ideas of cosmopolitanism, the anti-patriots were especially
active in the theory and history of cinema. However, it was not the history of cinema in itself
interested antipatriots. Not a passion for academic research guided them. They wanted to
remake modern Soviet cinema in the American way. They were happy to rob the Soviet artist of
a sense of national pride in his Socialist motherland and its powerful culture and art. It is not by
chance that the cosmopolitans and formalists directed one of their main blows against Soviet
film dramaturgy, the basis of the art of cinema. They proclaimed the reactionary director
Griffith the "father of world cinema" and the equally reactionary Riskin, that insignificant
provincial American dramatist, the world's first cinematic writer. They pushed for the
publication of Hollywood scripts and recommended that Soviet writers learn screenwriting from
them! It is indicative in this respect that (fortunately, very few) we have printed and
handwritten translations of the most vulgar American "precepts"” in which cynical transatlantic
entrepreneurs preach cosmopolitanism and pass off their "techniques" of making surrogate
scripts and films as immutable laws of art” (Weisfeld, 1949: 30).

I. Weisfeld, in full correspondence with the policies of the Soviets, claimed that “a small
group of cosmopolitan film critics tried to disorient our creative workers by proving that
professional questions of plot formation are a special world which does not depend on politics
and that we can learn form and technology from American screenwriters. This "philosophy" that
is foreign to our art has now been debunked. Our film theory and practice, relying on the great
teachings of Lenin and Stalin and on the resolutions of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party on ideological questions, will be able to uproot the remnants of bourgeois ideology in film
aesthetics to the end and deploy the positive development of problems important for the further
rise of film dramaturgy and the whole Soviet film art” (Weisfeld, 1949: 32).

In the fifth issue of the journal (signed for publication on October 21, 1949), editor-in-
chief D. Eremin once again pointed out to his readers that “the nationality of Soviet art is
diametrically opposed to the individualistic 'art' of aestheticians and formalists with their
antinational preaching of 'art for art' or art for the select few, with their cosmopolitan and
soulless, artisan approach to life and art” (Eremin, 1949: 6).

Thus, practically all the main theoretical efforts of the Cinema Art in 1949 were aimed at
fighting "cosmopolitanism and formalism".

Against this background, film historian V. Zhdan's article "Image and Imagery in the
Popular Science Film" (Zhdan, 1949: 26-31), which did not contain attacks on cosmopolitans
and formalists, seemed a kind of "black sheep"...

But, of course, the "Cold War" in 1949 developed not only on the "domestic front" against
Soviet “cosmopolitans”.

On March 1, 1949 the Central Committee of the Communist Party developed a "Plan of
measures to strengthen anti-American propaganda in the near future" (Plan..., 1949), which
provided for “systematic publication of materials, articles and pamphlets exposing the
aggressive plans of American imperialism in the Pravda, lzvestia, Labor, Literature Paper,
Komsomolskaya Pravda, Bolshevik and the press bureau of TASS and the Pravda newspaper,
the anti-people character of the U.S. social and state system, debunking the fables of American
propaganda about the "prosperity" of America, showing the deep contradictions of the U.S.
economy, the falsity of bourgeois democracy, the marasmus of bourgeois culture and manners
of modern America. ... In order to strengthen the anti-American propaganda on the radio, the
All-Union Radio Committee should organize the broadcasting of cycles of popular talks and
lectures about the reactionary essence of the foreign and domestic policy of the US ruling circles,
about the condition of the working class and workers of America, exposing the fables of
American propaganda about the high standard of living of all classes and strata of America. To
organize also speeches by prominent Soviet specialists and men of science and culture on the
current state of American bourgeois science, literature and art, exposing the reactionary
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character and decline of culture in imperialist America. To the All-Union Society for the
dissemination of political and scientific knowledge to expand the topics and increase the
number of public lectures devoted to exposing the aggressive plans of world domination of
American imperialism, to debunking the culture, everyday life and manners of modern
America... The Art Publishing House to prepare and publish within 3 to 4 months a brochure on
the current state of bourgeois art in the United States, and to publish in mass circulation
satirical posters on anti-American themes. ...The Union of Soviet Writers and the Committee on
the Arts under the USSR Council of Ministers shall create within 3-4 months time new plays on
anti-American themes by leading playwrights (K. Simonov, N. Virta, etc.). ... The USSR Ministry
of Cinematography is to create a feature film based on the work of M. Gorky "The Yellow Devil's
Town", and also a film, based on the script of the book "The Truth about the American
Diplomat" by A. Bukar; to show existing films on anti-American themes more often and more
widely. The anti-American propaganda of the press, radio, and the All-Union Society for the
Dissemination of Political and Scientific Knowledge should be based on the following themes:
"U.S. capitalist monopolies are the inspirers of the policy of aggression”, "The U.S. is the main
bulwark of international reaction", "The North Atlantic Pact is the instrument of aggression by
Anglo-American imperialism”, "American reactionaries as 'saviors' of capitalism from
communism”, "The U.S. is the international bulwark of colonial enslavement and colonial wars",
"American imperialists are stranglers of the freedom and independence of peoples"”,
"Monopolies are nurturing fascism on American soil", "Anti-communist hysteria in the U.S.",
"Democracy in the U.S. is a hypocritical cover for the omnipotence of capital”, "The U.S. is a
country of national and racial discrimination”, "The Degradation of Culture in the United
States", "Cosmopolitanism in the Service of American Reaction", "The Preaching of Immorality
and Animal Psychology in the United States", "The Saleable American Press", "The
Decomposition of Motion Picture Art in the United States", "Crime in the United States" (Plan...
, 1949).

On April 24, 1949, the USSR began jamming BBC broadcasts. And on September 28, 1949,
the USSR broke off diplomatic relations with Yugoslavia, which was accused of betraying
communist ideas in favor of imperialism.

In the same year in the West, the response to W. Churchill's Fulton call was the signing of
the NATO North Atlantic Pact on April 4, 1949, directed primarily against the USSR. The
Western media, including cinematography, began to produce more and more anti-communist,
anti-Soviet products.

But here it is curious to note that the Soviet Union's fierce struggle with Western influence
and cosmopolitanism on the press and radio (television was not widespread then) was
accompanied by a massive release (in 1948-1949 and early 1950s) in the Soviet film distribution
of the so-called "trophy films" (mainly made from Hollywood), which undoubtedly had a far
greater bourgeois influence on the population than "cosmopolitan” theatrical productions of
foreign plays and articles in the Cinema Art and in other "offending” publications.

Moreover, the Resolution of the Central Committee of the Communist Party "On the
release of foreign films from the trophy fund" of June 9, 1949 (Resolution..., 1949) officially
approved this kind of film policy with the purpose of obtaining a commercial profit from the
distribution of Western screen products brought to the USSR from the funds of the countries
defeated in the Great Patriotic War.

Meanwhile, the echoes of the struggle against cosmopolitanism and formalism in the
Cinema Art were felt in 1950.

Thus, in the second issue of the journal for 1950 (signed off to print 5.04.1950) subjected
to severe criticism of the work of film historians I. Weisfeld (1909-2003) and R. Yurenev (1912-
2002): “At the end of the past year, the books “Soviet Biographical Film” by R. Yurenev and
“Epic Genres in Cinema” by I. Weisfeld were published. One would have expected that after the
defeat of the cosmopolitan critics and formalists, Soviet readers and filmmakers would finally
receive works that scientifically explain the ideological and artistic features of Soviet cinema and
raise the main questions of its future development. However, both books are such that they force
one to reflect again and with all seriousness on the state of our film criticism. ... However, the
main thing in these books is still not the merits, but the shortcomings. In taking up the difficult
guestions of film dramaturgy, method, style, and genre, the authors found themselves
unprepared for this kind of work. As we shall see below, both are clearly influenced by the
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aesthetics of formalism. This is why, contrary to good intentions and along with individual
correct thoughts and observations, their books, like those of their associates, are dominated by
scholasticism, dominated by an eclectic, or rather comparativist methodology. Indeed: R.
Yurenev and |. Weisfeld devoted their books to the problem of genres of Soviet cinema, but
instead of scientific study and generalization they, though to varying degrees, are essentially
unanimous in inventing preconceived schemes and fitting various works of Soviet cinema to
these schemes” (Balashov, 1950: 22).

And if R. Yurenev, according to the reviewer of the Cinema Art, substituted “the problem
of genre for the problems of ideology and creative method, since it is well known that the
principles of selection and organization of material in Soviet art are the requirements of the
method of socialist realism, the Leninist principle of Bolshevik partyism, the basic idea of film”
(Balashov, 1950: 22), then I. Weisfeld, “considering all genres of Soviet film art to be secondary,
except epic”, contrasted the latter with the former (Balashov, 1950: 23).

The same article contained severe criticism of the books by I. Dolinsky (Dolinsky, 1945),
B. Begak and Y. Gromov (Begak, Gromov, 1949), with the same views, and finally a statement
that “we face a whole 'genre’ trend which, under the guise of an 'objective’, art history analysis of
problems of dramaturgy and the history of Soviet cinema, in fact develops a priori, formalistic
schemes” (Balashov, 1950: 27).

Writer Y. Arbat (1905-1970) also made similar accusations against |. Weisfeld, stating that
his monograph “Epic Genres in Cinema” (Weisfeld, 1949) “raises serious objections: it contains
many fundamentally false and confused statements and formulations — mainly because the
author wanted to adapt facts to the scheme he had created to advantage epic genres over all
others. Overall, the author's underestimation of the method of socialist realism in cinema is also
a serious flaw in the book. ... Scholastic fetishization of a single genre is the main methodological
flaw of I. Weisfeld's book. The author does not understand that genre is not the merit of
a work, but its genre. Therefore instead of showing the real reasons for the development of epic
genres in Soviet cinematography, especially of late, instead of a coherent analysis of what
distinguishes Soviet cinematography as a whole, I. Weisfeld by all means seeks to prove only one
thing — the advantage of the "epic genre", and does so obviously at the expense of other genres
He persistently refuses to admit that the basis of all genres in Soviet film dramaturgy is the
method of socialist realism” (Arbat, 1950: 28-29).

