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INTRODUCTION:
THE AMUSING DISTURBANCE OF SOVIET
LAUGHTER

DENNIS G. IOFFE, SERGUEI A. OUSHAKINE

Abstract

This paper by the guest editors serves as an introduction to the present special issue
of Russian Literature, entitled “Totalitarian Laughter: Images — Sounds -
Performers”. It provides an overview of the contributions, which discuss laughter,
the comical, humour, irony, parody and related phenomena, and their roles in Soviet
cultural life and politics.

Keywords: Laughter; Soviet Cultural Life

Throughout its history, socialist mass culture actively employed satire, hu-
mor, and comedy to foster emotional bonds with its audience. Orchestrated
by the state cultural industry, public laughter released social and political
tension while maintaining a balance between ignoring and buttressing the
institutions of power. In turn, late Soviet irony or the aesthetics of grotesque
that evolved “from below” became instrumental in articulating a cultural
distance from the values promoted by the socialist state. Despite the hetero-
geneity of their impact and scope, these cultures of the comic invariably re-
engaged the irrationality and ludicrousness of socialist life. Whether offi-
cially approved or censored, totalitarian laughter relativized existing practices
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and norms and suggested alternative models for understanding and embody-
ing discourses and values of “really existing” socialism.

Despite their different content, these jokes of repression shared one
common quality: they were made, not found. Moreover, since the early days
of its existence, the Soviet government took the “problem of laughter” se-
riously. By stimulating perennial intellectual debates about the nature of the
comic under socialism and by creating a diverse economic infrastructure
(press, radio, theater, cinema, etc.), it produced a material and ideological en-
vironment broad enough to accommodate both official and non-official co-
medic forms. It is as impossible to imagine the Soviet Union without anek-
doty or the ironic art of the stagnation era as it is to imagine it without Sta-
linist musicals.

Jarring as it might be, the structural and semantic polyphony of Soviet
comic practices was also somewhat predictable. As Slavoj Zizek argued over
two decades ago, attempting to link laughter with its “liberating, anti-
totalitarian force” can be rather misleading: the appeal to the possibility of
ironic detachment (and social distancing) is nothing more than the intellec-
tualized outcome of a “spaghetti structuralism”: “[I]n contemporary societies,
democratic or totalitarian, that cynical distance, laughter, irony, are so to
speak, part of the game.”" Laughter, in other words, is always already totali-
tarian now. And not just now. More than a decade before Zizek’s radical idea
of “totalitarian laughter”, Hayden White stressed in his analysis of the
European historiography of the 19th century that it was the genre of comedy
that consistently structured historical narratives around the theme of recon-
ciliation, pushing forward integrative structures and processes.?

Against this intellectual background, the history of comic genres in
Soviet Russia can be seen as a paradigmatic example of cultural production
that not only incorporated the laughter of alienation (ironic or otherwise) into
Soviet culture but also managed to transcode (often inadvertently) potential
dissent into reconciliation. This tendency started taking shape at the very
inception of Soviet rule. As early as 1920, Anatolij Lunacarskij, the first
People’s Commissar of the Enlightenment, would take the time to write an
article with the programmatic title “We will laugh”:

We live in a hungry and cold country that was being torn into pieces
only a short time ago. But | often hear laughter, | see smiling faces on
the street. [...] This means that our strength (cuma) has not been
depleted; for laughter is a sign of strength. More: laughter is not just a
sign of strength; it is strength itself. And it should be channeled in the
right direction. [...] Laughter is a sign of victory.3

Lunacarskij was rather optimistic at the time. It would take quite a while
before Soviet laughter would be channeled properly: as in many other cul-
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tural domains of the new Soviet state, it was not very clear which direction
was unguestionably “right”. In 1923, Krasnaja pecat’ (The Red Press), a
leading Bolshevik magazine, published Jakov Safir’s article, ‘Why Are We
Incapable of Laughing?’, in an open polemic with Lunacarskij. Offering a
pragmatic interpretation of Lunacarskij’s suggestion that laughter is a sign of
strength, Safir explained that “the most important reason we are unable to
laugh is that our press [meuats] has not yet discovered its own big theme, its
own enemy, which would be worthy of its full attention”.* This early Soviet
attempt to triangulate laughter between strength and the enemy is crucial for
understanding the constitutive negativity of Soviet comic genres; yet it would
be inaccurate to limit these genres solely to the search for a worthy foe.
Responding to Safir’s article a few months later, Nikolaj Kryneckij high-
lighted another important aspect of the production of “red laughter” in post-
revolutionary Russia. Explaining the lack of laughter in the proletariat’s
vocabulary of expressive means, Kryneckij wrote:

War, revolution, hunger, struggle, the degradation of industry, un-
employment — the fundamental breakdown [nomka] of everything, hard
conditions of existence all around — all that was not entirely conducive
to laughter. Even when the worker was able to laugh, it was a brisk,
short, harsh, revolutionary laughter. This type of laughter did not find
its representation in the press yet, because new forms of laughter were
lacking, while the old frames of feuilleton laughter did not fit any-
more... We cannot — we have not — learned to write the “funny”
[cMmemHO].

The present special issue Totalitarian Laughter: Images — Sounds — Per-
formers is an attempt to trace how the Soviet regime and the Soviet people
learned to write and behave in a “funny” way. Some articles included in the
issue were presented at the conference Totalitarian Laughter: Cultures of the
Comic under Socialism, which took place at Princeton University on May 8-
9, 2009;° other contributors joined the project at a later stage. The issue is
structured as a collection of thematic clusters, each one emphasizing a par-
ticular facet of comic genres under socialism. Along with commenting on
each contribution individually, we would like to highlight a few common
threads that run throughout the collection.

Dragan Kujundzi¢’s essay reminds us of Marx’s assertion in The 18th
Brumaire that history is a repetition of genre. Following Marx — although not
without a certain displacement — Kujundzi¢ points out that the “second
coming of history as parody is one of the predominant traits of the Soviet
revolution of 1917 and the aesthetic practices that it engendered”. Indeed,
parody and the parodic emerge as key concepts in this collection. In some
articles they are deployed directly, in others they come in disguise: for in-
stance, as irony, stiob, or “the carnival mirror”. Yet in all such cases, there is
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a strong emphasis on the double structure — the dual origin, so to speak — of
Soviet laughter.

Parody by definition is parasitic, grafting itself onto an already existing
narrative, visual, or political structure. Yet this secondary and derivative
origin of parody should not obfuscate its effect. In her influential studies of
irony and parody, Linda Hutcheon develops a theory of parodic irony that
addresses “multiple discursive communities” WhICh “cannot be reduced to
any single component such as class or gender”.” Using Bakhtinian genre-
theory, Hutcheon suggests that a unique symbiotic (“social, choral”) relation-
ship might emerge between the “ironist, the interpreter and the circumstances
surroundlng the dlscurswe situation” within a cultural context that “allows
irony to happen”.® Thus, the enunciative context in which creative ironic
trans-contextualization takes place often results in a “bitextual synthesis” and
a “dialectic of autonomy”,® mirroring the conceptual vocabulary of the
Russian formalists in their efforts to theorize the genre.

Russian formalists in general and Viktor Sklovskij in particular viewed
parodic irony as one of the dominant forces at work in aesthetic transfor-
mation. As a powerful tool for putting aesthetics’ “old wine” into new skins,
parody was considered capable of breaking down the automatic perception
with which we engage old forms via defamiliarization or estrangement
(ostranenie). In part, this process was related to the substitution of “high”
artistic forms with “lower” ones. According to Sklovskij, the |n|t|al impulse
of ironic parodlzatlon is endowed with a major creative force.’® As Margaret
Rose has suggested,™ Sklovskij’s vested interest in parody corresponds to his
enduring fascination with contrast, difference, and discontinuity — devices
that led him to make use of Broder Christiansen’s “perceptions of difference”
(“Differenzempfindungen”).*> A miracle worker, parody resurrects our
cognition of the everyday. This process is not only metaphysically Christian
but also conceptualist to a certain extent.

For many contributors to this volume, the parodic appropriation of
dominant, official, or otherwise “external” forms presents a crucial mode of
engagement through which cultural producers are able to borrow available
cultural forms, while, at the same time, locating them in contexts radically
different from those that were given. The related mechanism of cultural
transfer and transposition is hardly original, yet it is important to keep in
mind the specific dimension that parody adds to this dynamic. Jurij Tynja-
nov’s observations about the structural nature of the comic as produced by
parody are helpful here. As Tynjanov indicated, it is “the imperfect connec-
tion” (“HCCOBG LUCHCTBO ces3u”) between parody and parodled that results in
a comic effect.™® To put it somewnhat differently, the comic here is not a result
of the mimetic reproduction of the original; rather it is a certain consequence
of the failure to do so. While reproducing the original, parody must highlight
a lack of total correspondence with it; it must constantly keep its dual bases
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of production apart and yet present in the same artistic space, even if only
implicitly.

The derivative nature of parody, however, also introduces an important
social problem. Its dual origin and double-voice are dangerously close to
what might be deemed as duplicity in other contexts. Speaking about “the
pure satire of modern times”, Michail Bachtin gets at the crux of the same
structural issue: “The satirist whose laughter is negative places himself above
the object of his mockery, he is opposed to it. The wholeness of the world’s
comic aspect is destroyed, and that which appears comic becomes a private
reaction.”** The problem, in other words, is locating the origin of the parodic
voice. By placing himself “beyond” the object of his mockery, does not the
parodist also place himself outside the existing social, political, or aesthetic
system? Is parodic double-speak a purely aesthetic way of revitalizing old
forms and re-energizing familiar structures, or is it also an implicit promise of
alternate origins? This tendency to translate the parodic into the political can
be traced throughout this issue; yet its tension is never fully resolved. The
dual nature of parody keeps its promise and avoids any permanent localiza-
tion. Thus, the conclusion that Anthony Qualin reaches in his discussion of
Vladimir Vysockij — “it is clearly impossible to determine the extent to which
Vysockij’s humor may have accelerated or delayed the fall of the USSR” —
could be equally applied to almost any other contribution: parodic laughter
defies a clear division between “us” and “them”, “original” and “derivative”,
or “serious” and “mocking”.

This lack of clarity, this avoidance of definite epistemological, aesthe-
tic, or political commitment unites the contributions to this volume. And,
again, comic genres provide important organizational frameworks for captur-
ing and representing precisely an experience of constitutive confusion. Fran-
cis Hutcheson, one of the founding fathers of the Scottish Enlightenment, in
his Thoughts on Laughter (1725) thus arrived at a definition that would
become common sense to the evolving theory of the comic: that laughter is a
response to the perception of incongruity.*> Humor frequently contains the
unexpected; it often forces a sudden shift of perspective. Arguably, Russian
conceptualists were among the most skillful practitioners of incongruity.
They actively exploited the ironic and contradictory in order to illustrate an
alternate order for social discourse. A primary link between language, laugh-
ter, and politics is the former’s capacity to delude, misguide, and generally
manipulate “the masses”. This also partially relates to what Igor Smirnov
once termed “visible and invisible humor” (“BI/I}II/IMLII/I 1 He BUIUMEIA MHPY
romop”) in Vladimir Sorokin’s early conceptualist texts.*® Smirnov offered an
initial pattern of structuring conceptualist humor while taking into account
the movement’s own interior hierarchy of created meanings.

However, the effect of this humor is firmly associated with grotesque
parody in a post-Rabelaisian and post-Bakhtinian sense. Its use of shocking
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devices is intended rather to precipitate a jarring — even painful — defamiliari-
zation of the perceiver. Smirnov defines Conceptualist humor as a “Macro-
comism” nourished by the forceful absurdist energy of contradiction. In his
turn, Boris Groys has pointed out that nearly all the major figures of Moscow
Conceptualism mocked the language of “the Soviet everyman” by “damag-
ing” everyday utterances and displacing them from their “familiar” discursive
topoi.'” This practice resulted in what Groys aptly labels a “linguistic cata-
strophe” aimed to disturb (as well as to amuse) the knowing audience.®

Totalitarian Laughter: Images — Sounds — Performers presents this and other
forms of amusing disturbance in Soviet laughter by organizing them into
three main clusters: Iconic Laughter explores visual languages of the comic;
Sonorous Humor draws attention to the comic soundscape; and Unholy Fools
focuses on major representatives of the generation of “Soviet jesters”, to use
Lunacarskij’s term.

The essays in the first section trace three distinct optics structured by
the comic. Dragan Kujundzi¢ explores an unexpected cross-cultural dialogue
— a parodic relationship of sorts — between Sergej Ejzenstejn and Walt Dis-
ney. Kujundzi¢ claims that the second part of Ivan the Terrible explicitly re-
ferences Snow White, undertaking through its imagery a process of self-
deconstruction. In his biographical study of Boris Efimov, Steve Norris offers
a diametrically opposed trajectory. Following Efimov’s (very) long career,
Norris demonstrates how the language of the Soviet caricature gradually soli-
dified, turning eventually itself into an auto-parody of its own visual clichés.
Norris’ contribution is a vivid example of yet another important aspect of
“red laughter”. As the historian demonstrates, it was the very desire to stig-
matize evil, it was a constant obsession with “loathsome things” that was able
to keep that satiric genre afloat. Moving from official to semi- or even non-
official art, Elena Kalinsky analyzes modes of laughter deployed by Moscow
Conceptualists. Following different groups of artists, Kalinsky shows how the
same aesthetic strategy of relying on ready-made symbolic structures under-
went a radical transformation. As the intellectualized engagement of early
Conceptualists with official propaganda — their conscious attempt to detect
and distort “the deep structure” — was eventually undermined by the logic of
assemblage, structure gave way to surface. The parody of ossified forms was
supplanted by bricolage and its attendant “visual and verbal confusion”.

The productive organization of sound is the main theme of the cluster
Sonorous Humor. Using radically different examples, Anna Nisnevich and
II’ja Kalinin draw our attention to the same phenomenon — the kinesthetic
property of laughter as stimulated by a specific organization of sound. Both
explore the emergence of a corporeal approach to theater and cinematic
musical comedy. In her analysis of the history of the production of Proko-
f’ev’s Love for Three Oranges, Anna Nisnevich demonstrates the composer’s
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conscious attempt to evacuate teleology and coherence from the opera. In-
stead, the opera foregrounded affective and sensorial devices, transforming
the production into an attempt to revitalize old operatic conventions. With
very different material, II’ja Kalinin observes how a similar attempt to sen-
sorially stimulate the audience was achieved by the film genre of Soviet mu-
sical comedy. In contrast with the work of Prokof’ev, Soviet musicals were
not aimed at revisiting outdated musical conventions. Rather, as Kalinin sug-
gests, the goal was to provide a rhythmic, joyful supplement to productive
(and exhausting) labor, blurring the border between the normative and per-
formative, between labor and laughter. This condition is further analyzed by
Maria Litovskaja. Focusing on Radionjanja, the radio-show for young school
children of the 1970s, Litovskaja outlines several interesting trends. By
merging learning and fun (yuenue and yeneuenue), the show publicly and
forcefully offered an alternative to the strict pedagogical norms practiced in
Soviet schools. The show’s voice actors actively (but kindly) mocked the
figure of authority (their teacher), while at the same time normalizing and
legitimizing their audience’s (the children’s) lack of knowledge, naiveté and
mischievousness. As Litovskaja suggests, the voice of authority suddenly lost
its indisputable power; the traditional hierarchical relations between teachers
and students became less stiff and more playful, turning education into
something that might be enjoyable. Age is also a key element of the process
of the comic production in Laura J. Olson’s article, which explores political
Castuski composed and performed by older women in rural communities. As
in Litovskaja’s case, these castuski presented a comic critique of social
hierarchies. The fun, however, was of a different sort. Sharp and barbed,
these castuski often took the form of political satire performed collectively in
a public space. As Olson points out, a collective laugh at the regime was just
as important as, and even conducive to, the feeling of group solidarity
produced by a performing collective.

Issues of performance, performers, and performativity inform the last
section of the collection. What are the performative modes of stiob irony? In
what cultural icons does it find its most vivid representation? The section
opens up with an essay by Anthony Qualin that focuses on the songs of
Vladimir VVysockij. Among other things, the essay examines the role of irony
in the discursive techniques and strategies available to Vysockij’s lyrical
narrator. His subversive humor illustrates a very typical form of the Soviet
absurd, wherein the state attempts to monitor all aspects of private life,
including the most intimate. Moreover, the extraordinarily wide range of
Vysockij’s humor serves Qualin’s argument about the function of irony quite
well, as he attempts to navigate the dissonance in its tone between bitter
mockery and a deep sympathy directed at the intended audience. The essay
also dares to tread upon the political orientation of Vysockij’s humor, while
eschewing easy answers.
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The following essay by Mark Yoffe on the carnivalesque traditions of
Soviet rock-and-roll counterculture vividly depicts the phenomenon of Rus-
sian stiob — a major theme of the present volume. Drawing on a vast histo-
rical and cultural legacy stretching from Avvakum to Michail Bachtin, he
also dwells on fieldwork conducted among leading figures of the Russian
rock scene in the eighties and nineties.'® The article offers a pioneering ex-
ploration of this phenomenon as a determining factor in stiob’s theoretical
legacy in the English-speaking world; however, its primary purpose is to
offer a comprehensive survey of its development in both “generic” and, in the
Nietzschean sense, “genetic” terms. Therein, stiob is portrayed as a genuinely
“indigenous” element of Russian culture, not to be confused with extraneous,
albeit similar, forms.

This line of thought is continued in a monographic paper by Michail
Klebanov on the performance of laughter in a post-totalitarian society. It may
be assumed that we all know Sergej Kurechin, a cultural icon who, in one
way or another, played a remarkable role in the exuberant scene of Russian
Conceptualism. He performed theater and music onstage, whether solo or
with his Pop-Mechanika orchestra; he appeared in interviews and on TV
shows, embarking on prolonged quasi-scientific soliloquies before bemused
audiences. Even his political pursuits amounted to a sort of desultory buf-
foonery. But all of Kurechin’s modes of performance, or nearly all of them,
involved laughter — and, more specifically, a politically probing laughter that
reveled in the newfound freedoms of the Gorbachevian Society of Spectacle
and subsequently, the Yeltsin era of, so to speak, “discarded values”. Kle-
banov’s essay endeavors to trace the origins and uncover the subtleties of
Kurechin’s facetiousness from within its apparent ubiquity, with a special
focus on his contribution to the peculiar Russian phenomenon of stiob that
eventually became his instrument of choice. The argument is maintained with
continuous reference to multiple aspects of Kurechin’s vibrant activity, in-
cluding music, performing arts, cinema, and his engagement with mass me-
dia.

The concluding paper of the issue is written by Dennis loffe and deals
with Andrej Monastyrskij’s concept of post-semiosis, the textuality of
Moscow Conceptualism, and suggestive irony. The essay surveys the pro-
blem of textual expression in Moscow Conceptualism and discusses the pe-
culiar way in which this movement constructed its pictorial art in ekphrastic
terms. It seems that the key to an adequate understanding of the legacy of the
Conceptualist experiment in Soviet Russia is the language of the comic and
the polyphony of its agenda. Moscow Conceptualism authorizes and encou-
rages the use of multiple medial languages in addition to the pictorial per se.
The article therefore analyzes how Conceptualists juxtapose verbal textuality
with more traditional “artwork”. Russian Conceptualism made extensive use
of cognitive dissonance, exploiting the contradictory and incongruent as a
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means to illustrate the ironies covertly undermining the official discourse.
The goal was to demythologize the mainstream narrative of a happy socialist
society by means of ideological mockery primarily on the basis of stiob.
Ekphrastic representations were meant to create bitter parodies of Soviet
metaphysics by travestying the typical slogans of official propaganda. The
essay explores unique mechanisms of embedding textual practice in the art of
the elder conceptualist 11’ja Kabakov and his younger contemporary Andrej
Monastyrskij. The latter’s ironic art theory is discussed in greater detail.

This collection as a whole represents a major engagement with a diversity of
subject-matters that are united by their common investment in Russia’s
totalitarian laughter. By probing the borders of the grotesque and parody in
Russian culture, it illuminates both common and specific instances of laugh-
ter in a country where the long twentieth century arguably lasted the longest.
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“MICKEY MARX”: EJZENSTEIN WITH DISNEY, AND
OTHER FUNNY TALES FROM THE SOCIALIST REALIST
CRYPT!

DRAGAN KUJUNDZIC

Abstract

This paper seeks to establish a genealogy between Sergei Eizenshtein and Walt
Disney, by analyzing one of the most celebrated scenes in the history of cinema, the
killing of Prince Vladimir in the second part of Eizenshtein’s Ivan the Terrible. The
sleeping beauty invoked in lvan the Terrible by this coded reference conjures up a
resurrection of Lenin; it happens in the second part of Eizenshtein’s Ivan the
Terrible, which is staged as a repetition of a scene from Snow White. The intertext of
Eizenshtein’s film thus parodically animates the ghost of Lenin during the peak of
Stalinism.

Keywords: Laughter; Sergei Eizenshtein; Walt Disney; Karl Marx

Hegel remarks somewhere that all great world-historic facts and
personages appear, so to speak, twice. He forgot to add: the first
time as tragedy, the second time as farce.

(Karl Marx, Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte)

History as repetition of genres, such is the legacy of modernism left by Marx.
The feeling that revolutions entail a certain recycling of historic forms, or that
a revolution happens as an overturning of genres by which history stages
itself is also a predominant trope of the Soviet Revolution binding language,
aesthetics and history. Marx argued, qua Hegel and Engels, that Hegel’s
World Spirit guides history “from the grave” and re-enacts everything as it
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were twice, “once as grand tragedy and second as a rotten farce”. Marx’s
formula in the Eighteenth Brumaire is taken up from a letter he received in
London in 1851 from Engels, in which Engels noted that “on the grave of
history” a mise-en-scéne is staged, during which the grand tragedy gets to be
worked through, and bio-degraded in a sense, as a “rotten farce.”“ So, the
appearance of forms qua repetition or revolution has a specific teleological
direction, albeit forming a ruptured historical genealogy; it goes from
tragedy, to farce and parody. What is taken up in the “second coming” of
history is the trauma of history (“tragedy”) now uplifted as a humoristic
working through, by means of parodic repetition. This parodic repetition
comes as a haunting “from the grave”, from the crypt, and thus has something
spectral to it. The “rotting farce” emanates the fumes by which the “world
spirit” of history repeats, sublates and sublimates itself. But with a parodic
difference.

The second coming of history as parody is one of the predominant traits
of the Soviet Revolution of 1917 and the aesthetic practices it engendered.
This uplifting of history as parodic repetition precisely in the shadow of
Marx’s philosophy took place in a spectacular manner in the work of the
foremost cineaste of Soviet modernism, Sergej Ejzenstejn.

Karl Marx, Sergej Ejzenstejn, the leading cinematic ideologue of the
Soviet Revolution, and Walt Disney, arguably the leading cinematic ideo-
logue of the United States, are not a triad usually combined or referenced in a
title. Marx of the Communist Manifesto, for example, and Sergej Ejzenstejn,
particularly in his early works like October, each in his way, were inventors
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of beautiful political and aesthetic utopias. But Walt Disney is one such
creator as well. He was the author of the “degenerate utopia” (to use Louis
Marin’s phrase) of an entire country, “Disneyland”, which, as Baudrillard
famously said, is only a metonymy of the entire country, the United States;
the quasi phantasmatic space of Disneyland exists solely, Baudrillard says, so
that we believe that the rest of the country is real. Louis Marin comes to a
similar conclusion when he writes that “Disneyland is an immense and
displaced metaphor of the system of representations and values unique to the
American society”, a “phantasmatic projection of the history of the American
nation”. This utopian aspect of Disney’s ideological world has found a global
icon in Mickey-Mortimer-Mouse, which gives the hallucinatory title of this
essay a white glove four-finger touch.® This paper seeks to establish a genea-
logy between Sergej Ejzenstejn and Walt Disney, by analyzing one of the
most celebrated scenes in the history of cinema, the killing of Prince Vladi-
mir in the second part of Sergej Ejzenstejn’s Ivan the Terrible. The specters
of Marx will hover in the background.

The foundations of Socialist Realism and totalitarian terror were laid in
the Soviet Union, as has been discussed amply by Boris Grojs, by means of
the mummification of Lenin in 1925. “The Lenin mausoleum is a synthesis
between a pyramid and a museum that exhibits Lenin’s body”, a “hidden
formative influence on all subsequent Stalinist Soviet culture”.* In the ana-
lysis that follows, this premise will be left intact. However, in addition to
being the formative foundation of Stalinist terror, an introjected (Abraham,
Torok),> unmournable body lodged in the very center of the discourse
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production of Stalinism, Lenin’s mummy also solicited or provoked, in an
encrypted manner, a whole set of parodic responses and strategies by means
of which writers and filmmakers attempted to work through this loss, and
plug the wax effigy into the economy of mourning in order to dull its
terrifying, terrorizing possibilities. It is not by chance that Russian moder-
nism produced also some of the most enduring philosophies or artistic
practices of laughter in the face of totalitarian terror.

