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CraTpsi TOCBsIIleHa PA3BUTUIO OGHOTO

13 KJIIOYeBbIX HOPMaTUBHBIX ITIOHSITUN
COLIMAINCTUYECKOTO peaan3Ma — «Tpa-
OVLMN 1 HOBATOPCTBO» — Ha MaTepu-

ajie MepBhIX UCTOPUI COBETCKOTO KMHO:
«VlcTOpMUN COBETCKOTO KMHOMUCKYCCTBA»

H. M. Nesynrosa n «O4epKoB UCTOPUN
knHo B CCCP» H. A. JIe6enena. CunrTaercs,
YTO IIMOHEPOM ee MUCITOIb30BaHMs (B «UCTO-
pun» KnHO) 661 KnHOBex H. JleGenes,
TTOCKOJIBKY ero «O4epKu MCTOPUMN KMHO

B CCCP» 1947 r. 66111 1epBOV (OITyOINKO-
BaHHOI1) UCTOPUEI COBETCKOTO KMHeMa-
Torpada. Pyxomnmucs «VicTopust coBeTcKoro
KMHOWMCKyCCTBay (KpaHsis gaTa Hamnmca-
Hns — 1941 1.) H. Vleaynrosa (1899-1941)
TaK 1 He GblIa OITyOIMKOBaHa, XOTs dak-
TUYeCKM 3TO IepBast UCTOPUS COBETCKOTO
KnHO. CpaBHEHME «UCTOPUIt» ABYX OCHOBO-
ITOJIO)KHUKOB OTe4YeCTBEHHOT'O KUHOBEAeHMsI
ITO3BOJIUT IIPOCJIENUTD Pa3BUTIE GOPMYJIIBI
«TpaguLU1 — HOBATOPCTBO® Ha MaTepuasue
MICTOPUM COBETCKOTO KMHO. [T1TaBHOE BHU-
MaHMe yneneHo pykonncu H. Mesyurosa,

O HOVi U3 ITepBBIX GYHAAMEHTATbHBIX UCTO-
PV COBETCKOTO KMHO, IO CUX ITOP He BBe-
JIeHHOVI B HAY4YHBI 060POT.
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ABSTRACT

The article is devoted to the develop-
ment of one of the key normative con-
cepts of socialistic realism — traditions
and innovations — based on the first

files of soviet priduction: «The History
of Soviet Film Art» by N. M. Iezuitov and
«Sketches of a History of Soviet Cinema»
by N. A. Lebedev. It is supposed that

the pioneer who used it (in the «his-
tory» of cinema) was N. A. Lebedev

the film scholar as his work was the first
published Soviet cinema art history.

The draft of Tezuitov’s book (dated

1941) was not published so far though

it was the first history of soviet cinema.
Comparing of these two «histories» writ-
ten by the founders of our Cinema stud-
ies can help to follow the development
of the «traditions — innovatons» concept.
The main attention is paid to the Iezuitov
work that was one of the first fundamen-
tal histories of the soviet cinema that has
not been yet included into the scholar
studies.
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KIIOYEBbIE CJIOBA: H. Ve3yumos,

H. Jle6edes, KyavbmypHoe Hacaedue, mpaouyuu
U HOBAMOPCMBO, UCMOPUS. COBEMCKO20 KUHO,
00pesoNUUOHHAS PYCCKA KUHeMamozpadus,
Popmanuszm.

Ormnmno3nuunm «cTapoBaTOpPhl M HOBA-
Topsl» (K. MaseBny), «apxancTsl

1 HoBaTOphI» (0. ThIHAHOB), «HOBA-
TOPBI U IIYPUCTBI», KTPALULIMOHAIN -
CTBI 1 HOBATOPBI» U T. . BOCXOAST

K IIPOTUBOIIOCTABJIEHNIO «CTApPOTO»
"1 <HOBOTO», KOTOPO€ Pe3KO aKTy-
aJIM3nNpOBaIOCh BO BPeMsl KyJIb-
TypHOW peBomoLMn. VicTokn
OINO3NLNN «TPagULIUM — HOBA-
TOPCTBO» CIefyeT UCKATh B geba-
Tax 06 OTHOLIEHWUN K KYJIbTYp-
HOMY HacJIe[I1I0, B KOTOPBIX
MIPUHUMAaIN y4acTne PyTypUCTHI,
usneHsbl [IponeTrkynbTa, B. JleHnH,
A.JIyHavapckuin n gp. [1,c. 61-64].
M. 3amambaHm yKa3blBaeT, UTO Bja-
CTW, TTIOHSBLIEN YTONMN3M IIPOrPaMM
JIE®a n [IponeTKynapTa, IPUILIOCH
IaTh 3aQHUN X0, 1 6aIaHCUPO-
BaTh MeXKY «IIPeeMCTBEHHOCTBIO /
M3MEeHYMBOCTBIO (II03Ke 3TO GyeT
Ha3bIBAThCS IPOGIEMON «Tpagn-
LMii 1 HoBaTopcTBa»)» [1, c. 61].

B mosgHen coBeTCKOM HayKe UCTOKN
ITpO61eMBI OTHOCUIIUCH K «JIEHUH-
CKOMY Y4€HMIO O KyJIbTyPHOM
HacCJIefICTBe», TO eCTb HeOOXOAN -
MOCTM TOYHOTO 3HAHWUSI KYJIBTYPHI,
CO3/IaHHOV BCeM pa3BUTUEM YeJIo-
BeuecTBa, U ee repepaboTku [2].
CMbIcIOBast KOHPUIypalus OIIo-
3ULNM 6BUTA TUHAMUYHON (OT ITOJI-
HOTO B3aVMOMCKIIOUeHMsI ITOHSTUN
IO X OVaIeKTUYeCKOTO eqUH-
CTBA), KaXXABIN pa3 IO BEpTasich

KEYWORDS: N. Yesuitov, N. Lebedev, cultural
heritage, traditions and innovations, history
of the Soviet cinema, pre-revolutionary Russian
cinema, formalism.
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Oppositions are «starovators

and innovators» (K. Malevich),
«archaists and innovators»

(Y. Tynyanov), «innovators and
puristsy, «traditionalists and inno-
vators», etc. go back to the oppo-
sition of the «old» and «news,
which sharply actualized during
the cultural revolution. The roots
of the «traditions and — inno-
vations opposition should be
sought in the debate about rela-
tion to the cultural heritage,

in which the futurists take place,
the Proletkult members, V. Lenin,
A. Lunacharsky, etc. [1, p. 61-64].
M. Zalambani indicates that

the authorities, who understood
the utopianism of the LEF and
Proletkult programs, had to reverse
and balance between «continu-
ity / variability (later it will be
called the problem of «tradi-

tion and innovation»)» [1, p. 61].
In the late Soviet science, the ori-
gins of the problem were raised

to the «Leninist doctrine of cul-
tural heritage». It means that

the need for accurate knowledge
of the culture created by the whole
development of humanity, and

its processing [2]. Semantic con-
figuration of this opposition was
dynamic (from the total mutual
exclusion of concepts to its dialec-
tic unity),each time undergoing



130

1 O sapuanmax 3aznasus
amoti knuezu H. Me3zyumosa
em. [16,c. 120-121].

TepeoIpeie/IeHNIO B XOJle BaX-
HeMIINX IUCKYCCUN O INTepaType,
s3bIKe, UcKyccTse (IlepBoIii cbhesn
Coroza mucarenen 1934 r., kamrna-
HUs TPOTUB popMann3Ma 1 HaTy-
panmmsama 1936 1., mocTaHOBJIeHNe
LIK 06 ontepe Mypagnenu «Bennkas
opyk6a» 1948 r.m ip.) [ 3, c. 492 -
502]. Ecsint B X0[1€ TIOJIEMUKN
1920-x rT. (B HeM 0CcO6YIO POIb
Urpasn aBaHTapJgUCTBHL, IJIsI KOTO-
PBIX HOBAaTOPCTBO OBLIIO 5CTETU-
YeCKUM IIPUHIUIIOM) TTIOHSTUS
elle MPOTUBOIIOCTABJISINCE, TO,
Kak rmuireT b. MeH11e1b, «11OCie
KaHOHM3aL NN “JIEHMHCKOW Teo-
puM OTpa>keHMs1”, IpOUCLIeIIeNn
mexny 1929 n 1932 romamu, o6a
TTOHSITWUS YK€ BBICTYTAIOT KaK paB-
HOLleHHble, paBHOIIPaBHbIe “OCHO-
BOIIOJIararole IPUHLUIIBL” HOBOM
acTeTurm» [ 3, c. 492].