The theoretical article "On the Partisanship of Cinema Art" was also directed against
cosmopolitans and formalists, reminding them once again that “the method of socialist realism
requires a truthful depiction of life from a socialist point of view. Guided by the policy of the
Bolshevik Party, the artist must depict in his works the life of the people, help the Party and the
state to educate the people ideologically” (Zhuchkov, 1950: 3).

In a similar vein, a large "theoretical” article "Questions of Family Morality in
Cinematography" was written, which stated that “in the struggle of the Communist Party and all
the Soviet people against bourgeois vestiges, our cinema art can and must play a considerably
greater role. It can do so with the greater success the more closely and fully it fixes its attention
to questions of Soviet morality, to a more profound display of the love and friendship of Soviet
people” (Grachev, 1950: 15).

The director V. Pudovkin (1893-1953), who had himself been repeatedly criticized for
formalism in his films, tried to rely on Stanislavsky's authority in his article supporting Socialist
Realism: “Each of us knows from personal experience that ideality, subjective taste, formalistic
tricks, and separation from the life of the people, from the creative activity of the people mean
the death of art and the death of the talent of the artist. What Stanislavsky conditionally calls
"super-tasks" became for us a very concrete part of practical public activity. ...There can be two
cases in the work on a play or a film: either the director and the actor discover the hidden but
truly existing truth of life in the scene, or they introduce the inevitable and necessary for fruitful
work correction suggested by their sense of truth which is brought up by practical experience of
realistic play. In both cases, a clear and distinct method in the work is necessary. This method
was discovered by Stanislavsky in the field of theatrical art. In the art of cinema, Stanislavsky's
method received tremendous new opportunities for its fruitful development” (Pudovkin, 1951:
25).

There were still few theoretical articles that avoided ideological passages in the Cinema
Art in the early 1950s. Thus film scholar V. Zhdan (1913-1993) (he took over from D. Eremin as
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editor-in-chief from the third issue of Cinema Art in 1951) continued his theoretical research in
the relatively "neutral” field of popular science films (Zhdan, 1950: 7-10; 1951: 9-13). Theoretical
articles by cinematographers A. Golovnya (1900-1982) (Golovnya, 1952) and L. Kosmatov
(1901-1977) (Kosmatov, 1952: 192-107; 1953: 106-113) did not go overboard in their analysis of
the features of visual images on the screen.

On June 20, 1950, Pravda newspaper published I. Stalin's article "Marxism and Questions
of Linguistics. Regarding Marxism in Linguistics” (Stalin, 1950), which understandably caused
hundreds of positive reactions in the Soviet media.

The Cinema Art also responded to it with a series of theoretical articles.

For example, film scholar S. Freilich (1920-2005), continuing his general critique of
formalism, wrote that “the study of language as the basic tool and material of artistic literature
acquires now a special significance for film literature - the youngest and therefore still the least
studied kind of literature — in light of Comrade Stalin's work on linguistics. For a long time,
formalists of various shades, defending the "specificity" of the cinematographic form, opposed
the screenplay as the linguistic expression of the future screen image, and denied that the
screenplay belonged to literature. Proponents of "emotional”, "intellectual” and "narrative"
cinema undermined the ideological and artistic foundations of film dramaturgy, destroyed its
true identity, fenced it off from fiction, harming our cinematography. Not seeing in the language
of the script the carrier of the idea-thought, they relegated the script to a half-finished product, a
technical document, allegedly just a certain message for the creativity of the actor and director”
(Freilich, 1951: 11).

Film critic L. Pogozheva (1913-1989) stressed that “advanced Soviet cinema, which had a
comprehensive method of socialist realism and followed the best traditions of national Russian
art, assumed a realistic solution of dialogue and language in general, both in contemporary and
in historical scripts and films. The rejection of naturalism, naive stylization, rhetoric and dead
guotation should be complete and unconditional. Bad, poor language and traditions alien to us
have no place in truthful Soviet cinema” (Pogozheva, 1951: 12).

In short, the general position of the Cinema Art on this issue was unanimous in saying
that “Comrade Stalin's work “Marxism and Questions of Linguistics” is of enduring, historically
important importance. Wise and clear answers to the most pressing questions posed by the era
of building communism, are given in this work. Comrade Stalin's ingenious statements comprise
the answers to the questions posed by the creative practice of cutting-edge Soviet
cinematography. Only on the basis of these statements can Soviet cinematography as a powerful
instrument of spiritual influence on the masses fulfill the tasks it faces” (Solovyov, 1951: 7).

It should be noted that the Cinema Art in the first half of the 1950s was very typical for the
publication of this kind of pseudotereotic articles by "ideologically aligned” authors who,
sprinkling their lines with quotations from the works of Stalin, A. Zhdanov, and others. The
"true Marxist-Leninists" juggled with banal phrases about the people, partyism, socialist
realism, etc. For example, philosopher V. Skatershchikov (1922-1977) wrote: "The viewer
demands a greater number of highly original, artistic films which reflect the multifarious life of
our great time, the life and work of workers, collective farmers and intellectuals. To master
mastery, to be able to embody the great ideas and events of the building of communism in
artistic images which last for centuries — such is the honorable and responsible task which faces
the Soviet art. There is no doubt that our remarkable cinema art, inspired and guided in its
development by the great Lenin-Stalin Party, will solve this problem with honor”
(Skatershchikov, 1951: 33).

The theoretical articles of the philosopher A. Burov (1919-1983) (Burov, 1953: 69), the film
scholars A. Groshev (1905-1973) (Groshev, 1953: 105), A. Karaganov (1915-2007) (Karaganov,
1953: 45), and others were written in a similar ideological spirit.

On April 7, 1952, the Pravda newspaper published an editorial entitled "To overcome the
backwardness of dramaturgy” (Overcome..., 1952). In this article they unexpectedly criticized
the recently widespread "theory of non-conflict” in the depiction of Soviet reality, when the good
competed on the screen with the excellent, and the excellent with the ideal. Pravda stressed that
“the struggle of the new with the old evokes all kinds of conflicts of life, without which there is
no life and therefore no art. ... We do not have everything perfect, we have negative types, there
is a lot of evil in our life, and a lot of fake people. We should not be afraid to show the flaws and
the difficulties. We need to treat the flaws. We need Gogols and Shchedrins... By truthfully
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depicting the shortcomings and contradictions of life, the writer must actively affirm the positive
beginning of our socialist reality and help the victory of the new. ... Our dramatists must uncover
and relentlessly expose the vestiges of capitalism, manifestations of political nonchalance,
bureaucracy, sluggishness, servility, conceit and conceit, servility, bad faith in their assigned
work, careless attitude to socialist property, expose everything vulgar and backward that hinders
the forward motion of Soviet society” (Overcome..., 1952). It is clear that such turns of phrase as
"the theory of non-conflict", "varnishing of reality”, etc. could only have arisen with the sanction
of the Power.

It is possible that this campaign was conceived as one more reason to remove "critics" who
had become undesirable to the regime. Perhaps it was simpler than that: the Kremlin wanted to
make Soviet art more entertaining and spectacular, and thus bring in profits for the State.

The reaction to the new party-state campaign of the Minister of Cinematography I.
Bolshakov (1902-1980) was expected. In his article in the Cinema Art, he immediately stressed
that “the main drawback of many film scripts is the absence in them sharp dramatic conflicts
taken from our lives. This can be explained by the fact that the "theory of non-conflict” that
recently existed among playwrights found supporters among screenwriters as well. According to
this "theory," our Soviet reality supposedly contains no struggle between the positive and the
negative, no negative human types and, consequently, there can be no dramatic conflicts in
works of art. The vicious "conflict-free theory" in practice led to a sharp backwardness of our
dramaturgy, because it pushed the playwrights to distort our Soviet reality, to create amorphous
dramaturgical works. In fact, the development of our Soviet society is based on the laws of
dialectics, on the basis of a struggle between the old and the new, between the emerging and the
dying, between the progressive and the conservative and the rigid. In our Soviet reality, there
are still people who are bearers of the remnants of capitalism, who come into conflict with the
advanced Soviet people. All these vitally truthful conflicts must be reflected in our films”
(Bolshakov, 1952: 6).

A leading article with the eloquent title "The basis of film drama is the truth of life"
(Basis..., 1952: 3-10) stated that “Pravda’s editorial article “To overcome the backwardness of
drama” is not only a program document for the development of our drama theory and practice,
but is of great importance for the development of all Soviet art. Analyzing the reasons for the
backwardness of our playwrights, it criticizes harshly but fairly the incorrect understanding by
playwrights and critics of some questions of the theory and practice of Socialist Realism,
especially the question of the conflict as the basis for a dramatic work” (Basis..., 1952: 3).

In her article “We Need Gogols and Shchedrins!”, the film critic L. Belova (1921-1986)
points out that: “One of the reasons why the critical element lagged behind in film drama lay in
the 'theory' of non-conflict, which prevented art from reflecting reality fully and deeply. Many
authors avoided or portrayed the contradictions and conflicts of life in a diminished form that
did not correspond to reality. As a result, life was portrayed in a one-sided and sometimes
simply distorted manner, which contradicted the basic law of Soviet art, which requires fidelity
to reality. By creating an incorrect representation of life, the authors of conflict-free works
reduced the cognitive value of art as well as its active educational role” (Belova, 1952: 58).

The culturologist and philosopher Y. Borev (1925-2019), philosopher and aesthetician
V. Razumny (1924-2011), referring to the speeches of I. Stalin and G. Malenkov, noted that
“sharpening and exaggeration are important for scourging satire. We need Soviet Gogols and
Shchedrins, we need their creative manner of typification to depict false people, to expose evil,
to fight against everything old and obsolete” (Borev, Razumny, 1953: 61).

The “theoretical” articles published in the journal in support of the above-mentioned
editorial text of Pravda (Kryuchenchnikov, 1952: 88-96; Manevich, 1952: 83-91; Maseev, 1953:
12-28; Semionov, 1952: 3-7; Skaterschikov, 1952: 108-115; Solovyev, 1952: 82-88) were in the
same spirit.