More than any other “movement” in the 20th century Soviet Moder-
nism reflected on the question of parody and parodic laughter. Jurij Tynjanov
and Michail Bachtin would be two indexes of this reflection. Tynjanov’s
work interprets literature as in fact a parodic repetition of the literary
historical tradition. In his seminal essay on parody, Tynjanov writes that “The
evolution of literature happens [...] not only by inventing new forms, but by
using old forms in new function. Here [...] parody plays a pedagogic role”.®
Elsewhere, Tynjanov writes that “Parody is born from the perception of the
tension in a literary work. One should just enhance this tension a bit, and we
have a parody”.” Parody teaches us how literature functions, precisely as a
dynamic succession of the sublated old historical forms transformed as or
into new ones. In the work of Michail Bachtin such textual parody moved
from the word into the world, as the force of historical change, often staged,
as parodia sacra, on the graves and in the memory of the dead. For example,
in his Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, “This particularly naturalistic and
profaning detail — a half eaten sandwich on a grave — gives us an occasion to
touch on the symbolic attribute of the carnival type: throwing bread on the
ground is permitted, for that is sowing, fructification.”® The parodic and
carnivalesque force Bachtin discusses in Dostoevskij stems from the
economy of recycling, which brings the decaying material of history (“rotten
farce”) into repetition, which fructifies, revives and renews, in this case in an
image of a “half eaten sandwich on a grave”. The crypt is a foundation on
which this “mourning drama”, a secular “Second Coming”, stages itself as a
revitalizing parody, a humoristic display of life affirming forces.

For the sake of the argument proposed below, it is not without rele-
vance that every parodic discourse has something of an animation or con-
juring up of the ghost of the original, re-launched towards a second life or its
resurrection by means of parodic laughter. However, due to the particular
configuration of the Soviet state and the development of open repression and
terror in the thirties and on, Soviet art and literature increasingly produced
comic effects by ways of encryption and secrecy. One such example, Jurij
Tynjanov’s ‘Wax Effigy’, offers a parodic response to the aesthetics of So-
cialist Realism.? The very foundation of the story is encrypted, it is a story
purportedly about the wax effigy of Peter the Great, but by a whole series of
coded indications, it actually constructs itself as a crypt within a crypt, as a
secret parodic resurrection of the body of Vladimir II’i¢ Lenin qua wax effi-
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gy. The logic of the mortuary self-sameness of the corpse is parodied from
within, by animating its ghostly, prosthetic mechanicity and juxtaposing it
with other open ended artistic possibilities (a revival of the Baroque aesthe-
tics of the story’s main protagonist, the artist Rastrelli, the sculptor of the
existing wax effigy of Peter the Great).

Lenin’s mummy (wax effigy) may be seen as generating aesthetic ener-
gy and appears, as an apparition, throughout Soviet Modernism. In Vertov’s
Three Songs of Lenin Lenin’s corpse introduced by a long take focused on his
mourned body, resurrects as a techno-messianic energy of modernization
(electrification, education, etc.) of the whole country. In Aleksandrov’s Jolly
Fellows, the comic narrative bringing a malfunctioning orchestra from the
provinces to glorious success in the Bolshoi Theater, passes through the
casket, a crypt, in which, on a hearse, the protagonist of the musical arrives to
the theater. But the most scandalous and so far not noticed resurrection of
Lenin happens in the second part of Sergej Ejzenstejn’s Ivan the Terrible
which is staged as a repetition of a scene from Snow White. The evidence of
this may be found in the recently re-published material testifying to
Ejzenstejn’s obsessive interest in the work of Walt Disney, and in particular
the integration of Snow White in the final scenes of the second part of the
film. The intertext of Ejzenstejn’s film conjures up the resurrection of the
sleeping beauty out of the crystal coffin, and thus parodically animates the
ghost of Lenin in the second part of Ivan the Terrible.

The discussion of a relationship between Ejzenstejn, Disney, and Marx-
ism is, of course, not entirely new. The debate around Mickey Mouse in the
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Frankfurt school is well known, and more than eloquently formulated and
presented in Esther Leslie’s Hollywood Flatlands;* some of the less avail-
able fragments around that debate are available in Benjamin’s Selected Works
in English — his fragment “Mickey Mouse”, for example, with the uniquely
Benjaminian formula that in Disney’s “world, it is not worthwhile to have
experlences” “All Mickey Mouse fllms are founded on the motif of leaving
home in order to learn what fear is.”** In a word, already in 1931, Benjamin
found in Mickey Mouse (Maus?), (the mouse placed in Steamboat Willy, for
example, in the proximity of the steamboat furnace and on the chain of
industrial and holocaustic [re]production), a genuine Jewish diasporic and
exilic experience, echoing his work on Kafka (emblematic of this sensibility
would be Kafka’s story ‘Josephine the Singer and the Mouse Folk’, for
example, and Benjamin’s essays on Kafka from 1934 and 1938 on the massi-
fication of technical reproducibility of both art and death). Adorno’s object-
ions to Mickey Mouse and his disagreement of sorts with Benjamin on the
account of Disney in a 1936 letter to Benjamin found their way into the
introductory chapter of The Dialectic of Enlightenment, addressing the maso-
chism with which Donald Duck channels the cultural repression projected
onto and from the screen. The work of Miriam Hansen, ‘Of Mice and Ducks.
Benjamin and Adorno on Disney’'? and that of Laurence Rickels are in-
structive in this regard, in particular thelr reminder that Hitler owned and
loved Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs.*? Furthermore Rickels’ concluding
chapter to the first volume of Nazi Psychoanaly3|s on the other hand, on
“Mickey Marx”, is conjured up like a phantom in the above title, under the
quotation marks.



“Mickey Marx”: Ejzenstejn With Disney 17

Disney and Mickey Mouse are, of course, many and manifold. There is
a long way from the Steamboat Willy, that encounter of technology, race, and
labor alienation, to the degenerate utopia and Aladdin the thief of Baghdad,
with his magic carpet and carpet bombing and the liquid gold in the cave
underneath the desert sand threatening to drown h|m “Aladdin the thief of
Bagdad” of the first war in Iraq and, of course on.*

Less known and less read and written about than these debates on the
left in the thlrtles (W|th the notable exception of Anne Nesbet’s seminal
Savage Junctures™® dedicated to them, but with an inflection different than
the one proposed in the present essay) are Ejzenstejn’s notes on Disney
which he wrote during World War |1, behind the Urals, where he retreated
with the General Staff and where he was filming Ivan the Terrible. These
notes have long been out of print in English, and only recently reprinted in
The Eisenstein Collection edited by Richard Taylor.*’

And it is when reading these notes that one may be struck by the
profoundly improbable obsession of Sergej Ejzenstejn with Disney. Sergej
Ejzenstejn of ‘The Montage of Attractions’, ‘The Problem of the Materialist
Approach to Form’, would understandably be drawn to Disney and Mickey
Mouse in the twenties and thirties (and indeed when Ejzenstejn met with
Disney), when, parallel to the Frankfurt School studies on massification and
technical reproducibility, mass psychosis and cinema, he was engaged in a
cinematic class warfare of his own, and attempting to produce the dialectical
method in his filming, whereby two juxtaposed edited shots would “explode
in a concept”, which would bring the “true renewal not just of the social
significance, but also the material-technical essence of cinema”.*® Only, un-
like the Frankfurt School, Sergej Ejzenstejn’s theoretical writings were arti-
culated from the perspective of the dominant revolutionary ideology that put
at his disposal the entire Soviet state filming and political apparatus.

In 1927, also a little known fact and until very recently one not brought
to the attention of the larger film audience, Ejzenstejn was considering film-
ing The Capital, and had written copious notes reflectlng on the possibility of
making a film based “on a libretto by Karl Marx”.*° The script was supposed
to be made in collaboration with James Joyce (with whom Ejzenstejn met in
Paris and discussed the project), and founded on Ulysses. The film would not
only engage in the dialectics of montage, but would film “Marx’s dialectical
method” itself. Most instructive are Ejzenstejn’s notes about the motif of silk
stockings, which he takes up repeatedly, and with which he wanted to
elaborate visually on the nature of the use and exchange value of commodity,
straight out of the fetishism and commodity chapter of The Capital. “To show
the method of dialectics,” writes Ejzenstejn, he would need “[...] an analysis
of a centimeter of silk stockings [...]. About the silk stockings as such
[underlined by Ejzenstejn], fight for the short skirt. | added the competitors —
the textile masters’ for long skirts. Morality. Clergy. Etc.” The motif of silk
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stockings would then further be given a comic-farcical twist — his words — by
showing “women’s stockings full of holes and silk in a newspaper advertise-
ment. Mais ces pantins dance on a string pulled by the silk manufacturers and
the garment peddlers who fight each other”. These silk stockings, like a com-
modity haunted by the exchange value, start to dance, not unlike the table in
Marx’s analysis of fetish. And then, this Paar seidene Striimpfe — in German
in the original, Ejzenstejn’s text itself now starts to dance in many languages
— would display and solve the question of art, morality, commerce and
competition, all the way to the production of silk - “Indlan women forced to
incubate the silk cocoon by carrying them in their armpits”.

Sergej Ejzenstejn’s treatment notes on The Capital and the passage
about the silk stocking have recently been taken up by a colossal cinematic
project directed by Alexander Kluge, one of the leading filmmakers of the
New German Cinema, and a political philosopher of Marxism in his own
right.?* The News from Ideological Antiquity (Nachrichten aus der ideolo-
gischen Antike)? stages a nine-hour cinematic attempt to activate these notes
and figure out what Ejzenstejn could have filmed if he indeed were to make
this film.

News can be seen as a powerhouse of new media technologies and
principles: existing only in the digital (data) format, News is created out
of a number of independent segments (modules) rather than using a
continuous narrative line or procedures resembling continuity editing —
through vigorous and extreme techniques of montage. While the



“Mickey Marx”: Ejzenstejn With Disney 19

presence of the human agency — Kluge himself — behind the production
is clearly discernible, the excessive use of found material and pro-
cedures such as split-screens (with multiplying repeated objects)
gestures towards automation and problematises the issue of authorship.
Finally, the various modules of News can be thought of as multiple
versions of the same object: description, visual representation, re-
enﬁctrpognt and so forth, versions that are often transcoded into each
other.

The first three hours of the film are a reflection on precisely the pair of silk
stockings as fetish, woven into long discussions with various playwrights,
film scholars (Oksana Bulgakova is interviewed for an hour, at times her
voice overlaid with a baritone), Hans Magnus Enzensberger reflects on
Ejzenstejn, various actors and piano players appear in interviews or dramatic
and musical interludes, including a staging of Tristan and Isolde in a Duis-
burg theater as an enactment of The Battleship Potemkin. Actors are reading
from Marx’s Grundrisse (a man and a woman dressed interchangeably as
sailors from the Potemkin, East-German police officers, or exiled intellectuals
in Siberia). All of this is shot through with the neon-like colored intertitles (a
nod to silent cinema), and cadenced with assonant, shrieking musical perfor-
mances. There is a humorous animation of a day in the life of Marx and Wil-
helm Liebknecht, a sequence on the assassination of Rosa Luxemburg, and
actual filming of some of the scenes treated in Ejzenstejn’s manuscript (a
wife cooks for her husband coming from work, reminiscent of The Strike)
shot through with documentary film material about Ejzenstejn and the scenes
from his films (still probably the best part of the film). In the later part of the
film, a number of other philosophers and scholars are interviewed (Peter
Sloterdijk, Oskar Negt, and Boris Grojs). In a long interview (this part of the
film directed by Tom Tykwer of the Run, Lola, Run fame), an often visibly
humorous and amused Boris Grojs responds to Kluge’s questions by evoking
the philosophy of Pavel Filonov and his ideas of collective resurrection,
which animated to a large degree the biopolitics of the Soviet Revolution
(from Bogdanov to Ciolkovskij). The overall impression of this film has been
summed up by Fredric Jameson as being a humorous “satyr play in which the
[...] comedian Helge Schneider plays a variety of Marx-inspired roles, com-
plete with wigs, false beards and other circus paraphernalia”.?* The dominant
feeling after watching the nine hours of this film could be summed up by
Kluge himself who, in the introductory material, claims that “we must let Till
Eulenspiegel pass across Marx (but also Eisenstein), in order to create a
confusion allowing knowledge and emotions to be combined together in new
ways” (“Man muB Till Eulenspiegel einmal Uber Marx [und auch Eisenstein]
hinwegziehen lassen”).” The road to the authentic message of Marx and
Ejzenstejn leads through the return to classical motifs of Marxism, a classi-



20 Dragan Kujundzi¢

cism often staged as Goth, funerary, quasi-vampiric setting in crypts and
graves where a classical piano is played, while Kluge reads from Marx’s
works. Thus, this classical-parodic setting offers, in Jameson’s view, a
chance that “The category of classical antiquity may not be the least pro-
ductive framework in which a global left reinvents an energizing past for
itself”.® In order for the communist future dreamt about by Ejzenstejn in his
notes on filming The Capital to revitalize itself, one has to pass, as in Kluge’s
version and Jameson’s theorizing, via a parodic detour (Till Eulenspiegel
meets Marx) through the gothic crypt.

But that Ejzenstejn who channels directly the Capital, in 1927, is not
the Ejzenstejn of 1940 to 1944, when he is writing about Disney. However, a
certain fascination with the spectral, phantomatic, ghostly, is at work both in
his analysis of the capital, and as we shall see, in his treatment of Tsar lvan
the Terrible. The explicit thematic contrast, but with a strong underlying
secret affinity, between Ejzenstejn’s obsessive themes in 1927 and 1942
could not be more striking.

Just imagine the in itself completely phantasmatic, hallucinatory situa-
tion, in which the author of Potemkin, Strike and October, the film theorist
who claimed that “We must cut our cine-fist through to skulls, make way for
cine-fist!” in “The Problem of the Materialist Approach to Form’,?’ the film
director who wanted to film Karl Marx’s The Capital finds himself. As the
war is raging on and some of the greatest battles in world history are fought
by the Red Army (historical circumstances in which Ejzenstejn is profoundly
implicated and which directly produced the famous color dance scene in Ivan
the Terrible, filmed not merely by some flare of creative genius in Ejzenstejn,
but due to the fact that he was given confiscated German army propaganda
Agfa color film stock, brought to Ejzenstejn on the direct orders of the Gene-
ralissimus Stalin and told to use it), so just as the battles of Kursk, the
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Leningrad and Moscow sieges, and the battle of Stalingrad are being fought
and millions are perishing, Sergej Ejzenstejn writes, and this is not a joke:
“Bambi, of course, must not be ignored”.28 From September 1940 until June
1944, Ejzenstejn wrote more than one hundred and fifty manuscript pages on
Walt Disney. What compulsion brought him to write this unlikely document,
this obsessive reflection on Merbabies, Bambi, Willie the Singing Whale, and
The Skeleton Dance, not to mention Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, di-
rectly quoted in his Ivan the Terrible? What skeleton was Ejzenstejn hiding
in the closet (there were, undoubtedly, several), with this obsessive in-
scription of Disney as he is filming Ivan the Terrible under the most difficult
material and political conditions? Yes, it is the question of a crypt, and of a
ghost.

Ejzenstejn’s career, not unlike the trajectory of the Soviet Revolution
itself, was marked by a profound acceleration in and of world history, which
was that of the Communist Revolution of 1917, and an immense explosion of
creativity, practically out of nothing. It staged itself on the grave of history.
However, with the death of Lenin, and the consolidation of power by Stalin,
the revolution undergoes a period of terror and stifling — probably best
exemplified by Lenin’s mummy exhibited in the mausoleum-museum - a
rigor mortis, a mortification that affected Ejzenstejn’s, and not only
Ejzenstejn’s career as well. After his October he was sent abroad to travel for
three years, and upon his return he found a profoundly different, ossified and
mortified country; he, the author of the celebrated Potemkin and October, had
problems filming, his Bezhin Meadow Killed by the Soviet censor. (The be-
trayal of the Soviet Revolution fought under the name of Marx, the Soviet
Terror, Revolution eating its own children, to this day of course is the trauma
that has to be worked through, nowhere more so than by those who hold dear
the great Marxist philosophical and political trajectory and its promise; in
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order to do that, in order to keep that splrlt — if not the ghost, the specter —
alive, a dose of humor is needed as well.)® The party and the state turned to
Ejzenstejn again only in the moment of dire need, at the time of the Second
World War when he started filming lvan the Terrible. The first part is a thinly
veiled allegory of Stalin’s terror, justified in the film by the foreign forces
bent on destroying Russia, and Ivan the Terrible instituting terror in order for
national and nationalist interests to be preserved (the motif of the Opricnina
as the agency of the first “state of exception” in Russian history has recently
been taken up parodically in Vladimir Sorokin’s Den’ opric¢nika [A Day of an
Opricnik], a novella dedicated to the first Opri¢nik, “Skuratov by the name
of Maljuta” [“CKypaTOBy, o npossuay Manora™]).* This internationalist
put himself in the service of the crassest nationalist ideology, glorifying the
leader reigning by pure, undiluted totalitarian terror. The film and its nation-
alist euphoria may be somewhat redeemed, of course, by the fact that at this
particular historic moment, such nationalist contraction was to some extent
defensible in the name of defensive war (however, the reversal of this Soviet
genius intellectual conversant, native in French, English and German, the
participant in the communist mternatlonal selling out his internationalist
worldview, is profound and painful).**

However, in the second part of Ivan the Terrible, Ejzenstejn as it were
turned around and started reflecting on Ivan not in terms of being a glorious
dictator, but rather of lvan as a phantomatic phallus (Ejzenste 3]n ’s words in
his notes on Disney: “lvan was from the beginning a phallus™),** inflated and
deflated by a monstrous and murderous will or impotence, culminating in the
murder of Prince Vladimir.

And it is precisely here that the obsessive reflections on Disney may be
of help and where their ruse comes into play. Not only because of the nu-
merous pages on history of art and animation, but due to what, strictly
speaking, remains unsaid in the invocation of Disney, and may be its pur-
loined letter (Edgar Allan Poe figures prominently in these reflections as
well). The entire Ivan the Terrible is a drama of legitimacy of power, in
which Prince Vladimir will be brutally sacrificed by Ivan. It is exactly at the
moment when Vladimir goes to church where he will be killed (ending also
the color episode in the film), that Ejzenstejn superimposes onto the image of
Vladimir, or invokes the image of Dopeg with a candle going up the stairs to
see who is sleeping in the dwarfs’ beds.®

In Disney’s film, as he opens the door, Dopey is confronted not with
Snow White, but with what to Dopey and the viewer looks like a ghost,
stretching across three beds (the appearance of the phallus dominates this
little, all masculine economy, the phallic phantom inflated or erected over
several beds; a separate analysis, on the other hand, would be warranted
about the ways in which Snow White serves as the spectral exchange value to
the use value economy of the seven dwarfs, living the proto-communist use
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economy, mining the jewels without any intention of cashing in on them or
putting them into circulation). What is of particular interest is that in another
sequence, this ghost, Snow White, is laid to rest in a crystal coffin and then
woken up by the prince. It is in this intertextual crypt that Ejzenstejn seals the
secret of lvan the Terrible. Dopey climbing the stairs is replicated in Prince
Vladimir’s walk towards the place of his murder; the candle casts a long
trembling shadow, the entrances in lvan the Terrible are disproportionately
small, “dwarfish”, signaling the intertextual link; they both, like their sha-
dows, tremble with terrible anticipation; Ivan the Terrible performs at the
pinnacle of its dramatic tension a doubling of Snow White, the reference put
on display and buried in the film, at the same time. Something like Lenin’s
mummy both put on display and buried in a crypt, which is constitutive for
the aesthetic operation of Socialist Realism. (It is also significant, that
Ejzenstejn choreographs one of Ivan’s “deaths” — who “dies” and “resur-
rects” several times in the film — after Hans Holbein’s Dead Christ in a
Tomb, which features prommently in Dostoevskij’ S novel The Idiot as a
marker of the death of God.* Time in EJzenstejn is “a post-mortem time, he
is using its ‘remains’”, writes Valerij Podoroga.)*® And it is in the shadow of
that crypt that I will, probably for the first and the last time in my life, agree
with Stalin and his assessment that Ivan the Terrible part two is like Hamlet,
a charge which he leveled at EJZCI’IStCJl’l before preventing the release of the
film in a meeting that included Cerkasov, Molotov, Zdanov, E]zenste]n and
Stalin himself, after midnight in the Kremlrn at the end of February 1947.3%¢

If lvan the Terrible is a Hamlet, he is a Hamlet in search of his specter
(to invoke Derrida’s Specters of Marx, which is a book not only about Marx,
but about Hamlet as well), or of his ghost; as in Hamlet, in lvan the Terrible
we could say that the ghost is placed “below the deepest of plots, but in a
place, uPon which the scene is founded, and with it the action that takes
place”.”" This lvan/Stalin/phallus is awaiting the kiss and animation (“sup-
pIying an inanimate object with life and a soul”, says Ejzenstejn on Dis-
ney), the breath of the pneuma, the rising spirit, that would bring back from
the dead that other Vladimir, Vladimir 1I’i¢, whose place Stalin occupies
without legitimacy or does so with the “legitimacy” of terror, and whom he
symbolically and politically killed. And if it still seems unlikely to you that
Sergej Ejzenstejn’s obsession with Disney’s Snow White and the Seven
Dwarfs (with numerous pages on the ghostliness of Dlsney s film, and ani-
mation as the practice of giving soul to dead bodies)*® figures as an encrypted
symptom, as the provocation of the libidinal charge, the veiled, secret ideo-
logical kiss on the forehead of the rigid, mortified phallus of Lenin’s mum-
mified body, then let me put the last nail in this spectral coffin by quoting
Konstantin Mel’nikov’s essay ‘Architect-Agitator’, in which he describes that
he made the crystal coffin for the mummified Lenin as “a crystal with a
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radiant Play of interior light alluding to the tale of the sleeping Snow
White”.*

Lenin’s crystal coffin conjured at the end of the film evokes the pre-
vious unfinished project by Ejzenstejn of exactly the same period as filming
The Capital, the Glass House, which in turn echoes with the Crystal Palace
from the First Universal Exhibition in London in 1851 which served as an
inspiration for Marx to reflect on capital and fetishism. In addition, this
encrypted crystal intertext produces in an exemplary way what Gilles
Deleuze would call a “crystal-image” effect, refracting and splitting the
cinematic image and temporality in at least two, “one of which is launched
towards the future while the other falls into the past. Time consists of this
split, and it is [...] time, that we see in the crystal”.*" In Ejzenstejn, what you
see is not what you get. In the ruptured genealogy of Ivan the Terrible, Stalin
is to Lenin as the Evil Queen is to Snow White, and Ejzenstejn enacts the role
of the cinematic Prince Charming, the kiss and all, conjuring the ghost out of
the cinematic crystal coffin.

Stalinist Terror served to ontologize the body of Lenin, make him for-
ever present in one place, by sealing him in the crystal coffin and ensuring
that he does not go anywhere. “As in the work of mourning, after a trauma,
the conjuration has to make sure that the dead will not come back: quick, do
whatever is needed to keep the cadaver localized, in a safe place, decom-
posing right where it was inhumed, or even embalmed as they liked to do in
Moscow. Quick, a vault to which one keeps the keys!” says Derrida in The
Specters of Marx.*? Sergej Ejzenstejn, to use Derrida’s formula from Specters
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of Marx, conjures up the ghost and attempts, in the second part of lvan the
Terrible, by having recourse to Disney’s ghosts, to “hauntologize” the corpse.
This conjuring up of a specter attempts a “revitalization”, or at least a waking
up of the ghost, the spirit of revolution, the “weak messianic powers” obli-
terated or repressed by Stalin’s terror.*® This “hauntology” also presents itself
as a task of re-reading Soviet modernism and culture and certainly Ivan the
Terrible in all their radical political consequences and implications. Cinema,
as Derrida says in the film Ghost Dance, is the science of ghosts (“Film plus
psychoanalysis equals the science of phantoms”).** In Ivan the Terrible, and
in Ejzenstejn’s notes on Disney, indeed, a specter is haunting, the specter of
communism.

By placing the coded reference to Snow White (Snow White as a ghost)
in the crucial scene related to the death of Prince Vladimir, at the pinnacle of
the Soviet cinema and arguably the majestic summit of the entire state
engineered artistic project known as Socialist Realism, which is the second
part of lvan the Terrible, the film offers in an encrypted form a colossal,
cosmic and comic, parodic animation and internal deconstruction (again, in
the words of Jacques Derrida in Specters of Marx, a tele-techno-messianic
“hauntologization™) of the ideological forces (“Socialist Realism”, “Stalin™)
and the terror that have produced the film. Its laughter is animated, echoed
and sealed in a crystal crypt. What we “see and hear” as the film Ivan the
Terrible (its “aesthetics”) is precisely the secret haunting, aura and laughter
echoing in this crypt.*



26

Dragan Kujundzic¢

NOTES

The essay is accompanied by a series of photographs titled ‘Specters of Marx’
taken by Dragan KujundZi¢ in the Highgate Cemetery, London, on July 26,
2011. The photographs form an integral part of this essay.

Marx-Engels Correspondence, Letter of Engels (in Manchester) to Marx (in
London), December 3, 1851, http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/
1851/letters/51 12 03.htm#cite, last visited September 25, 2011.

Louis Marin, ‘Disneyland: A Degenerate Utopia’, Glyph, 1, Baltimore, 1977,
p. 54. Jean Baudrillard, Selected Writings, Stanford, 1988, chapter “Simulacra
and Simulations”, pp. 166-184. See also Jean Baudrillard, ‘Disneyworld
Company’, Liberation, March 6, 1996.