YTo KacaeTcs: CMBICJIOBOTO pas-
BUTWS OINIIO3ULIMM HAa MaTepuaie
KMHO, TO CIIeLIMaJIbHOTO MCCIeloBa-
HUsI HANTU He yhanock. CunraeTcs,
YTO NMMMOHEPOM €ee MUCIIOIb30Ba-
HUS (B «<MCTOPUUY KMHO) GBI KU~
HoBen H. Jle6eneB, TOCKOIBKY eTro
«Ouepxun ncropmn knuHo B CCCP»
1947 r. 661111 MepBoii (Oy6sIN-
KOBaHHOW1) UCTOPMEN COBET-
cKoro kmHemarorpada. Pykonnce
«VlcTopusi COBETCKOTO KMHOU-
cKyccTBa»! (KpariHss JaTa HaIm-
caHust — 1941 r.) H. MleayntoBa
(1899-1941)
Tak 1 He 6bLIa
oIny6aMKoBaHa
(B 1958 1. 6p1IT2
OIy6IMKOBaHA

aredefinition in the major discus-
sions about literature, language
arts (first Congress of the Writers’
Union in 1934, campagne against
formalism and naturalism

in 1936, Resolution of the Central
Committee on Muradeli’s opera
«Great Friendship» in 1948, and
others) [3, p.492-502]. If during
the negotiations of the 1920s

(in which avant-gardists played a
special role, for whom innovation
was an aesthetic principle) the con-
cepts were still contrasted, then,
as Menzel writes, «after the can-
onization of the «Leninist the-
ory of reflection» that occurred
between 1929 and 1932, both con-
cepts already are used as equal
«fundamental principles» of new
aesthetics» [ 3, p.492].

As for the semantic development
of the opposition on the film mate-
rial there is no special research.

It is believed that the pioneer who
used it (in the «historys of cinema)
was film critic N. Lebedev, because
his “Sketches of a History of Soviet
Cinema” in 1947 was the first (pub-
lished) history of Soviet cinema.
The manuscript of “The History

of Soviet Film Art” ! (deadline

of writing — 1941) of N. Iesuitov
(1899-1941) was never published
(in 1958 the first chapter was pub-
lished with sub-
stantial editing).
Comparison

of the «sto-
ries» of the two

1 On the variants of the
title of this N. Iesuitov’s
book see: [16, p. 120-
121]7.
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IepBasi IJIaBa C CyLeCTBEHHOW pe-
nakTypon). CpaBHeHUE «UCTOPUIL»
IIBYX OCHOBOIIOJIOKHMKOB OTeve-
CTBEHHOTO KMHOBeIeHUsI [IO3BOJIUT
MpOCIeUTb pa3BUTHE GOPMYIIBI
«TpaguLMn — HOBAaTOPCTBO» Ha Ma-
Tepuaje UCTOPUN COBETCKOTO KMHO.
Knura «ITyTn xysoskecTBeH-
Horo ¢unbmay (1934) H. MesynroBa
(TTepBast UCTOPUS COBETCKOTO KMHO)
Ha4YMHAaeTCs C ONpefesIeHNs «HO-
BaTOPCTBa», 6arogapsi KOTO-
POMY COBETCKO€e KMHO CTajIo U3-
BECTHO «TPYZASALIMMCS BCETO MUPAs:
«ITom HOBaTOPCTBOM MBI pasyMeeM
IIpe’KIe BCero HOBaTOPCTBO Ueli-
HoOe, IIpoIara’Ay KuHeMaTorpadu-
YeCKMMU CPefCTBaMM COLMAINCTN -
YeCKOT'O CTPOsI 1 eT0 UCTOPUUECKON
Hen36eXHOCTN. A 3aTeM yxKe, I10-
CKOJIPKY HOBOE€ COZlep>KaHMe HyXK-
IAJIOCh B HOBOM 060JIOUKe, — HO-
BaTOpCTBO hOopMEL. ([lanee ciemyer
cHocka: «<HoBaTopcTBoO B 06:1a-
cTU GOpMBI OTHIOAb HEe COOTBET-
CTBOBaJIO (POPMAIN3My B KMHO;
IIOCJIeJHUI GBI Bpaske6eH m1c-
TUHHOMY HOBaTOPCTBY COBETCKOTO
dunemars. — C. V.)» [4,c. 7-8].
«VmeriHOe» 1 «XyIOXKeCTBEeHHOe»
HOBAaTOPCTBO, O 1e3ynToBYy, He-
OTAEeNNMBI APYT OT Apyra 4, c. 8].
HoBoe npoxagsiBanao cebe JOpory
yepe3s KJIaCCOBYI0 60pbOY O cTa-
PBIM MUPOM, CTapbIMU TeH/eHLI-
aMn. B uctopmn coBeTcKoro KMHO
BOIUJIOIIEHNEM CTaporo cTajia
JIOopeBOOLMOHHas (OypsKyas-
Has) knHeMaTorpadmus. Ee Hace-
IO IPOTUBOIIOCTABIISIETCS XPO-
HUKa BpeMeH ['pa>kIaHCKO BOMHBI,

founders of Russian film studies will
make it possible to trace the devel-
opment of the «tradition — inno-
vation formula» on the basis

of the history of Soviet cinema.

The book “The Paths of Fiction
Film” (Puti khudozhestven-
nogo fil’'ma) (1934) by N. Iesuitov
(the first history of Soviet cinema)
begins with the definition of «inno-
vation», thanks to which Soviet
cinema became known to «work-
ing class people of the whole
worlds: «Under innovation, we
mean, first of all ideological inno-
vation propaganda by the cine-
matic means of the socialist sys-
tem and its historical inevitability.
And then since the new content
needed a new covering — an inno-
vation of form. (A footnote fol-
lows: «Innovation of the form does
not correspond to the formalism
in cinema; the latter was hostile
to the true innovation of the Soviet
film.» — S. U.)» [4,p.7-8].

«Idealistic» and «artistic» inno-
vation, according to Iezuitov,
are inseparable from each
other [4, p. 8]. The new made
its way through the class strug-
gle with the old world, the old
trends. In the history of Soviet
cinema, the pre-revolutionary
(bourgeois) cinematography has
become the embodiment of the old
one. Its legacy is opposed by
the chronicle of the Civil war,
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arMTKu, KOTOPBIe BKYIIe C BBICKa-
3pIBaHMsIMU JIeHMHa, TapTum-
HBIMW peLIeHUSIMU U IeKpeTaMn
IIPaBUTEIbCTBA IIPUBEJIN K POXKIe-
HUIO COBETCKOTO KMHOUCKYCCTBA.
Crenmyromast orepauusi — IMpOTUBO-
ITOCTaBUTB UCTMHHOMY HOBAaTOP-
CTBY JIO)KHOe — dopmannam. Tax,
JI. KysewoB co3pan «KoIy pop-
Masnnama, CBefisi HOBaTOPCTBO Ha-
LIero NCKYCCTBAa K HOBATOPCTBY
dopmer» [4, c.48]. 1. BepToB ke,
npogosrkast GopMabHbIe TTIOUCKU,
BCTaJI IIO OTHOIIeHU!o K Kysemosy
B OIIIIO3UILINIO, OCBaMBasi «COBET-
CKYIO TeMaTUuKy». «<HoBaTopcTBO»
TeCHO CBsI3aHO C aHTUTE30M1 «pe-
anm3M — popmanmnams (6oprda
peanm3Ma C «aHTUpeaTncTnde-
CKMUMU TeHAeHInsIMM»). OueBUIHO,
YTO «peanmn3ms (Kak «uaeHoes)
TO>KEe BXOAWUT B ITIOHSITNE «UCTUH-
HOTro» HoBaTopcTBa. OTHOLIEeHNe
K popMmanm3my y Mesynrosa gBo-
sIKOe: BO3MO>KHO, OH U «BpaXk[e-
GeH», OJTHAKO ero CIenyeT IO -
YMHUTD «GOJIBIINM COLMATBbHBIM
npesM» (B 3ToM Ve3ynTos cienyer
JICHMHCKON PopMyJie ITlepepaboTK
KyJIBTYpHOTrO Hacneans). Tak, Ho-
BaTOPCTBO DMi3eHIITeNHA — He dop-
MaJIn3M, IIOTOMY YTO OH «PYKOBO/I -
CTBOBAJICSI B pabOTe BhIBEPEHHBIMU
MoanTUYecKnMun popmynamu. <...>
IOOUIICS OPraHNYeCcKOTo CIIaBa
3JIeMEeHTOB MHOTOOGPa3HOTO KYJIb-
TYPHOTO HaclencTnas [4,c. 81].