At the same time, the Cinema Art once again reminded us that the struggle against "the
theory of non-conflict" must still be combined with adherence to the laws of socialist realism
and the struggle against formalism.

Thus philosopher A. Burov (1919-1983), speaking out against formalism and against the
works of M. Zoshchenko and A. Akhmatova which were harmful to the Soviet people, wrote that
“by his ingenious definition of the method of Soviet art as the method of socialist realism, Stalin
put an end to the harmful Russian Association of Proletarian Writers’' identification of the
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artistic method with dialectical materialism. The Russian Association of Proletarian Writers, as
the vulgarizers of Marxism, did not understand, or did not want to understand, that the Marxist
philosophical method is universal in the sense that it is the general methodological basis for all
branches of human knowledge, but that each branch must have its own, private method, which
is determined by the specificity of the subject of research itself. Just as it is impossible to extend
the laws of mechanics to the life of organisms and the laws of biology to the life of society, it is
just as impossible to use the methods of scientific investigation used in mechanics for the study
of organisms and the methods of biology for the study of the life of society” (Burov, 1952: 72).

And the film critic D. Pisarevsky (1912-1990), also once again scolding M. Zoshchenko and
A. Akhmatova, in his article "Stalin's Principle of Socialist Realism — the Highest Achievement
of the Science of Art" reminded readers of the journal that “having formulated the principles of
socialist realism, 1.V. Stalin brilliantly summarized the provisions of Marx, Engels, and Lenin on
the creative method of realist art, enriching these guidelines with the experience of building
socialist culture and the development of the world's most ideological, most advanced Soviet art”
(Pisarevsky, 1952: 29).

Often accused in earlier years of formalism, the screenwriter and V. Turkin (1887-1958) in
his article "Dramatic Conflict and Character" also paid tribute to quotations from speeches by
Stalin, Malenkov and Suslov and emphasized that “the representation of life in its contradictions
and conflicts is a necessary condition, an obligatory requirement of the socialist realist method.
The first precept of socialist realism is to write the truth, to study deeply, to understand and
depict reality in its revolutionary development. A grave and harmful mistake was made by those
artists and writers, by those art theorists and critics who, separating the demand for the
ideological orientation of art and its partisanship from the task of truthfully reflecting reality,
did not consider it necessary to see and depict the contradictions in which life is developing,
growing, developing and winning the new. To justify their superficial depiction and varnishing
of life, they created "theories" of nonconflict, weakened plot, and weakened drama ("minor
dramaturgy" and "dramaturgy of the episode™), bragging about these empty notions as
supposedly innovative slogans, and as the leading edge of the field of drama. Works without
conflict, with a weakened plot were at the same time works without heroes, without a bright and
active characters. The characters were a bare, schematic, devoid of inner life, devoid of any
colorful individual characterization. And they could not be, because they are not given a reason
to express themselves more or less energetically and brightly in action, in the struggle with other
people in overcoming their own shortcomings, weaknesses, vestiges of the past. Such schemes
were presented as realistic, typical images, although in fact they resembled something like a
"summarized" photograph of many faces on a single photographic plate, since in essence they
were the same naturalistic copy, only less distinct, of worse quality, rather than an artistic
portrait, enriched by the image, the type” (Turkin, 1953: 19).

In the early 1950s, even during Stalin's lifetime, the Soviet press began to raise the
guestion of increasing the number of films shot annually. It would appear that the Soviets, who
had unleashed a "trophy" expedition of Western films into Soviet distribution, came to the
conclusion that the "small pictures" policy, under the motto "less is more", was not bearing the
anticipated fruit, and Soviet film production was effectively overshadowed by bourgeois film
production. So in the draft directives of the XIX Congress of the Communist Party (1952)
strongly recommended to further develop film and television. To expand the network of
cinemas, increasing the number of film projectors in five years by about 25 percent and also to
increase the production of films.

Hence it is clear why it was in 1952 that the Cinema Art became not only the organ of the
USSR Ministry of Cinematography, but also of the Union of Soviet Writers, and that its second
issue for 1952 (signed for print on 28 February 1952) contained a leading article entitled “More
Good and Different Films!” (More..., 1952: 3-9).

On April 7, 1952 the Pravda newspaper published an editorial entitled "To overcome the
backlog of dramaturgy"” (Overcome..., 1952), and on August 28 the same year Pravda published
an editorial entitled "To the new rise of Soviet film art" (To..., 1952).

The new Communist Party and government trends were soon picked up by the editors of
Literature Paper, who published an article entitled "More Good Films! (More..., 1952: 1).

This editorial, in fact, combined both trends: improving the quality of film dramaturgy by
combining the efforts of the Union of Soviet Writers and increasing the number of new Soviet
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films put on the screen: “Comedy disappeared from the screen. There was not a single adventure
film after Bold People. Few children's films were produced. Far from reducing the whole
inexhaustible multitude of thematic and genre possibilities of cinema to only one of them (even
the most important one), the Ministry must see to it that the studios also write good scripts
which, while satisfying the ideological and artistic demands of the Soviet public, would show the
life of the Soviet man in its various manifestations, raise fundamental questions of ethics and
morals, help to develop the new and struggle against anything backward that holds back
progress. The increase in the production of films would help involve an incomparably wider
creative cadre in the work, facilitate the growth and improvement of young people and thus
most fully ensure the normal development of our cinema art, its progressive movement, its
natural constant growth” (More..., 1952: 1).

On this wave, another editorial was published in the September issue of the Cinema Art,
which called right in the title for "Increase the output of films!" (Increase, 1952: 3-13).

And in early 1953, the then Minister of Cinematography I. Bolshakov (1902-1980) came
out with an article in Cinema Art. Under pressure from criticism from the authorities, he
admitted that “indeed, over the past two years, we produce few good films and poorly used the
available opportunities. The main reason for this is that the Ministry did not ensure a large
inflow of high-quality scripts, which left some of the leading directors without productions, and
some film studios are not fully loaded with work. The Ministry and the film studios made little
effort to ensure high quality scripts and often included in their plans gray, mediocre work which
had to be either reworked or eliminated from production plans in the process of filming. Great
harm to film dramaturgy caused by the notorious "theory" of non-conflict. Some writers were
trapped in this "theory", which had a negative impact on their work. The film industry began to
receive a lot of mediocre, plotless scripts, amorphous in their composition, because the muted
conflict in a drama or a script inevitably leads to the weakening of drama, to the sluggishness of
action, to the impoverishment of artistic images, to the distortion of Soviet reality. The "theory"
of non-conflict, which pushes artists to blur the negative phenomena in our society, to blunt
criticism as a driving force for our development, has done particularly great harm to the
development of such an important genre as comedy. Over the past two years, we have almost
completely disappeared film comedies” (Bolshakov, 1953: 3-4).

Against this background the editorial board of the Cinema Art since 1952 publishes a
whole series of theoretical articles proving the necessity to produce films of entertainment
genres.

For example, film scholar 1. Weisfeld (1909-2003) reminded readers that “in the
adventure script, dramatic conflict is particularly distinct, aggravated and manifests itself in the
form of open clashes, irreconcilable struggle, often dangerous for the lives of the characters.
There is nothing to do here with the "theories" of non-conflict and lack of plot. Those who are
afraid to show the victory of the new in the struggle against difficulties, against the negative
phenomena in life, who do not possess the weapon of laughter to denounce the enemy, usually
dismiss the adventure script as a 'low' genre” (Weisfeld, 1952: 71).

The writer G. Tushkan (1906-1965) further picked up on the pathos of this article, noting
that “authors of adventure works are often accused of allegedly ‘following Western models'. This
accusation is in most cases illegal. Not a single Soviet adventure novel or movie, even though
there may seem to be some overlap between certain plot devices and those of Western
detectives, advocates gangsterism, racism, superstition, eroticism. None of the authors of Soviet
adventure works try to instill in the reader and viewer the desire to enrichment as the main goal
of life, to incite their bloodthirstiness, intimidate them with horrors or call for military violence
of one nation over another. ... Once the brake in the form of the "theory" of non-conflict, which
excluded the development of a sharp plot, has been removed, great opportunities open up before
the genre of adventure and science fiction, it is only necessary to support it, to help new authors
creatively. By combining criticism of mistakes with an indication of the ways in which they can
be overcome, we will achieve a high ideological and artistic level of works in this interesting and
important genre” (Tushkan, 1953: 78, 85).

In his desire to separate Soviet adventure films from the harmful bourgeois films of the
detective genre, the writer N. Toman (1911-1974) went even further, arguing that in Soviet
“adventure literature there is a direction erroneously called detective. Mainly, these are novels
and stories in which some mystery or riddle (the secret of a bourgeois intelligence agent, a
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scientific or technical mystery) is consistently revealed. Conditionally, I would call such stories
analytical, but by no means detective stories, for this is not only a misnomer, but also a
politically harmful one, reducing our adventure literature to hate-mongering gangster novels...
The analytical method is especially widely used in stories and novels devoted to exposing agents
of bourgeois intelligence services. These are the works that we often call detective because of the
seeming similarity of the exposure of the spy with the capture of the criminal. But is not it
obvious the absurdity of such an external analogy? In the eyes of our discerning readers and
viewers, is the detective who caught the crime of the gangster who robbed the bank similar to
the dedicated Soviet counterintelligence officer guarding a state or military secret?” (Toman,
1953: 66-67).