Boris Grojs, Stil’ Stalin. Utopija i obmen, Moskva, 1993. In English as: The
Total Art of Stalinism, Princeton, 1992 (here pp. 66-67). For the comparison
between Lenin’s mummy and Lincoln’s mechanical effigy in Disneyland
(Disney is never far from this parodic scene of mourning), see Grojs’ essay
from the same volume in Russian, ‘Lenin i Linkoln — obrazy sovremennoj
smerti’ (‘Lenin and Lincoln: the Forms of Modern Death’). Of particular
interest for comparison between Ejzenstejn and Disney is the way in which
Socialist Realism, just like Disneyland, is meant to aestheticize the political,
and make the world beautiful. Disneyland is also the space in which




“Mickey Marx”: Ejzenstejn With Disney 27

10

11

12

13

14
15

16

Americans get to enjoy an aestheticized (and anesthetized) version of the
communal transportation, waiting in lines, etc., the staple of life in the Soviet
Union.

Nicholas Abraham and Maria Torok, ‘Mourning and Melancholia: Intro-
jection versus Incorporation’, The Shell and the Kernel, Volume 1, Chicago,
1994. See also ‘The llness of Mourning and the Fantasy of the Exquisite
Corpse’, from the same volume.

Jurij Tynjanov, Pocétika. Istorija literatury. Kino. Moskva, 1977, p. 293.

Ibid., p. 539.

Mikhail Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, Tr. Caryl Emerson,
Minneapolis, 1984, p. 139.

| take the liberty of drawing attention to my book, The Returns of History,
(New York, 1997) and in particular the chapter “The Wax Effigy and the
Form/aldehyde of History” for the analysis of the discursive strategies by
means of which Jurij Tynjanov attempted and | argue indeed succeeded in
corroding, from within, the overbearing presence of the unmournable effigy of
Lenin, by putting it into encrypted parodic circulation in this short story
(“Voskovaja persona’, 1932). | analyzed carnivalistic laughter in the face of
Stalinist terror, as it has been elaborated by Michail Bachtin, in my ‘On
Derrideology: Laughter as Otherness in Bakhtin and Derrida’ published in the
same book. See also: Dragan Kujundzi¢, ‘Smech kak drugoj u Bachtina i
Derrida’, Bachtinskij sbornik, 1, Moskva, 1990.

Esther Leslie, Hollywood Flatlands. Animation, Critical Theory and the
Avant-garde, London, 2002. See in particular the chapters “Eisenstein Shakes
Mickey’s Hand in Hollywood”, and “Mickey Mouse, Utopia, and Walter
Benjamin”.

Walter Benjamin, ‘Mickey Mouse’, Selected Writings, Vol. 2, Part 2, Cam-
bridge, 1999. For Benjamin on Ejzenstejn and Battleship Potemkin (but also
with references to “the cinema of Soviet Revolution” in comparison with
“American slapstick comedy”), see Benjamin’s ‘Reply to Oscar A.H.
Schmitz’, Selected Writings, Vol. 2, Part 1, Cambridge, 1999.

Miriam Hansen, ‘Of Mice and Ducks. Benjamin and Adorno on Disney’, The
South Atlantic Quarterly, Winter 1993, Vol. 92, No. 1.

The Socialist-Realists of Eastern Germany (DDR) loved Snow White as well,
making, inspired by Disney, their own version. The DEFA (Deutsche Film-
Aktiengesellschaft) produced Snow White by Gottfried Kolditz in 1961. |
gratefully acknowledge the work of my undergraduate student, Rachael
Counce, and her paper ‘Snow White or Communist Red?’ dedicated to this
film (manuscript, Spring, 2008).

Laurence Rickels, Nazi Psychoanalysis, Vol. 3, Psy Fi, Minneapolis, 2002.
For the racist undertones of Aladdin and the first war in Iraq see Eleanor
Byrne and Martin McQuillan, Deconstructing Disney (the chapter “Call me
Al”), New York, 2000.

Anne Nesbet, Savage Junctures, London, 2003, p. 195. See in particular the
juxtaposition in the figure 27, which reproduces the stills of ‘Dopey with



28

Dragan Kujundzic¢

17

18

19

20
21

22

23

24

25
26
27
28
29

30
31

32
33
34

35

candle’ (Snow White) and “Vladimir with candle’ (lvan the Terrible, Part
Two).

Sergei Eisenstein, ‘On Disney’, The Eisenstein Collection, Ed. Richard
Taylor, London, 2006.

Sergei Eisenstein, ‘The Problem of the Materialist Approach to Form’, The
Eisenstein Reader, London, 2008, p. 53.

Sergei Eisenstein, ‘Notes for a film of Capital’, October, Vol. 2, Summer
1976, p. 4. See also: ‘Reading Eisenstein Reading Capital’ by Annette
Michelson, October, Vol. 2, Summer 1976, and “Part 2” of that article in
October, Vol. 3, Spring 1977.

Eisenstein, ‘Notes for a film of Capital’, p. 10.

See in English: Oskar Negt and Alexander Kluge, Public Sphere and Ex-
perience: Toward an Analysis of the Bourgeois and Proletarian Public
Sphere, translated by Assenka Oksiloff and Peter Labanyo, Minneapolis,
1993. An excellent overview of Negt and Kluge’s philosophy is ‘History and
Obstinacy: Negt and Kluge’s Redemption of Labor’ by Christopher Pavsek,
New German Critique, 68, Spring-Summer 1996, pp. 137-163.

Alexander Kluge, Nachrichten aus der ideologischen Antike (News from
Ideological Antiquity), 3 DVDs, Frankfurt, 2008.

Julija Vassilieva, ‘Capital and Co.: Kluge/Ejzenstejn/Marx’, http://Aww.
screeningthepast.com/2011/08/capital-and-co-klugeeisenstein _marx/;  last
accessed March 4, 2012.

Fredric Jameson, ‘Marx and Montage’, New Left Review, 58, July-August
2009, http://newleftreview.org/view=2793; last visited on September 25,
2011.

Kluge, Nachrichten aus der ideologischen Antike, p. 16.

Jameson, ‘Marx and Montage’.

Eisenstein, ‘The Problem of the Materialist Approach to Form’, p. 55.
Eisenstein, ‘On Disney’, p. 146.

“Communism must have the courage to be a ‘ghost’ — if it wishes to
recuperate an authentic reality” (Gianni Vattimo, ‘Weak Communism’, The
Idea of Communism, Eds. Costas Douzinas and Slavoj Zizek, London, 2010,
p. 207).

Vladimir Sorokin, Den’ opricnika, Moskva, 2008.

Ejzenstejn’s complicated and conflicted “cosmopolitanism”, particularly as
manifested in lvan the Terrible, is discussed extensively in a recent article by
Katerina Clark, ‘Sergei Eisenstein’s Ivan the Terrible and the Renaissance:
An Example of Stalinist Cosmopolitanism?’, Slavic Review, Vol. 71, No. 1,
Spring 2012, pp. 49-70.

Eisenstein, ‘On Disney’, p. 181.

Reproduced from Anne Nesbet, Savage Junctures, London, 2003, p. 195.

See, for example, ‘Idiot i lvan Groznyj’ (August 28, 1947), Sergej Mi-
chajlovi¢ Ejzenstejn, Metod, tom vtoroj, Moskva, 2000, pp. 305-315.

Valerij Podoroga, ‘Materialy k psichobiografii S.M. Ejzenstejna’, and ‘Dis-
kussija’, Avto-bio-grafija. K voprosu o metode. Tetradi po analiticeskoj




“Mickey Marx”: Ejzenstejn With Disney 29

36

37

38
39

40

41

antropologii, No. 1. Ed. Valerij Podoroga, Moskva, 2001, p. 143. Could a
similar post-mortem sentiment be discerned in Disney? Having in mind in
particular that Mickey Mouse’s real name is “Mortimer”.

See “S.M. Eisenstein’s Film”, and other chapters related to this film, in:
Maureen Perrie, The Cult of lvan the Terrible in Stalin’s Russia, New York,
2001, p. 174.

Samuel Weber, “Ibi et ubique”: The Incontinent Plot (Hamlet)’, in: Thea-
tricality as Medium. New York, 2004, p. 185. See also Dragan KujundZic¢,
‘Ghost Scriptum, or Nothing to Play With’, Parting With, Essays on Samuel
Weber, Eds. Kevin McLaughlin and Marc Redfield, Chicago, forthcoming.
Eisenstein, ‘On Disney’, p. 104.

“The ghosts themselves, frightened by them, take off like a bullet from the
‘haunted’ house. A stroke of pure Disney charm” (Eisenstein, ‘On Disney’, p.
104). “The ghostly mask which prophesies to the witch in Snow White
appears in [...] fire” (p. 106), etc.

See The Great Utopia, the Russian and Soviet Avant-Garde, 1915-1932, New
York, 1992, pp. 56-57, translation slightly modified. For the analogy between
erection and resurrection in explicitly phallic terms, see the series of drawings
Ejzenstejn made in 1931, particularly the one reproduced in Michail Jam-
pol’skij’s O blizkom, Moskva, 2001, pp. 72-73: “Christ is represented in the
figure of phallus, kissed by a figure of a man, standing behind the cross.” For
various impulses of erotic sublimation in Ejzenstejn, see Michail Jampol’skij,
‘Sublimacija kak formoobrazovanie (Zametki ob odnoj neopublikovannoj
stat’e Sergeja Ejzenstejna)’, Kinovedceskie zapiski, 43, 1999, pp. 35-66. The
phantasm of the “crystal coffin” as a womb may be related to Ejzenstejn’s
notion of Mutterleib (MLB), a desire to return to mother’s womb enacted in a
number of his films, including Ivan the Terrible. See for example, ‘MLB
(Obraz materinskogo lona)’, Ejzenstejn, Metod, pp. 296-349. The crystal
coffin, on the other hand, is inevitably associated with the Crystal Palace from
the World Exhibition in London during the First Universal Exhibition in 1851
(famously in the Russian tradition taken up prominently and critically in
Dostoevskij’s Notes From Underground) which led Marx to think about the
fetish dimension of the capital. Sergej Ejzenstejn, in turn, parallel to his
project of filming The Capital, wanted to film The Glass House (treatment
notes published in Iskusstvo kino, 3, 1979, pp. 94-114). For the connection
between the Crystal Palace, the Glass House project, and the notion of the
spectrality of capital as developed in Jacques Derrida’s Specters of Marx
(along the lines similar to our own analysis which however adds to this line of
association the crystal coffin), related to Kluge’s film on Ejzenstejn, see Julija
Vassilieva, ‘Capital and Co.: Kluge/ Ejzenstejn/Marx’, http://www.screening
thepast.com/2011/08/capital-and-co-klugeeisensteinmarx/,  last  accessed
March 4, 2012.

Gilles Deleuze, Cinema, 2, translated by Hugh Tomlinson and Robert Galeta,
Minneapolis, 1989, p. 81. For extended analyses of the Glass House project,
see Oxana Bulgakova, ‘Eisenstein, the Glass House and the Spherical Book.



30

Dragan Kujundzic¢

42

43

44

45

From Comedy of the Eye to a Drama of Enlightenment’, http://rouge.
com.au/7/eisenstein.html (2005), last accessed March 6, 2012.

Jacques Derrida, Specters of Marx, New York, 1994, p. 97. For the im-
plications of Derrida’s Specters of Marx and for an enthusiastic endorsement
of Derrida’s reading of Marx for the Marxist project (what amounts to an
endorsement and inscription of Derrida into a lineage of great “Marxist”
philosophers, with all the necessary distinctions respectfully noted), see
Fredric Jameson’s ‘Marx’s Purloined Letter’, in his, one is tempted to call it
already a classic, Valences of the Dialectic, New York, 20009.

For the communist, revolutionary implication of such a gesture, see Derrida’s
Specters of Marx; also, see Susan Buck-Morss, ‘The Second Time as Farce...
Historical Pragmatics and the Untimely Present’, The Idea of Communism,
London, New York, 2010, 67 ff.

Ghost Dance, directed by Ken McMullen, London, 1983. This film, inci-
dentally, not without relevance to the questions of spectrality and revolution,
features the Highgate cemetery and Marx’s grave prominently, as well as that
other famous Londoner obsessed with ghosts (as in Derrida’s dictum from the
film quoted above), Sigmund Freud. In one scene, one of the female prota-
gonists, Leonie Mellinger, wakes up in a bed set seemingly in front of Marx’s
grave and monument (as we learn, a parodic trompe I’oeil, a large “life-size”
photograph in fact), with a voiceover saying that this is not even the real grave
of Marx, “it was initially in the poor men’s part of the cemetery. Are you sure
they got the right bones?”

The conclusion of the present essay finds its uncanny visual correspondence
and coincidence (if not downright an illustration) in ‘Lenin with Dwarfs’,
which superimposes the Disney cartoon characters onto Lenin’s mausoleum,
the dwarfs coming from work out of Lenin’s mausoleum (“Hi-ho!”), in a
recent caricature drawing by Sergej Elkin, published on December 14, 2011,
at  http://www.polit.ru/media/photolib/2011/12/14/thumbs/lenin1777 13238
66102.jpg.288x216 085.jpg; last accessed on February 6, 2012.




Available online at www.sciencedirect.com

ScienceDirect Russian |.'t ;
iterature

ELSEVIER Russian Literature LXXIV (2013) 1/11

www.elsevier.com/locate/ruslit

“HAM CMEX U CTPOUTH U )KUTh [IOMOTAET”;
[TOJIMTAKOHOMUSI CMEXA U COBETCKAS
MYVY3bIKAJIBHA I KOMEUS (1930-E T'OJIbI)
(“LAUGHTER HELPS US TO BUILD AND LIVE”: THE POLITICAL
ECONOMY OF LAUGHTER AND THE SOVIET MUSICAL COMEDY
OF THE 19305)

WJIbSI KAJIMHVH
(IL’IA KALININ)

Abstract

This article is devoted to the social and political aspects of laughter specific to the
Soviet culture of the 1930s. Based on discussions concerning the new Soviet musical
comedy it reconstructs the political economy of Soviet laughter in the analytical
frame mapped out between the terms laughter and labor, laughter and goods, laugh-
ter and capital. The main thesis is that Soviet laughter of Stalin’s époque works as a
structural analogue of Soviet intense shock labor that allows the Soviet mass subject
to cross the border between collective and individual, ideological and psycho-
physiological, physical efforts and emotional relaxation.

Keywords: Laughter; Soviet Musical Comedy; G. Aleksandrov

1. Tpyo kax gvicoboscOeHue HacraxsCOeHUs
B OymHsAX BEMMKHX CTPOEK,

B BecesioM rpoxoTe, B OTHAX U 3BOHAX...
(*“Mapiu 3HTY3HaCTOB”)

0304-3479/$ — see front matter © 2013 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ruslit.2013.10.006


http://www.elsevier.com/locate/ruslit
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ruslit.2013.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ruslit.2013.10.006
http://www.sciencedirect.com

120 Hnos Kanunun

PasroBop o He 3KOHOMHYECKUX (EHOMEHAX B TEPMHUHAX MOJUTIKOHOMHUH
TPYJHO Ha3BaTh HOBBHIM. MapKC paclIMpHI MOJTUTIKOHOMUYECKOE OTHCAHUE
JI0 TPaHUI] aHTPOTIOJIOTHYECKOTO FTOPU30HTA YEJIOBEYECKOTO CYIIIECTBOBAHMUSI.
Opeiin UCTIONB30BaNT 5KOHOMHUYECKYIO MOJIEINb JIJISl ONMCAaHUs YelIOBEYEeCKOM
NICUXUKH. Boapuiisip mombITancss BCKPHITh MEXaHU3MBbl HOJIMTHYECKOW HKO-
HOMHH si3bIKa. JKWKEK clienal TOJIMTIKOHOMHIO OJIHOH M3 OCHOB CBOETO aHa-
7132 TIOBCEHEBHOCTH, MacCOBOW KYJIbTYPhI M HACOJIOTHH. DTO €CIIU Orpa-
HUYMBAThCs ypoBHEM great books u moutn cinydwaiinbiM BeIOOpOM Hanbolee
BIUATEIbHBIX GUryp. COBETCKHI COLMOKYIbTYPHBIH OIBIT TAKXKE HE pa3 cTa-
HOBUJICS OOBEKTOM OINKCAHUN, B KOTOPHIX MMEHHO CHMBOJHYECKAs DKOHO-
MHKa MPOM3BOJCTBA U MOTPEOJICHUS UICONOTUU CTAHOBHJIACH KIIFOUOM K IO-
HUMAHHIO Crelu(UKE (QyHKIMOHNPOBAHMS COBETCKOTO obmiecTsa.” Pasu-
Yyarh CJIydau, KOrJa MOJIUTIKOHOMHUYECKHUE TEPMUHBI COCTABISIOT JIUIIb PU-
TOPHYECKYIO TKaHb OIUCAHHS, OT MPHUMEPOB, KOTIA IMOJUTIKOHOMHS CTaHO-
BUTCSI aHAIMTHYECKHUM METOIOM, (YHAWPYIOIIUM WHTEPIIPETAIHI0, HE TaK
MIPOCTO, KaK MOKET MOoKazaThcs. [IoCKOIbKy B JF000OM ciydae mepen HaMu
NpeBpalleHue TMONUTIKOHOMUYECKIX MOHATHH B KOHIENTYyalbHble MeTado-
PBI, MTO3BOJISIFOIME BCKPBITh B OOBEKTE CMBICIIBI, HE CUUTHIBAEMBIC TIPH JPY-
TUX crocobax mpouTeHus. Bompoc ckopee B TOM, HACKONBKO pa3BepHYTa U
MOCJIeIOBaTeIbHA OKa3bIBACTCS IIEMOYKA JTHX KOHILENTYaIbHBIX MeTadop,
CKPETUISIONIasi KOHKPETHBIN aHaIn3.

“TToauToKOHOMHS cMexa” OKa3bIBAETCA CIe OJHOW KOHIEHTYATbHON
MeTaopoil B psily ykKe CYHIECTBYIOUINX, BCTPAUBasCh B OOIIYIO aHAIUTH-
YECKYI0 paMKy “TIONMTAIKOHOMUU colipeanu3Ma’, npeanoxeHnyio E. Jloopen-
K0. ET0 OCHOBHO#1 T€3UC COCTOUT B TOM, YTO UMEHHO XYI0KECTBEHHBIA Me-
TOJl OKa3bIBAJICS €IWHCTBEHHO PabOTAaIOIIMM HHCTPYMEHTOM MpeoOpa3oBa-
HUS peajibHOCTH; HJICOJIOTHsI KOMIICHCHPOBAaia HEXBAaTKy PElpecCUpOBaHHOM
MapKCU3MOM “‘TprOaBOYHON CTOMMOCTH”, cO3[aBasi HAa YPOBHE CHMBOIIU-
YEeCKON penpe3eHTalud TO, YTO HE MOTJIO OBITh HPOM3BEICHO B JCHCTBH-
tenpHOCTH (Jlo6perko 2008: 23-79). B kakoM-TO CMBICIIE OTHOIIEHUS MEKITY
peaNbHBIM U YCIOBHBIM IIAaHAMH B 9TOI SKOHOMHUYECKOH MeTadope MEHSFOT-
Csl MECTaMH, MTOCKOJIBKY IMEHHO HOAUMIKOHOMUSA COYPeanru3ma OKa3bIBaeTCs
peasbHO pabOTAIOUIMM MEXaHU3MOM B OTJIHMYHE OT HE YKOPEHEHHOH B IpH-
poze dernoBeKa noaumakoHomuu coyuarusma. “CorpeanusM — 3TO MalluHa
npeoOpa3oBaHusl COBETCKOM peanbHOCTH B conuanuim” (28). Takum obGpa-
30M, BO3HHMKAET aHAJMTUYECKas MEPCIEKTHBA, OCHOBAHHAS Ha JIOTUKE KOM-
TIEHCAINH, COTJIACHO KOTOPOW MHTEHCHBHOCTH HJIEOJIOTHMYECKOTO TPOHU3BO/-
CTBa W MOTpeOieHus 3amemnaer co0ol Kpax WM NpOOYKCOBKY pealbHOTO
COIMAIBHO-3KOHOMUYECKOTO CTPOUTENILCTBA. Perpe3eHTalus moMeHseT co-
00¥ OTCYTCTBYIOIIYIO PEANBHOCTD, TPOM3BO/ISI MEXK TEM peajbHbIC d(PPEKTHI.

Kazanochk Obl, COBETCKHH (COLPEATHCTHUECKHIT) CMEX BIIOIHE MOIKET
OBITH TPOYNTAH B paMKax TOW k€ camoil KomrmeHcatopHoW Monenu. U ato
BIIOJIHE XapaKTEPHBIN XOJ] B MHTEPIIPETAI[MUA CTAIUHCKOW KOMEIUH, KOTopas
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paccMaTpuBaeTcs Ha CHHXPOHHOM (POHE aMEPHUKAHCKOTO MIO3UKIIA 3IIOXU
BEJIMKOMW JIETIPECCUU WIIM MIO3MKIJIA HanucTckoil ['epmanuu. B aToit nmepcnek-
THBE CUMBOJIMYECKUN JTaHAMA(PT COBETCKONW MY3BIKAIHHONH KOMEINH OIHCHI-
BaeTCs KaK YTOIMMYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, NAIOIICE BO3MOYKHOCTH ICKAIHCT-
CKOT'0 HCXO0JIa M3 Y)KAacOB WHIYCTPUAIM3AIlMH, KOJIJIEKTUBHU3allMU M boib-
moro Teppopa (cm., Hanpumep, Teitmop 2002: 358-371). A ee smormo-
HaJIbHBIN JIMPU3M OIO3HAETCA KaK aJbTEPHATHBA Uy KOJIEKTHBUCTCKOTO
repomsMa ‘“‘cepbe3HOM HICOJOTHH , OropakMBaromas cdepy HHIUBUIY-
QITBHOTO TIEPEKUBAHUS, TIPOTHBOIIOCTABIIEMOT'0 MAaCCOBOMY DHTY3HA3MY.

[To HEOOXOOMMOCTH BEIHYKICHHBI MHOTHE IECSATHICTHS OBITh ‘‘Uelno-
BEKOM TE€pPOMYECKHM’, B TOM YHUCIE U B OBITY, “COBETCKHI UEIOBEK’,
MTOX0’Ke, HeB3Upasi Ha BCE MPETIOHBI, TBITAICS OTCTOATH CBOE TPABO Ha
JUPUIECKOe MHPOUYYBCTBOBAHHE, HA YACTHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO SMOITHO-
HaJbHOH >KM3HH, IyCTh W BBIpKaBIICH ceOs B 001acTH MaccoBOM
ecHu U oreproro tearpa. (Paky 2009: 201)

Takum 00pazoM, cOBEeTCKas KHHOKOMEIMS WHTEPHPETUPYETCS KaK UHTUM-
HbIM, NPUBAaTHBIA U SMOLMOHAIBHO MPUTArATENbHBI BAapHAHT COBETCKOU
YKU3HU, TPOTUBOIOCTABIIIONINN JTUPUKY U TEPOU3M, BO3BPAILAIOUINA Yeio-
BEKY COpa3MEpHBI eMy WHIAMBHIyadbHBIH MacimiTab. B wrore mepex Hamu
OKa3bIBACTCS XOTh M CcOo8emcKkasl, HO Komeousl, — KapTUHA CBETIIOTO Oydy-
IIEro, HO C YeIOBEYECKHM JIMIIOM, CBOEOOpa3HBI MPOTHBOBEC TOMY OpH-
[UATBHOMY CBETIIOMY OyAyIIeMmy, KOTOpO€ HMIIEPAaTHBHO M OECKOMIIPO-
MHCCHO TPHU3BIBANIO O€3 0oCcTaTKa OTAAaTh ceOs AeIy €ro CTPOUTENbCTBa.” B
MEPBOM CIIy4ae — CMEX M pPajOCTHOE BECeNbe, BO BTOPOM — TPYJ, MHTCH-
CHBHOCTH KOTOPOTO CXKHTAET YEJIOBEUECKOE Ha aiTape repomsma. B mepBom
clydae — 3MOIIMA, BO BTOPOM — HjeoJjiorndecKkas mpomnaranaa. Ilpu sTom B
Ka4eCcTBe aKCHOMATHYCCKON IMPEAITOCHUIKH TaKOTO B3MJIAA HA SMOIUIO BBHI-
CTYITaeT YTBEPKICHHE €€ YaCTHOIO XapaKTepa, JeJaroliee e¢ MPOoCTPAHCTBOM
JATCHTHOTO COMPOTHBIICHUS KOJUIEKTUBUCTCKOMY Tadocy uaeconoruu. B pe-
3yJIBTAaTe B TAKOTO POJa OIEHKAX BO3HUKACT HEU30CIKHOE HANPSIKCHHE MEK-
Iy YTBEPXKICHHEM KOMIICHCATOPHOW M JCKAIMMCTCKOW (YHKIIUSIMUA MY3bI-
KaITbHOW KOMEIWH W TECEHHOW KYIbTYPHl M UX BCTPOCHHOCTBIO B MPOCKT
COBETCKOW MOJICPHU3AINH C XapaKTeE)HLIM JUIS. HETO TPEOOJICHUEM OIIIO-
3unuH “repoudeckoe”’/“mupudeckoe”.” MHBIMH CIIOBaMH, KOMEIUS OJHOBPE-
MEHHO OITMCBIBACTCS U KaK MOOET OT yXKAacOB COIMATBHOMN MPAaKTHKU U Kak
HEOThEMJIEMAsi YacTh TOTAJIUTAPHOI'O KOHTEKCTa, BOCIPOHM3BOIAIIAS IPHU-
HY)KICHHE B MEAMUHBIX 00pazax uaeonormueckoro cobmazua: “Eciau boinb-
miori Teppop ObUT KHYTOM JJIsl MOJCPHHU3AIIMU CTPaHbI, TO Pa3BJICKaTEIbHOE
kuHo — npstaukom” (Teitmop 2002: 359).