B xHure «Vcropus coBer-
CKOT'O KMHOUCKYCCTBa» (Ha-
see — «VlcTopusi») cOXpaHs-
eTCsl Ta e JIOTUKA B OTHOLIEeHUN

agitation, which led to the birth
of the Soviet cinema together with
Lenin’s statements, the Party’s
decisions and the government’s
decrees. The next operation

is to oppose the true innovation
and the false one — formalism.

L. Kuleshov created «a school

of formalism, reducing the inno-
vation of our art to the inno-
vation of the form» [4, p. 48].

D. Vertov continuing the for-

mal search, stood up in the oppo-
sition to Kuleshov, working with
the «Soviet theme». «<Innovations is
closely connected with the antith-
esis of «realism — formalism» (real-
ism struggles with the «anti-re-
alistic tendencies»). Obviously
«realism» (as «ideologicals) is also
presented in the concept of «true»
innovation. Iezuitov’s attitude

to the formalism is twofold: may
be, he is «hostiles, but he should
be subordinated to «big social
ideas» (saying this Iezuitov fol-
lows Lenin’s formula of rethink-
ing of cultural heritage). So,
Eisenstein’s innovation is not for-
malism, because it is «guided by
the political verified formulas <...>
and came to the organic unity

of the elements of the diverse cul-
tural heritage» [4, p. 81].

In the book «The History
of Soviet Film Art» (hereinafter —
«History») the same logic is retained
inrelation to pre-revolutionary

© TUTUC. TEATP. XKUBOTMUCh. KNHO. MY3bIKA. 2019/2  «HA DKPAHAX MIPA»
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JIOPeBOMIOLMOHHON KMHeMa-
Torpadun. Ipyroe ngesno, uame-
HWJICSI KOHTeKCT. Eciin paHee
Me3ynToB paccMaTpuUBaJj COBET-
CKOe KMHO KaK KayeCTBEHHO HOBOe
sIBJIeHe, OTpuljalollee «II0 Cylle-
CTBY 1 IO GOpMe LOPEeBOIOLIMOH-
Hyio K.» [5, ¢. 307], To B «VcTopumn»
y>Ke IOsIBIsIeTCs I1aBa «Pycckui
knHemaTorpad B 1908 —1917 rr.».
CBs13aHO 5TO 6BLJIO CO CMeHOM
«KPaCHOT'O MaTPUOTU3Ma» «COBET-
CKMM NaTpnOTU3MOM» B 1930-e IT.
Ecnn B mepBOM ciry4ae, Kak IMMIIET
A. Iy6poBCcKMil, OPEBOJIOLIMOHHOE
MIPOIIIOe OYEPHSIIOCH, TO BO BTO-
POM — NMPU3HABAIOCh JOCTON-

HBIM F'OPJIOCTM «3a BeJINKNE JOCTM-
’KeHWSI CBOeN CTPaHBbI B IIPOIJIIOM

M HacTosieM» |6, c. 48]. CmeHa aTa
He O3HavajIa yIpas3gHeHUs Iep-
BOTO ITOCTI€HUM, HO, KaK NMUIIeT

E. Jo6peHko, co3maBaina guajek-
TUYECKNUI MOJIIOC, KITO3BOJISTIONINM
MOHTUPOBATH U ITIePEeUHTEPIIPETN -
pOBaTh UCTOPUYECKUI MaTepna

B COOTBETCTBUN C aKTyaJIbHBIMU
NparMaTmniecKuMm TpeboBaHU-

amu Bractus [ 7, c. 53]. KoukperHo
9TO BBIPA3WJIOCh B KPUTMKE Ta-
3eTsl «KnHO» B anpec Mezyntosa

1 3. ApHOJIBIN (32 CTATBIO
«Kunemarorpadus» B 5CI), B koTo-
PO, IOMMUMO IPYIMX O6BUHEHUN,
GBLJIO 1 OTPULIAHNE CBSI3U JJOPEBO-
JIIOLIMOHHOW KMHeMaTorpadumn ¢ co-
BeTCKoM [ 8, c. 3], n B mocienyouem
3acelaHnM Kadenpbl KUHOBE eHNUS
Bo BI'MKe 3 ntons 1937 r. no no-
BOAY 5TOV cTaThu [9].

cinema. Another thing is that

the context has changed. If earlier
Iezuitov considered Soviet cinema
as a qualitatively new phenome-
non, denying «prerevolutionary
cinema in essence and in form» [ 5,
p.307], than the special chapter
«Russian cinema in 1908 —1917»
appears in «History». It was con-
nected with the change of «red
patriotism» by «Soviet patriotism»
in the 1930s. If in the first case, as
A. Dubrovsky writes, the pre-rev-
olutionary past was blackened,

in the second case it was recog-
nized as pride worthy «for the great
achievements of the country

in the past and present» [6, p. 48].
This change did not mean that

the first is abolished by last, but,
as E. Dobrenko writes, it cre-

ated a dialectical pole, «allowing
to mount and reinterpret histor-
ical material in accordance with
the actual pragmatic demands

of the authorities» [7, p. 53]. It has
specifically resulted in the critic
of the «Kino» newspaper in address
to Iezuitov and E. Arnoldi (for

the article «Cinematography»

in the Big Soviet Encyclopedia),
in which, among other charges,
there was the denial of the con-
nections between the pre-revolu-
tionary and Soviet cinematogra-
phy [8, p. 3], and the subsequent
meeting of the cinema studies
department at VGIK on June 3d,
1937 caused by this article [9].
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Me3ynToBY NPULLIOCHh CKOPPeK-
TUPOBATh CBOIO MTO3ULMIO O HACIe -
CTBe, YTO, CYAs 1O TeKCTY, BaJOCh
emy ¢ Tpygom. OT IIOJTHOTO OTpULia-
HWS OH Nepelles K TaKTUKe BBIHYX-
JleHHOTO IIPU3HaHUs JOCTOMHCTB.
JopeBomMoLMOHHAs KMHeMaTorpa-
dus B «VcTopum» npencraeT B 06-
pas3e 60JIPHOT'O OpPraHM3Ma, JINILIeH-
HOT'O peaan3Ma 1 HOBaTOPCTBA.
JocTukeHUs 3TOTO Nepuoa Ipmu-
3HAIOTCS «MUKPOCKOIINYECKUMMY,

a OTJIeJIbHBIE KITIPOTPECCUB-

Hble» waru (f. IIpoTazaHosa,

E. Bayspa) — sunuIb Kak «IIpo6m-
BaIOLMNICS PydeekK UCKYCCTBa.
Tem He MeHee nTorn Mesaynron
MIPU3HAaeT «He OTPULIATEJIbHBIMUY,
TIpeskze BCero, B TPeX CMBIC-

Jlax: pycckast KuHeMaTorpadus,
BO-II€PBBIX, OblJIa He IPOBUH-
masabHa (Ha «3aJBOpKax» eBpo-
IIeVICKOTO KMHO), HO — CaMOCTO-
ATeJIbHA B pellleHN TBOPYeCKUX
3a1a4; BO-BTOPBIX, OHA IIPUOT-
KpbL1a BO3MOXHOCTY KMHOUCKYC-
CTBa M IIePCIIeKTUBY ero pa3Bu-
TWUs; B-TPeThUX, O0JIbILIAS YaCTh
KaJIpOB, €10 BOCIIUTAaHHBIX, T1e-
pellsia paboTaTh B COBETCKU
knHemarorpad [ 10, u1. 104—-107].