This aversion to the detective genre and the erroneous attribution of it exclusively to
bourgeois cinema was also supported by screenwriter N. Morozova (1924-2015): “Refusal to
work in the field of the adventure genre means disregard for one of the kinds of ideological
weapons, and a very effective weapon. The Soviet adventure film, like any work of socialist
realism, is imbued with high ideology and is designed to educate our people and our youth in the
spirit of communism. That is its basic and essential difference from bourgeois adventure and
detective films (these two notions have become almost synonymous in bourgeois art) which are
destined to distract people's masses from the class struggle and educate them in the spirit of
misanthropic ideas... The detective film and novel are now in the hands of imperialists one of
the strongest means of poisoning the minds of people with the fascist ideology. Incidentally, the
replacement in reactionary bourgeois art of the genre definition of "adventure" by the definition
of "detective" also seems symptomatic, since under imperialism the most acute "adventure" is
murder. The Soviet adventure film is based on completely different principles. Whereas the
actions (deeds) of the hero in the reactionary, bourgeois film are aimed at crime, robbery and
violence in the name of profit, the actions (deeds) of the hero in the Soviet adventure film are
aimed at creation, at struggle in the name of humanity and progress. The hero's activity as an
indispensable requirement for the work of adventure genre is perfectly consonant with our era —
the era of great achievements and great things. Our time gives full scope for the activity of the
brave, courageous, noble hero, inspired by the high goal of building communism” (Morozova,
1953: 53).

In order to make an even stronger argument for the usefulness of "ideologically correct"
adventure themes for Soviet cinema, N. Morozova emphasized that “there is a rather widespread
viewpoint that in the adventure film, where the viewer's interest is focused mainly on the event
side, on the rapid alternation of exciting and sometimes incredible adventures, on spectacular
and unexpected plot twists, in this film there is no place for in-depth characterization of the
hero, no place for creating a complete artistic image. Inextricably linked to this opinion is
another — that originality and exceptionality of events in the adventure film inevitably come into
conflict with the realistic portrayal of reality. Both of these points of view are not true as applied
to the Soviet adventure film. ... To summarize, it may be said that the distinguishing qualities of
the Soviet adventure film are its high ideality, the typicality of the characters, the sharpness of
the plot, and, finally, the realistic portrayal of reality, the exceptionality of events as an
indispensable requirement of the genre” (Morozova, 1953: 54-55).

The Cinema Art also spoke out in support of the science fiction genre, as “science fiction,
which has the ability to have a great educational impact on children and young people, should
instill in our youth feelings of patriotism, devotion to their nation, instill curiosity, measure in
the power of science, love of labor, honesty, discipline, courage, comradeship splices. Therefore,
the author, writing a fantastic scenario, must pay special serious attention to the image of man —
a bold, daring innovator, tireless worker and a fiery fighter for the ideas of communism. But the
character of man, his rich spiritual world cannot be illuminated with sufficient depth outside the
big, sharp conflict of life. In the fabric of each story science fiction work should be intertwined a
variety of conflicts — small and large, everyday life and worldview. No matter how the
cosmonauts were united by the unity of purpose, they will not lose the difference of their
characters, their individual views, assessments of objects and phenomena. There are as many
people in a "starship” as there are characters, a clash of which may generate conflicts. The
deeper man gets into the bowels of nature, the more it resists and tries to keep its "secrets".
Consequently, in the "cosmic" scenario it is possible and necessary to reflect man in action, in
the struggle with nature — a struggle active, courageous, culminating in the victory of man”
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(Makartsev, 1953: 100).

The genre of film comedy was also supported by the journal. The writer and theater
historian V. Frolov (1918-1994) recalled that “Comrade Stalin's words enable one to conclude:
Soviet comedy must be funny, artistically valuable, have a fascinating form, plot, comic
provisions, juicy language, full of humour; at the same time the form must flow organically from
the content, from the comic conflict, serving to reveal ideas and vivid characters” (Frolov, 1952).
Other authors (Vinokurov, 1952: 62-69; Podskalsky, 1954: 38-51) also defended the comedy in
its social realistic and Communist party interpretation.

But in the article by V. Shklovsky (1893-1984), “On the genres of 'important’' and
‘unimportant’™ there were no quotes from Stalin and Malenkov, not even from Marx, Engels,
and Lenin. V. Shklovsky believed that “the issues of cinematic genres must be resolved in view of
the uniqueness of cinema as an art with special means of conveying and analyzing phenomena
of reality. Creating new genres we must not be afraid of the "conditional", "area" genre, the so-
called comic. Comic is a short comedy, a situation comedy, with an actor who very often moves
from one tape to another, acting in a familiar environment to the viewer, but in this
environment reveals its unexpected features, satirically illuminating reality. We must not be
afraid of conventional satirical comedy. We must also develop lyrical comedy. ... Staying true to
reality and precisely in order to convey it, Soviet cinematography must, on the basis of its
inherent possibilities, develop all the variety of genres” (Shklovsky, 1953: 30).

A. Macheret (1896-1979), a filmmaker and film critic, believed that “the problem of genres
is one of the least developed areas of Soviet film studies. And not only cinematography — to
analyze this problem has not made sufficient efforts on a broad front of the theory of art. And
still, one should not underestimate what has already been done. Soviet art criticism has
decisively demolished the old idealistic view of genres. The view of genres as fixed, non-
historical, immutable, once and for all established categories of form, sharply separated from
one another, not allowing interpenetration and having exhausted all possible genre diversity,
has been shattered. If nowadays there is no doubt about the legality of the combination of
elements of different genres in one work and about the author's right to break their borders, if
the old genre varieties are dying out and the new genre varieties are born, then we owe it not
only to the creative practice of our art development, but also to the theoretical mediation by the
Soviet art critics. However, works concerned with the consideration of genre problems suffer
from a serious drawback: as a rule, their main attention is concentrated not so much on the
positive side of the question, as on the negative: the struggle against the dogmatism of idealistic
aesthetics, which erected insuperable barriers of formal classification between the various
genres” (Macheret, 1954: 66).

The cinema critic N. Lebedev (1897-1978) returned to his favorite subject when he
published an article "On Theoretical Work on Film Art" (Lebedev, 1952: 112-117), again urging
the authorities to create a complex of “research institutions with the following structure: 1) a
sector of general film studies with offices: general film theory; film history of the USSR; film
history of the countries of people's democracy; film history of capitalist countries; 2) a sector of
feature film studies with offices and laboratories: art film theory; screenwriting; directing;
acting; set design; film music and sound design; animation; 3) newsreel and documentary sector
with rooms and laboratories: documentary film theory; newsreel cameraman sKills;
documentary film directing; 4) popular science, educational and research film sector with
classrooms and laboratories: theory and methodology of popular science film; methodology and
technique of educational films for universities and secondary schools; film direction of scientific
and educational film; camerawork of scientific and educational film; special types of filming; 5)
sector of economy and organization of cinematography with the offices: economics and
organization of film production; distribution; film network; economics of foreign
cinematography; 6) All-Union Film Museum with the departments of artistic cinematography,
newsreel and documentary film, popular science, educational and research cinematography,
economics and organization of cinematography, film technology, cinematography of people's
democracy and cinematography of capitalist countries; 7) a state film library with film
depositories, screening halls, a reference-film department, etc.” (Lebedev, 1952: 115-116).

In 1953, the Cinema Art reacted rather sharply to the article by K. Piotrovsky "What is the
‘theory of cinema', published on the pages of Soviet Art (Piotrovsky, 1953). The editorial of
Cinema Art asserted that “in his doubts and hasty judgments K. Piotrovsky left no stone
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unturned in film studies, completely crossed out all the efforts of researchers in the field of film
art. He has made it his mission to scold and to scold at all costs. He does not understand any
other kind of criticism. Piotrovsky's critical "concept" must be seen as nothing other than an
attempt to weaken the struggle for craftsmanship in art and for attention to the specifics of
individual arts and cinema in particular, as an attempt to revive the long condemned morals of
Russian Association of Proletarian Writers’ criticism” (On..., 1953: 111).

At the same time, the Cinema Art continued to struggle against bourgeois film studies,
pointing out, for example, that “there are no serious works on film theory, drama, acting or
directing in the United States. In advertising and charlatan booklets on "How to Become a
Movie Star" or "How to Write and Sell a Script,” which flood the book market, genuinely creative
problems are either not addressed at all, or are posed and resolved in terms of Hollywood-
adopted clichés and standards. The art of cinema is viewed exclusively as "business", the
specificity of cinema is reduced to "high royalties", questions of genre are interpreted as
questions of "serial production of similar films", the criterion for artistic quality is declared to be
"box-office success" ... Along with pamphlets such as these, there are also many books whose
authors, in presenting the aesthetic principles of contemporary Transatlantic culture, openly
propagandize reactionary imperialist ideology” (Avarin, 1952: 123).

And it would be, in our opinion, erroneous to claim that after Stalin's death in March 1953
the Cinema Art immediately became "thawed".

On the one hand, soon after Stalin's death cinematographer 1. Manevich (1907-1976), in
fact, spoke out against the dominance of films, dramas, the creation of which the USSR Ministry
of Cinematography carried away in the early 1950s: “Not every performance should be turned
into a film-play. You need a strict selection. A performance film cannot replace an original
feature film. Cinema cannot depend on the theater. It seems to us that we must give up
completely the shooting of theatrical dramatizations of novels and novellas. By recreating only
outstanding productions, cinema must otherwise turn directly to screenings of literary works”
(Manevich, 1953: 98).

But on the other hand, even in 1954 the "ideologically correct™ theoretical articles in the
pages of the Cinema Art continued to rely on quotations from Stalin's works (see, for example:
Groshev, 1954: 27-32). And the leading article published in the December 1954 issue of this
journal devoted to the 75th anniversary of I. Stalin, stated directly: “Under the banner of Marx-
Engels-Lenin-Stalin, under the banner of the Communist Party, under the leadership of its
Central Committee, the Soviet people, the builder of communism, are moving toward a new rise
of economy and culture, toward new victories in their peaceful creative labor and in response to
all provocations and machinations of international reaction are consolidating the indestructible
power of the socialist state — a reliable bulwark of peace throughout the world” (Stalin..., 1954:
4).

Overall, in 1954-1955, during the transition of power in the USSR from G. Malenkov (and
the supporting part of the Kremlin elite) to N. Khrushchev (and his supporters), the impression
could be gained that the Cinema Art was gradually becoming more of a film history and art
journal than an ideological one.