[lomoOnass Todka 3pEeHUS BOCHPOM3BOAUT XapaKTEPHBINH B3IIIAN Ha
“COBETCKOTO YeNloBeKa” KakK Ha COIMAIbHYI0 KOHCTPYKIIHIO, B KOTOPOH Tpa-
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HUIIBI BHEIITHETO W BHYTPEHHETO MTOBTOPSIIOT CHMBOJIMYECKOE pacipe/ielieHue
“coBeTckoro” u “gemoBedeckoro”’. “BHemninee” CBSA3BIBAETCS C IUKTATOM Ie-
POMYECKUX KOJUIEKTUBHUCTCKUX ILEHHOCTEH, MICONIOTUYECKOW WHIOKTPHHA-
IUEH W MpormaraHaoi, “o0e3 TMINBAIONIMMI UHIAUBHYyaThbHOE MHPOYYBCTBO-
BaHME” W IMpeBpaIlaONIMMHU YeJIOBeKa B “BHHTHUK TOCYJapCTBEHHOW MalllH-
Hb”. Haoboport, “BHyTpeHHEe” OKa3bIBaeTCs 30HOW MOJCIYIHOTO COMPOTH-
BJICHUSI, B KOTOPOI SMOLIMOHAIbHAS CTOPOHA YENOBEUECKOM >KU3HU OKa3bl-
BaeTCsl CBOCOOpA3HBIM MPOTHUBOSAMEM OT AypMaHa uaecojoruu. B To xe
BpEeMsI MaTepHall TIOKa3bIBaCT, UTO CUTYaINs ObLIA OTHOBPEMEHHO M JTy4Ille U
XyXe, 4eM 3TO MpeAroyaraeT NaHHBIH B3MAA. MHOUBUAyalbHAsS SMOLIUS
ObliIa HE TOJILKO 30HOH COIMaiabHOM aBToOHOMHH. OHa ObLIa TaKKe M MCTOY-
HUKOM MOITHOW COIMATIbHON 3HEPTHH, TOCKOIBKY MTO3BOJISIIA CHITH Oapbep
MEXIy BHYTPEHHUM M BHEITHUM, WHTUMHBIM M TE€POUYCCKHUM, TICHXOJIOTH-
YECKUM U HJeoJorndeckuM. M MaccoBasi IecHs, MOIITHO 3asBUBIIAs O cede ¢
MPUXOJIOM MY3BIKAJIbHOW KOMEINH, 3TO MpeKpacHo JeMoHcTpupyeT. Ee cre-
mupuKa B KauyecTBe 0COOOTO MeAmyMma 3aKI09acTCs B TOM, YTO OHA OIIO-
CpenyeT TpaHWIy MEXIYy WHANBUIYATBHBIM M KOJUICKTUBHBIM, MEXKIY
WHTHUMHBIM U UIC0JIOTHYECKIM, MEXIY COJIBHBIM U XOPOBBIM IHeHueM. ['onoc
TIOFOIIIETO TEePOSI MY3BIKAITEHOW KOMEIVH YIOCTOBEPSIET MCKPEHHOCTH ITOIO-
IIEero, TO €CTh MPOHHUIIAEMOCTh 3TOHM rpaHuibl. Ero pacmmpenne B XOpoBOM
MEHUH BIUIETACT WHIWUBUAYAIBHBIH JUPU3M B TapMOHHIO KOJIICKTHBA.

Anamusupyst QuinbM Bonea-Bonea B CBS3W € TPUPOJONW MY3BIKM MO OTHO-
IICHHIO K ApyruM Memua, H. [Ipydek-Maiiep nemaeT BBIBOJ, KOTOPBIH MOXHO
pacTIpoCTpaHUTh HAa PEHOMEH COBETCKOM MY3BIKAIEHON KOMEIVH B I[EIOM:

T'o10¢ — 3T0 METOHMMHUYECKHI 3HAK Ju4HOCTH [...] Tooc ¢ ero Hesa-
MEHUMBIM TEMOPOM — C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, BBIPAKEHHE HCKPEHHOCTH,
3HaK HEMOAJEIBHOCTH, C JPYrod — 3TO MECTO, I/ie CIUIeTaeTcs O(u-
UAJIBHOC C POJIHBIM, 6J'II/I3KI/IM, UHTUMHBIM, TJIC a6CTpaKTHOC CJIOBO
obpeTaeT CBOIO (PU3MYECKYI0, XOTh U HEBHUIAUMYIO OOOJIOYKY, OXKHBO-
TBOPEHHYIO TETIBIM AbixanueM. (Ipyoex-Maiiep 2006: 584)

B 3TOM cMBbIcie TIeCHH JAOBOJIBHO OIHOM, JUIIb OBl OHA ObLJIa MACCOBOM, TO
€CTh paclaxuBarolliell MPOCTPAHCTBO MHTUMHOTO NMEPEKUBAHUS PAJOCTH B
MPOCTPAHCTBO OOIIETO COIMAIEHOTO JIMKOBAHWS, U HA00OPOT, MPEBpaIIaro-
e COIMaNbHBIA KOJ MAE0JIOTUYECKOTO TOCIaHUsl OPraHUMYECKOM 4YacThio
MHTUMHOTO AMOLIMOHAJIBHOIO MEPEeKUBAHUSI. OTO HUMEHHO TO TUANIEKTHU-
YeCKOE€ OTHOIICHHE MEXIY HICOJIOTHEN U TICUXUKOHM, Ha KOTOPOE YKa3bIBaeT
B. BonommnoB B Mapkcuszme u gpurocopuu s3vika.

Wneomornueckuii 3HaK KUB CBOUM IICHXHYECKUM OCYIIECTBICHUEM TaK
Ke, KaK U TICHXOJOTHYECKOE OCYIIECTBICHHE KUBO CBOMM HICOJIOTH-
YECKUM HamosiHeHHeM. [...] Mexay NCcuxukoll M MACOJOTHeH CyIect-
ByeT TakuUM 00pa3oM Hepa3phIBHOE JHUAIEKTHYECKOE B3aNMOICHCTBHE:
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IICUXUKA CHUMAeT ce0s, yHHYTOXKAaeTCs, CTaHOBSCh HACOJOTHEH, U
U/ICOJIOTUSI CHUMaeT ceOsi, CTAHOBSICh IICUXWUKOW; BHYTPEHHHMH 3HAK
JIOJKEH 0CBOOOIMTH ce0s1 OT CBOEH IOTIIONIEHHOCTH IICHXOJIOTHYECKUM
KOHTEKCTOM (Ono-Onorpaduyeckum), repecrarb ObITh CyObEKTHBHBIM
MepeXUBaHUEM, YTOOBI CTaTh HJCOJIOTMYECKUM 3HAKOM; HIEOJIOTH-
YECKHUH 3HaK JIOJDKEH HOTPY3UTh B CTUXHMIO BHYTPEHHUX CYOBEKTUBHBIX
3HAKOB, 3a3By4aTh CYOBEKTUBHBIMH TOHAMH, YTOOBI OCTaThCS )KUBBIM
3HAaKOM, a HE IMOMNACTh B MOUYETHOE IOJIOXKEHHE HEMOHATON My3elHon
penuksuu. (Bonommuos 1993: 46)

Kak mpencraBmisiercsi, onrcanHas BEIIIE JIOTHKA ITPOTHBOIIOCTABICHUI
— pearbHOCTR/HICONOTHSI, TIpoTarania/passieuenne, pabota/oTasX, KOJIEK-
TUBHOC/UHIUBHUIYATbHOE, OMOIMS/IOKTPUHA, BHEIIHEe/BHYTPEHHEE — |
CTOAMIAs 332 He aKCHOoJOoTvs (OIEHOYHOCTh KOTOPOH HOCHT BIIOJHE HAEO-
JIOTHYECKUH XapakTep) JeNaroT 3apaHee MpeAcKa3yeMbIMH pe3yiIbTaThl aHa-
nu3a. bornee MPOOYKTUBHBIM Ka)KETCSl UTEHHUE, MBITAIOIIEECs ClIeloBaTh 3a
JIOTUKOW CaMO# KyIbTYpBI, clieli(rka KOTOpOi COCTOsIa Kak pa3 B JIua-
JEKTHYECKOM CHATHH pa3nnyuid. 11 B 3ToM cMmbIciie (heHOMEH MaccoBOW CO-
BETCKON KOMEIWH B IEJOM U (PaKTypa COBETCKOTO CMeXa B YaCTHOCTH TIO-
3BOJIAET IPOCIEANTh, KaKUM 00pa30M IEpeUYHCICHHBIC BBIIIE MPOTHBOIO-
CTaBJICHUS OKAa3bIBAIIMCh HE3HAUMMBIMHM, a CMEX CTAHOBWJICA HE IPOCTO
SMOIMOHAJIBHOMN pa3psAIKOH, MO3BOJISIOMIEH OTKIIIOUUTHCA OT HEBBIHOCHUMOI'O
HAIpPsDKEHUS! CTAJTMHCKONW MOJEPHU3ALMU, U Jake He MEXaHU3MOM, BbIpala-
THIBAIOIIMM HEOOXOJUMYIO Ui ATOH MOJEPHU3ALUN COLUUAIBHYIO YHEPTHUIO,
HO CTPYKTYPHBIM aHaloroMm Tpynaa. M naxe He mpocTo Tpyna, HO UMEHHO
WHTEHCUBHOTO CTaXaHOBCKOTO TpyAa. Bo3Bpamasce kK 0003HaueHHONH MHOH B
3arnaBum Metadope “TOIMTIKOHOMUHM cMexa”’, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO COBET-
CKasi KOMEJIMS U COBETCKHI CMeX pa0dOTaroT He CTONBKO Kak “‘MallnHa Ipe-
00pa3oBaHMsI COBETCKOW PEaTbHOCTH B COITMANIN3M’, CKOJBKO KaK MAaIllMHA
MTOCTOSTHHOTO O0OMEHa MEXIY PeaTbHOCTHIO M HACONOTHEH, MPOIAaranaon u
pa3BicUYCeHUEM, KOJJICKTUBHBIM M MHAWBUIYATbHBIM, IMOLUEH U TOKTPUHOM,
BHYTPEHHUM W BHEIIHUM. YUTO 1O CyTH, Ha/IO CKa3aTh, U €CTh CTPOUTEIILCTBO
COLIMATIU3MA.

B sToM cMBIcne pupoaa u conpanbHas GyHKINS COBETCKOTO CMeXa He
HCYEPIBIBAETCS KJIACCUUECKUMHU 3aKOHAMM KOMM3Ma, MCXOAALIMMM U3 Ha-
MPSDKEHNST MEKAY NMPOTHBOIOJIOXKHOCTAMHU: OyJb TO CTOJKHOBEHHE MEXaHH-
YeCKOTO W JKMBOTO, OOHApyKHBAIOIIEe HECOCTOSTEIBHOCTh MEXaHH3Ma
(A. beprcon), win 3KOHOMSIIEE NCUXUYECKUE YCHIINS KOPOTKOE 3aMbIKaHUE
MEXy MPOTHUBONOJOKHBIMU CEMAHTUYECKUMH IMONIOCAaMU (KaK OMUCHIBAET
TEXHUKY OCTpoymHus 3. d)pe17m).6 CoBetrcknii cMex Immpe cdepsl KOMHUIEc-
koro. Ha »ToT ToTalbHBIN XapakTep coBeTckoro cMmexa ykasbiBaeT H. Ckpa-
noib: “CMeaTrnest MOXKHO JU00 OT BCEMOIIONIAIOMIEH DMOIMMU CUACThS OT-
TOTO, YTO JKM3HB CTaj]a Jy4lle, JU0O0 10 KOHKPETHOMY MOBOAY — HO, KaK H
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nogobaeT B IapCTBE PAJOCTH M CUACTHSA, TAaKUM ITOBOJOM CTaHOBHUTCS BCE,
Y9TO XOTh KaK-TO CBsi3aHO ¢ HOBhIMH peanmsmu” (Ckpamons 2011: 163). Ho
9TO O3HAYAeT, YTO COBETCKHHM CMEX CBSI3aH HE CTOIBKO C OOBEKTOM (II0-
CKOJIBKY UM MOXET CTaTh JIIO0OH 00BEKT), CKOJILKO C CYOBEKTOM, C €r0 3MO-
[IUOHAIILHBIM COCTOSIHHEM, €r0 BOBJIEYEHHOCTHIO B OOIIyIO aTMocdepy pa-
JOCTH, OOPOCTH U Becenbs. TakuM 00pa3oM, COBETCKHI CMEX OKa3bIBaeTCs
HE CTOJIBKO peaklMell Ha CYNIeCTBYIOIee HANpsDKEHHE, CKOJBKO peakineit
Ha OTCYTCTBHE IOJIFOCOB, MEXKJIy KOTOPBIMH BO3MOXXHO KaKOE-THOO Harps-
xenne. [IocKoIpKy IMEHHO 3THM OTCYTCTBHEM M XapaKTEPU3YETCs COLHAIH-
CTHYECKOE “IIapCTBO PaJOCTH W CYACThs . EJUHCTBEHHBIM HANpSKCHUEM,
BO3HHMKAIOIIUM B CBSI3U C COBETCKMM CMEXOM, OKAa3bIBACTCsl HAIMpPSKCHUE
MEXIY CaMUM CMEIOIIUMCS KOJUIEKTUBOM (BHYTPH KOTOPOTO CHSTHI BCE BBI-
[ICTIEPEYNCIICHHBIC TIPOTHBOIIOIOKHOCTH) U Uy>KAaKOM, BParom, BpeIUTEIEM,
AHAXPOHHMHBIM I MHOOBITHICTBEHHBIM 110 OTHOIIECHHIO K JaHHOMY KOJ-
nekTuBy.’ CrieuuKOi 3TOr0 cMexa CTAHOBHTCS 0COOOT0 pojIa 3apasnTelb-
HOCTB, B pe3yJIbTaTe KOTOPOH CMEIOIIHecs] CyOBEeKThI BXOAAT B TECHBIA 3MO-
[IUOHAIFHO-TEJIECHBI KOHTaKT JpPYT C JAPYroM, IPEoaoJieBast TPaHHUIIBI
MEXIy BHYTPEHHHM U BHEIIHUM, KOJUICKTHBHBIM U HHIMBUYAIbHBIM, (pU3H-
YECKUM U TICUXHYECKUM. W eciii BHOBB BEPHYTH PasroBOp 00 3TOM MHTEH-
CHBHOM (9KCTATHYECKOM, — B 3H3CHIITEIHOBCKOM CMBICIE JKCTasnca)® o6-
MEHEe B 00J1aCTh TOJIUTIKOHOMUH, TO CMeX OKa3bIBaeTcs ad(heKToM, KOTOPHII
OJTHOBPEMEHHO M TPOU3BOIUTCA W TOTPeOsSeTcs OTHUM M TeM K€ KO-
JIEKTHBOM, HE CTaHOBSICH Ollarojapsi 3TOMY TOBapOM, KaK 3TO IMPOUCXOIUT B
Kanmanncmqecmn WHIyCTPUH pa3BIeUeHNH, T1€ OJHU CMEIIaT, a APYyTHe —
emerorest.’ Vi emme TouHee: SBISSCH SMOLMOHAIBHO-TEICCHON PeaKIHeH,
TaKoW cMeX BO3HHKAeT (MPOU3BOANTCS) HA HHIMUBHYAITEHOM YPOBHE, HO IT0-
TpeOIseTcs KOJUIEKTUBHO, COOCTBEHHO, 3TO TIepeTeKaHue M3 Cephl HHINBH-
JyallbHOTO TPOM3BOACTBA B C(epy KOJUICKTUBHOTO MOTPEONICHHUS U YCHUIIM-
BaeT ero 3¢ ¢eKT, NPou3BOIAA “IPYKHBIA 30POBBI COBETCKHI CMeX”’, a He
TOT CMEX, KOTOPBIH SBIICTCS MHAWBHIYATHHON W paIllMOHAIBHOHN peakiuen
WHIMBU/IA, KaKk 3T0 onuchkiBaercst y beprcona.” U ecnu mpu KamuTaaucTH-
YECKOW CHcTeMe MPUOaBOYHAS CTOMMOCTH OKAa3bIBACTCS MATEPHAIBHBIM pe-
3YJIbTATOM TPUCBOEHHOTO KaHUTAINCTOM TpyJa pabodero, To B ciydyae Co-
BETCKOTO cMeXa, MpHOaBOYHAs CTOMMOCTH OKa3bIBA€TCS SKBHBAIECHTHA TOH
oOrmieit 1 3apa3uTenbHON aTMocdepe Becenbs, KOTopas 3aXBaThIBaeT CMEIO-
HIMHACS KOJUIEKTHB. MHAMBHyalbHAS PEakIiis COBETCKOTO 4elloBeKa (COIo-
CTaBHMasi C TPYJOBBIM yCHIJIMEM IpOJIETapHsl) HE PHUCBAMBAETCS KEM-TO OT-
JeNBHBIM, HO pasfensercs BceMu. [IpomykTom sToi paboTHI cMexa M OKa-
3bIBACTCS KOJUICKTUB (KaK 3TO MPOMCXOJHUT, HAMPUMEP, C MY3bIKAIbHBIM
kosutekTuBoM “/Ipyx6a” B dpunbme I'. AnekcannpoBa Becenvie pebsama, 1934
rox). bonee Toro, koMenust MO3BOJISIET MPOU3BOIUTH ATY MPHUOABOYHYIO CTOH-
MOCTh HE MPOCTO Ha ypOBHE HMJEONOTHIECKOH WHAOKTPHUHALINH, ITOIMEHSIO-
el co0oil peaabHyH0 MPAKTUKY CTPOUTENBCTBA HOBOW KU3HU, HO HAa YPOB-
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He, CHIMAIOIIEM pa3lIndre MEeXIy pa3BIeUeHHEM, TBOPUYECTBOM M TPYIOM.
Brmmonss Ty ke QyHKIHIO, 9TO W CTaXaHOBCKHUH TPYH, KOMEIUS MO3BOJISIET
JIOOMTBHCS TOTO K€ Pe3ysbTaTa, HO 0€3 XapaKTepHOU JUId MOCIeIHEr0 NHTEH-
CUBHOHM 3aTparbl cuil. M He MoToMy, YTO CMEX U BECEJbE NPen0oOHOCAMCS
6Mecmo CONNAIMCTHYECKOTO TPYAa, HEOOXOJMMOCTh KOTOPOTO PE3KO CHH-
xKaercst Omaromapsi TOMY, 4YTO KOMEIHWS PHCYET YK€ JOCTHTHYTO€ IapCTBO
COLIMANIN3Ma, & TIOTOMY YTO CMEX M BECEIIbe 80CHPOU3BOOSIN UMMAHEHTNHYIO
CMpyKmypy COITMATUCTUYECKOTO Tpyna. “Becenbiii rpoXoT BEJIUKUX CTPOEK”,
0 KOTOPOM TIOeTCS B “Mapiiie SHTY3HacTOB’, YKa3bIBAI IMEHHO Ha 3Ty CMBIU-
KY COIMAIMCTUYECKOTO TPYJla U COBETCKOI'O BECENbs: OHH HE YepeIOBATUCH
IIPYT C OpyroM, moJo0HO CMEeHe pabodyero BpeMEeHH U J0Cyra, HO ObLIN BIIH-
CaHbl JIpyT B JApyra, SBIAACH (PU3NYECKUM M SMOIMOHAIBHBIM JKBHBAJICH-
TaMH, BKIIOUEHHBIMH B HETIPEKPAIIAIOIINIACS B3aUMHBIN 0OMeH. MHoTra 3ToT
00MEH OKa3bIBaeTCsl Kak ObI JOCIOBHO SKPaHM3HUPOBaH. Tak B KHHO(MIBME
Ceemnvlii nymv, HEMOCPEICTBEHHO TEMATU3HPOBABILIEM CBSI3b MEXIY MY3bI-
KaTbHOM KOMEIMEH M CTAXaHOBCKHM TpyaoM,'' ecTh ClieHa, KOTia rilaBHas
repouHsi, Oymyrias ynapauna TarbssHa Mopo3oBa, MoydaeT TeJaerpaMMmy OT
MoJtoToBa, TOJIEPKABIIETO €€ padOYnid MOYUH, 3KMMAaeMbIi TUpPEKIen
3aBona. TaTksHa 3a1MBaeTCs Clie3aMH CUACThs, HA YTO CEKpeTaphb 3aBOICKON
MapTUIHOW opraHu3anuu roBoputr ei: “Uero ke ThI miadems? Tebe sxe
pamoBaThCs, cMesThes Hamo!”. “S m cMmerocs”, — OTBEUaeT CTaxaHOBKA.
[locne yero Bo3HMKaeT CIleHa MUTHHTA, HA KOTOPOM OOIIUM CMEXOM OTMe-
yaeTcs ee yJapHbIi Tpyn Ha 16 cTaHkKax BMECTO 8, U TE€M XK€ IPYKHBIM
CMEXOM COINPOBOXKJIAETCS €€ 3asiBIEHHE O TOM, YTO Teleph OHa 00sA3yercs
paborath Ha 30 crankax. Takum 00pa3oM, CTaXaHOBCKHIA TPYJ BCTPauBaeTCs
B paMKy KOJUICKTHBHOTO COBETCKOI'O CMeXa, MPHYEM OHHM COOTHOCSTCS HE
KaK NMPUYHMHA W CIEICTBHE, HEe KaK ITOCNeIoBaTeIbHAs CMEHa HaNpsDKEHUS U
Pa3psAKy, a Kak 3JIEMEHTHI 00IIeTo (PU3UYECKOro, SIMOIHMOHAIBHOTO U HIICO-
JIOTHYECKOT'0 MObEMA.

TBopueckast ocHOBa TpyJga IMpH KOMMYHH3Me ObIla OJHOH W3 €ro
6a30BBIX xapakrepucTuk. [Ipn KoMMyHHM3Me MODKHa OBIIa OTMACTh “‘cama
ocHOBa [...] TPOTHBOMONOKHOCTH MEXKIy TPYIOM U HaCIaKICHHEM
(Mapxkc, Burenbe 1955: 206). CymiecTBys B IOCTOSHHO MPHUCYTCTBYIOLIEH
MepCIeKTHBEe KOMMYHH3Ma, COITMATMCTHYECKUH TPY/I TaKKe OMO3HABAJICS MC-
XOsl W3 3TOTO CHATHA. BBIpBaHHBIA W3-TIO BIACTH AKCIUTyaTallud TPY.I
JIOJDKEH OBUT O00pecTH TBOPYECKHUH, — TO €CTh CBOOOJHBIH M TOCTOSHHO
npeoOpa3yromunii CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE YCIIOBHUS, — XapaKTep, a HaclaXaeHHe,
nepectaB OBITh MMPAKTUYECKON HYXIIOW B OTABIXE IMOCIE JIIMHHOTO pabovero
TTHS, TOJDKHO OBLIO YTPAaTUTh CBOIO TPYOyI0 OecconepKaTeabHOCTh, BHI3BaH-
HYI0O OTOPBAaHHOCTBIO OT OCHOB “00INel >KU3HENeATeIbHOCTH 4YeloBeKa, a
TaKkKe “KaueCTBEHHONM M KOJMWYECTBEHHOM OTPaHUYEHHOCTHIO JOCTYIHBIX
JUTA TIpoJsieTapueB HacnaxaeHui” (419). UusiMu ciioBaMu, Tpy/ TOJDKEH OBLT
cTaTh (OpMOM HacTIaKIEHUS, a HACIAXACHUE — COACpXKaHUeM Tpyaa. Takum
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oOpa3oM, Tpyd M HaclaIECHHUE HE MPOCTO IMEpPecTaBaM BBICTYIIATh B Ka-
YECTBE MPOTUBOIOIOKHOCTEH, HO CTAHOBWIJIMCH YCIIOBYSIME JIPYT JIPyTa: TPY-
JIOBasi aKTUBHOCTH MPOM3BOIWIA HACIAXKICHHE HEMOCPEIACTBEHHO (MHUHYS
MEIMHUPYIONIYIO CTAJIHIO BO3HATPAXKICHUS), a HACTAKICHHE CHIUMAJIO Pa3Jiv-
yre MeXAy (pU3MYecKHM TPYIOM, SMOIHOHAIBHBIM IOJABEMOM U pa3Bie-
yenreM: “Co3faH Hall MHp Ha claBy, / 3a TOJBI CAETAHBI Aeia CTOJeTHH. /
Cuactbe Oepem 1o npaBy / U xapko Jr00MM U IoeM Kak AeTH” (Tak 00 3ToM
MOETCsl BCE B TOM ke ‘Mapiue 3HTy3uacToB’). UHTEHCUBHOCTh Tpyaa, UH-
TEHCHUBHOCTh BPEMEHU, MHTCHCHBHOCTH SMOIMOHAILHOTO TEPEKUBAHUSI U
BECENbs BBHICTYNAIOT 37I€Ch KaK IMOJTHOCTBIO TOXKIECTBEHHBIE IPYT IPYTy 00-
IIECTBEHHBIC IIEHHOCTH, MoAexamme ooMeny. [IpuuemM mockonbKy OHU 00-
MEHHUBAIOTCS 0€3 OCTaTKa W HE BCTPAWBAIOTCA B KaKyloO-THOO CHUMBOJIH-
YECKYI0 MEepapXuio, pedb HE HIET O PHIHOYHOM OOMEHE, B KOTOPOM OJHH
TOBap 0OnazaeT OOMbIIEH MEHHOCTHIO, HEXenH Apyroi. ConmanucTudeckas
HKOHOMHKaA paboTaeT yepe3 0OMEH MOJHOCTHIO SKBHBAJICHTHBIX IPYT APYTY
nerHocteil. O0 3Toil ke YyBCTBEHHOW NMPHBI3aHHOCTH K TPYAY, Onaromaps
KOTOpPOU HCUE3aeT pasHUIla MEXIy pabdoTOi M pPa3BJIICUCHHUEM, IHIIET U
M. I'opekuii B cBoux Beceoax o pemecie (1930-1931 rogsr): “KyasTypHo-
HUCTOPUYECKOE 3HAYCHHUE Tpyda S TIOHSI JOBOJHHO paHO, Kak TOJBKO
MMOYYBCTBOBAJT BKYC K paboTe, — MOYYBCTBOBAN, YTO IMHJIUTH JIEPEBO, KOMATh
3eMJII0, T€Yhb XJIEOBI MOXKHO C TaKUM >K€ HACIaKIACHHWEM, KaK MECHHU TeTh”
(Topbkuit 1949a: 309).