C npuxomoM peBOIOLNN, KO-
TOpast 6yKBaJIbHO «KacaeTcs» K-
HeMaTorpada, YTOObI «BBIYUCTUTD
cTapoe, OMepTBeJIoe; BBIPaCTUTh
HOBOe, kuBoe» [ 10, 1. 108], B KnHO
MpOUCXOZAT nepeMeHsl. OfHa
TONIBKO ppasa JIeHnHa o «BaskHeu-
LIeM M3 UCKYCCTB» CTAaHOBUTCS H,eil-
cTBUEM («IeVICTBEHHOW UCTUHOY),
NIpOTPaMMOVi; OHa CO3T,aeT ITOYBY»

Tezuitov had to correct his posi-
tion on inheritance, which, judging
by the text, was difficult for him.
From complete denial, he turned
to the tactics of forced recogni-
tion of virtues. Pre-revolutionary
cinematography in the «History»
appears as a sick organism,
devoided of realism and innova-
tion. Achievements of this period
are recognized as «microscopic»,
and individual «progressives» steps
(J. Protazanov, E. Bauer) — only
as «a spring of art». Nevertheless
he admits the results as «<not neg-
ative», primarily in three mean-
ings: Russian cinema, at first, was
not a provincial one («backyards
of European cinema), but indepen-
dent in solving creative problems;
secondly, it has opened the possi-
bilities of cinema and the perspec-
tive of its development; thirdly,
the majority of the people brought
up by it then start working for
the Soviet cinema [10, 11.104-107].

After the revolution, which
literally «touches» cinema,
in order to «get rid of the old
one, the dead one; to grow new,
alive» [10,1.108] a lot of changes
take place in the cinema. Lenin’s
phrase about the «most import-
ant of the arts» becomes an
action («effective truths), a pro-
gram,; it creates the «ground»
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ILJISI pOCTa COBETCKOTO KMHO. «OH
Bepws 1 3HaJI, YTO Ha 61arofaTHoOM
COBETCKOM ITOYBe “IOJIXKHO BBIpa-
CTU JeNCTBUTEIBHO HOBOE, BeJIN-
KOe KOMMYHUCTUYEeCKOe NCKYCCTBO,
KOTOpOe co34acT POpMy COOT-
BETCTBEHHO CBOEMY COJlep’KaHMIo”
(Knapa LletkunH, “Bocriommnuanns
oJleunne”, 1933)s, — nuurer
Vesynros [ 10, 1. 148]. HoBaTopcTBO
CBSI3aHO C aHTUTE30W «cozeprKa-
Hue — dopmay. [Tocae kaHOHN-
3alUM «T€OPUN OTPasKEHUSI», TN -
et B. MeH1Iesb, <HOBATOPCTBOY
MpeBpallaeTcs «13 YncTo dop-
MaJIbHOW KaTeropun B KaTero-

PUIO COZlep>KaTeIbHY0» (C ITog4m-
HeHMeM pOpMabHBIX 3JIeMeHTOB
«COZeprKaTeIbHOV HaIlIpaBJIeH-
HOCTU XYyJI0’KeCTBEHHOTI'O BbICKa-
3BIBaHUS®) [ 3, €. 496]. Tak, «...nc-
TUHHOE HOBAaTOPCTBO 3aKJII0YaeTCs
He CTOJIBKO B OPUT'MHaJIbHON popMe
" HOBBIX IIPMeMax, CKOJIBKO B HO-
BOM COJZlep>kKaHuM, B IPaBOUBOM
M306paXkeHn COOBITUI 1 10N
peBomouunns [ 10, 1. 334]. 3acayra
BepToBa — «...He B OJHUX NTOMCKaX
dopmbI <...>a B TOM, YTO PeXKUC-
cep CTPeMWICsl B Mepy CWJI U BO3-
MOYKHOCTeW OTPas3snTb COOBITUS

1 nagen Besmkoi OKTsA6pbCKO CO-
LMaINCTUYeCKON peBooLnn <...>
ComeprkaHue 1, IIIaBHBIM 06pa-
30M, COflep’KaHne — BOT, UTO OTJIN-
yaeT BepToBa OT JOKyMeHTaINCTOB
IPYyIUX CTpaH, Hafp., oT PyTrMmaHa,
MBenca, ®nasprus [11, 1. 300].

W xoTsa npuopuTeT comepKa-

HUs BCe BpeMsI oA YepKuBa-

eTcs, popMa nmeeT 3HaYeHue:

for the growth of Soviet cin-
ema. «He believed and knew that
on the fertile Soviet soil, «new,
great communist art must grow,
which will create a form accord-
ing to its content» (Klara Zetkin,
«Memories of Lenins, 1933)s»,
writes Iezuitov [10, 1. 148].
Innovation is associated with

the antithesis of «<content — formp».

After canonization of the «the-
ory of reflections, B. Menzel
writes, «innovation» turns «from
a purely formal category into

a category of contents (with

the subordination of the for-
mal elements to the «content ori-
entation of the artistic utter-
ance») [3, p.496]. So, «...true
innovation lies not so much

in original form and methods
but in the new content, in a true
depiction of the events and peo-

ple of the revolutions [ 10, p. 334].

Vertov’s merit is «...not only

in the searching for the form <...>
but in the fact that the direc-

tor tried to reflect the events

and ideas of the Great October
Socialist <...> Content and,
mainly, content — this is what
distinguishes Vertov from docu-
mentary filmmakers from other
countries, e. g. from Rutman,
Ivens, Flaherty» [11,1.300]. And
although the priority of the con-
tent is underlined all the time,
the form still matters: «Of course,
realism is the basis of Soviet art.
But realism without expressive-
ness, unleavened realism is not
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«PaszymeeTcs, peasinsm — oCHOBa
coBeTcKoro uckyccraa. Ho pea-
13M 6e3 BBIpa3nTeIbHOCTH, pea-
JIN3M IIPECHBIN — 3TO ellje He TOT
CTWIb, 0 KOTOPOM MeUTaJu XyJ0XK-
HUK/ — U KOTOPOTO KakAaJl Ha-
poxn,. CounanncTuiecknii peaansm
TpebyeT XyJ0KeCTBeHHO BbIpasu-
TeJIBHOCTW U 5Ty BBIPa3UTEIbHOCTD
cTpeMuiInuchk HanTu KosnHiles

n Tpay6epr» [ 10, 1. 428 —429].

AHanmn3npys TBOpYeCTBO
®IKCos, Me3ynTos nepeunciser
IJIaBHBIe COCTABJIAIOIINE NX HOBA-
TOPCTBA: «...JIUTepaTypHBbIE JO-
CTOMHCTBA <...> (IpaMaTyprus
1 paboTa 1o N3y4eHUIO CpeJibl U aT-
Mocdepbl IeNCTBUs), B COeANHe-
HUM C BBIPa3UTEJIbHOCTDIO aKTep-
CKOT'O MCKYCCTBA U )KUBOIIMCHOCTBIO
1306pa3nUTeIbHOTO IIOCTPOe-

Hust» 10, 71. 458]. B 3TOM CMBICTE
1e3ynTOB cileflyeT oIpeieIeHUIO,
IaHHOMY B «I1yTsx Xy#osKeCTBEeH-
HOTO puibMay, Tae naemnHas n xy-
J0>KeCTBeHHasi CTOPOHBI CJIUTBI
BOenunHO. Vx coros Ve3ynTos Ha-
3bIBaeT B «/lcTOpUNY IO-Pa3HOMY:
«TJIYyOVMHOW COZeP>KaHMUs U OpU-
TMHAIBHOCTBIO GOpMEI» [ 10,

1. 460], «BesmKkas mpasga cofep-
»KaHWS U XYA0>KeCTBeHHas IpaBja
dopme» [10, 1. 516].

OTpenpHBIN MHTEpeC NIpef-
CTaBJISIOT IIPeXK/ie BCero Be Iof -
riaBbl raBsl 111 «@opmupoBanme
KnHouckyccTBa (1922-1925)»:
«TeopeTnueckue criopsr» 1 «Crapoe
1 HOoBOe». OnunchIBas IUCKYC-
cun o 6yAyleM KMHO Havana
1920-x rT., Mle3ynToB OTMeyaer,

yet the style that artists dreamed
of — and which the people craved.
Socialist realism demands artis-
tic expression and this expres-
sion Kozintsev and Traubergtried
to find» [10, 11. 428 —429].

Analyzing the creativity
of the FEKS art, Iezuitov names
the main components of their inno-
vation: «...literary advantages <...>
(drama and work on environment
and atmosphere of action), in con-
nection with the expressiveness
of actor’s art and the pictoriality
of construction» [ 10, p. 458]. In this
sense Iezuitov follows the defini-
tion given in the «Paths of the fic-
tion film», where the ideologi-
cal and artistic sides are merged
together. Their union Iezuitov
names in «History» differently:
«the depth of the content and orig-
inality of the form» [10, 1. 460],
«the great truth of the con-
tent and the artistic truth
of the form» [10,1.516].