Thus, the film critic G. Kremlev (1905-1975) wrote that it was not only about “a completely
insufficient number of films devoted to the hero of our day, but also about the fact that even the
best of these films, reproducing the truth, did not grasp its fullness. The narrowness and
limitedness of their reflection of life sometimes manifested itself in a distortion of truth — they
look pale and far from perfect when you compare them to our immensely rich reality and to the
increased demands of people who are not satisfied with the private achievements of cinema art,
more than modest in comparison with their past successes. ... This is what confused some
authors! In their desire to present scientific and objective data about the hero they lapsed into
such objectivism that they almost completely withdrew and reduced their role to the faithful
reproduction of facts and events, weaving in and out of their hands instead of disposing of them
by the right of the artist. The pedantically understood historical truth sometimes dominated
over the truth of art, creative fantasy was hardly in flux, rationality froze emotions, factography
and chronicle substituted for drama” (Kremlev, 1954: 63, 66).

The writer, screenwriter and film historian V. Shklovsky (1893-1984) insisted that “just as
it is wrong to translate from one language into another, trying to find a correspondence to each
word, it is just as wrong to literally translate phenomena of one kind of art into another. ... It is
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just as wrong to blindly copy a story understood only as a collection of incidents, not as an
elucidation of reality through plot juxtapositions. ... The work of film staging should be
conducted in such a way that the cinematographic work brings the literary work closer to the
reader, rather than replacing it. At the same time this work enriches cinema with literary
experience. The literary experience cannot be directly replicated in the cinema, but can become
an occasion for a new analysis of reality” (Shklovsky, 1955: 22, 27).

However, in August 1955, literally on the eve of the thaw, the Cinema Art unexpectedly
returned to the fight against formalism and cosmopolitanism, and sharply opposed the classic of
Soviet cinematography — the film director Lev Kuleshov (1899-1970).

This time L. Kuleshov was accused of a "formalistic" speech at a scientific conference of
the Instute of Cinematography professors: “Throughout this entire speech in which Professor
Kuleshov justified his past formalistic mistakes, the common thread runs through the idea that
one can be a formalist, an idealist, and at the same time create realistic works of cinema. Prof.
Kuleshov argued that the directors S. Eisenstein and V. Pudovkin, creating realistic and highly
communist idealogical films such as Battleship Potemkin, Mother and others, were formalists.
Indeed, S. Eisenstein, V. Pudovkin and some other directors at the time were formalistic errors.
But even Battleship Potemkin and Mother are remarkable works of Soviet cinema, not because
their authors were formalists, but precisely because in these works they creatively overcame
formalism.

The whole history of Soviet cinema shows that only those directors created films which
were perfect in their ideological and artistic sense of art and which stood on the Marxist-
Leninist position in their understanding of art and waged an uncompromising struggle against
formalism, cosmopolitanism and other manifestations of bourgeois ideology. The
extemporaneous fabrications on the address of S. Eisenstein and V. Pudovkin only needed
Professor Kuleshov to justify his own mistakes. It was strange to hear at a scientific conference
that Kuleshov, a communist professor, was "unbearably tired" of criticisms of "montage theory",
"problems of the sitter”, mistakes of "intellectual cinema"” and so on. ... If research work had
been properly carried out in the Department of Film Directing, if research reports and lecture
transcripts had been systematically discussed, if mutual visits to lectures had been organised,
then the confused theoretical position of Professor Kuleshov would have long been noticed. The
department could have helped its colleague to overcome these mistakes. But... he was beyond
criticism of his companions in the department. But Prof. Kuleshov is one of the oldest workers
in the cinematography and one of the oldest in the Institute. His voice is listened to by young
teachers and students” (Vostrikov, 1955: 65-66).

Ironically, V. Zhdan (1913-1993), editor-in-chief of the Cinema Art, was severely
reprimanded for publishing on its pages an article about the Chinese poet and literary critic Hu
Feng who dared to oppose Mao Zedong.

So in the end, even the reanimation of harsh criticism of formalism did not help V. Zhdan
to keep his position: in 1956 he was dismissed from the post of editor of the Cinema Art (which,
however, did not become an obstacle to his further professional career in the following decades).

Conclusion. Our analysis of film studies concepts (in the context of sociocultural and
political situation, etc.) of the second decade of the journal Cinema Art (1945-1955) showed that
theoretical works on cinematic subjects during this period can be divided into the following
types:

- theoretical articles written in support of the Resolutions of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party dedicated to culture (including — cinematography) and defending the
principles of socialist realism, Communist Party in cinematography (1946-1955) (Y. Borev,
A. Burov, A. Groshev, D. Eremin, A. Karaganov, D. Pisarevsky, V. Razumny, N. Semenov,
V. Skaterschikov, V. Sutyrin and others);

- theoretical articles opposing "cosmopolitanism,” formalism, and bourgeois influence,
contrasting them with communist ideology and class approaches (1949-1955) (A. Abramov,
Y. Arbat, S. Ginzburg, I. Greenberg, I. Dolinsky, D. Eremin, S. Freilich, V. Shcherbina,
Y. Vostrikov, I. Weisfeld, and others);

- theoretical articles critical of bourgeois film theories and Western influence on Soviet
cinema (1945-1955) (G. Avarin, I. Weisfeld, etc.);

- theoretical articles devoted mainly to professional problems: the development of color in
film, genres, entertainment, film dramaturgy, etc. (1945-1955) (A. Dovzhenko, S. Eisenstein,
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A. Golovnya, L. Kosmatov, V. Lazarev, A. Macheret, M. Romm, V. Shklovsky, V. Zhdan, etc.);

- theoretical articles balancing between ideological and professional approaches to the
creation of cinematic works of art (1945-1955) (L. Belova, V. Frolov, S. Gerasimov, N. Morozova,
L. Pogozheva, V. Pudovkin, V. Turkin, G. Tushkan, I. Weisfeld, etc.);

- theoretical articles calling on the authorities to ensure organizational transformations
that would promote the intensive development of film studies as a science (N. Lebedev).
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Theoretical Concepts of Film Studies in Cinema Art Journal:
1956-1968

In this chapter we focus on the analysis of theoretical concepts of film studies in Cinema Art
journal during the "thaw" (1956—1968) of its existence, when the editors in charge were Vitaly
Zhdan (1913—1993): 1956; V. Grachev:1956, and Lyudmila Pogozheva (1913—1989): 1956—1968.
We also indicate in the Table 3 the names of the chief editors of the journal, the length of
time they were in charge of the publication, and the number of articles on film theory for each year
of the journal's publication.

Table 3. Journal Cinema Art (1956—1968): statistical data

Year of
issue of
the
journal

The organization
whose organ was the
journal

Circulation
(in
thousand
copies)

Periodicity of
the journal
(numbers per
year)

Editor-in-chief

Number of
articles on
film theory

1956

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

USSR Union of
Writers

14,1-15,2

12

V. Zhdan
(NeNe 1-10)
V. Grachev

(Ne 11)
L. Pogozheva
(No 12)

14

1957

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

USSR Union of
Writers (N2N¢ 1-5)
USSR Ministry of
Culture,
Organizing Bureau of
the Filmmakers'
Union

(NeNe 6-7).

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

Union of
Cinematographers
(NoNe 8—12).

15,7 -16,2

12

L. Pogozheva

13

1958

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

Union of
Cinematographers

19-20

12

L. Pogozheva

11

1959

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

Union of
Cinematographers

19,6 — 21,8

12

L. Pogozheva

12

1960

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

Union of
Cinematographers

19,4 -21,3

12

L. Pogozheva

1961

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

Union of
Cinematographers

23

12

L. Pogozheva

17

1962

USSR Ministry of
Culture,

Union of
Cinematographers

23— 26

12

L. Pogozheva

32
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USSR Ministry of
1963 | Culture,

Union of
Cinematographers
(NoeNe 1-5)

The State Committee 29-33 12 L. Pogozheva 28
on Cinematography of
the USSR Council of
Ministers,

Union of
Cinematographers
(NoNe 6-12)

The State Committee
1964 | on Cinematography of
the USSR Council of 26,3—28,2 12 L. Pogozheva 21
Ministers,

Union of
Cinematographers

1965 The State Committee
on Cinematography of 14
the USSR Council of 27,0—-29,5 12 L. Pogozheva
Ministers,

Union of
Cinematographers

Committee on
1966 | Cinematography
under the USSR 33,4—-354 12 L. Pogozheva 11
Council of Ministers,
Union of
Cinematographers of
the USSR

1967 Committee on
Cinematography
under the USSR 30,3—-35,8 12 L. Pogozheva 19
Council of Ministers,
Union of
Cinematographers of
the USSR

1968 | Committee on
Cinematography
under the USSR 30,4—-32,3 12 L. Pogozheva 20
Council of Ministers,
Union of
Cinematographers of
the USSR

The circulation of the Cinema Art (and it was still published monthly) from 1956 to 1968
ranged between 14,1 and 35,8 thousands copies, with a general trend towards a gradual increase.
The peak circulation of the journal of the 1930s, 28 thousands copies (1931), was first surpassed
in 1963, when the threshold of 29 thousands copies was first crossed.

The frequency of theoretical articles published in the Cinema Art during the Thaw period
ranged from a dozen to thirty per year. Thus, if during the first decade of the journal's existence
(1931-1941) 143 theoretical articles were published, and during the second decade (1945—1955)
— 194, then in 1956—1968 — 220.

Since 1957, the Cinema Art journal became an organ of the Ministry of Culture of the
USSR and the Union of Cinematographers, and from 1963 — the body of the State Committee on
Cinematography of the USSR Council of Ministers and the Union of Cinematographers. From
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1966 and for a long time after that it was an organ of the Committee on Cinematography under
the Council of Ministers of the USSR (Goskino) and the Union of Cinematographers of the
USSR.

From January 1956 to October 1956, the editor-in-chief of Art of Cinema was V. Zhdan
(1913—-1993). However, because he allowed a politically incorrect positive interpretation of a
person undesirable to the Chinese Communist Party in the publication he was entrusted with, he
was dismissed from his position. The November 1956 issue was signed by acting editor-in-chief
V. Grachev, and since December 1956 film critic Lyudmila Pogozheva (1913—1989) became the
editor-in-chief of the Cinema Art.