“Tpyn kKak TBOPYECTBO ' CTAHOBHTCS OJHUM W3 TJIABHBIX HJICOJIOTH-
YECKUX U XYHO0KECTBEHHBIX TOMOCOB 3moxu. Ho MeHS B MaHHOM cCirydae
UHTEpPECyeT HE CTOJBKO MOMEHT €ro MpEeBpalleHUs B UCKYCCTBO (B Teope-
TUYECKOM JMamna3oHe oT paHHero ¢opmanusma B. [IkioBckoro no mpoayk-
muoHm3Ma b. ApBaroBa, WM OT pa0boOT MO HAYYHOH OpraHM3allH Tpyaa A.
T'acteBa mo 6momexanuku B. Meliepxonpaa), CKOJIBKO MOMEHT €T0 O0JIerde-
HUsl Onarogapsi OCBOGHUIO TEXHWKH M MOMEHT €r0 MHTCHCHU(HUKAIuu Oia-
rojaps MPeoI0JICHUIO TeXHUYeCKHX HOpM. O0a MoCcIeTHIX MOMEHTA HaIUTH
BEIpQKCHHE B CTAXaHOBCKOM JBHKCHHH, Ma(OC KOTOPOTO MOTUECPKUBAT HE
TPaHUYAIYI0 C CAMOYHHUYTOKEHUEM TEPOMYECKYI0 padOTy Kak TaKOBYIO, HO
BO3MOXXHOCTb PE3KOTO YBEIHYEHHUsS NMPOU3BOIUTEIBHOCTH TpyaAa Omaromaps
TOMY, YTO €ro CyOBEKTOM SBISIETCS YEJOBEK, CIIOCOOHBIA MPEOoJ0IeTh
HOPMBI, KOTOpBIE “CTaly y)K€ CTApbIMH IS HAIINX JHEH, I HaIlMX HOBBIX
monei” (Cranmuu 1935). Tonmka craauHCKoON peun Ha | coBeranuu craxa-
HOBIICB JIMIIICHA PEBOJIOIMOHHBIX IPU3BIBOB K T€POM3MY M IIOJBUTY, Ha-
000poT, OHa oOpamranach K KOHCTATaIlMM MAaTepPHAILHOTO OJIaromorydus,
MMEHHO B HEW Npo3Bydana 3HaMmeHHTas ¢paza “XKurp cramo mydme, )KHTh
craio Becenee”. Heckonbkumu romamu panee M. ['opbkuii B mepenoBuile
KypHana Hawiu 0docmudicenusi TaKke yKaKeT Ha HEOOXOIUMOCTh Iepexojia
OT PEBOJIIOIIMOHHONW PUTOPUKH ITOJBIDKHUYECTBA K TO3UTHBHON W JKH3HE-
PaZIOCTHON PUTOPUKE CTPOUTEIHCTBA COLIMATIH3MA!
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[TokazaTb HOBBIX JIFOJIEH, TEPOU3M KOTOPBIX HE B TOM, YTO OHH, HaJphI-
BasiCh, IIEPEHOCST Ha ceOe HENOCHIIbHBIE TSKECTH, — JJIS 9TOTO y Hac
TEeneph CYIIECTBYIOT KPaHbl, — JIFOJIEH, TepOU3M KOTOPBIX HE B TOM, YTO
OHH, Tajiasi OT OECCOHHMIIBI, pabOTAIOT MO YETHIPHAALATH YacoB IOJ-
psn, — Tenepb y HaC CEMHYacoBOH PabOuMil IeHb, — MBI JIOJDKHBI I10-
KazaTh JIOJeH JKU3HEPATOCTHBIX, METOIMYECKN M YIIOPHO OBJIaJIeBalo-
IIMX TEXHUKOH HOBBIX MPOU3BOACTB, CTPOSAIIMX Jy4IIyIO >KU3Hb C TIIy-
OOKHMM YyBCTBOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH IIEpe]] CTPaHOM.

(Topekwuit 19496: 381)

Peup mpmer He TONBPKO O PACHIMPEHWH TPAHHIl TPYAA, KOTOPBIA pacmpo-
CTpaHseTcsl 3a mpenensl moned u (adpuk, MPOHU3BIBAS Pa3IM4HbIE Chephl
KU3HA. PacmpsroTcs camu TpaHHIIBI BO3SMOXXHOTO, IOCKOJIBKY T€POU3M TPY-
Jla 3aMEHSAETCS JKU3HEPAJOCTHOCTRIO Tpyasmerocsi. My3bIKanbHbIe KOMETUH,
repou KOTOPBIX MOIOT, TAHIYIOT U CMEIOTCS PSIOM CO CBOMMHM CTaHKaMH U
TpaKTOpaMH, IEMOHCTPUPYIOT HE MPOCTO METOHUMHYECKYIO OJM30CTh TpyIa
W KM3HEPaJOCTHOTO Becenbs. - Kak s y)Ke TOBOPHII, MEXIy HUMH CYIIECT-
BYET CTPYKTypHas TOMOJOTHsA. “YHHUYTOXKEHHE MPOTUBOIOI0KHOCTH MEXITY
TPYZIOM YMCTBEHHBIM U TPYAOM (PU3NUECKHM”’, 0 KOTOPOM TOBOPHUT TOBApHIL
CranuH Ha COBEIlaHUM CTaXaHOBLIEB, B KOMEIUU DPEAIU3yeTCs B YHHUTO-
KEHUU TPOTHBOIOIOKHOCTH MEXAY MOIBEMOM MPOU3BOAUTEIEHOCTH |
MO3UTUBHBIM 3MOIMOHAIBHBIM MOJBEMOM, CMEX B CBOIO ouepeib paboTaer
KaK MEXaHU3M, 00eCIeunBaroUil BO3MOKHOCTb 3TOr0 B3aUMHOTO NEPEXOAa.
Mys3bIKanbHast KOMeIUsi TOBOPUT O TIPOU3BOJICTBE JaKe TOTA, KOT/Ia HUKTO
u3 ee repoeB He paboraer. [locienHIO0 CTPaHHOCTh HEOAHOKPATHO OTMEYa-
mm uccaenosatenu. Tak K. Kmapk numer o tom, uro B ¢punsme Boaea-Bonea
“IOAYEpKHYTO 3aHMKEHO 3HAUCHHE MOTHBA TpyJa, LEHTPAIbHOIO I
cranmHckoro dtoca” (Kmapk 2002: 380). Bee TaHIyroT 1 TOOT, BE3/C U... B
pabouee Bpems. Ha 3Ty e MOApBIBHYIO JUIS MIEHHO HOPMATHBHOTO ITOBE-
JIeHHs 0COOCHHOCTh oOpamaet BHuManue u E. JloOpenko:

B Bonze-Bonee nepconaxu npoecCHOHaIbHO MapKUPOBaHbI (ITHCEMO-
HOCHIIA, BOJOBO3, ABOPHHK, MUJIHMILMOHED, [10Bap, OUIIMAHT, Oyxrai-
Tep U T. /.), HO HUKTO U3 HHUX He paboTaer [...] Bce aT0 mpoucxoaut B
pasrap pabodero JHs U BCEe 3aHUMAIOTCS CBOMMH HEpaOOuUMU JeTIaMu
B pabouee BpeMsl pa/IOCTHO U ITPUBBIYHO, HOPMAJIBEHO.

(Jdobpenko 1993: 39)

Bce nmeno B Tom, 9To paboTa, KOTOPYIO MPOU3BOIAT TE€POH HOCUT O0JICE BaXK-
HBIH XapakTep, HEXKEJW Ta, YTO 3aKpeIieHa 33 HUMH WX NMPO(ecCHOHATb-
HBIMHW MapKepaMu. TaHleI, NEHUC, CMCX, pPaJOCTHOC BECCECJILE CBA3aHbBI C
MIPOM3BOJCTBOM KOJUIEKTHBA, POXKICHHWE KOTOPOTO BO3HHMKAET Ojaromaps
CTI/IXI/If/JIHOMy, OMOOUOHAJIBHOMY W 3KCTATUYCCKOMY MNPCOAOJICHUIO WHIWBU-
AYYMOM 3aJlaHHBIX €MY U3HAYaJIbHO TI'PaHUI] (B TOM YHCJIC U T'paHHUL] IIPO-
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(eccronanpHOM MaeHTHYHOCTH). Ta ke Kimapk orMedaert, 4ro ¢mieM Aek-
canipoBa “Bonea-Bonea anneropuuecku uzobpaxaet [...] mpomecc [cTpo-
urensctBa Haumu — W.K.], mpencrapisis rocygapcTBEHHOE CTPOMTENIBCTBO
KaK pa3BIleUCHUE U uepe3 pasBiedeHue [BoiaeneHo aBropom — M.K.]” (Kiapk
2002: 380), abCOMIOTHO BEpHO YKa3blBas Ha TO, YTO TOCYIapCTBEHHOE
CTPOWTENIECTBO MOXKET OBITh HE TOJIBKO npedcmasieHo depe3 pas3BieueHHe,
HO OBITh eMy cuHOHumMuuyHo. MOXHO CKa3aTh, YTO ITIepe] HaMH Jaxe He
MpEeIbIBIIEMOE KaK pa3BiICUCHUE CTPOUTEIBCTBO HAIIMU, HO BECEIOE CTPOU-
TEIBCTBO CaMOTO COIMAN3Ma, KOTOPHIH corimacHO JleHmHy ecTh ‘““kuBOE
TBOpuecTBO Macc” (Jlenun 1974: 57), To ecTh Ta caMas caMOJeATEIbLHOCTD,
CTUXUWHOMY U HH30BOMY ABIDKCHHIO KOTOPOH TIBITA€TCS MOMEIIATh CO-
BeTCKHi Oropokpar beiBaoB. B KoHTeKkcTe Hamiero pasroBopa, CTpeMs-
IIEroCsl CBSI3aTh CIEHU(HUKY COBETCKOTO CMEXa C IPOM3BOAMTENBHBIM CO-
BETCKUM TPYAOM (M CTaXaHOBCKHMM JBID)KEHHEM B 4acTHOCTH), Kitapk nemaer
elle OJHO MPUHIMITMAIFHO BakHOe HaOmozeHue: “Croxker QuibMa MOXET
OBITH TIPOYMTAaH Kak MeTadopa CTaXaHOBCKOTO ABIDKEHHS, B M300paKeHUH
KOTOPOrO [...] HEU3MEHHO MOJYEPKUBAIICS KOHMIUKT MEXKIY OCTOPOKHOC-
TBPIO HWHXEHEPOB M JSHTY3MAa3MOM IIPOCTHIX pabodux, MEpPEeBBITOTHSIBIINX
YCTAaHOBJICHHBIE CIellaMd HOpMbI B 1Ba-Tpu pasza” (Kmapk 2002: 373). Pas3-
JYUe B TOM, YTO, C MOEW TOYKH 3PEHHS, MOKHO OOHAPYXHTh HE TOJIBKO
MeTahOpHUECKyI0 OIH30CTh MEXIY CIOKETOM (HIIbMa M CTaXaHOBCKUM JBH-
>KEHUEM, HO U CTPYKTYPHOE CXOJICTBO MEXIY CMEXOM COBETCKOM KOMEIuu U
TEM, KaK B paMKax CTaxaHOBCKOI'O JIBM)KEHHSI KOHLENTYaIU3UpPOBAIICS TPY/I.
O003HaueHHBIM MapafoKC MEXIy OTCYTCTBHEM pENpe3eHTalnu Tpyaa M
00s13aTeIbHBIM TPYIOBBIM 3TOCOM CTAJIMHCKON KYJIBTYpBl CHHUMAETCS, €CIU
NPUHATH TE3UC O TOM, YTO COBETCKas KOMEIMUHAs SKCLEHTpUKa (CMeX,
MIeHWe, TaHel) — 3TO He YUCTOE pa3BlIeUYeHHe, W JaXXe He CKPhITas Ipo-
maranja, JAEMOHCTPUPYIOMIAs PEaTH3alHi0 MCeBAO(MOIBKIOPHOTO COIHAIb-
HOT'O HJIeaJla CYACTIMBOIO U CHITOTO “TIOIOIIETO W IUIIIYIIEro Hapoda”, HO
CTPYKTYpHasl ajIeropHsl, SMOIIMOHAIBHBIN SKBUBAIECHT TPyZla KaK TaKOBOTO.
CoBeTckuii cMexX SBIAETCS HE CTOIBKO 2¢hgdhexmom, IPOU3BOIUMBIM Oaro-
Japs MeXaHU3MaM KOMHYECKOT0, CKOJIBKO aghghexnom KOIIEKTUBHOCTU. DTO
JIpYKHBII 3apa3UTEIbHBI CMEX, KOTOPBII pacIpoCTpaHsIeTcs MOA0OHO IIeT-
HOW peakmmy (KCTaTH, IMEHHO Tak Oyaer onuceiBath CTaMH XapakTep pac-
IPOCTPAHEHHS CTAXaHOBCKOro jBiskenns).”® Ecim oCHOBA CTaXaHOBCKOIO
Tpyda 3aKII0YaeTCsl B MPEOJOJICHHH CYIIECTBYIOIUX TEXHUUYCCKUX HOPM,
OCHOBAa yIapHOTO COBETCKOTO CMeXa COCTOMT B SMOLMOHAIFHOM IPEoJIojIe-
HUH TPaHUIl OTJEIbHOTO WHAMBHU/A, B pa3pylIeHHH TPaHHIl MEXIY CyObeK-
TOM M 0OBEKTOM CMeXa M CaMoe€ IJIABHOE — B CHATHH T'PaHUI] MEXIy CMEI0-
IIUMHUCA.

I'oBopst 0 pemnpesenTanuu Tpyaa B 1930-e rofibl, MOKHO BBIIETUTH IO
KpaliHell Mepe J1Ba €€ OCHOBHBIX BapHaHTA. lIepBbli CBA3aH ¢ YKOPEHEHHOU
eme B 1920-x Tpamummel u3o0pakeHHsI Tpyda 4depe3 “‘paboTy Ha H3HOC,
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SK3AETUPOBAHHBIA PACXOJl MPOU3BOAUTEIHHBIX CHJI, ‘TIEPETPEB MEXaHU3-
MoB’” (I'puropeeBa 2006: 475). HpIMEH ciioBaMH, depe3 MOJBHI, acKe3y,
IIPEOJOIECHUE 4YEI0BEYECKOr0 B repondeckoM: oT [Jemenma ®. I'magkosa
(1925 ron) no Kax 3axansnace cmanws H. OctpoBckoro (1932 rox). Ho yxe B
1934 roxy BwixomsT My3bikanbHble komenuu WM. CaBueHko [apmons W
I'. AnexcanapoBa Becenvie pebsima, B KOTOPBIX Ha TMEPBBIN B3I HUKTO HE
pabotaeTt, a BCce IUIANIYT, MOKT U cMeroTcs. M neno He B TOM, 4TO 3TH KO-
MeIMU U300paXKarT YK€ MOCTPOSHHBIH COIMAIN3M, OTMEHSIONINNA HEeo0Xo-
IUMOCTh TPyZAa, a B TOM, YTO caM TPYyJ HAUYWHACT WHAYC KOHIECNTYaIU3H-
pOBaThCSA M, COOTBETCTBEHHO, WHadye u3oOpaxarbes. Ecimu [I. Beprtos, Boc-
nmpousBos obmuii madoc aBanrapaa B Havane 1920-x Oymer mucaTh O TOM,
gro “Ham pamocTh IUIAMIYIIMX THJI Ha JICCONMJIKE TIOHSATHES W OJIKe
paznocT 4yenoBeueckux TaHmynek (Bepros 1966: 47), conpeann3M OTMEHHUT
3TO TPOTHBOIOCTABJICHHUE, YPABHIB B IMpaBax 3TH JIBa THIIA PAJOCTH U W3-
o0pa3WB B BUJE TaHIa TPyJ TKaunmxu-craxaHoBkH (Tanum MopozoBoii u3
Csemnozo nymu).

To, kak BOCIIPHHUMATNCH KOMEIUUHBIC (IIEMBI, B KAKOM HAarpasJie-
HUU ABUTanach MUCKYCCHS OTHOCHUTENBHO MPEACTABICHHOTO B 3THX KOMe-
IASX CMEXa, OOHAPYKUBACT TECHYIO CBSI3b MEXKIY CMEXOM (TaHIIEM, TICHUEM,
BecebeM) U TPyIoM. B nampHelinieM 3Ta CBs3b OyneT OOHa)KE€HA B TaKHX
MY3BIKQTBHBIX MPOU3BOICTBEHHBIX KOMemusx, Kak Tpaxmopucmer (1939),
Csunapra u nacmyx (1941) U. IleipseBa u Ceemawiii nymo I'. AnekcanipoBa
(1940). Ho make Toraa, KOTJa HEMOCPEICTBEHHBIN MPOU3BOICTBEHHBIN TPY/I
OyzmeT OTCYTCTBOBaTH Ha CIIEHE, Ha Hel OyneT IMpHUCYTCTBOBATh €0 CTPYK-
TYpHBIH aHaIOr — MPOU3BOIAUTEIBHBIA CMEX, MPEO0JICBAIONINI WHANBU-
IlyaJJbHOE B KOJUIGKTMBHOM U HPOU3BOISIIUN HEOOXOAMMBIM 3MOIMOHANb-
HBIH TOIBEM, TO BeceIhe, KOTOPOE PAacCMAaTPHBAJIOCh HE MPOCTO Kak He-
00X0IMMOE YCIIOBUE COLIMATUCTUYECKOTO CTPOUTEIHCTBA, HO KaK €ro HeOTh-
emiieMas 4acThb.

[13 1. 4
2. “Cwmex — opam cunvl!”: cmanunckuil npu3vie

MbI MOXEM TIeTh U CMESThCS, KaK JIeTH,
Cpenu ynopHo# 60pb0BI U TPYJA. ..
(“Mapm Becensix peGsit’)

‘Mapi BecenbIX pedaTr’, IpO3BYYaBIINHA B MEPBOH MY3BIKAJIBHOM KOMEIHH
I'. AnekcannmpoBa, OBII W TIEPBEIM OIBITOM COBMECTHOW pPabOTHI KOMIIO-
sutopa WM. ynaeBckoro u mo3rta B. Jlebenera-Kymaua, TBOpueckuii TaHmeM
KOTOPBIX OyZeT He TOJIBKO OPraHW30BBIBATh BU3yaIbHBIEC PEIICHHS OyTyITHX
KOMeIMi AJIeKcaHApOBa, HO M BBICTYNATh OJHUM M3 Hauboliee 3HAYMMBIX
CHUMBOJIMYECKHX CayHI-TPEKOB 3MOXH. B mepBoii e ¢paze ‘Mapma’, ¢ ko-
TOPOT0 HAaYMHAETCS MY3bIKAJIbHBIH (PUIIBM U MOSBISIETCS €ro HOIIUNA repoil
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Kocrs [lorexun (kotoporo urpaer Jleonns YTecoB), cpa3y BO3HHKAET CHMII-
TOMAaTHYHOE I HAC COMMKEeHHe cMexa, 00pbOBI U Tpyma. Takum obOpazom,
CMEX BCTPaMBaeTCs B COBEPLICHHO MHYIO COLMAIBHYIO NParMaTuky, HeXenu
Ta, U3 KOTOPOH HCXOMUT KalMTAIMCTUYECKas WHAYCTPHs paspiedeHuid. B
paMKax COBETCKOH IOJUTIKOHOMHHM CMeXa OH YK€ He IpeIbsSBISeTCS Kak
MIPOAYKT CBOOOJHOTO BPEMEHH, KaK TOBap, MOCTABISIEMbIH MHTyCTpUEH pa3-
BJICYCHUH, WM KaK d3PEKT YUCTOr0 M YaCTHOTO MHIAMBHUIYAILHOTO JIOCYTa.
ITpu cxozxcrBe hopMabHBIX MPHEMOB M Ja)K€ OTYACTH OOIIUX COIMAIBHO-
YTONMMYECKUX YCTAaHOBOK aMEPHKAHCKUN MIO3HKJII 3TIOXU BEIHUKOH JempeccHn
U COBETCKasi My3bIKaJbHas KOMEJMs, BO3HUKIIAs cpa3y IOCIe MepBoil yuap-
HOW TSATHJICTKH, BKIIOYEHBI B MPUHIMIHAIGHO Pa3HBIC COIMATBHO-TOJH-
TUYECKHE W TIOJIUTIKOHOMHYECKHE KOHTEKCTHI, IPOU3BOAS MPUHINITHAIBEHO
pasnnusble 3¢ ¢exTsl. [lepBrlil KOMIEHCHPYET SKOHOMHYECKUH KPU3HUC, I10-
BJIEKIIHUT 32 COOOI OCTaHOBKY IPOM3BOJCTBA: Oe3padoTHIla Kak COLUAIBHO
(dhpycTpupyroliee 0TCYyTCTBHE BO3ZMOKHOCTH TPYAUTHCS MPeodpa3yeTcs MIo-
3WKJIOM B MY3BIKQIBHYIO T1ay3y, — MPH TOM, YTO pa3BIICYEHHE OKa3bIBAETCS
Jake HE CTOJBKO 3aCIy)KEHHBIM OTIBIXOM, CKOJBKO ITOJAMEHOH CaMOro OT-
CYTCTBYIOIIETO Tpyna. Bropas mpenbsBisieT TpyH, NpEeBpaTHBILUICI B pa-
JOCTHOE M CBOOOJHOE TBOPYECTBO, CTABIIMI YMCTHIM HACTAXKIAECHHEM, TO-
TaJIEHOCTh KOTOPOTO 00ECHeuMBaeTCs CHATHEM pa3iu4Yuii MEXAy pa3Bie-
yeHrneM U TpyaoM. COBETCKHI cMeX — 3TO TO, YTO JAENaeT TPYA PaZOCTHBIM,
00pb0y — MOOEIOHOCHOM, 8 CMEPTh — OTHOCSINEHCS MCKIIOYATENFHO K HH-
TMBHIyaIbHOW Cy/bO€ OTIEIHHOTO YeJoBeKa (CMEpPTh BBIHOCUTCS 3a CKOOKH
n300pakeHus, 0yphoHaTHO OTMEHSETCSI OOIIUM BECEThEM KOJUICKTHBA: KaK
3TO MPOMCXOJMT C MPEBpalICHUEM TOXOPOHHOM MPOLECCUU B PEIETHIIMOH-
HYIO TUTOIIAIKy opkectpa “Jpyx0a” u mociaeayromieid rToHKoi Ha kaTtadanke
Ha KOHIepT B BosbIiom Tearpe, KOTOpHI 3aKaHUIMBAETCS MX OOIIUM TPH-
ympom).

CoBerckass My3bIKaJIbHas KOMEAMA 3aJaceT TaKyl0 CMBICIOBYIO KOH-
CTPYKIIHIO, B KOTOPOH CMeX He MPOTHBOCTOHT OOph0e M Tpydy B KadecTBe
WHIMBUAYAIBHOM MOTPEOHOCTH B pEIaKcallii, HO BOCIIPOU3BOIUT X JOTHKY
Ha CBOEM COOCTBEHHOM 3MOIHOHATHHOM M IICHXOMOTOPHOM YpPOBHE.
I'. AnexcaHJpoB Tak OMKCHIBAI CBOE OTHOIIEHHE K GUIIbMY Becenvie pebsma
¥ MOTHBAITUIO €70 CO3JJaHNs:

IosiBneHne KHHOKOMEANHU K TOMY BPEMEHU CTaJI0 Ha3peBIeH U HaCyIl-
HOHM HeoOxoauMocThio. CTpaHa yCHeNIHo CIIpaBHiIach ¢ 3a/lauaMu nep-
BOH maATUNeTKH [...] MHe oueHb nopora 3ta kaptuHa. OHa CHUMAJach B
Ty IIOpY, KOTJa 3pHUTENb XAakd (GUIBMOB 0O/PBIX, BECEIbIX, )KU3HEpa-
JnocTHBIX. PuibM Becenvie pebsima ObII IEPBBIM OTBETOM Ha 3TO Tpe-
OoBanue BpeMeHH. (Anekcanapos 1983: 193)
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TpeboBanue BpeMeHH, 0 KOTOPOM IHIIET AJIEKCAaHAPOB, UMEJIO BIIOJIHE KOH-
KpeTHbIN xapaktep. Ocenbto 1932 roma B LIK nmaptum mpouuto cosemianue
paOOTHUKOB KHHO, Ha KOTOPOM OBLIM BBIABHHYTHI JIO3yHTH “‘/laembs kome-
muto!” u “Cmex — Opar cuibl”. Ha npussiB orBetiin W. [Ieipwes, B. Ily-
noBkuH, A. Jlomxkenko, I'. Kosunnes, JI. Tpaybepr, M. PomMm, C. Diizen-
IITEHH (TTOCTIeTHIH yCTIeN HalucaTh crieHapuii komeauun MMM, koTopas Tak
Y He Oblia rmocTtasjieHa). B pesynbrare aTux oprycwimid B 1934 romy BbIILIO
MATh KOMEIUH, U C TeX TOP BILIOTH JI0 Hadayia BOWHBI KaXK/IbIH TOJl BBIXOAMIIO
ot 5 o 12 xomeawmii (FOpeneB 1964: 191).