Two subchapters are particu-
larly interesting, from the Chapter
IIT «<Formation of cinema art
(1922-1925)»: «Theoretical dis-
putes» and «Old and new».
Describing discussions about
the future of cinema in the early
1920s, Iezuitov notes that disputes

«HA SKPAHAX MINPA>
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YTO HECOMHEHHOe BIIMUsIHNE Ha HUX
OKaszaJIn CIIOPHI O TeaTpe (C OIIOo3u-
uneni: MXAT, Masblii TeaTp — Te-
aTp Memnepxonbpna, KamepHsin Te-
aTp, ONBITHO-reponYecKnn TeaTp),
HO y KnHeMaTtorpada 6s11m cob-
cTBeHHBbIe 3amaun. [Ipexxne Bcero
06CY>KIaJICs OTIBIT JOPEBOJIOLIN -
OHHOTI'O 1 UHOCTPaHHOTO K1He-
MmaTorpada (yalie Bcero — aMe-
pukaHckoro) [11, 1. 197]. Cpegun
J107en, 3aHsBIINX KPanHIOo 110-
3uLnIo, Vle3ynTos Ha3bIBaeT

b. YarkoBckoro, nogpo6Ho pa3on-
past ero TeopeTu4ecKme B3Isbl

" IIPUXOJSI K BBIBOZY, UTO €TI0 Te-
OpMst KAMEPHOTI'O UCKYCCTBA TaK

1 OCTaIach «B UCTOPUN KMHO 6ec-
TUIOLHOW ITOTIBITKON pecTaBpu-
POBaTh B COBETCKUX YCIOBUSIX
MIPUHLNII JOPEBOIIOLMOHHOTO K1~
Hemarorpadar [11,1.202]. Ipyrum
«3alIUTHUKOM OOBeTIIAJIbIX KNHe-
MaTorpaduyueckmnx TpaguLunn» Ha-
3BaH A. Bo3HeceHCKII ¢ ero KHUIon
«VcKycCcTBO 5KpaHas, B KOTOPOW OH
3alMILAI «PYCCKYIO IIKOTY» OT Py-
TYPUCTOB 1 CBS3BIBAJI KMHO C «IICU-
XOJIOTUYECKUM Pa3BUTUEM Jeii-
cTBusi» u ¢ locroesckum [ 11, 1.
203-204]. Ha gpyrovi cTropone
6N «60JIee TPOTPecCUBHbBIEY

" «3[[OPOBBIe» MIen, HallpuMep,

B. TypkuHa, CBSI3bIBaBLIETO 3aKOHBI
KUHO He C TeaTPOM U JINTepaTypo,
a C COGCTBEHHBIMN N306pa3nUTeb-
HBIMM BO3MOKHOCTsIMA [ 11, 1. 205].
Bbutn naen, MoJHOCTBIO OTPULLAB-
LINe PYCCKYIO IICUXOJIOTUYECKYIO

I paMy " TpaKTOBaBIINeE CIOXKeT

KaK JIMIUIb <MOTUBUPOBKY TPIOKa»

about the theater (with opposi-
tion: the Moscow Art Theater,

the Maliy Theater — the Meyerhold
Theater, the Chamber Theater,
the Experimental Heroic Theater)
had an undoubted influence on
them, but the cinema had its own
tasks. First of all, the experience
of pre-revolutionary and foreign
cinema (most often — American)
was discussed [11,1.197]. Among
the people who took the extreme
position Iezuitov names

B. Tchaikovsky, examining in detail
his theoretical views and com-

ing to the conclusion that his the-
ory of chamber art remained «in
the history of cinema as a use-
less attempt to restore the princi-
ple of pre-revolutionary cinema
in Soviet conditions» [11, p. 202].
Another «defender of the old
cinema traditions he names
A.Voznesenskiy with his book
«The Art of the screen», in which
he defended the «Russian schools
from the futurists and connected
the film with the «psychologi-

cal development of actions» and
with Dostoevsky [11,11. 203 -
204]. On the other side, there were
«more progressive» and «healthy»
ideas, for example, of V. Turkin,
who associated the laws of cin-
ema not with theater and litera-
ture, but with its own artistic capa-
bilities [11,1.205]. There were
the ideas that completely denied
Russian psychological drama and
interpreted the plot as a «reason-
ing of the tricks» (V. Shklovskiy,
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(B. IIxnoBckuin, JI. Kyneuios)
[11,71.210-212].TIpu 3TOM B caMnx
criopax Ve3ynToB BUANT MOJIOXN-
TeJbHBIN MOMEHT: «TeopeTunyeckmne
CITOPBI B3PBIXJIWIN IIOYBY, TIOATOTO-
BWIN ee JJI1 TBOPYECKO AesATelb-
HOCTU. 3a0Ty>KIeHNs OT [ eJIbHBIX
TeOpPeTUKOB, UX OIINOKN He CMOTIN
3arIylLINTh POCTa BCETO 340po-
BOTO 11 eCTeCTBEHHOTO, KOTOpOe
YTBEPKAATIOCH C KK BIM THEM, U,
YTO OCOGEHHO BaXKHO, IPOBEPSITIOCh
Ha npakTuke» [11, 1. 214].

B nogrnase «Crapoe 1 HO-
BOe» /1e3ynTOB MNpOTUBOIIOCTAB-
nstet dunbMmel J1. [TaHTeneesa,
W. Xynoneesa, B. 'apauua
n op. «KpacHbIM IpsIBOIATAMS
. TTepectnanm («mepBsiii GUIBM,
MpOPBaBIINICS CKBO3b CTa-
pO€e K HOBBIM XYZ,05KeCTBEHHbBIM
npesm») [11, 1. 224], «[IBopiy
1 KperocTtuy, «Kosnexckomy pe-
rucrparopy». CTrapoe, HeCMOTpA
Ha OTZeJIbHble IIPOTPeCcCUBHEBIE CTO-
POHBI, HAXOAUTCS JAJIeKO OT «I1OJ -
JIMHHOTO UCKYCCTBay, ero popma
YCTyIaeT «MIeNHbIM Ka4eCTBaM»
(o «<UymoTBopue»). JI. [TaHTeneeB
1 A. 3apuH, JIIOAN «CTAapBIX 3CTETNU-
YeCKUX TpaguLumny, NIy T BO3MOX-
HOCTU «BBIPa3nUTb HOBOE COJepP-
’KaHMe», HO Cpe/ICTBa UX OCTAIOTCs
«crapsimmy [ 11,71, 214-215].
O6pas cTaporo CTponTCs Ha UC-
MOJIb30BaHUN MeTadOPhl BpaX-
Ie6HOrO opraHm3Ma. Tax, «...cTa-
PhIi KnHeMaTorpad COTHIMMU
IIyTeN 1 J1a3eeK NPocauyusancs B co-
BeTCKO€e KMHO 1 OTpaykajIcs Ha eTo
npesx, Ha ero dopme, Ha JKaHpax

L. Kuleshov) [11,11.210-212].

At the same time, in these disputes
Iezuitov sees a positive moment:
«Theoretical disputes have loos-
ened the ground, prepared it for
creative activity. The errors

of individual theorists, their mis-
takes could not prevent the growth
of everything healthy and natu-
ral that was affirmed every day, and
most importantly was tested on
practices. [11, p. 214].