Film critic Yury Bogomolov wrote about the "thaw" period of the Cinema Art as follows:
“What was the journal under... editor-in-chief Lyudmila Pogozheva and her deputy Jacov
Warszawski? A company of talented editors and authors who paid tribute to official rhetoric
(about the Communist image, socialist realism, the problems of cinema, etc.) on the first twenty
or thirty pages, and on the remaining one hundred spoke to the reader “for art, for cinema, and
for life”. Cinema in those years was as much a public tribune as literature and theater...
Aesthetic considerations were easily transformed into ethical, civic and humanist. The
framework of concrete socialist humanism was quite often pushed apart, and authors invaded
the mined territory of abstract humanism. Abstract humanism... is like Bluebeard's locked
room. The masters of Soviet culture were given the key to this room, but were not permitted to
open it, on pain of death. An exception was made for especially verified masters, i.e. for the
accomplices of Bluebeard's crimes. The further from October 1917, the more people risked
unlocking it. And then the thaw and its consequences” (Bogomolov, 2001: 6).

Curiously enough, in 1960 the American magazine Film Quarterly published an article by
the film critic S.P. Hill (1936—2010), in which he tried to analyze the content of the Cinema Art
journal in 1958—1959. Without going into detail about the articles he reviewed, S.P. Hill noted,
of course, that they were politically partisan (particularly the texts by the philosopher V.
Razumny), but he praised the journal for its roundtable discussions and its attention to film
classics (Hill, 1960).

"Thawing" tendencies

The "thaw" period in the history of the Cinema Art journal is usually associated with the
appointment of Lyudmila Pogozheva (1913—1989) as editor-in-chief. This is true, but let us
speculate that had Vitaly Zhdan (1913—1993), who held that post until October 1956, continued
in office, a "thaw" would still have taken place in the journal. These trends can be clearly traced
by comparing the issues of the Cinema Art that came out under V. Zhdan's editorship. These
trends can be clearly traced by comparing the issues of the Cinema Art in 1951-1953 published
under Zhdan's editorship with the issues of the pre-Thaw period and the beginning of the Thaw
years (1954—1956). V. Zhdan reacted very quickly to the changes in the political climate in the
USSR, and in 1954-1956 the Cinema Art journal became slightly less officious and
propagandistic with each issue than before.

For example, shortly after the XX Congress of the Soviet Communist Party, where
N. Khrushchev (1894—1971) made an anti-Stalinist speech, the Cinema Art, still edited by
V. Zhdan, published an editorial in which there were very "thawed" lines: “In very recent times
we have created a lot of parade, pompous, lacquering movies in which people again and again
looked like a static and faceless mass, even though dressed in bright costumes. The cult of
personality, deeply alien to Marxism-Leninism, had a particularly pernicious effect on our
historical-biographical and military-historical films. In historical-revolutionary films and
movies devoted to the Great October Socialist Revolution, the role of the Communist Party and
the people's masses was often belittled. Even in such films as Lenin in 1918 and Lenin in
October, the outstanding role of the great V.I. Lenin, the founder of the Communist Party and
the Soviet state, was not adequately reflected. The feat of the Soviet people during the Great
Patriotic War was often portrayed on the screen from a false perspective, turning this or that
figure into a miracle-creator hero allegedly capable of solving all military and state problems
himself. The role of the people, the real creator of history, was pushed into the background.

In the postwar years, there were many movies of our collective farm village. But most of
them depicted collective farm life superficially, in embellished form, as a solid holiday, as life
without difficulties and shortcomings. These films abounded with merry feasts, mass festivities
and dances. It gave the impression that nothing but minor misunderstandings overshadowed
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the life of the collective farm village. As you know, these movies were far from the real state of
affairs in agriculture. ... More than once, criticism has undeservedly highlighted weak,
illustrative works, making an unjustified discount on the relevance and importance of the theme
and material itself, viewing complex phenomena of life through the prism of templates and
habitual schemes” (Source..., 1956. 3: 5-6).

And in this context they drew the readers' attention to the fact that the “program of great
works adopted by the XX Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union set the film-
makers a serious task — to increase the production of films, to raise their ideological and artistic
level, to ensure the production of at least 120 full-length films a year by the end of the Five-Year
Plan” (Increase..., 1956: 3).

M. Papava (1906—1975) reflected the "thaw" in his article: “Speaking about the struggle
against the consequences of the cult of personality, we must remember that the theses, the
declarative nature of many scripts and films emasculated the real life content of these works. It
was replaced by the life that the authors wanted to see in accordance with a preconceived
answer. Cinema became as it were a front porch to our Soviet reality and many real processes of
life were out of our attention. It goes without saying that works made according to such recipes
did not correspond at all to our idea of the essence of the method of socialist realism. Moreover,
they were blatant deviations from this method. It seems to me that a consequence of the cult of
personality in art has been a strange, mechanical idea that the formation of the new man of our
society does not require the same active and tense struggle as, say, the struggle for the material
basis of socialism. And as long as life did not fit into this, | would say, fatalistic notion of the
birth of a new man, we "corrected"” life in art. It is no coincidence that the Cavalier of the Gold
Star was at one time the benchmark of the Soviet artist's correct vision of life” (Papava, 1957:
86).

M. Papava's opinion was largely shared by film scholar M. Zak (1929—2011), who noted
that “the cult of personality was hostile to the nature of artistic creation. Since truths were
enumerated in advance, judgments about life were dictated and numbered, there was no need
for revelations in art. The artist was destined to play the role of popularizer. However, contrary
to the cult of personality, the vivifying process of discovery of the world captured in words,
sounds, and colors did not cease in Soviet art. Recognizing this, we need not underestimate the
damage done. The losses were not only in the past; they are also in the present. How, if not as a
consequence of the cult of personality, can one explain the still-existing tyne of the artist who is
concerned only with one thing: the supposedly "figurative" representation and transmission of
the sum of the known ideas about life to the viewer? This "sum" is not accumulated by him. He
is only its hasty dispenser. As a result, the study of reality is replaced by superficial description,
and the unique intonation of the discoverer is replaced by the usual shorthand of the know-it-all
artist” (Zak, 1962: 62).

The film scholar N. Lebedev, who was seriously criticized in the 1930s—1940s, also tried to
build himself up to the "thaw" trends. In his article with the eloquent title "The Party Leads Us"
he reminded us that there are quite a few questions that “to this day have not lost their urgency.
These are the question of the struggle for ideological purity and irreconcilability with bourgeois
ideology in our art; questions of artistry; questions of the development of such kinds of cinema
(documentary, popular-science, educational and school cinema), which still do not receive
sufficient attention; questions of research work on cinema art and a humber of others. Living
experience of history shows — always when the workers of the Soviet cinematography follow the
path indicated by the Communist Party, they achieve tremendous creative victories. In the well-
known decisions of the Central Committee of the Communist Party on issues of literature and
art adopted in the post-war years, in the decisions of the 20th Communist Party Congress, in the
speeches of Comrade Khrushchev, who on behalf of the Central Party Committee set before the
Soviet artists the tasks most closely related to the struggle for communism, our filmmakers find
ways to a new creative rise of the film art loved by the people” (Lebedev, 1958: 66).

In this, N. Lebedev's position fully coincided with that of the then USSR Minister of
Culture N. Mikhailov (1906—1982), who argued that “the art of cinema has long been recognized
by our Communist Party as a powerful ideological weapon. The task consists in ensuring that
the entire army of Soviet film workers tirelessly improved this sharp and powerful weapon and
served the Party and the people in the struggle for communism with their art, the art of high
ideas and high skill” (Mikhailov, 1958: 1).
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Film historian I. Weisfeld (1909—2003) also changed his views considerably. Whereas in
the 1930s he sharply criticized S. Eisenstein (Weisfeld, 1937), in the "thaw" of 1962, on the
contrary, he emphasized that as early as 1928 “Eisenstein, Pudovkin and Alexandrov made the
famous "Application”, in which they charted the way forward in the art of sound film. The theory
looked into the future. Is this not an example of active invasion of aesthetic thought in the living,
creative process! There are many such examples. These traditions of Soviet film theory... should
be supported and developed in every possible way. Theoreticians and critics could analyze
specific cinematic works and at the same time suggest their own working hypotheses, working
formulas which would be capable of fascinating the artist, revealing his individuality more
vividly, suggesting to him interesting and not fully explored directions in his art. ...the meaning
of our common theoretical work lies in a lively, fruitful, creative participation in the life of
cinema” (Weisfeld, 1962: 11).

Of particular interest is the ideological transformation of the views of the film director
F. Ermler (1898—1967), perhaps the most horrific expression of Stalinist ideology in his struggle
against the "enemies of the people": The Great Citizen (1937—1939). In his "theoretical” article
"The spiritual health of the artist" he first "thawed" asserted that “perhaps no form of art has not
suffered from the cult of Stalin as suffered cinematography. One man determined the fate of all
works and the fate of their authors. He decreed, allowed, forbade, planned, corrected,
completed. It's safe to say that cinema lost a lot of talented young directors, because the right to
direct was given to a small group of the "elite". The ridiculous theory of "less is better!" was
introduced. "Fewer" went so far as to make nine pictures a year, and these nine, of course, were
far from being masterpieces. The artist was afraid of not liking one person. And gradually he was
losing faith in his own ability to understand what the people needed. "Just to please him!" It was
difficult. But faith in the Communist Party helped us stand, and we stood our ground. Now
everything is behind us, and for that our great gratitude goes to the Central Committee of our
Communist Party! But words of gratitude are not enough — we artists must repay with deeds.
Our duty is to praise in our works the creative power of the people building a communist
tomorrow” (Ermler, 1962: 1-2).

However, further on in the same article F. Ermler convincingly proved that in fact he
remained largely on his former political platform: “Film as we understand it was and remains a
weapon of ideological struggle. And we have someone to fight with. ... when The Great Citizen
was released and Nevsky Prospect was decorated with flag-banners, | was proud and happy!”
(Ermler, 1962: 2, 5).