Boniee Toro, TpeOoBaHWS BPEMEHHW HMMENU M BIIOJHE MEPCOHU(HIIU-
pPOBaHHBIN XapakTep. “BoApbIX, BECENbIX, KU3HEPATOCTHBIX (UIBLMOB KA
HE TOJIbKO O0OOIIEHHBIH COBETCKHM 3puTenb. O TpeOOBaHMUAX CaMOro TJIaB-
HOTO ¥ TIEPBOT0 3PUTENS CTPAHBI B CBOUX BOCIIOMHHAHHX PacCKa3bIBaeT caM
I'. AnexcanapoB, MpUBOAS 3MHU307 cBOoei BcTpedn co CTaaMHBIM, KOTOpas
npousomnia Ha gade y M. ['opskoro B aBrycre 1932 roma, To ecTh emie 10
coemranus B LIK u cpa3y mociie Bo3BpalieHns pexnccepa u3 KOMaHANPOBKH
B EBporry m Amepuky. Berpewa Oputa ciennaibHO OpraHM30BaHa ISl TOTO,
4TOOBI COPMYINPOBATh HaKa3, KOTOPBIA Yepe3 TPU roja OTOJBETCS B U3-
BecTHYI0 (ppasy, mpousHeceHHYI0 Ha [lepBOM BCECOIO3HOM COBENIAHHWU pa-
O6ounx u paboTHHI — craxaHoBueB (HOsIOps 1935 roma). Bo Bpems sToi
BcTpeur CTaiMH yKa3blBaeT Ha HEOOXOIMMOCTH I HOBOM COBETCKON KyJb-
Typhl “00ApOro, KU3HEPATOCTHOTO MCKYCCTBA, IMMOJHOTO CMEXa M BECENbs .
AJeKcaH/IpOB IPUBOJUT TaKKe cienyronue ciopa CranuHa:

K cokanenuro, HCKyCCTBO OTCTAaeT OT TEMIIOB 3KOHOMHYECKOTO CTPOU-
TenbeTBa [...] 3BECTHO, YTO JII0/IM JIIOOST BEceaoe PajoCcTHOE UCKYC-
CTBO, HO BBl HE XOTHUTE MPUHUMATH JTH JKEJIAHUS BO BHuUMaHue |...]
Bonbine TOro, B MCKyCCTBE HE IEPEBEIHCH JIIOH, 32)KHMAIOIINE BCE
cmemHoe. (Anekcarapos 1983: 163)

@aktnyeckn, CTamlH HE MPOCTO yKa3bIBaeT Ha HEOOXOAMMOCTh KOMEINH, HO
YTBEPKAAET CBSI3b MEXIY 3KOHOMHUKOW MHIYCTPHAIBHOTO MPOU3BOJICTBA U
KOJUIEKTUBHOM SKOHOMHUKOH >KelaHus, OAHUM U3 Ba)KHBIX MEXaHU3MOB KO-
TOpOH sBIIsETCS MOTPEOHOCTH B Becenbe u cMmexe. CoOCTBEHHO, HCKYCCTBO
KOMEJIUH U JO0JDKHO YCTaHOBUTH 3TY DKBUBAJIIEHTHOCTH OOMEHa MEXAy “IKO-
HOMHYECKHUM CTPOUTEILCTBOM” M CTPEMJICHUEM “TIETh M CMESIThCS KaK IeTh .
CortacHO 3TOi1 JIOTHKE, TIECHS U TPY/, CMEX B 00pb0a TOHKHBI 3aMKHYTHCS B
HEeKHUIl yCTONUMBBIN KOHTYp COLMAIIBHONW SHEPTUH, HEOOXOAUMOMN I CTPOU-
TeNbCTBa colpanusMma. IIpn 3ToM HE0OXOIUMO OTHAaBaTh OTYET B TOM, UTO
HOBOE “Becerioe MCKycCTBO”, 3a KoTopoe paryeT CTajmH, Helb3s paccMa-
TPUBATh KaK MPOCTYIO 3CKAMHCTCKYIO XBAauKy, MO3BOJISIONIYI0 COBETCKOMY
YeJIOBEKY pacciabuThCs IOCie TPYJOBOTO TOABHTA M BO3ICHCTBHS MPSAMOM
npormarasjisl. Peds He 0 “npsitHuke”, KOTOPBIN TOKEH ObLT CMTYaTh TATOTHI
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9KOHOMHMYECKOH MOAEPHM3AUN W MaHHUTH 3a CO0O0i, JeMOHCTPHPYS ee ele
HE CYIIECTBYIOIINE B PEATbHOCTH yclieXd. Peub 0 CHHXPOHH3AaIWH TEMITOB
IBYX SKOHOMHK, 0€3 KOTOpOH IIOJ BONPOCOM OKAa3bIBAJCS YCIIEX CaMoOro
MIPOM3BOJICTBEHHOTO “OKOHOMHYECKOTO CTpOHTenbcTBa”. B aTol mepcrek-
TUBE “paZioOCTHOE M BECeJI0e NCKYCCTBO™ BBICTYIIAJO HE B KAaUeCTBE KIIalaHa,
BEIITYCKAIOMIETO 00Pa30BABIIMIACS OT MEPEHANPSHKEHUS Tap, a Kak IMapoBOi
KOTEJI, TeHepUpyIoLHid elle Oolblliee HampspKeHHe, — TOJBKO Teneph 3TO
HarnpspKEHUE JJOJDKHO OBUTIO HOCHTh HE XapakTep TepOHYecKOl BOSTOHKHU (Kak
9TO OBUIO B TEPBOE JIECSATUIIETHE COBETCKOM BIIACTH), a XapakTep >KU3He-
pamocTHOro nuKoBaHUs. Tpya Kak GopMy KEPTBEHHOTO TepoH3Ma JIOJIKEH
OBUT YPaBHOBECUTH TPY Kak (hopMa KHU3HEYTBEPIKIAFOIIETO HACIAKICHUS.
Takum oOpazom, 3HaueHHE HOBOW MY3BIKAIFHONH KOMEIWH HE HCUep-
IBIBAJIOCH BOSHUKHOBEHHEM HOBOH, light Bepcun nmpomnaransl, coueraromieit
B cebe “3penuiie M SMOIMIO, B KOTOPHIX OJHOBPEMEHHO OTPA3MINCh Kak
YUCTOE pa3BliedeHue, Tak u npsamas npomaranga” (Jlaxycen 2002: 343). Kaxk
MIPEICTABIISIETCS, BOIIPOC HE B TOM, YTO COBETCKOM MY3BIKATBHON KOoMenuu (B
OTIMYHEe OT AaMEPHKAaHCKOTO WM HAIMCTCKOTO MIO3WKJA) YAalIoCch CO-
BMECTUTh Pa3BJICYCHUE U IMPOMAraHjy, & B TOM, YTO €l yAaJoCh CHATh CaMoO
pasnmnune Mexnay Humu. HoBatopctBo Toro ke I'. AnexcaHapoBa 3aKiro-
4ajock HE B TOM, YTO €My YHAJOCh BHYTPh Pa3BIIEKAaTEIHHOTO 3pPENIHIIA
MOMECTUTH TMPOIMAraHIUCTCKYI0 KOHCTPYKIHIO, PETPAHCINPOBAB CKBO3h BU-
TUMBI MHPY CMeX, HEBHIUMYIO, HO OTTOTO JIUIIb emle Ooiee AeHCTBEHHYIO,
UJICOJIOTHIO (KaKOTO-JIMOO OTYETIMBOTO, MYCTh M CKPBITOTO HEOJIOTHYEC-
KOTO TIOCTIaHWs B Becenvix pebsmax HET, 3a 4TO ero (puiIbM M TOABEPrCs
PE3KOH KPUTHKE CO CTOPOHBI KMHEMATOrpaUuecKoro Iexa M YacTH Iap-
TUHHOTO PYKOBOJICTBA, OT KOTOPOH €ro cracia HeNnoCpelCTBEHHas IO/-
nepxka CrannHa, ['oppkoro u npencenatens ['ocyjapcTBeHHOTO yIpaBiIeHHS
kuHo(oTonpombinuieHHocTH b. Hlymsikoro). Crnenuduka ero My3blKaib-
HOM KOMEIUH 3aKII0YacTCs B TOM, 4TO nadoc Tpyaa U Apyrue HOPMATHBHEIC
COBETCKHE I[EHHOCTH OKa3bIBAIOTCS HE TPOCTO OOpamiIeHBI palloCTHBIM Be-
CEJIBIM JTMKOBAaHUEM, OHHU 3aMEIIEHBI UM. “IKOHOMHYECKOE CTPOUTEIHCTBO,
OT TEMITIOB KOTOPOTO, corylacHo CTaInHy, OTCTaBajlo HCKYCCTBO, OTCYTCTBYET
Ha CIIeHe TPeX IMEepBBIX KOMeIuil AJIEKCaHApPOBa U TeM HE MEHee MMEHHO K
ATOW OTCYTCTBYIOIIECH (PUTYpE OTCHIIACT WX IMOIMOHAIBHAS 3PEUITHOCTE (1
TOP>KECTBO TepoeB Ha ciieHe bombiioro teatpa B Becenvix pebsamax; M BUI
Kpacnoit mnomanu uz okon Mapuon JukcoH B [Jupxe, 0 KOTOPOU B KOHIIE
¢unbpMa oHa mpoiineT, oOpeTs CBOIO HacTosmyoo Poauny; n Oepera kaHaia
UMeHH MOCKBBI, — TaK Ha3biBacMbIi “CTaTMHCKHA 3epKalTbHBIH MOCT”, —
BJIOJIb KOTOPBIX repon Bonea-Bonea npnbimxarorcs K MockBe) 1 0cOOEHHO
MPUHIUITHAIBGHBIA 111 MY3BIKaJbHOH KOMEIMH MEIUyM MacCOBOM IECHU
(“Mapi Becenbix pebdsr’, ‘Ilecus o Pomune (Illupoka ctpaHa Most poaHas)’,
‘Tlecust 0 Bounre’, ‘“Mapin sHTYy3nacTOB’). M 9TO OTCYTCTBHE JODKHO IPO-
YHUTHIBATHCS HE B CTPYKTYPAIUCTCKOHN JIOTHKE 3HAYUMOI'O OTCYTCTBHUS WIIU
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MUHYC-TIpHEMa, HO Yepe3 AUATICKTUICCKYIO JIOTHKY B3aMMHOTO TIPEBPaIICHUs
U CHATHUS TPOTHBOPEUNH. “DKOHOMHUYIECKOE CTPOUTEIHCTBO”, TEMATHUECKU
OTCYTCTBYSl Ha CIICHE, NMPUCYTCTBYET Ha HEW Oiaromapsi MPOU3OIICIIIEMY
HCYC3HOBEHHUIO MPOTHUBOIOCTABIICHHOCTH TPyAa W HACJAXICHUSA, Tpyla U
Becenbsl, TpyAa U cMmexa. Mpeonorndyeckuil ycnex COBETCKON KOMeIUHU 3a-
KIIFOYaeTcs HE B TOM, YTO OHA CMOIJIA MPOTAIIUTh HCOJOTHI0 KaK He3a-
METHYIO ISl 3pUTeNsl Harpy3Ky K pa3BiCueHHIO, BpOJe 00S3aTEIBHOTO MO-
Ka3a KUHOXYPHAJIOB, JEMOHCTPUPYIOIINX “HAIlld JOCTHXEHUs Ha “‘CTpoi-
kax CCCP” u mpenBapsommx moka3 BEIMEAIINX B OMUH Tox Yanaesa Wi
Becenvix pebsim, KOTOpBIE, ABISAACH ACHCTBUTEIBHBIMU O0BbEKTaMU 3PUTEIb-
CKOT'O JKeJIaHUs, METOHUMHUYECKH “‘3apsiKalii’ COCEICTBYIOIINE ¢ HUMH IPO-
MaraHIUuCTCKUE POJMKU. My3BIKalbHAsT KOMEIUS CMOTJIa 3apu(MOBaTh TPYI
U CMEX, HOPMATHBHOE ITOBEIACHHUE COBETCKOTO CYOBEKTa M PalOCTHOE Be-
cenpe TakuM 00pazoM, uTo (PadyiIbHOE OTCYTCTBHE NEPBOTO WICHA PU(MBI
MI'HOBEHHO JOCTPauBalIO €ro Ha YPOBHE CHUMBOJHYECKOIO CIOXeTa. Tpyd u
PaZIOCTHOE BECEIhE B MY3BIKATHHBIX KOMEIUSIX AJIEKCaHIPOBAa CHHOHUMHU3H-
pyIOTCS MOJOOHO TOMY, KaK MOHTaX €ro ()MIbMOB, JBIDKCHHUS M PEIUIAKH
repoeB CHHXPOHU3UPYIOTCS C MY3BIKAIBHBIM 3BYKOPSIIOM, 8 YMOLMOHATIBHBIN
3apsiy, 3aJOKCHHBIH B IMECEHHOW MEJIOJHNKE, COBIAMACT C €¢ UICHHBIM II0-
cnanreM. U 3Ta MOTMTIKOHOMHYECKAs MOJIETh COBETCKOTO CMEeXa BO MHOTOM
OKazajach MapagurMaTUYeCcKO AJIs KaHpa COBETCKOM MY3bIKaIbHON KOMe-
JIUU B LIEJIOM.

[Ipennoxennas AJEKCaHIPOBBIM B Becenvix pebsmax KOMeTUHHAA
ACTpafHas KCICHTPHKA, JTUIICHHAS HEMOCPEICTBEHHOTO HIICOIOTHIECKOTO
3apsiaa (WK MpeabsBISIONIast ero B caMoM 00IIeM BUJE, BPOJE BOCIEBAHUS
IpY>KOBI HapoJOB B [[upke WM MPEBOCXOJCTBA HAIIMOHAJIBHOTO CaMOJIesi-
TETHHOTO ¥ HAPOJHOTO TBOPUYECTBA HAJ Ka3eHHBIM OIOPOKPATH3MOM U €BPO-
MEHCKON My3BIKAbHOM Tpanuinuel B komenuu Bosrea-Bonea), TeM He MeHee
Hecna 3apsan, Aaxe Oonee 3(PGPEKTUBHBINA, YeM HKCIUIMLIUTHAS HICOIOTH-
geckas mporpamma. OHa peaOHIUTHpPOBAJIA 3apa3sUTENBHYIO CHIIY SMOIIUH,
BO3Bpalas i ee MPOM3BOAUTENBHYIO TieppopmaruBHYIO Moms. O He00Xo-
IUMOCTH TaKOW peadMIIMTanmu, KOTopas OBl cienana COUaIbHO-TIONHOIICH-
HOM ACTpajHyI0 3pEIMIIHOCTE U 3MOIMOHANBHOCTb, MHCAT W OAMH U3
aBTOPOB cCIieHapus Becenvix pebsam, B. Macc, nmpuuem emie 3a 1Ba roja 10
BBIXOJ1a (priTpMa:

Crapas 3cTpasa oOpaanach HEIOCPEACTBEHHO K YYBCTBAM U SMOLIUSIM
3purernst. He moBepsist cMexy M cuuTas MO4eMy-TO JHPHUKY KaK TaKOBYIO
TIPUBWIIETHEH pasJararomeiics Oyp)Kya3uH, HOBas COBETCKas 3CTpajaa
CTaya areuMpoBaTh UCKIIOYUTENHHO K HAIleMy Co3HaHwuio. [...] JIu-
IICHHAs IMPUKA U CMeXa, OHA ECTECTBEHHO CTaja OSCIIOAHOM M CKyd-
HOM, TIOTepsiyla CBOI0 HEMOCPEACTBEHHYIO 3apa3UuTEIbHOCTh, BCIO CBOIO
MpHUTATaTeNbHY0 cuiy. [...] BoBce HeoOsA3aTeNbHO MUCATH TIECEHKH O
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IIaHe 2-i MATHIETKH U O MEepCHeKTHBaX MUPOBOH peBosroruu. IlycTs
3TO OyIyT MECEHKH O JIFOOBH, O BCEBO3MOXKHBIX 3J100aX JHS, O CaMbIX
3a0aBHBIX M CMEIIHBIX MeEJoYaxX Hamlero ObiTa, 00 aHEKZOTHYECKHX
NPUKJIIOYEHUSX CaMbIX Pa3HOOOPa3HBIX COBETCKUX W HECOBETCKHX
MEepCOHaKEH, JIMIIb OBl B OTHUX [ECeHKaxX MpOsBISUIOCH Halle
OTHOLIEHHE K Bewaw,; |...]

OcTpafHBIA aTTPAaKIUOH OKAa3bIBAE€TCS COLUAIBHO-IOIHOLEHHBIM
TOJILKO B TOM CJIy4yae, €CIIM OH IUICHSET Hac CBOEH sIpKOH 3penuiHoc-
TBIO, JIETKO BOCIIpHHUMaeMoi My3bikoil. (Macc 1932: 16, 10)

OTBevass Ha TOT MPHU3EIB, COBETCKAs KOMEIMs CMOTIJIA MPEBPATUTH BTOPYIO
MATHWIETKY U3 HETOCPEICTBEHHOTO MpeaMeTa M300paxeHus (Kak 3TO Mpen-
Jaraj aHp MpPOH3BOACTBEHHOTO POMaHa) B MPOHU3BIBAIONIYIO €€ 3PEIIHIll-
HOCTH (UTYpPY, CTPYKTYPHO BOCHPOHU3BOMSINYI0O HWHTEHCHUBHOCTH TpyJda B
WHTCHCHUBHOCTH SMOIIMOHAEHOTO MTPOU3BOICTBA.

Cmex, 60oapocTh U Becelbe, TPAHCIUPYEMBIE COBETCKONW KOMEIHEH,
paccMaTpUBAIKCh HE CTOIBKO KaK OTIBIX ITOCIE TPYAOBOTO JIHS, CKOJIBKO KaK
3apsa DHEPTHH, HEOOXOAWMEBIE Iepell HOBBIM TPYAOBHIM ycwiaweM. Bor
HECKOJIbKO TIHCEM, TIPHUCIAHHBIX AJIEKCaHIPOBY IOCIE MPOCMOTpa Becenvix
pebsim. Hanpumep, nuckMo n3BecTHOTO coBeTckoro mnomspauka P. JI. Ca-
MOMJIOBHYA!

B Hamie Bpems, B Hallle yAUBUTEIbHOE BpeMs, KOTJa COLMATUCTHUEC-
KO€ CTPOMTENLCTBO IMPOHUKHYTO JIyXOM OOJIPOCTH, >KUBOCTH U JHEp-
TUY, TAKUE KapTUHBI HY>KHBI, KaK Hy’KHA HaM Hallla IOBCEJAHEBHasl Jes-
TeNnbHOCTh. Ha 3THX KapTHHAX MBI OTABIXaEM, B HUX TOT AyX, KOTOPBIM
npoHUKHYT Beck ObIT CoBerckoro Coroza. (Anekcanapos 1983: 219)

A BOT TenerpamMma HadanbHuKa mTaba banruiickoro duora U. C. Mcakosa:

Hamm ¢marmans!r (koMaHaupsl Opurax v JUBH3MOHOB) M HAYaJIBHUKU
MOJIMTOT/ENIOB OBUIM MpHTJamieHsl Ha mpocMoTp “B.p.” Hemocpenct-
BEHHO ¢ Kopabiel, (GOpTOB U CBOUX YUPEKICHH, T. €. IPIMO C pabo-
TBI, TIpU4YeM paboThl OYCHb HAIPSIKEHHON W OTBETCTBEHHOH. MIMeHHO
MO3TOMY yCIeX KapTHHBI OBUT Tak 3HAYUTENIEH U B TO ke BpeMs 3aKo-
HOMepeH [...] [loaTopa yaca moTIMHHOTO OT/BIXa U XOPOIIEro 60APOro
cMexa — UIMEHHO TO, YTO HYXXHO HAIIPSXKEHHO PabOTaIoNEMy YEIOBEKY,
KOTOPBIH 3aBTpa C yTpa ONATh BCTAHET Ha paboTy. (TaM xe)

OTOT MOMEHT BCTPOSHHOCTH KOMEMH B TPYOBOI1 MPOIIecC MTOABITOKUBAET U
riiaBa KuHeMaTorpaduyeckoro ympasieHus bopuc Illymsmxwii: “3purento,
KOTOPBI MOCMOTPHUT Becenvix pebam, mocie Hero OyneT jerde paboTars,
dbuapM gaet npexpacHbiit oTabx” (ymsmkwit 1935: 236). 310 OTABIX, — HO
He mocje paboThl, a mepen Hel. TouyHee nake cKa3aTh, 4TO 3TO OT[BIX,
HEIMOCPEJICTBEHHO BCTPOEHHBIM B HE 3HAIOIIMKA May3 TPYIOBOW Ipolecc.
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LHYMHHKOMy K€ MMPUHAIJIC)KUT YU OKCINIMIUTHAA pe(bneKcm{ Hazn Tpa,ununeﬁ
PYCCKOTO CME€Xa U HaJl TCM, YEM OTJIMYACTCA OT HEC HOBBIN COBETCKUN CMEX:

Hapckas n xanuramucTrdeckas Poccrs B JIyUIIHX CBOWX TPOU3BEIC-
HUSIX HE 3HaJIa BECEJIOro, paJocTHOro cMexa. [...] cmexom [oross, Ille-
IpuHa M gaxe YexoBa He Bcera MOXKHO IepelaTh HAIly COBETCKYIO
JICUCTBUTEIBHOCTD BO BCEH €€ CIIOKHOCTH M MHOrooopasud [...] Y nam
nymaetcsi, 9to eciu 0vl ['orous, llenpun 1 UexoB Wik B HAIIX THHU,
caMblif cMeX uxX npuoodpen 6s1 B CoBeTckoMm Coro3e )KU3HEPaIOCTHOCTD,
onTtUMI3M U 60oapocTh. CaTnpudeckuil XapakTep KOMEIUH B OypiKyas-
HOM 001IIIecTBe, CMeX CKBO3b CiIe3bl. Mn Jierkue 0e31yMHBIe KOMEIUH,
SIBJISTFOIIIMECS]  aITOJIOTETUKOW OypiKya3HOTOo cTpos. B crpaHe ctpos-
IIETOCS] COIMAIN3Ma, TAE HeT YacTHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH M AKCIUIyaTa-
UM, T/AC€ BPaXAeOHBIC IpOJIeTapHaTy KIIACCHl JIMKBHUAWPOBAHEI, T/
TpyAALIrecs OObeANHEHBI CO3HATEIFHBIM YJ9aCTHEM B CTPOHTEIBCTBE
COIHATIMCTHYIECKOTO 00IIeCTBa [...], — B 3TOM CTpaHe Ha KOMEIHIO, KPO-
Me 3a/1a49i OOJMYeHHs, BO3JaraeTcs u Apyras, Oojiee BakKHAs M OTBET-
CTBEHHas 3aj1a4a — CO3[aHusi 60aporo, pagoctHoro 3penwmima [...] ITo-
OeIMBIINH KJIaCC XOYET CMEATHCS PaOCTHO. DTO €ro IpaBo, ¥ 3TOT pa-
JIOCTHBIN COBETCKHI CMEX COBETCKas KHHeMmaTorpadus JOJDKHA J1aTh

spurenio. (246, 247, 249)

[IpaBo Ha cMex oOKka3bIBaeTCs 3/1eCh OOOPOTHOW CTOPOHOH YK€ MPOBO3TJIa-
IIIEHHOT'O COBETCKOH BJIACTBHIO IIPaBa Ha TPYI.