In the sub-chapter «Old and
News» Iezuitov compares the films
of L. Panteleev, I. Khudoleev,

V. Gardin, and others with

«The Red Devils» by I. Perestiani
(«the first film that broke

through the old to new artistic
ideas») [11,1.224], «Palace and
Fortresses», «<Kollezhskiy registrars.
The old, in spite of certain progres-
sive sides, is far from «genuine art»,
its form is inferior to «ideologi-

cal qualities» (about «The Miracle-
workers). L. Panteleev and
A.Zarin are people of the «old aes-
thetic traditions», they are look-
ing for opportunities to «express
new content», but their means
remain «old» [11, pp. 214-215].
The image of the old is based on
the use of the metaphor of a hostile
organism. So, «...the old cinema
using hundreds of ways and loop-
holes tries to seep into Soviet cin-
ema and reflected on its ideas, on
its form, on genres and style» [11,
p.222]; «All these old things
pressed down the new art with all

«HA SKPAHAX MINPA>
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m Ha ctures [11,71.222]; «Crapuna
3Ta NpUzHemana HoBoe NUCKyCCTBO
BCell TSDKeCThIO CBOUX IIPUBBIYEK

1 BKycoB. OHa 21ywuna Mosogble

1 TOHK1E POCTKM CBOeW BBIYYPHON
M MBILIHOW JIMCTBOMY [ 11, 11. 224 ]
(xypcus mont. — C. V.). BaxkHas
OTrOBOpKa: B IIpOliecce aHaan3a
Ve3ynToB ciiepyeT AnaaekTude-
CKOMY MeTOJly, TO3TOMY CKa3aH-
Hoe o «HyZmoTBOpLe» He MelllaeT
eMy BKJIIOUNUTb GWIbM B CIIUCOK
TeX KapTUH, KOTOPBIE «ITPOJBU-
rajav COBeTCKUM KMHeMaTorpad
BIlepeny. [Ipyroe feno, 4To 3TO
OBL/IN ellle «ITOJIOBUHYATEIE®, «<4acT-
Hble» pellleHns. VlcTopus noganH-
HOTO HOBaTOPCTBA HAYMHAETCS
cJI. Kynemosa u [I. BeproBa (11o3sxe
CITMCOK ITOIOJIHSIeTCSI UMeHaMM

C. 9nzenurenHa, B. ITynoBkuHa,
A. loBxeHko, JI. Tpaybepra

n . Kosunuesna, ®. Dpmiepa,
C.IOT1keBnua).

ITopBOms UTOTM Pa3BUTUS KN~
HeMmaTorpadum B 1922-1925 rr.,
Me3yntos muurer: «[TocmenHss
NpeAcTaBsiia Co601 B 3TOT I1e-
PUOJ, CTIOXKHYIO KapTUHY 60pbOBI
CTapbIX KMHeMaTorpadpmieckmx
MPUHLUIIOB, BOCXOASINX K JJOpe-
BOJIIOLIMOHHOMY PyCCKOMY KMHeMa-
Torpady, C HOBBIMU IIPUHLUIIAMY,
BBIABUHYTHIMM IJIaBHBIM 06pa-
30M MOJIOZBIMMU JIesITeJISIMU COBeT-
CKOTO KMHeMaTorpada, He CBSI3aH-
HBIMM C KUHeMaTorpadmieckum
MPOILUJIBIM Y €TO O6BeTLIaTbIMU
Tpaguumamn» [11, 1. 302].

H. Jle6enes B «Ouepkax 1CTO-
pun kuHo B CCCP» B LlesioM cienyeT

the weight of its habits and tastes.
They suppressed theyoung and thin
sprouts with her fanciful and lush
leaves» [11, p. 224] (italics are
mine. — §. U.). An important cause:
in the process of analysis Iezuitov
follow the dialectical method.
Therefore, what was said about
«The Miracle-Worker» does not pre-
vent him from including the film
in the list of those films that «pro-
moted Soviet cinema forwards».
Another thing is that these were
still «<half-hearteds, «private» deci-
sions. The history of genuine inno-
vation begins with L. Kuleshov and
D. Vertov (later the list is updated
with the names of S. Eisenstein,

V. Pudovkin, A. Dovzhenko,

L. Traubergand and G. Kozintsev,
F. Ermler, S. Yutkevich).
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Summing up the development
of cinematography in 1922-1925
Tezuitov writes: «The latter repre-
sented itself in this period a com-
plex picture of the struggle between
the old cinematographic princi-
ples going back to pre-revolution-
ary Russian cinema with new ones,
advanced mainly by young fig-
ures of Soviet cinema, not related
to the old cinema and its dilapi-
dated traditions» [11, p. 302].

N. Lebedev in «Essays
of the USSR Cinema History»
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soruke «Vcropumn» Mesynrosa o Ha-
cnepcrBe. HecMOTpst Ha CKpOMHOe
HacJIeICTBO JOPEeBOJIIOLIMOHHOM K1~
HeMaTorpadum B «<MeMHO-XyH0Xe-
CTBEHHOM? IJIaHe, COBETCKOe KMHO
MOJTY4YMIIO OT Hee MaTepuaJbHO-TeX-
HUYeCKYIo 6a3y, TBOpYECKne 1 TeX-
Hu4ecKne Kagpsl [12, ¢c. 62-63].

V H. Jle6eneBa mosiBIsieTCs IO -
rinaBa rassbl 111 «PoskmeHne coBer-
CKOT'O KMHOMUCKycCTBa (1922-1925)»
«TpagnumnoHannCcTel 1 HOBA-
TOPBI». [Ipyrne oTanyms Kaca-

I0TCsI OLLleHKM HOBaTOPOB B Jeba-
Tax 1922—-1923 rr. (BceX HOBAaTOPOB
Jle6enes npnunciset K JIEDy, cBs-
3BIBas C ero I1aTdopmMon oTpuLia-
HIe TpaguLnil BOoOLIe) U CTyIUNn
«MeskpabrnoM-Pyce», KoTopas Ha-
3BaHa B «OuepKax» «IJIaBHOM Lj1-
Tafesblo TPagULMOHATIN3MAY.
«TpagnunoHanucTsly, 1o Jlebenesy,
3aHMUMaJIN BeZlylne MecTa B KUHO-
nmpoussogcTse 1922—-1924 1T. , cHU-
Mast GUIBMBI, «KaK JBe KAl BOIBI
TTOXO>K1e Ha CBOU JOPeBOJIIOLIN -
OHHbIe TPOTOTUIIBIy. [TpomyKLMs
«Meskpabriom-Pyce» 6b171a OpU-
€HTUPOBaHa Ha MELaHCKYIO ITy-
GJIVKY, 1 XOTsI OT/INYaJIach «60JIb-
LIOM JOOGPOTHOCTBIO®, HUKAK

He IBUTrajia COBETCKOe KMHO BIIe-
per [12,c.99-102]. [maBHBIN yIIpeK
«TpaguLMoHanucTaMs Jlebenes ne-
JIaeT I10 UIeVHOM JIMHUN («06X0[
BaXKHEMILINX [TOJUTUIECKNX TeM>)

1 popMaNbHOM («He NAYT JHajblile
MojpaskaHus <...> 3alIaHOEBPOIIe -
CKOW (T71aBHBIM O6pa30M, HEMEIIKO)
KnHemaTorpadpums) [12,c. 102].
ITepen HOoBaTOpamu, o JleGenesy,

on the whole follows the logic

of Tezuitov’s «Historys about inher-
itance. Despite the modest legacy
of pre-revolutionary cinematogra-
phy in the «ideological and artistic»
aspect, the Soviet cinema received
from it the material and technical
base, creative and technical peo-
ple [12,p.62-63].In N. Lebedev’s
book there is a sub-chapter

of the Chapter III «The birth

of Soviet cinema (1922-1925)»
«Traditionalists and innovatorss.
Other differences concern the eval-
uation of innovators in the debates
0f1922-1923 (Lebedev attri-

butes all innovators to LEF, asso-
ciating with it the denial of all
traditions in general) and with
the «Mezhrabpom-Rus» studios,
which is named in the book as

the «main stronghold of tradition-
alisms. «Traditionalists», accord-
ing to Lebedev, occupied the lead-
ing positions in the film industry
0f 1922-1924, making films «alike
as their pre-revolutionary proto-
types». «Mezhrabpom-Rus» pro-
ductions were aimed at mid-
dle-class audience, and although
having «good quality» did not
move Soviet cinema forward
[12,p.99-102]. The main
reproach to the «traditional-

ists» Lebedev makes according

to the ideological line («bypass-
ing the most important political
themes») and formal («do not go
further than imitation of... Western
European (mainly German) cin-
ematography») [12, p. 102].