And here it is impossible not to admit that the screenwriter and film critic M. Bleiman
(1904-1973), accused of cosmopolitanism in the late 1940s, was more self-critical, admitting
that “the distortion of historical reality was a characteristic feature of a number of films. The
author of this article, one of the authors of The Great Citizen, is also guilty of this. ... The
aesthetics of the modernization of history, its distortion, ignoring real historical circumstances
and the psychology of real historical figures was an expression of the cult of personality in our
art” (Bleiman, 1963: 25).

Politics and ideology in thaw film studies

Despite the "thawed" tendencies, "ideologically aligned" articles retained a significant
place in the pages of the Cinema Art in 1956—1968.

The base article of this kind in the second half of the 1950s was, of course, the article of the
First Secretary of the Central Committee of Soviet Communist Party N. Khrushchev (1894—
1971): "For a close connection of literature and art with the life of people” composed of his
speeches delivered at the meeting with writers on May 13, 1957, at the reception of writers,
artists, sculptors and composers on May 19, 1957, and with the Communist Party activist in July
1957.

In this article published in the Cinema Art it was noted that “in a number of cases under
the influence of the general situation during the period of the personality cult in the works of
literature and art a biased, one-sided portrayal of Stalin's personality, exaggerated his merits,
while the role of the Communist Party, the role of the people did not receive a worthy display”
(Khrushchev, 1957: 10).

However, N. Khrushchev went on not only to assert the inviolability of the method of
"socialist realism"”, but also to sharply criticize "alien" and "slanderous" tendencies in Soviet
culture: “The Communist Party waged an uncompromising struggle against the penetration into
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literature and art of alien ideological influences, against hostile attacks on socialist culture. ...
We have resolutely and irreconcilably opposed one-sided, unfair and untruthful coverage of our
reality in literature and art. We are against those who seek out only negative facts in life, who
gloat about them, who try to slander and denigrate our Soviet order. We are also against those
who create masculine, sugar-coated pictures which insult the feelings of our people who cannot
tolerate any falsity. The Soviet people also reject such essentially slanderous works as
Dudintsev's book Not by Bread Alone, and such sugary, sugary films as The Unforgettable Year
1919 or The Kuban Cossacks (Khrushchev, 1957: 10, 14).

Khrushchev then moved on to the topic of fighting foreign ideological enemies,
emphasizing the "lessons" of the 1956 anti-communist uprising in Hungary: “We would not be
Marxist-Leninists if we stood aside, indifferent and passive to attempts to sneak bourgeois views
alien to the spirit of the Soviet people into our literature and art. We must take a sober view of
things, we must be aware that the enemies exist and that they are trying to use the ideological
front to weaken the forces of socialism. In this situation, our ideological weapons must be in
good working order and must work without fail. The lesson of the Hungarian events, when the
counter-revolution used some writers for its dirty purposes, is a reminder of what political
carelessness, unprincipled and uncharacteristic attitude to the machinations of forces hostile to
socialism can lead to. It should be clear to everyone that under present conditions, when there is
an acute struggle between the forces of socialism and those of imperialist reaction, one must
keep one's powder dry” (Khrushchev, 1957: 16).

Meanwhile, the "thaw" in the Soviet Union continued, as can be seen, for example, in the
Resolution of the Central Committee of Soviet Communist Party of 28 May 1958 "On the
Correction of Errors in the Evaluation of the Opera Great Friendship, Bogdan Khmelnitsky and
From the Heart" (Resolution..., 1958).

A direct reaction to this decree was an editorial in the Cinema Art journal under the title
"The Responsibility of the Artist", which stressed that this revision of the evaluation of musical
works does not mean that the other Communist Party Resolutions of the postwar years were
also incorrect: “The resolutions of the Communist Party Central Committee regarding literature
and art adopted in 1946—1948 were of tremendous importance for the development of Soviet
artistic culture. These resolutions, based on Leninist principles of the party and the people's
nature of artistic creativity, helped our art to establish itself on the right positions. They were
directed against apolitical and ideologeless, formalist tendencies, the separation of artistic
creativity from life, guided Soviet writers and artists to the creation of samples of truly popular,
realistic art” (Responsibility..., 1958: 11).

And then it was stressed once again that "the powerful force of the art of socialist realism
is in its inseparable connection with life. Life in its revolutionary development moves this art, is
to it the source of themes, subjects, and images. Socialist art, in turn, has an active influence on
life, giving its full power to the cause of building the new world. In the age when socialism has
become a world system, this new art has become an important and effective factor in the
spiritual life of peoples. It is a sharp weapon in the ideological battle between two systems-the
world of socialism, which belongs to the future, and the world of decrepit capitalism, which is
clinging in futile rage to its place on the historical stage" (Responsibility..., 1958: 11).

One of the leading theorists of the Cinema Art journal in the 1950s and early 1960s was
the philosopher and film scholar V. Razumny (1924—2011).

Ardently defending the basic principles of the "Marxist-Leninist doctrine” (often
supported by quotations from N. Khrushchev's speeches) and socialist realism, V. Razumny was
a prime example of a supporter of the "Communist party vector" of the "thaw".

On the one hand V. Razumny could allow himself to assert that “artistic truth is
fundamentally different from the figurative illustration of general ideas. It is the result of a
generalization of vital phenomena specific to art, which is commonly referred to as typification.
The misunderstanding of typification by some of our artists is one of the main reasons why
illustrativeness is so widespread in art. ... Having failed to study life deeply and thoroughly,
having failed to accumulate sufficient observations of life, an artist creates a purely speculative
sociological scheme (say, "innovator of production”, "bearer of residual capitalism",
"subversive", etc.) of the future image. From this scheme, he then proceeds to enliven the image,
more or less skilfully, with details, details, and character traits. "Individualized" in this way the
image is presented to the viewer. Once on this path, the artist gradually acquires a whole set of
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common clichés and limits his "creative" task to their virtuosic disguise. It is as if they stand
between the artist and life, shutting out its real meaning, its real processes. ... Thus, the
illustrative art creates images and schemes which function in standard situations and which are
brought to life in a purely external way. Genuine art creates typical characters in typical
circumstances, and its works are artistic discoveries and explanations of the world” (Razumny,
1956: 4-5, 10).

On the other hand, V. Razumny was convinced that “for the artist of socialist realism the
ethical ideal is a man-fighter, a revolutionary, daring to transform the world, a hero in the full
and highest meaning of the word. Critics, of course, are right to speak out against abstract
idealization, against image schemes which concentrate all the virtues (or vices) in themselves.
But criticism of idealization should not lead to the oblivion of the demand for the scale of the
hero, of his feelings and deeds, the scale that distinguishes the majestic spiritual character of the
builders of communism. ... The artist of socialist realism is above all a politician, able to
approach political generalizations through ethical collision” (Razumny, 1959: 126, 133).

B. Razumny never tired of reminding us that “the partisanship of the artist of Soviet
cinema is expressed in the worldview charge with which he saturates his film, giving it an
explosive, revolutionary force. Such is the artist of socialist realism — he is a fighter always and
everywhere! ... Socialist Realism knows no thematic limitations. Any theme can become such an
object of imaginative comprehension that allows us to put the fundamental problems of our life
and struggle” (Razumny, 1961: 12).

At the same time, “a talented artist in his own way sees and reproduces reality, in his own
way guesses, recognizes in it the features of the ideal — the features of the future. The dialectical
interpenetration of the real and the ideal is the condition for realistic artistic creativity. There
should be no hesitation in the artist — what to draw: authentic, though not ideal, reality or, for
example, the sublime, perfect, but immaterial "ideality". To see in real life a movement toward
an ideal, to recognize in our communist ideal the features that have become reality today, is the
point” (Razumny, 1962: 10).

In full accordance with the political line of the Soviet Communist Party and the slogans of
N. Khrushchev, V. Razumny fought against "harmful bourgeois influences” and "formalism” in
his articles: “Borrowing external forms, structural features of art that exist today in capitalist
countries, artists involuntarily come to shift the ideological emphasis in reflecting our reality in
these forms. An instructive lesson in this is the unfortunate attempt to apply the imagery of neo-
realism, born out of a critical rejection of the bourgeois world, to films about the Soviet man. ...
The great and socially significant content, the raising of civic issues, the truthful reflection of life
are what make a work of art interesting and contemporary, exciting and passionate in the first
place. Formal extravagance, even if it aggravates the viewer's interest, is fruitless, for in the final
analysis it is an ersatz art” (Razumny, 1961: 133-134).

At the same time, as V. Razumny stressed, “the wretched troubadours of bourgeois
propaganda, stunned by the success of Soviet cinema with the audiences of capitalist countries,
are trying in every way to denigrate it, to slander it, to reduce the public resonance of our films.
They tediously repeat the same thing: figures of the Soviet cinema are slaves of politics, deprived
of creative freedom. They are echoed by the revisionists, who seek to confuse the minds of
artists, to cut them off from the current political, moral, and social problems of the day”
(Razumny, 1961: 11). That is why, V. Razumny believed, “we should not forget about the struggle
against the corrupting influence of modern bourgeois decadence in all its forms and forms. We
need to go boldly against all the winds of modernism, not to sidestep the sharp angles and
contentious issues on which the decadents are attempting to give battle to realism, but to accept
their challenge and denounce them, showing the creative futility of formalism of all stripes, its
objective social meaning and anti-aesthetic essence. The figure of reticence does not suit us!”
(Razumny, 1961: 64).

A. Karaganov (1915—-2007), a film critic who was also one of the most notable theorists in
the Cinema Art journal during the Thaw period, was on a similarly clear ideological position.

Following the Soviet Communist Party, Karaganov tirelessly defended the principles of
socialist realism: “Recently there have been many statements abroad denying the very existence
of socialist realism. In doing so, their authors commit direct violence both to logic and to
history. ... They do not recognize the right of the epoch of socialism to its own creative method in
art, to its own artistic direction. Needless to say, both this "forgetfulness” and this
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"inconsistency" are connected with polemical passions, with a hatred of socialist realism, before
which logic falls silent... Among the opponents of Socialist Realism there are those who do not
deny its existence, but declare it a dogmatic code of art regulating creativity. ... Socialist realism
is a living creative method, not a set of fixed rules, as dogmatists have tried to make it, as some
revisionist critics are trying to present it” (Karaganov, 1957: 85, 89).