Ho BepHeMcs k cTalMHCKOMY Haka3dy. TodHee K TOMY pa3BUTHIO,
KOTOpOe OH IONy4YHWJ B peud Ha | coBemaHmu craxaHoBleB. [loMHOCTBIO
3HameHnTas (pasa CrammHa 3By4uT Tak: “JKUTH cramo mydime, TOBapHIIIH.
JKute cranmo Becenee. A Korga Beceno JKHBETCs, pabora crmoputes [...]
Ortcrona BeicOkre HOpMBI BbIpaboTku” (Ctanun 1935). MHTepecyromas Hac
CHUMIITOMAaTHKa CONMKEHUSI CMeXa W HHTEHCUBHOTO TPYJa SKCIUTUITUPYETCS B
31Ol (hopMmyre maxe eme Oojiee HEMOCPEICTBEHHO, YeM B OOpalleHHH K
AnexcanapoBy Ha nade y ['oppkoro. Ecnu Torma roBopuiiock 06 OTCTaBaHUU
KOMEIIUH OT TEMIIOB SKOHOMHYECKOTO POCTa, TO Telepbh Mex1y co0oi CBi-
3BIBAIOTCS “BBICOKHME HOPMBI BHIPAOOTKH M YIIYUIICHHE “KauyecTBa JKHU3HH
KoTOopas ctana Becenee. C 0HOI CTOPOHEL, 3Ta (pa3a MOXKET OBITH HMPOUH-
TaHa KaK YUCTHI UMIIEPATUB, TUPEKTUBHOCTh KOTOPOTO ObLIa peain3oBaHa B
“CTpeMUTENLHOM HapacTaHWW IIECEHHOTO BECelNbs, KHHEMAaTOrpaguyecKoro
cMexa M HM300pasuTeNbHOro IOMOpa”, 3aXJIECTHYBIIMX CTpaHy BO BTOPOH
nonoBuHe 1930-x romos (bormanor 2009: 192). C mpyroii, oHa sBuseTcs
MIPOIOJKEHUEM TOI JIOTHKH, HAa KOTOpyro onupaycs CTaluH B pa3roBope ¢
AnekcaHpoBeIM. XapaKTepHO, YTO CaMO YTBEPXKICHHUE TOT0, 4TO ‘“KHTh
cTayo Becesee” MPOM3HOCUTCS UMEHHO Ha ChE3JIC CTaXaHOBIEB, TEM CaMBIM
JUIITHUHA pa3 MOAYEpKHBas CBA3b MEX/Y BECEbEM H MPON3BOANTEIHLHOCTHIO,
pU4YeM MPOU3BOIUTEIBHOCTHIO, HOCSINEH HE pallMOHANIBHBIA W MaIlUHHU3H-
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POBaHHBIM, a MaTeTUYECKUl Xapaktep. Eciin SKCIEHTPUYHBIA CMeX MPeoIo-
JieBaeT HOPMATHBHYIO W OSMOIMOHAIBHO HEHTPaJbHYIO paldOHAIBHOCTH
JKECTa, MHUMHKH, TEJIECHOTO MIBIKEHHUS, ‘‘DKCHEHTPU3M~ CTaxaHOBCKOTO
JIBYDKEHHSI 3aKIIF0YAeTCsl B IPEOI0JICHNH TEXHUUECKUX HOPM M HOPMAaTHUBHBIX
BO3MOJKHOCTEH 4esIoBe4ecKoro Tena. B 00oux ciydasx KaTalu3aTopoM Ipe-
OJIOJICHHSI BBICTYIAeT KOJUIEKTHB: B TMEPBOM CIydae BceoOImee 3apakeHne
CMEXOM YCHJIMBAJIO €0 KyMYJSTHUBHBIM 3((eKT, BRIBOpaunBas Tejla CMeElo-
IIUXCS HABCTpeuy OpPYyr APYry; BO BTOPOM, — KOJUIEKTHUBHBIM 3HTYy3Ha3M
COLMATUCTUYECKOTO COPEBHOBAHUS TO3BOJISI TOCTUTATh COBOKYITHOTO TIPO-
U3BOJICTBEHHOTO PE3YJIbTaTa, MPEBBIIIAIONIET0 MPOCTYI0 CYMMY BIIOYKEHHBIX
B HEro MHIMBUAYaIbHBIX ycunui. [IpakThka MHAMBHIYaTbHBIX CTAXaHOB-
CKHX PEKOpAOB COCTOSIa B TOM, YTO TEXHOJOTHYECKHE HOPMEBI, pa3zpabo-
TaHHbIE WHXXECHEPaMH-CIEeIlaMH OTBEPrajich, a UM IPOTHBOIIOCTABIAIACH
CIIOCOOHOCTH COBETCKOTO YeJIOBEKa HE pa3indaTh YacTHOE OT OOINero, WH-
JUBHIyalbHOE OT KOJIJIEKTHBHOTO, PaBHO KaK M BO3MOXKHOE OT HEBO3-
MOXHOTO. Best Opurama pabotanma Ha peKOpA, YCTaHABIMBACMBIH OIHUM
YeJI0BEKOM, KOTOPBII IPH 3TOM BBICTYIAJ KaK 4acTb OpWTajbl M penpe3eH-
THPOBAJI COBETCKOT'0 YEJIOBEKa KaK TaKoBOro. I epoli-craxaHoBel ObUI OAHO-
BpPEMEHHO W TMEPCOHANN3NPOBAH W THIHYEH (B 3TOM cMbiciie CTaxaHOB OBII
JIMIIb TIEPBBIM CTaXaHOBIIEM; XapaKTepHO M TO, Kak B cBoed peun CraiuH
ucnionsdyer ¢amunauu CraxaHoBa, byceirmHa, BunorpamoBa To B equH-
CTBEHHOM, TO BO MHOXKECTBEHHOM 4HCIIE). B cBOIO ouepenb cMeX M Becenbe,
MIPOU3BOJMMBIE COBETCKON KOMeAMEH, BBICTYNAIN KaK MalllHA METOHUMUH,
HE CTOJIBKO PAacTBOPSIOIIAs WHANBHAYATHHOE B KOJUIEKTHBHOM (KaK HA 3TOM
HacTauBaeT TOTAIMUTAapHAs MOJENb WHTEPIPETAlH COBETCKOI'0 OOIIECTBa),
CKOJIBKO JIeNasi UX CMEXHBIMH JIPYT JAPYTY, BKIIOYask CMEIOIUXCS CyObEKTOB
B WHTEHCHBHYIO KOMMYHHKAITHIO APYT C APYroM (Ha TOM, 4TO CMeX SIBISIETCS
OJHOW M3 CaMbIX HMHTEHCHBHBIX ()OPM KOMMYHHMKALIUH CXOZSTCS NPaKTH-
YeCKH BCE€ CYILECTBYIOIIME TEOPHUH CMeXa, pacXoIfAIluecss BO MHOTOM
apyrom: A. beprcona u XK. bartas, M. baxtuna u X. [Ineccuepa, B. IIponmna
u O. @Opeiinendepr), B pe3yiabrare KOTOPOH KOJJICKTUB BO3HUKAET HE Kak
3¢ deKT BHEIHEero MPUHYKACHUS, a Kak 3(dext pamoctHOrO M BeeoOIIero
SMOLMOHAIBHOTO 3apa)kKEeHMSL.

Taxum 00pa3zoM, SKOHOMHKa 0OMEHa MEXTy SMOIMOHAJILHBIM BO3/IEH-
CTBHEM KOMHYECKOW JKCIEHTPUKH W IIOCTOSHHO MPUCYTCTBYIOIIUM TOPH-
30HTOM HEOOXOJMMOCTH HMHTEHCHUBHOTO TpyJa MO3BOJISET METOHUMHYECKU
CKOHJICHCHPOBATh (B TepMUHaX (PPEHOBCKOTO IICHX0AHANN3a) B OJTHO IIEJI0e
MOTHB TpyJia 1 MOTHB IIPOU3BOAMUTEIHFHOTO cMexa. BOT npekpacHbIi mpumep
TaKOro MMOHUMAaHHS CMEXa, OTPA3UBIIHNICS B PELCH3UH Ha 3CTPaHbIE HOMEPa
JDKa30BOTO OpKecTpa YTecoBa B KypHaie Pabouuti meamp (OT KOTOPBIX,
COOCTBEHHO, U OTTAJKHUBAJICS CLICHApHH Becenvix pebsm):
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OOGmiecTBeHHAs LEHHOCTh HOMepa YTECOBa B TOM-TO M 3aKJIIOYACTCS,
4TO, OTBEJAB OOMAPSIIEr0 pUTMa €ro Tpyd, cakcoPpoHOB U OapabaHOB,
MMOCMESIBIINCh HAJl €r0 BECEJBIMU OCTPOTAMH M JKECTAMH, BKYCHBIIH
0e3rpaHUYHOr0 ONTUMH3MA €r0 HOMEPA, XOUYETCS C IBOMHOM dHEprueit
MPUHUMATKCS U 38 MHTEPHAI[MOHAILHOE BOCITUTAHKE JieTeil [4To cTaHeT
TeMo# BTOpOi KoMmeauu Asnekcanaposa — M.K.], u crpouts cuiiocel, u
ropsiu0 MOMOTraTh YIpaBIoMaM, U Jaxe OOPOThCS ¢ KOppO3ued Mera-
soB! (Lut. mo: YTecos 2006: 223)

MMPUMEYAHUA

‘Mapin suTy3nactoB’ (cmoBa Amnaronus J’Axtuns [Dpenkens], My3bika
Hcaaka [lyHaeBckoro) Obl1 HanucaH cnenuaibHO st ¢uibma ['puropms
Anexcannposa Ceemuwiti nyms, 1940 ron.

Haunbonee oOrmmme BOIIPOCH B 3TOH CBS3H OBUIN TIOCTABJICHHI B paboTax: Groys
(1988); I'poiic (2007); Peixmun (2002); Jobpenko (2008).

O cooTHOUIEHNM AWCKYpca HICOJOTHYECKOH INpomaraHasl U (GopMm pasBiie-
KaTeIbHOTO JKaHPa B COBETCKOM My3bIKalIbHOM KoMeun cM.: Casuc (2012).
Cp. “Y mHac repouka — OpiTOBOE siBIeHHE. [ 'epondeckoe u nupuyeckoe (OBI-
TOBO€) y Hac TecHO mneperuienuch” (B. O. ®epman, ‘Tepoundeckoe u THpH-
YECKOE B COBETCKOI1 onepe’, ApxuB I 0CyaapCcTBEHHOTO HEHTPAITBEHOTO My3€s
My3bIKanbHOU KynsTypbl mM. M. . I'muaku. @. 288. Ne 3. bm,, 6.1. C. 12;
urt. mo: Paky (2009: 201).

[TnaToH BKITFOUaET XOPOBOE MIEHUE U YMEHNE BOAUTH XOPOBO/BI B YHCIIO 00~
3aTENBHBIX JOCTOMHCTB I'pa’KAaHWHA OMHCAHHOTO MM HIEAIbHOTO rocynap-
cTBa, OoJee TOro, MMEHHO 3TH YMEHHS MO3BOJSIIOT C €r0 TOYKH 3pPCHUS
COBMECTHTh WHIUBHIYalbHBIE PAIOCTh U yJOBOIBCTBHE C OOIIECTBEHHBIM
6;arom. Cwm.: ITnaron (1994a: 157-181); Inaton (19946: 100-125).
CoBeTckuii cMex MPOTHBOCTOWT HJlee MEXaHH3Ma YK€ Ha ypoBHE MeTado-
PUYKH, UCTIONB3yeMOM Jiist ero onucanus. Eciau beprcon koHnenTyammsupyer
cMex Kak 3pQeKT oOHapyKeHHS KOCHOCTH MEXaHH3Ma, MPSYYLIeTocs IOJ
BHJIUMOW MOBEPXHOCTHIO opranudeckoro (beprcon 1992: 10-47), Anekcan-
JIPOB PacCyXJIaeT O HEM KaK O CPEJICTBE MPEOIOJICHHUS dTONH KOCHOCTH: “SI ObI
CKazaJl, 9To IOMOp — COK >kn3HH. FOMOp MOX0’k Ha Maciio, KOTOpoe HY>KHO IS
CMa3Kl MalluH. 1 nelCTBUTENBHO, BCSAKas MalllMHA, OAKE TAKEIOBECHBIN
TaHK W3 Kpemyailiiero Meramia, He moimer 6e3 CMasKé [371ech MOKHO
BcrioMHEUTH uneM U. TTeipeeBa Tpakmopucmer — U.K.]. CMex 10/KeH ObITh
JOOPOIYIIHEIM, ONTUMHCTHYHBIM, YTBEpP)KJIAIOIIMM XOpOIlee HacTpoeHue”
(Anexkcanapo 1983: 194). Ecnu cornacHo Teopun beprcona cmMex BO3HHUKaeT
KaK perucTpanus OTCyTCTBHs “‘HaNpsKeHHOCTH M “anmactuyHocty” (Beprcon
1992: 20), “Ooapslii 1 KU3HEPATOCTHBIN COBETCKHI CMEX, HA00OPOT, SIBJIS-
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ercst 9 PeKToM U30BITKA BUTAIBHOW CHIIBI, HAACISS COLMANIBHOE TEIIO CIe
OONBIIMM “KOJTHYECTBOM™ HAIIPSDKCHHOCTH M 3JTACTUYHOCTH.

B komenmsax I'. AnekcaHapoBa TakMMH OOBEKTAMH CMEXOBOTO HCKITIOYCHUS
13 KOJUIEKTHBA OKAa3bIBAIOTCA: ypyrBaiickuii mupmxkep Kocra ®Opackuan mimm
MPEJCTaBUTEIN HAIMAaHOBCKOTO MEIIAHCTBa (Becenvie pebsama), aMepuKaH-
ckuii mmmpecapuo Kueitmmn (L{upx), Gropokpar BeiBanoB (Borea-Bonea),
MEpPKaHTIIBHBIA yXa)kep, BOCIPOM3BOIAIINN TOBEACHUE CTapOPEKUMHOTO
MPOBMHIMANBEHOTO MemaHcTBa, llerp YcrmHoBmu Tampeikuna (Ceembiii
nymn).

Cwm.: Ditzenmrreiin (2006: 46-290).

Kazanoce Ob1, kKoMenust AnekcanapoBa [Jupx BOCIIPOU3BOAUT CHTYAITHIO KOM-
MEpYECKOTO MPOM3BOACTBA CMEXa U BECENbs, OTHACIAIONIYI0 apeHy W 3pu-
TENBHBIA 3aJ], OIHAKO, HEIOCPEICTBEHHBIM OOBEKTOM H300PaKEHHS CMEX
CTaHOBHTCS B TOT MOMEHT, KOTJ]a 3Ta TPaHUIIa MEXIy IIMPKOBEIMH aKTepaMH
W 3pUTEISIMA OKa3BIBACTCS CHATA: 371 M aKTEPHI IPYKHO cMeIoTcst Haj KHeii-
IIAIIOM, ITOTIBITABIIMMCS IIOKHPOBATh MyOIUKY YepHBIM pebeHKoM MpapuoH
JIMKCOH.

Cp. “[...] xoMuueckoe I MOJIHOTHI CBOETO JEHCTBHS TpeOyeT Kak OBl Kpart-
KOBPEMEHHOH aHecTe3nn cepiamna. OHO oOpalmaeTcss K YHUCTOMY pasymy”
(beprcon 1992: 12). B oTnuume OT 3TOH panMOHAIBHOCTH “‘OypiKya3HOTO
cMexa” COBETCKash KOMEAUS MOMYEPKMBAET SMOLMOHANBHBIN (“cepaedunblii”)
xapakrep cmexa: “Jlerko Ha cepllle OT TIECHH BEeCENol”, — yTBEp)KIaeTCs B
MEepBOM K€ CTPOKE OJHOW M3 INEPBBIX COBETCKUX MY3bIKAJIbHBIX KOMEAWI
(Mapw eecenvix pebsim, ctuxu B. JlebeneBa-Kymaua, 1934 rop).

Cp. “HoBusHa (uibpMa 3aKiIr04aeTcsl B TOM, YTO B HEM O CAMOM CEpPhE3HOM,
CaMOM TJIaBHOM — O COL[HAIMCTUYECKOM CTPOUTEIBCTBE — FOBOPHIIOCH Cpell-
CTBaMHM KHHOKOMenuu. Haiia HOBas KMHOKOMEAHMSI CBepsula CBOW IAr co
CTPEMHTENbHBIM IIarOM JHTY3HAaCTOB-CTaxaHOBIEB” (AnekcaHapoB 1983:
256).

06 stom cm.: Kenez (1993: 57); Enzensberger (1993: 98).

Cp. “craxaHOBCKOE JIBI)KEHHE pa3HECIOCh M0 BeeMy Juily Hamrero Coro3a He
MOCTENEHHO, a C KaKOi-TO HeBUIAHHOW ObICTpOTOH, Kak yparan” (Cranun
1935). B aT0ii k€ peun BOZHHUKAIOT CPABHEHHS CTAXaHOBCKOTO ABMXKEHUS CO
CHEXXHBIM KOMOM, IUIAMEHEM, MTHOBEHHO PAaCHpPOCTPAHUBLIMMCS IO BCEH
CTpaHe OT OfHOW “crnuky, OpomeHHoW CraxaHOBBIM W BychIrMHBIM”, C
JIBIDKCHUEM, IPOPBABIINM MPEIOHbI U 3AIMBIINM BCIO CTPaHy (TaM Xe).

O cexcyaJIbHBIX 00epTOHAX U TaHIEBAILHON KMHETHUKE B N300payKeHUH TPYIa
cm.: Enzensberger (1993: 97-108).
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Abstract

This article focuses on the life and work of Boris Efimov, the legendary Soviet
caricaturist. Efimov’s political caricatures spanned the life of the Soviet Union. He
began working for the Bolsheviks during the Civil War in Ukraine, moved to
Moscow in 1922, and worked for major Soviet publications until 1991. His work, as
the article posits, helped to define Soviet visual culture and with it a form of visual
Occidentalism. At the same time, Efimov’s cartoons illustrate the connections
between Soviet visual culture and Soviet power. Again and again, his caricatures
were held up to be examples of how Soviet citizens needed to forge a new sense of
self through the “healthy laughter” they provoked at the expense of state enemies.
The Soviet caricature, the article concludes, therefore served as a powerful weapon
in the state’s arsenal. No one wielded it more consistently than Boris Efimov.
Keywords: Laughter; Cartoons; Boris Efimov

At the 2007 Moscow retrospective dedicated to Boris Efimov’s work, then-
Mayor Jurij LuZzkov declared that Efimov’s cartoons could best be under-
stood through the laughter they invoked. The Mayor opined that Efimov is
“an epoch in the life of our state”, for his 50,000 caricatures published
between 1917 and 1991 not only “reflected the time” in which they appeared,
they also were the work of “a great satirist”. His images, Luzkov wrote, re-
vealed “the need to laugh, for stigmatizing the evil, ugly, and other loathsome
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things that will never end”. Efimov’s prodigious output proves, in Luzkov’s
words, that “laughter is a sharp weapon and a powerful medicine”. The
laughter induced by Efimov is a reason why “good people need Boris Efimov
very much”, for “good people have a good sense of humor”. As for those
who did not possess the humor, Luzkov mentioned Joseph Goebbels, who
“never laughed at Boris Efimov’s cartoons and promised to hang him right
after the capture of Moscow.”*

LuZzkov’s statements are not merely the words of a politician trying to
score points with his electorate. The mayor’s belief that the cartoons served
as a “weapon of laughter” echoed the words used to describe Efimov’s work
for decades. No one subject is better suited for understanding the sharp
weapon of Soviet laughter than Boris Efimov. Born in 1900, Efimov pu-
blished his first caricature in 1916, worked for the Bolsheviks after 1918, and
had his first book of cartoons published in 1924 (it included an introduction
by Lev Trockij). He worked as a cartoonist for lzvestija from 1922 and
started drawing for Krokodil that same year. He continued to publish cartoons
until the system collapsed. As LuZzkov noted, Soviet visual humor and Soviet
laughter are intimately connected with the creations of Boris Efimov. When
Efimov died in October 2008, he was hailed as a symbol of the Soviet expe-
rience and his cartoons as “history lessons” for all.> Efimov’s life history,
when situated within the multiple social, political, and cultural worlds in
which he lived, is nothing less than the story of visualizing Soviet socialism
from beginning to end.?

The sharp weapon Efimov wielded mostly targeted enemies, whether
external (Nazis, Americans, Zionists) or internal (Trotskiites and saboteurs).
His illustrations, as his friend Genrich Borovik wrote in response to the same
2007 retrospective, are “more often full of severe and irate satire”. “Being a
cheery and kind person full of humor and keen on jokes,” Borovik argued,
“Boris Efimov dedicated almost all of his life’s creation to struggle against
everything he hated.” His images “help us remember and understand the past
century.”

Created over the course of his astonishing career, Efimov’s visual
worlds afford us a similar opportunity. His cartoons forged the Soviet wea-
pon of laughter. They articulated a form of visual Occidentalism, one that
built upon pre-1917 Russian visual nationhood and the traditions of carica-
ture established in 19th-century Europe.® Efimov’s weapons of laughter also
provide a clear picture of the state’s uses of laughter and its connections to
power.® “Laughter,” the Bolshevik Commissar for Enlightenment Anatolij
Lunacarskij once argued, “is not an expression of power, but power itself.”
As the words written about Efimov’s illustrations make clear, his cartoons
were meant to do battle against state enemies and to provoke a healthy
laughter that would define the new Soviet person.” The Soviet cartoon —
printed in the Bolshevik daily newspapers and the primary image in the
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satirical journal Krokodil — served as an important weapon in the arsenal of
Soviet propaganda.® No one wielded it more than Boris Efimov.

Stigmatizing the Evil, Ugly, and Other Loathsome Things: Sharp Weapons of
Soviet Socialism

Efimov’s most consistent theme in his illustrations — one his last retrospective
particularly highlighted — was the West as the enemy. As Efimov later re-
counted:

Cartoonists’ images reflect reality, what is going on in the world, and
what is going on in our country. Cartoons are a mirror to reality. In my
caricatures and political drawings, | portrayed the West. Although the
West is a very broad term, if you take it to mean everything outside our
country, it seemed to us unfortunately for many years something of an
enemy, something contradicting the order and values we had in our
country. It is not because people wanted it to be that way, that we
should be the opposite of the West. It just happened that way.

Efimov’s prints gave concrete form to the enemy and visualized Soviet citi-
zens guarding their socialist motherland against a laughable enemy. His cari-
catures provide a means to “see” the past more vividly and to bring us “face-
to-face with the history” of Soviet imagery.'® For 75 years, he drew the West
as a laughable figure, constantly reminding viewers of the ever-present threat
posed by corpulent capitalists. By ridiculing the West in this manner, Efimov
attempted to create the Soviet gaze.'* Looking at his cartoons, as countless
commentators noted over the decades, would help viewers visualize what it
meant to be a Soviet citizen.

Efimov did not receive formal training, but his work grew out of the
Russian caricature tradition and the specific milieu of early 20th-century vi-
sual satire. Influenced by the lubok and engravings introduced under Peter the
Great, caricatures emerged as a Russian genre only after 1800. While Russian
artists before the nineteenth century attempted to criticize the status quo in a
fashion similar to William Hogarth and other famous caricaturists in Europe,
they did so primarily through the lubok. The popular print, as John Bowlt has
written, “rarely made a direct reference to a specific dignitary or a particular
order” and therefore could offer satirical images without ruffling the feathers
of tsarist censors. “With the onslaught of the Napoleonic campaign of 1812,”
Bowlt argues, “Russian caricature flowered with exceptional strength.”*? As
Vasilij Veres¢agin commented in his 1912 three-volume work on Russian
caricature, “in an atmosphere charged with malice and hate, artistic satire
could only have been biting and unpleasant.”*® The works of lvan Terebenev,
Aleksej Venecianov, and Ivan lvanov became famous in the months after the
French invasion for the way they blended the salty humor of lubok prints with
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the biting satire of caricatures by Rowland, Cruikshank, and others. Russian
caricaturists ridiculed Napoleon, condemned French soldiers as “freaks and
cripples”, and suggested French culture was effete and un-Russian.'* Russian
caricature therefore began as a genre that mocked the West and emphasized
Russia’s national strengths, creating a tradition of images as sharp weapons
to be deployed against Russia’s enemies.*

Twentieth-century Russian caricature and political cartoons grew di-
rectly out of these roots. The publication of the 1812 caricatures in Dmitrij
Rovinskij’s Russkie narodnye kartinki (1881) introduced a new generation of
artists to the techniques and themes of Terebenev and his contemporaries.
Future Bolshevik poster artists such as Vladimir Majakovskij and Dmitrij
Moor both drew their inspiration from 1812 caricaturists. With the relaxation
of censorship laws after the 1905 Revolution, Russian satirical images flou-
rished. Russian caricaturists working after 1905 were also inspired by the
satirical cartoons in Simplicissimus, a German weekly journal started in 1896.
Among other visual adaptations, Russian cartoonists adopted the image of the
fat, top-hat wearing capitalist from their German colleagues. Moor was parti-
cularly influenced by the Norwegian artist Olaf Gulbransson, whose work
regularly appeared in the German satlrlcal magazine: contemporarles even
dubbed him the “Russian Gulbransson”.'® Moor’s satirical images of tsarist
officials appeared in a number of the influential journals that flourished after
1905, among them Budil’nik and Satirikon. His cartoons also graced the
pages of dailies such as Russkoe slovo and Utro Rossii. In his pre-1917 work,
Moor became known for his cartoons that satirized the influence of the
Orthodox Church in Russian politics, the ineptitude of the tsarist government,
and the heroic traits of ordinary Russian soldiers.” After 1917, Moor
successfully transferred his satirical style to the Bolshevik cause. In the
process he served, the artist Aleksandr Dejneka Iater claimed, as the
unofficial “commissar of propagandistic revolutlonary art”.

Efimov became a self-taught artist in this period and was heavily in-
fluenced by his older Russian colleagues and German satirical cartoons.
When he was a teenager in Kiev, Efimov bought copies of Simplicissimus
and “examined them with great interest”, particularly the works of Gulbrans-
son and Eduard Thény. The budding young artist studied these European
masters and copied their styles particularly their satirical prints of military
figures and wealthy capitalists.”® When Efimov moved to Moscow in 1922 to
work for Soviet publications, a move suggested by his famous brother, Mi-
chail Kol’cov, Moor became his unofficial teacher. Efimov would later re-
count that his greatest influence was Moor, the “artist, phllosopher and Bol-
shevik” who fought enemies with “a satirist’s weapons”.? His work, there-
fore, represented an adaptation of European caricature traditions: the cartoons
that emerged in the 19th century, seen particularly in Simplicissimus, tended
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to mock forelgn enemies in order to reveal the “true” self behind the exterior
facade.?