«HA SKPAHAX MINPA>
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CTOSIIV IBe TJIaBHBIE 337a4N:
BO-II€pPBBIX, «OBJIaZeTb HOBOW COLIU-
aJINCTUYEeCKON neoiorven pabo-
Yyero Kjaccas, BO-BTOPBIX, «CO37aTh
as0yKy, FpaMMaTUKy Y CUHTaK-

CUC I3BIKA 3TOTO UCKYCCTBA, yCTa-
HOBUTB €r'0 BbIPa3uUTeIbHEBIe
BO3MOYKHOCTU, OTKPBITh 1 DKCIIepU-
MEHTAaJIBHO ITIPOBEPUTB €ro CIIel]-
nomky» [12,c.102-103]. B orcyr-
CTBUE CIIOKUBLINXCS TPaAULINIA

B KMHO (KaK MOJIOJIOTO UCKYC-
CTBa), IIepBOe ITOKOJIeHNEe HOBATO-
POB IIBITQJINCH BBITTOJHUTD 3TU 3a-
Jaun, MecTaMu IOITycKasl OIINOKN,
«3arnobbly, «TETCKYIO OOJIe3HB Jie-
BU3HBI», HO UX UCTOpUYecKas 3a-
ciyra, 1o JlebesieBy, COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO OHU BHECJIN BKJIaZ, B pa3Bu-

THe COBETCKOro K1HO [12, c. 104].
Cnncok HOBaTOPOB MUIEHTU-

YeH CIIUCKY, IPUBeIeHHOMY
Me3ynToBbIM.

B nmepuop 1925-1929 rr.
MTOJIO’KeHNe MeHSIeTCSl.
[TepecTpanBaloTcs cTapble Ma-
cTepa, OpMeHTalus Ha 3pUTeJIst
CTAHOBUTCS ITOJIOKUTEIBHOM,
MTOCKOJIbKY 3TO y>Ke He MelljaH-

CKasi Iy6/InKa, a < MUJIJIMOHBI TPY-
ISIINXCSI COBETCKOWM CTPaHBI».
«TpagnunoHamnCcTh» O60TaIlaloT
perepryap, BCTPanBalTCs B CU-
CTeMy, CITy’Ka MUHTepecaM COBeTCKOM
ByacTu: « TpagnIMOHaTINCTEI» ITepe-
CTaIOT OBITh TPATULMOHATINCTAMN

B IIpe’KHEM CMBICJIe DTOTO CIOBa.
OHM He n306peTaloT 1 He HO-
BaTOPCTBYIOT, HO HanboJlee Ta-
JIAaHT/INBBIE U TTepeIOBbIe U3 HUX
JlenaloT GUIbMBI, IPaBUIbHbIE

Before the innovators, according
to Lebedev, there stood two main
tasks: first, «to master the new
socialist ideology of the work-
ing class», secondly, «to create
the alphabet, grammar and syn-
tax of the language of this art,

to establish its expressive possi-
bilities, to discover and experi-
mentally check its specifics» [12,
p.102-103]. Without the estab-
lished traditions in film (as a young
art), the first generation of inno-
vators tried to solve these tasks,
sometimes making mistakes,
«bends», «infantile disease of com-
munism», but their historical
merit, according to Lebedev, lays
in the fact that they have made
contribution to the development
of Soviet cinema [12, p. 104].
The list of innovators is identical
to the list given by Iezuitov.

In the period of 1925-1929
everything is changing. Old mas-
ters are remade, the orientation
towards the viewer becomes posi-
tive, since this is no longer the phi-
listine audience, but «millions
of working people of the Soviet
country». «Traditionalists»
enrich the repertoire, inter-
fere into the system, serving
the interests of the Soviet gov-
ernment: «Traditionalists» cease
to be traditionalists in the for-
mer sense of the word. They do not
invent and do not innovate, but
the most talented and advanced
ones make films that are politi-
cally correct and well received by
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IIOJINTUYECKN 1 XOPOIIO IIPUHUMAe-
MBble 3puTesieM, U TeM CaMbIM IIOMO-
raroT IIapTUU U COBETCKOM BIacTU
B MX MacCOBO-BOCIIUTATEIBHON pa-
6ore» [12,c.151].

HoBaTopsl ke nosy4aroT Ipu-
3HaHMe, yIIPOUYNBAIOT ITOJIO’KEHNe
Ha KMHOIIPOU3BOJCTBE, UX Ullen
CTaHOBSTCS TOCIIOACTBYIOLIUMNA.
OnHako B X cpefie «KOOGHAPY>KN-
BAIOTCS ONaCHbIEe TeHIEHIIUUY:
OHM YKJIOHSIIOTCSI OT «TeHepaJlb-
HOT'O ITyTU Pa3BUTUSI COBETCKOTO
KMHOWMCKYCCTBAa», «KOTPBIBAIOTCS
OT XM3HW, OT COBETCKOW AECTBU-
TeJBPHOCTU, OT UIIeVMHBIX 3a1a4 UC-
KyccTBay [12,c. 151]. DTOT «OTPHIB»
JleGenleB OOBSACHSET «TeOpeTnYe-
CKOWM CXOJIACTUKO» U «6eCIIOUBEH -
HBIM 5KCIIePUMEHTATOPCTBOMSY,
OpueHTalMel He Ha 3pUTesl,

a Ha CO6CTBEHHbIe CyObeKTUBHbBIE
owyueHust. V1 xors JlebenesB BHOBD
IleJlaeT OTOBOPKY 06 ncTopmye-
CKOM 3aCc/TyTe HOBATOPOB B o6ora-
LIeHUW BBIPa3UTEIbHBIX CPeLCTB
KNHO, B X TBOPYECTBe yTBepKa-
10TCS «DOPMaANNCTUYECKME TeHIeH-
unmy. Kax spkuii npyMep Takoro
«OTPBIBAY U «TaHU GOPMATNU3MY»
JlebeneB IpMBOLUT TBOPYECTBO
D1BeHIITelnHa, 0coboe BHMMaHMe
yoeisist oumbkam «besknua myras.

Taknm o6pasom, Mexay
«ucropuammn» H. Mesyntona
n H. JlebeneBa HabmomaeTcs pe-
€MCTBEeHHOCTb. Bo-1iepBbIX, CBS3b
3Ta UICTOPUYECKOTO XapaKTepa.
Pyxonuceo VMesynToBa, XxpaHs-
mrerics B KabrHeTe KMHOBeIeHUS
BI'MK (cenuac — Ka6uner ncropun

the audience, and thereby help

the party and the Soviet authorities
in their educational work among
people» [12,p.151].

Innovators, on the other hand,
receive recognition, strengthen
their positions in film produc-
tion, their ideas become dominant.
However, in their midst «danger-
ous tendencies are revealeds: they
shy away from «the general path
of development of Soviet cinema
arty, «they are detached from life,
from Soviet reality, from the ideo-
logical tasks of art» [12, p. 151].
Lebedev explains this «break-
away» by «theoretical scholas-
tics» and «groundless experimenta-
tion» not targeting the viewer, but
their own subjective feelings. And
although Lebedev once again men-
tions the historical merit of inno-
vators in enriching the expres-
sive means of cinema, in their
work «formalistic tendenciess are
affirmed. As a vivid example of such
“separation” and «tribute to for-
malism», Lebedev cites Eisenstein’s
work, paying particular atten-
tion to the mistakes in «Bezhin
Meadows.

Thus, between the «stories»
of N. Iezuitov and N. Lebedev
there is some connection. First,
this connection has of histori-
cal nature. Iezuitov manuscript,
which is stored in the Cinematic
Studies Department of the Russian
State Institute of Cinematography
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oTeuecTBeHHOTO KMHO BI'MK), ak-
TUBHO I1OJIb30BAJINCH B IIOATO-
TOBKe JIEKLINI 1 Y4eOHBIX ITOCOOMIA.
Cam JleGegeB, IO CBUIETEIBCTBY
knHoBesa E. [pomoBa, onmpascs

Ha Tpynsl Vlesynrosa [13, c. 97].
Bo-BTOpPBIX, MBI MOKeM IT'OBOPUTD

O MPeeMCTBEHHOCTU uzen. B nep-
BOM TOMe «V/ICTOpust COBETCKOTO
KnHo. 1917—-1967» ykazaHo: «B cBoe
BpeMs npodeccop H. M. Mezynros,
a BoJte]) 3a HUM ITpodeccop

H. A.JlebeneB pazmenimn pesxuc-
CepoB HEMOTO KMHO Ha “Tpagnum-
oHannctros” n “HoBaTopos”. Takoe
JleJieHue IIPW BCel ero IMpsIMOINHEN -
HOCTM 6e3yCJIOBHO MMeeT UCTOKM

B gucnyTax u cnopax 20-X rogos,

B OTHOIIEHMN “JIeBBIX” XyIOKe-
CTBEHHBIX KPYT'OB K HaCJIeJIUIO ITPO-
wtoros [ 14, c. 373]. Dro yrBepKze-
HUe TpebyeT psifa YTOUHEeHUN.