“The principles of socialist realism, freed from the dogmatic layers of past years”,
A. Karaganov wrote, “are directed both against uncertainty, half-heartedness, vagueness of
views on life, and against subjectivism, which claims to command life without regard to its real
regularities, to arbitrarily decree ways and forms of its development, to consider true in art only
what the bearers of voluntarist views like — without regard to what actually happens in real life.
What is incompatible with such an understanding of socialist realism is the vanity of the
conjuncture, the irresponsible fecklessness, the laziness of thought — the unwillingness to think
independently and the associated readiness to hastily adapt art and the facts of life itself to any
'reorganization’, to any transient slogan — without a thorough check and analysis of its causes
and possible consequences” (Karaganov, 1966: 17).

At the same time, A. Karaganov, in full agreement with the line of struggle against the
"cult of personality” initiated by Khrushchev, reminded that “for no one was easy transition
from adoration of Stalin to criticism of Stalin. This transition was helped by the Leninist
straightforwardness of the Communist Party in talking about the personality cult and its
consequences. This transition was aided by communist ideology. And only people for whom the
bureaucratic maintenance of the cult of personality has become second nature and weakened
their inner, psychic ties with the people, only they resist the fight against the consequences of
the cult of personality — if they do talk about it, then with a thousand reservations, reluctantly,
obeying the general tone and rhythm of life, as if they were following a directive, without a
counter movement of the mind and heart. It is no longer a problem for a Soviet artist to say once
again with all the necessary determination about the mistakes and crimes of Stalin. The
problem, and a very difficult one, is to convincingly, truthfully show and explain the people who
preserved their revolutionary worldview in the very years when these crimes and mistakes were
committed. To show how the people involved in the spread of the cult of personality became its
resolute critics, practical fighters against its consequences. To show the historically developing,
complex and nevertheless revolutionary integral psychology of today's builders of communism”
(Karaganov, 1963: 12).

At the same time, A. Karaganov emphasized that “it is not about weakening criticism of
the cult of personality. Our artists will often return to the themes and problems that are the
subject of Beyond the Far Away, Clear Sky, One Day in the Life of lvan Denisovich, the poets'
anti-cult poems... It's about analysis. About a truly dialectical understanding of one of the most
complex eras in our history, about a truthful portrayal of the people who formed in that era and
continue to work now, about the connection, the "revolutionary baton" of different generations
of Soviet society. ... The Communist Party criticism of the cult of personality, by analyzing
comprehensively the development of Soviet society, opens up new possibilities for an in-depth
depiction of life; it helps one understand how and why Soviet people carried the ideological
conviction of builders of the new world through the most difficult years” (Karaganov, 1963: 12).

However, soon after N. Khrushchev's resignation the tone of A. Karaganov's theoretical
articles changed significantly. A. Karaganov was well aware that the topic of the "cult of
personality" had already been pushed into the deep shadows, and wrote that it was necessary “to
assess the accumulated experience calmly and objectively, abandoning the former zigzags of
opportunistic thought and the fiery one-sidedness of transient polemics. This was all the more
important because many works of film studies of past years were written in a polemical state of
mind that hindered analysis. In saying this, 1 want to be understood correctly: it is not a
question of transforming the critic or film scholar into a chronicler who reviews the historical
paths of cinema, paying indifferent attention to good and evil, forgetting about the dramas and
prototypes on these paths. With an objective approach to what has been passed, polemics
cannot be avoided. But it is important that polemics should not hinder, but help the analysis”
(Karaganov, 1966: 14).

On the other hand, it was A. Karaganov who, in fact, called (with, of course, appropriate
support for "partisanship”, "revolutionariness" and "innovation") for the rehabilitation of the
classics of Soviet cinema, cruelly and mercilessly accused of formalism in the 1930s and 1940s:
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“In the polemical heat of the recent past we often robbed ourselves of ourselves, we
impoverished Soviet cinema — its history was presented as an alternation of errors and mistakes.
The struggle against negative phenomena (for example, against formalism) often turned into a
campaign which spread out in "divergent circles,” lashing out critical blows not only against the
negative phenomena themselves, but also against such works of Soviet cinema as were part of its
traditions, its truly great history. At one time, influenced by this kind of campaign, our
historians dissociated Eisenstein's early films from revolutionary art, regarding them as
dangerous attempts to "correct"” or "improve" realism, likening realist aesthetics to the Gospel or
the Koran — its immovability was guarded not only by casuistic dogmatic formulas, but also by
very transparent ideological threats. The polemics against some of Eisenstein's statements on
the montage method and intellectual cinema led to the fact that the main thing in his work
remained truly unappreciated. Something similar happened when discussing the early films of
Vsevolod Pudovkin, Alexander Dovzhenko, and Dziga Vertov. But now the old debates are over.
And it became clear to every thoughtful historian that it was thanks to the boldness and
unusualness of the directorial quests of Eisenstein, Pudovkin, Dovzhenko, Vertov, that the
realistic tradition received in the 1920's a development worthy of the historical changes which
occurred in the country. The revolution came to the screen, causing a revolution in the art of the
screen itself” (Karaganov, 1966: 14).

Rehabilitating the leading Soviet film directors of the 1920s, A. Karaganov immediately
came out in defense of the "socialist realist” films of the 1930s: “In some of the art criticism
works written after the 20th Congress of the Communist Party, the restoration of an objective
attitude toward early revolutionary art coexisted with a very angry evaluation of the art of the
1930s: the critique of negative phenomena associated with the cult of personality often so
fascinated and captivated those writing about film that a certain emotional barrier was placed in
the way of objective reflection” (Karaganov 1966: 15).

One of the brightest signs of the Thaw was the expansion of international contacts,
including those in the cultural sphere. In this regard, in July 1967 the Union of
Cinematographers of the USSR held an international symposium of film critics, at which a
theoretical discussion unfolded.

Speaking at this symposium, A. Karaganov — in full accordance with the party policies of
those years — emphasized, with all the encouragement of innovative approaches, “we must not
talk about turning the whole Soviet film industry in purely experimental — only for "experts",
but the activation of creative search in different areas of film-making, the increase and
clarification of aesthetic criteria, the more rigorous and thoughtful separation of the talented
from the untalented, the active support of films that solve their ideological problems at the level
of high art, and more demanding criticism Freedom of creativity in socialist society presupposes
free — by conviction, by the call of the heart — service to the people, a high sense of the artist's
responsibility to society, the mutual interest of film-makers in each other's success” (Karaganov,
1967: 37).

Film critic R. Yurenev (1912—2002) structured his theoretical articles in a similar way.

On the one hand, he reasonably complained that attempts to "create a theory" of conflict-
free works damaged Soviet cinema greatly by producing grey, dull or sugary works devoid of any
real truth in their subject matter (Yurenev, 1957: 29).

On the other hand, from article to article he repeated (not forgetting to quote
Khrushchev's speeches) the stereotypical "Communist party attitudes" about formalism,
idealism, socialist realism and "bourgeois influences": “The new tasks that confronted the
victorious people after the war were reduced to the restoration and development of the national
economy, to the further movement along the socialist path. Not all cinematographers
immediately understood these tasks correctly. Soviet films appeared characterized by cheap
entertainment, a superficial attitude to reality, and a lack of ideology. The Central Committee of
the Communist Party subjected works of literature, theater, music, and cinema that expressed
bourgeois influences to harsh criticism in a series of resolutions. The Central Committee's
resolutions on ideological issues helped Soviet cinema to overcome many significant
shortcomings. ... No, our victories were not easy to obtain, not smooth, not easy was our forty-
year road passed with honor. Bourgeois ideology had a corrosive influence on the masters of
Soviet cinema. The method of socialist realism was forged in the struggle against formalism and
naturalism. Various delusions and vestiges left their traces in many films” (Yurenev, 1957: 27,
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32).

And, of course, he did not forget to remind the journal's readers that "the Communist
Party consistently and irrefutably smashed all idealistic notions about the independence of art
from life, about the supposed freedom of artists from politics, from social struggle, ruthlessly
debunked those artists who imagined themselves 'superhumans' hovering over social processes,
beyond the class struggle” (Yurenev, 1967: 1).

The theme of socialist realism was most fully represented in a theoretical article by the
literary scholar A. Anikst (1910—1988). It stressed that “the struggle for socialist realism is for us
the continuation of that constant struggle on the ideological front which we wage against the
culture of decaying imperialism, against everything that is alien and hostile to us in the art of a
dying bourgeois society. We are contrasting the decadent, misanthropic art of the imperialist
bourgeoisie with a life-affirming art which truthfully reflects reality and consciously serves the
interests of the masses in their struggle for socialism. ... Lately it has become clear to all of us
that the cult of personality has indeed had very grave consequences for our art. It has led in
artistic practice to deviations from the very essence of socialist realism, and the theory of
socialist realism has at times been misunderstood and interpreted” (Anikst, 1957: 38-39).

A. Anikst argued that the following points of view on the concept of socialist realism have
emerged: 1. Socialist realism is a worldview. 2. Socialist realism is a principle of artistic creation.
3. Socialist realism is a style. 4. Socialist realism is the method of our art. ... of the four current
definitions of socialist realism, the one according to which socialist realism is a method is the
most correct. ... Method in art is not the sum of obligatory methods and norms, but the means to
the achievement of creative ends, the way determining the essence of an artistic movement. ...
method is the relationship of the artist to the creative tasks that confront him. The artistic
method is the artist's approach to life and the way of processing the phenomena of reality in the
process of creating a work of art. ... In socialist realism, the ideology of the revolutionary
socialist proletariat constitutes the very essence, the very core of this new art. It did not grow up
as the result of the discovery of some new technique in the field of the visual arts; it emerged as
one of the results of a progressive social movement expressing the most advanced social
consciousness of the age. It 