JeCTBUTENIbHO, COBETCKOE KU~
HOBeJIeHIe B JINLIe ITIePBBIX eTo
MCTOPUKOB I10-CBOEMY PelIajIo Ipo-
6y1eMy KyJIbTYPHOTO Hac/lIeus, Ipe-
KZle BCero, yepe3 MIPOTUBOIIOCTAaB-
JIeHWe CTaporo (JOPeBOIIOLMOHHON
KnHeMaTorpadumn) n HoBoro (co-
BEeTCKOT'O KMHOMUCKYycCTBa). B oTpn-
LIaHUM TOW POJIN, KOTOPYIO CBITPAJIO
«cTapoe», 1e3ynToB 6bL1, IOXKAIYN,
pagvkanbHee JleGenena. Vl3ameHeHMe
MCTOPUYECKOTO KOHTEKCTa 3acTa-
BWJIO er0 CKOPPEeKTUPOBATh I103U-
uuio. OnHako a5 Me3ynTosa cjI0BO
«HOBaTOPCTBO» MMeJIO ITOJIOXKM-
TeJIbHBIN CMBICT (KaK TO, YTO CO-
CTaBUJIO CJIaBY COBETCKOTO KMHEe-
maTtorpada). HoBaTopcTBo 651710

(now the Cabinet of the History

of Russian Cinema in VGIK), was
actively used in the preparation for
the lectures and textbooks. Lebedev
himself, according to film expert

E. Gromov, relied on the works

of Iezuitov [13, p. 197]. Secondly,
we can say about the inheri-

tance of ideas. In the first volume
of «The History of Soviet Cinema.
1917-1967» it was stated that
«Once professor N. M. Iezuitov, and
after him Professor N. A. Lebedev
divided the directors of silent films
into «traditionalists» and «inno-
vatorsy. This division, with all its
straightness, has undoubtedly orig-
inated in disputes and negotiations
of the 1920s, dealing with the «lefts
artistic circles relations to the leg-
acy of the past» [14, p 373]. This
statement requires a number

of clarifications.

Indeed, the Soviet cinema stud-
ies represented by its first histori-
ans in its own way solved the prob-
lem of cultural heritage, first of all,
by contrasting the old (pre-rev-
olutionary cinematography) and
the new (Soviet cinema). In deny-
ing the role that the «old» played,
Tezuitov was, perhaps, more rad-
ical than Lebedev. Changing
the historical context made him
correcting his position. However
for Iezuitov the word «innovation»
had positive meaning (as what
became the pride of the Soviet cin-
ema). Innovation was not for-
mal but content inner category;
synthesis of both ideological
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He GOPMaTBHOTV], a COZlepsKaTeb-
HOV KaTeropme; CUHTe30M M en-
HOW 1 BBIPa3UTeJIbHOWN CTOPOHHI.
Me3ynToB Buaesn GopMaIncTckue
YKJIOHBI 11 5KCITIePUMEHTbI HOBATO-
POB KaK HeOOXOIMMYIO YacTh Iy T
COBETCKOT'O KMHOMCKYCCTBA (TUMNY-
Has 1J1s1 Hero dpasza: «Yke B 3TOM
oIlpefeneHnn, Ipu BceM popma-
JINCTUYECKOM XapaKTepe ero, co-
Jlep>KajJloCh TO IIPOI'PeCCUBHOE,

YTO BBIIBUHYTO OBLIO HOBOM 3I10-
X0V B KUHOUCKyccTBe» [11, 1. 205]).
JBa>kIIbl B erO PYKOIINCU BCTpeyYa-
eTcsl CJIoBOcoYeTaHne «popMaibHOe
HOBaTOPCTBOY, YTO CaMO IO cebe
O3HayaeT, YTO IO HOBaTOPCTBOM
OH noHmMaI npyroe. YV Jlebenena ke
«HOBaTOPCTBOY OBLIIO CBSI3aHO 60-
Jiee Bcero ¢ pOpMasbHON CTOPO-
Hou. [IoaTOMYy MMEHHO HOBaTOPHI,
a He «TpaguLMOHaIUCTBIY, TPU-
MmbikaoT K JIED B oguH nepuog,

a B IPyron — B UX TBOPYECTBe yT-
Bep)KIamTCs «bopMancTmde-

CKMe TeHAeHLMn». Takoe HacTOpo-
’KeHHOe OTHOIIIeHe K HOBaTOpaM
OOBSICHSIETCSI TeM, YTO, KaK ITUIIeT
E. MeH1enb, «<KaTeropusi «kHOBaTOP-
CTBa» BIUIOTH O CAMOTO KOHIIA Ka-
HOHMYeCKon (pa3pl pa3BUTUS coljpe-
aJan3Ma OJJHO3HaYHO CBSI3bIBAJIaCh

C aBaHTapAUCTCKUMMU TeYeHUSIMN

B UCKyccTBe» [ 3, ¢.492].

I'naBHBIM HOBI1IecTBOM JIeGeneBa
CTaJIO CaMO JleJIeHUE PeKNUCCePOB
Ha «TPaAgULIMOHAINCTOBY 1 KHOBa-
TOPOBY, B OT/INYME OT Ve3ynTosa,

Yy KOTOPOTO JaHHOW OIIIIO3U-
LM B KHUrax HeT. OHO 3aKpenmn-
snock Bo BI'MKe Ha mosrve Tombl.

and expressive sides. Iezuitov
understood the formalist bends
and experiments of innovators
were the necessary part of Soviet
cinema’s path (the typical sen-
tence for him: «In this defini-

tion already with all its formal-
istic character was something
progressive that appeared because
of the new era in cinema» [11, 1.
205]). Twice in his manuscript is
mentioned the phrase «formal
innovation», which means that by
innovation he understood some-
thing else. Lebedev connected

the «<innovation» mostly with

the formal side. Therefore, inno-
vators themselves not «tradition-
alists» join the LEF in one period,
and in the other — «formalistic
tendencies» are affirmed in their
works. Such a cautious attitude
towards innovators is explained by
the fact that according to Menzel
«the category of «innovation» up
to the very end of the canonical
phase of the development of social
realism was associated with avant-
garde trends in art» [ 3, p. 492].

The main Lebedev’s innova-
tion was the division of directors
into «traditionalists» and «innova-
tors». Unlike Iezuitov who hadn’t
got such opposition in his books.
It was fixed in VGIK for many
years. «For a long time we. .. I will
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«MBI OUeHBb JOJITO U OYEHb...

He CKaXXy — MYYUTEeJIbHO, HO MeJi-
JINTEJIBHO IIPeoloIeBajIn Ty CXeMY,
KOTOpYI0 Mon MacTep Hukosan
AnekceeBnu Jlebenes npepn-

JIO>XWJI B cBoe «VlcTopun co-
BETCKOT'O KMHO®: IIPOTUBOIIO-
CTaBJIeHWe TPaguLMOHAINCTOB

" HOBAaTOPOBY, — BCIIOMMHAET KU-
nosex H. Kierimau [ 15, c. 156].
Ecnn onnosnums «Tpagummn — Ho-
BaTOPCTBO» IIO3BOJISITIA LIMPOKO
TOJIKOBATbH (B Ka’KLOM KOHKPETHOM
cydae M Ha KaXkJIoM dTare) TBOp-
YeCcTBO TOT'O WIN MHOTO pexkuccepa,
TO OIIIO3ULINS «KTPAINLINOHAIN -
CTBI — HOBaTOPHI» TpeboBaja yxe
60J1ee >KeCTKOT'O pa3rpaHNYeHUs

1 KiraccndnKaumm 1o IIpuHaJIex-
HOCTU MO0 K OJJHOMY JIareplo, 160

K JpyTOMY.
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not say — painfully, but slowly
overcoming the scheme that my
master Nikolai Alekseevich Lebedev
offered in his «History of Soviet
Cinemas: the opposition of tradi-
tionalists and innovatorss, recalls
film expert N. Kleiman [ 15, p. 156].
If the opposition «tradi-

tions — innovations» allowed

to interpret (in each case and at
each stage) the work of one or
another director widely, then

the opposition «traditional-

ists — innovators» needed more
rigid distinction and classifica-

tion by belonging to either one side
or another.
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