While his cartoons evolved from traditions established at home and
abroad, Efimov viewed the caricature as a particularly important image for
the new Soviet state and its citizens, defining it “as a distinctive, whimsical,
and sharp artistic form, WhICh carries in its jolly and mischievous form a
civic, purposeful meaning”.?* He tended to empha5|ze the “national” tradition
of his cartoons, referring to Simplicissimus in passing and stressing that his
Soviet work grew out of pre-revolutionary, Russian caricatures (which also
evolved out of European, particularly British, traditions). In addition to the
satirical images from 1905-1906, Efimov listed Aleksej Venecianov, Ivan
Terebenev, and Ivan Ivanov’s 1812 “satirical lubki” that depicted Russians
defending their motherland against aggressors as partlcularly important pre-
cursors to the Soviet caricaturist’s work.?® These Russian images had suc-
cessfully attracted a wide audience because they tapped into a form of “na-
tional humor”.?* The Soviet caricaturist provided “battle reconnaissance” for
his fellow citizens by capturing “the emotions of m|II|ons of people — their
ridicule or scorn, their indignation or happiness”.* Soviet cartoonlsts in
Efimov’s view, connected “their creative work with the life of a society”.?

The attempt to forge a link between image and audience around a
shared enemy was not one Efimov undertook alone: it was both a family
affair and a project undertaken by like-minded artists. His brother, Michail
Kol’cov (1898-1940), became famous for his satirical articles in Pravda that
attacked the new regime’s enemies (he would later become a victim of the
Stalinist purges) Their cousin, Semen Fridljand, became a famous Soviet
photographer.”” Others responded to the very same calls to sharpen the
weapon of satire in order to build the new socialist state. The collective
known as the Kukryniksy began their careers at the same time as Efimov.
The three artists — Michail Kuprijanov (1903-1991), Porfirij Krylov (1902-
1990), and Nikolaj Sokolov (1903-2000) — met at VChUTEMAS (the Higher
Art and Technical Studios founded in 1920). They studied under Dmitrij
Moor and began to publish cartoons together in 1924, using a combination of
their three names. Their work in the 1930s made them famous, when their
posters and caricatures ridiculing enemies appeared in major publications
such as Krokodil. Maksim Gor’kij would claim that their caricatures made
them “heroes in the realm of socialist creativity” and described their
illustrations as “sharp, well- almed weapons” that revealed the internal
deficiencies of Soviet enemies.’

The Kukryniksy acted as friendly rivals for Efimov: the four became
inseparable and inspired each other’s works for the remainder of the Soviet
experlment Efimov would later write that the three possessed an unrlvaled

“affinity based on a shared creativity, morality, and intellectualism”.?® Efi-
mov and the Kukryniksy worked together at Krokodil, made wartime posters
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together, traveled together to Nuremberg to act as material witnesses at the
postwar trials, and made state trips together. The state also rewarded Efimov
and the Kukryniksy for wielding their weapons of satire: all four became
People’s Artists of the Soviet Union, Heroes of Socialist Labor, and received
other honorific titles.*

Efimov’s career was therefore not a singular one. His life, his work,
and the ways others described them could be used to evaluate Soviet satirical
images as a whole. What is remarkable about Efimov’s output is just how
consistent it was over time and just how long he wielded his weapons.
Efimov’s first published cartoon appeared in a 1916 issue of Solnce Rossii. It
mocked Michail Rodzjanko for his liberal, Western tendencies. After 1917,
while still a teenager, Efimov joined the Bolshevik cause and published
images in a number of Ukrainian journals. His 1920 poster, The Pan [Polish
nobles] Barge Haulers (Figure 1), to pick one example, used IlI’ja Repin’s
famous painting as a basis to ridicule the attempts by Poles, Ukrainian na-
tionalists, priests, and corpulent capitalists wearing striped pants and top hats
to take Kiev in the Civil War.®" After he waged the Civil War using his
satirical weapons, Efimov moved in 1922 to Moscow and became a carica-
turist for lzvestija. His first cartoon for the paper lambasted British efforts to
blockade the Bolshevik state.

Fig. 1. The Pan Barge Haulers (1920)
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Fig. 2. The Madhouse of Europe (1923)

Visualizing “the West” became the focus of Efimov’s early work; the
enemy could be depicted in many guises, most clearly in his 1923 lzvestija
caricature Bourgeois Europe (Figure 2), which featured a “European mad-
house” of crazies on the borders. On one edge of the cartoon Benito Mus-
solini declares “I am Italy”. Dressed ridiculously in a Roman tunic and hold-
ing fasces, Efimov simultaneously mocks the Italian dictator’s political pre-
tensions and his attempts to harness Roman symbols for his fascist system.
On Mussolini’s left, Efimov lampoons the French Prime Minister, Raymond
Poincaré, as an imperialistic aggressor. With an Adrian helmet on his head,
the French politician clutches the Versailles treaty and spouts nonsense. Efi-
mov characterizes Poincaré as an aggressor, reminding viewers of the French
minister’s decision to violate the treaty by occupying the Ruhr in January
1923. Efimov declared that the act was “an obvious symptom of violent
insanity”.®* Next to Poincaré, Lord George Curzon, the British Foreign Mi-
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nister, lumbers toward oil in the east. Curzon, in Efimov’s words, “suffers
from an incurable form of madness” for he wants to “grab as much oil as
possible, even Soviet oil”.** Below the British politician lurks Jézef Pilsud-
ski, the “First Marshal” of Poland and the victor in the 1919-1921 war with
the Bolshevik state. Recognizable because of his mustache, the Polish mili-
tary man is depicted as a latter-day Napoleon, equally small and equally mad
as the French Emperor. Other European fascists (Admiral Miklés Horthy
stands behind Mussolini) and former tsarist officers who emigrated and
therefore brought their form of “madness” to Europe surround these crazies.
Efimov suggests that the individual leaders depicted in the European Mad-
house should not be feared; instead, the collection of madmen on the Soviet
border should be mocked. Efimov’s caricature serves as a weapon that de-
stroys imaginary authority and the imaginary greatness of the West’s lead-
ers.* It is, in short, a weapon aimed at Soviet enemies lurking abroad meant
to invoke laughter from those who view it.

Fig. 3. The Cradle of Fascism (1940)
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In his 1920s work for the newspaper and for Krokodil, Efimov expand-
ed on these themes. He imagined Mussolini and fascism as the highest forms
of capitalism; drew a woman enchained by the almighty dollar as a symbol of
“Capitalist Europe”;*® depicted pointed bayonets fixed at the young Soviet
state for his lzvestija New Year’s cartoon; imagined Uncle Sam and John
Bull fighting over oil; or simply warned viewers about “those against us”;
which included the Pope, the Nazrs and corpulent Capitalists (to reference
just a tiny sample of his output).*®

Beginning in 1930, Efimov focused his attention on the growing threat
posed by the Nazis. Hitler and his subordinates became the main embodi-
ments of “the West” in his caricatures. In using his sharp weapon against this
new threat, Efimov drew on his earlier work. Nazis wanted to conquer the
world, but they were also gangsters like Americans (as 1936’s The Con-
noisseur’s Opinion stressed), or uncultured like Mickey Mouse (his untitled
1936 lzvestija cartoon depicted Goebbels in the form of Walt Disney’s most
famous creation).*” Even while the Nazi-Soviet Pact was in effect Efimov
connected these themes. In 1940, Efimov’s Blood and Business featured
American capitalists calculating their profits as a radio announced Nazi
military gains, while his The Cradle of Fascrsm portrayed Western capitalists
rocking Adolf Hitler in his crib (Figure 3).% Here again Efimov returned to
what was already an old theme in his work: the Simplicissimus creation of the
capitalist in top hat who lurked behind every devious plot against the socialist
state. The same foe had tried to lure Poles to take Kiev in 1920; now he nurs-
ed a young Hitler and stoked his desires to conquer.

Efimov’s wartime caricatures made him nationally and internationally
known. He reminded viewers of Napoleon and mocked Hitler in his July
1941 cover image for Krokodil; poked fun at fascist racial claims for his 1941
TASS Window; or simply drew the Nazi hlerarchy as a “Berlin gang of
robbers” in one of his many cartoons for Izvestija.>® Efimov also was one of
the most outspoken critics of the Allied failure to open a second front, pu-
blishing cartoons that suggested the Americans and British were all-too-wil-
ling to let the Soviets bleed. Thus, in his 1942 Preparing for the Second
Front, Churchill and Eisenhower sit sewing buttons onto uniforms as th}/
listen to a radio report about “violent struggles on the Nazi-Soviet front”.
Once again, Efimov emphasized the West’s flabbiness, ridiculing Churchill’s
corpulence and linking it both to Western capitalists and his failure to help
the Soviet war effort.

Troops wrote to him while the Stalinist leadership praised his work and
awarded him prizes. The Soviet state used his images to inspire Soviet front-
line soldiers and to persuade Nazi soldiers to surrender. In both uses, a heal-
thy laughter defined Soviet citizenry. A 1942 frontline illustration series com-
bined verses by Dem’jan Bednyj with Efimov’s cartoons that mocked Nazi
leaders while Red Army soldiers resolutely defended their motherland. At the
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top of the sheet a Red Army soldier launches a mortar at his Nazi enemies
and laughs at them. Efimov entitled the sheet The Laughing Weapon [Sme-
chomec]. In his 1942 sheet distributed to Wehrmacht soldiers Efimov mocks
Hitler as a Napoleon wannabe and Goebbels as a mouse-like propagandist.*
After listening to Nazi promises, “Naive Fritz” marches happily to Russia
only to freeze in a snowdrift. In both drawings, Efimov asks his audience to
laugh. In the case of German soldiers, he asks them to indulge in the same
healthy laughter as Soviet citizens by mocking Nazis. In short, Efimov vi-
sually defined a Soviet way of life in terms of one’s ability to laugh at the
enemy and asked Germans to join in. In response, Hitler placed Efimov up
with the radio announcer Jurij Levitan and his fellow poster artists the Ku-
kryniksy as the first cultural figures to be executed when the Wehrmacht cap-
tured Moscow.

Efimov’s images became icons of the struggle against fascism and the
subsequent Soviet victory, proof that his earlier warnings about the West and
about the threat from fascism were correct. As he later mused:

I nurtured antipathy for our adversaries and enemies, such as [...]
Hitler, Goering, Rosenberg, Ribbentrop, and others. We put all our
hatred and wrath into our cartoons on these criminals; we meant to
ridicule, to bash them, to show all their cruelty and meanness.*

Efimov’s depictions of the West gave him the blueprints for illustrating
the war to come. He had a storehouse of images with which to cast the West
after 1945 and apparently an endless reservoir of hatred and wrath. As Efi-
mov later remembered:

When the war finished, and our allies stopped being our allies, there
was created a situation where we started to depict them as a kind of
enemy, as aggressors. During the war | was already caricaturing the
Americans with dollar signs. It was, of course, still something both
unclear and also unpleasant. But that was the politics of the Soviet
Union at the time. The same was true of the politics of the West. We
portrayed Churchill and Truman as aggressors and warmongers, and the
W(eI?t4§>ortrayed Stalin and Molotov as aggressors and warmongers as
well.

His 1947 caricature for lzvestija depicted Churchill’s speech in Fulton as a
shadow of Nazi policies (A Performance in Fulton: Churchill and his Pre-
decessors) while a second featured NATO leaders looking into a mirror and
seeing a reflection of the Anti-Soviet Pact personalities (Hitler, Mussolini,
and Hirohito).** By the end of 1949, Efimov had mapped out the visual
parameters of Soviet Cold War culture. The Marshall Plan was an American
Yoke ruled by fat capitalists wearing striped pants (his 1947 Marshalled
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Italy; Figure 4);* a Trojan Horse fronting for Wall Street interests (1949’s
The Trojan Horse of Wall Street); or a smoke screen for proliferating nuclear
power. Efimov visualized UN votes as American blocs (The American Voting
Machine, 1949) while UN troops in Korea were either shielding American
hypocrisy or American business interests in disguise (|n 1949’s The Screen of
the American Aggressors and In Korea, respectively).*® His cartoons depicted
American support prowded to Chiang Kai-Shek as Money that Passed, to be
mourned at a funeral.*’ Americans, as 1949’s The American Trombone (Fi-
gure 5) made clear, could be Nazis too. American officials lip-synched Hit-
ler’s lyrics through a trombone that had a corpulent capitalist wearing a Nazi
helmet at the end. Efimov had successfully transferred his message across
historical circumstances and in many ways his early Cold War images came
full circle. The 1920s West was the enemy again while the Nazis had mor-
phed into Americans, who had raised the fascist beast in the first place.
Capitalists still looked funny and should still invoke ridiculing laughter. They
also still wore the same clothes as they had in 1920.

Fig. 4. Marshalled Italy (1947)
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Fig. 5. The American Trombone (1949)

Efimov’s cartoons waged the Cold War on all its fronts. They balanced
real hotpoints with more abstract representations of the West exploiting the
Third World while threatening the Second. Uncle Sam could infect allies
with the bacillus of capitalism in 1954 (Vaccination of Obedient Allies). The
Peace Corps could be a Wall Street front for exploitation, while “freedom”
was really a synonym for American military aims.*® America intervened in
Cuba using Goebbels-like Mickey Mouse creatures, as in 1961’s Cuba on
Guard, which also features Fidel Castro in classic Red Army pose. The Uni-
ted States rearmed the German Bundeswehr, and therefore rearmed the Nazis
they had raised (as in 1962’s Bundeswehr Screen).* The only way Efimov
made sense of this continued perfidiousness on the West’s part was by
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returning to an old theme: 1966°s The Mad, Mad, Mad Free World (Bezum-
nyj, bezumnyj, bezumnyj svobodnyj mir; Figure 6) updated 1923’s European
Madhouse. Efimov’s 1923 cartoon featured a collection of crazy European
leaders. In his 1966 cartoon — which took its title from Stanley Kramer’s
1963 film It’s a Mad, Mad, Mad World (released in 1965 in the USSR as Etot
bezumnyj, bezumnyj, bezumnyj mir) — the “free world” is dominated by the
United States and its allies, an acknowledgement of how the “West” had ex-
panded in geopolitical terms.*® At the same time, Efimov reminded viewers
that the West’s intentions remained as mad as ever. Lyndon Johnson
dominates the cartoon wearing a Texas cowboy hat. Although he spouts
words of world peace, Johnson grips a bomb and carries soldiers headed to
Vietnam in his jacket pocket. Surrounding him are American allies. To the
left, Efimov drew South Africa’s apartheid leadership as KKK members
brandishing a “White Power” sign. American institutional racism, in other
words, gave birth to the South African Republic’s postwar policies just as
American business interests rocked a young Adolf Hitler. Below them, West
German revanchists refuse to recognize the GDR and are dressed in a com-
bination of Bavarian lederhosen and Nazi uniforms. A West German general
wearing a Nazi uniform reaches for the atomic bomb and with it the 1937
borders of the Third Reich. Meanwhile, Earl Warren, the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court, stands over a locked book entitled The Truth About Kenne-
dy’s Murder and holds a sniper’s rifle behind his back. At the far right corner
of the cartoon, an American military commander — a figure that evokes
Efimov’s earlier caricatures of Eisenhower and his more generic representa-
tions of western warmongers — beats the ground with human bones and
chants “drop the atomic bomb in Vietnam”. In 1966, as in 1923, madmen
threatened the Soviet Union. In this update, however, the West’s craziness
emanated from a single source: American perfidy. Efimov continued to em-
ploy visual hyperbole in order to humiliate the enemy, to castigate stupidity,
and to expose fools as foolish.**

The West in Efimov’s visual world was aggressive everywhere and
always. In the 1970s, Efimov depicted the Apartheid regime as a new fascist
beast rocked in the capitalist cradle (1970’s The Foundation of a Police Re-
gime). Wall Street interests — rendered in the familiar form of the fat capita-
list wearing striped pants — encompassed South America (Pinochet Pays
Debts, 1974; Figure 7); Africa (Air Bridge, a 1975 caricature about Angola);
and the Middle East (Black Forces Above Lebanon, a 1976 example). Do-
mestically the United States was a viper’s nest, a virtual police state where
the CIA directed American aggression (murder, sabotage, espionage, put-
sches in 1975’s Viper’s Nest). The Voice of America and Radio Free Europe
spewed propaganda for a Wall Street run by their CIA handlers in a pot
labeled “provocation, lies, slander, fabrication”. In this 1976 cartoon, Dirty
Spring, the foundation for American propaganda rested on the rotting filth of
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Nazism.>* The West had always spewed lies about the Soviet experiment, in
other words, so in America’s bicentennial year it just continued to revert to
historical form.

Fig. 6. The Mad, Mad, Mad Free World (1966)
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Fig. 7. Pinochet Pays Debts (1973)

By 1980, Efimov warned that Uncle Sam and its new “ally” China
continued to hang onto the dead horse of the Cold War and its rhetoric (in
1980’s Hangers On). Ronald Reagan himself was on a crusade full of
Dangerous Mania (1982), replacing LBJ as the crazy cowboy to fear. Efimov
turned America’s Israeli allies into Nazis: The Clear Sign of Zionism (1982)
(Figure 8) had Menachem Begin — wearing the clothes of a 1920s capitalist —
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orchestrating events in Hitler’s shadow. The Final Solution to the Jewish
Problem in Europe had become The Final Solution to the Palestinian Ques-
tion and both had been “Made in the USA”. Even an 86 year-old Efimov
could still poke fun at Western misunderstanding of the USSR, lambasting
the initial hesitation to take Gorbacev at his word. In Perestrojka American
capitalists who wear the same clothes as they always have ask if Gorbacev is
dangerous for the USA, if he’s a threat to safet;/, whether one should greet
perestroika optimistically or hope for its failure.”

Fig. 8. The Clear Sign of Zionism (1982)

Efimov’s caricatures from the 1920s to the 1980s — an arsenal of visual
weaponry that spanned the entire history of the Soviet Union — visualized a
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Soviet Occidentalism that consistently castigated the West as corpulent capi-
talists funding the enemies of the Soviet state across time and space. At the
same time, Efimov provided visual representations of a “Soviet way of life”
that included traits such as a willingness to defend the land, a jovial spirit,
and a feeling of collective resoluteness. Just as he borrowed from 19th cen-
tury caricatures to illustrate the enemy, so too did he do the same for the
ways in which he con5|stently depicted the willingness of Soviet citizens to
defend their motherland.> His update for Soviet audiences, however, fre-
quently consisted of having his defenders smile and laugh while protecting
socialism. Efimov’s 1926 lzvestija cartoon, to give one example, The Red
Army, 1918-1926 poked fun at Sir Austen Chamberlain’s (then the British
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs) repeated anti-Soviet diplomatic
notes.>® Efimov drew a grumpy Chamberlain wearing a Scottish Tartan cap
and with his preferred monocle standing behind a fence. On the other side a
Red Army soldier stands guard against the British verbal assault, casually
puffing a pipe and blowing smoke back across the fence. The Red Army
soldier smiles. The Soviet soldier, in other words, had learned to laugh the
healthy, ridiculing laughter at his enemies and to get on with building a
socialist state.

Efimov returned to these characterizations in numerous images. His
1930 cartoon Seven Disasters — One Answer (Figure 9) features seven foreign
enemies of the USSR. A Red Army soldier stands opposite and guards a
poster proclaiming that the 5 Year Plan is being achieved in 4 years. The

“answer” to the enemies attempting to sabotage the Soviet effort can be seen
on the soldier’s face: he is laughing at them.*® Efimov’s 1935 Warm Re-
sponse visualizes the Soviet collective as an older, bearded specialist, a
young, masculine worker, and a young factory woman. They hold a banner
with Stalln s claim that “life has become better, life has become more jo-
yous”.®>" Below them Hitler rages at this happiness, declaring that “I’ve be-
come sad because you feel joyful”. In response, the Soviet citizens laugh.

In other caricatures, Efimov depicted the Soviet state in the form of a
soldier defending his motherland, including his 24 July 1941 cover for Ogo-
nek that featured a Red Army soldier wielding a sword against the Nazi beast
and “for the motherland”.®® His September 1941 cover of Krokodil contained
four Red Arm my soldiers smiling and laughing at a scrawny Nazi soldier they
had captured His 20 June 1945 cover for Krokodil celebrated the Soviet
victory in visual form with a smiling Soviet soldier playing an accordlon atop
a T-34 tank that bears the names of the cities he has liberated.®
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Fig. 9. Seven Disasters — One Answer (1930)

Efimov’s Cold War cartoons continued to represent the ideal Soviet
citizen as a Red Army soldier or as a collective of patriotic defenders of the
socialist motherland. Indestructible Wall (1949) features caricatures of Chur-
chill and Truman scrambling up a cannon that is pointed at a wall.®* Behind
this barricade stand dozens of Soviet citizens with arms raised and holding
banners that read “we don’t want war” and “against warmongers”. The wall
itself is emblazoned with the words “united in the fight for a stable peace”.
That same year, Efimov drew a New Year’s cartoon entitled Kremlin Chimes
that featured the Spasskaja Tower guarded by a larger-than-life Red Army
man. Grasping his Tokarev submachine gun, the soldier safeguards the words
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emanating from the Kremlin tower: “glory to our free motherland, a safe
stronghold of the friendship of peoples”.®

Finally, Efimov’s 1950 cartoon Two Worlds (Figure 10) visually re-
presents the Cold War as one between two people. On the left sits a short, fat
capitalist dressed in the same 1920s suit in which Efimov had always dressed
his bourgeois enemies. The capitalist — drawn in black and white — sits atop
New York skyscrapers clutching a dollar symbol in one hand and a copy of
the NATO treaty in his other. An atomic bomb rounds out the visualization of
the first world. On the right side of the image stands a Soviet worker drawn
in full color. He clutches a hammer in his left hand and a book emblazoned
with the words “peace and democracy” in his right. The Soviet worker is
illuminated by the Red Star behind him.

Fig. 10. Two Worlds (1950)
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Two Worlds captures the essence of Efimov’s lifelong work. His
capltallst s clothes and flabbiness expose the flaws of the system he works
for.®® Efimov’s brand of Soviet Occidentalism could not be clearer: America
(the latest incarnation of the West) is a land of merchants who value only
money and nothing else; the Soviet state produces Iarger -than-life heroes who
defend socialist values along with their motherland.®*

Efimov’s arsenal increasingly became self-referential over the course of
his career. His images repeated certain themes that he had drawn before, con-
stantly updating the Western enemy to fit the time even while the capitalist’s
clothes and the Soviet worker’s clothes remained the same. His caricatures
acted as bearers of a specific form of social memory, namely, the way in
WhICh Efimov had always drawn the enemies surrounding the fledgling
state.® In 1966 — the 25th anniversary of Hitler’s invasion — Efimov’s
Picture about Memory used one of his wartime cartoons where he compared
Hitler to Napoleon to warn American generals and German revanchists about
their ambitions. In it, Efimov reminded viewers of 1812 caricatures, 1941
caricatures, and the continued need to castigate the West. He also warned —
on the 20th anniversary of Nuremberg — that current enemies of the Soviet
state would be judged just as past enemies had (and included his 1946
cartoon Nuremberg in his 1966 Reminder and Warning). His front-page
Izvestija cartoon for the 50th Anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution,
International Review for the Half-Century (Figure 11), visualized the jubilee
as a collection of all the enemies the Soviet state had defeated by wielding
the weapon of satire. Efimov dated this caricature 1922-1967. From Nicholas
I, Aleksandr Kerenskij, and Pilsudski, all of whom threatened the Soviet
state from the outset, Efimov draws a line of enemies that included familiar
caricatures of Hitler, Mussolini, and Churchill alongside newer enemies such
as Konrad Adenauer (who died that year) and American Air Force General
Curtis Le May. Though foes familiar and unfamiliar have continuously
attempted to defeat the Soviet experiment, Efimov continues to mock these
pretensions.

Efimov had reached into a late 19th-early 20th century visual arsenal,
pulled out his weapon aimed at the West, and reforged it in the fire of the
Bolshevik Revolution. Efimov claimed that his cartoons were a mirror of
reality and that he had captured the continuous threat posed by “the West” to
the socialist state. The weapons Efimov wielded attempted to visualize this
reality and with it, to create Soviet socialism. Efimov’s remarkably consistent
rendering of the West as enemy make his images not just important artifacts
of Soviet socialism. To a certain extent, they were Soviet socialism. The
identification of enemies and the visualization of the West as a corpulent
capitalist figure were important visual components to the ongoing processes
of defining the enemies of socialism and the qualities of the new Soviet
person. Efimov’s visual Occidentalism appeared before and outlasted even
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Socialist Realism, which Evgeny Dobrenko has provocatively argued served
as an aesthetic system that did not try to beautify reality, but to create it. As
Dobrenko notes, to remove Socialist Realism — its novels, films, poems, art —
from our mental image of socialism would be to leave us “with nothing left
that could properly be called socialism”.®® This argument needs an addition:
Efimov’s visual weapons consistently served as sharp arrows aimed at
identifying the West’s evil intentions against the socialist state. The
perfidious West visualized in contrast to the heroic Soviet citizen who
laughed at this enemy became a central component of Soviet visual culture
and with it, Soviet socialism.®” To make this weapon as sharp as possible,
however, required some help from others.

Fig. 11. International Review for the Half-Century (1967)
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“The Healthy Laughter of a Soviet Citizen”: Sharpening the Weapon of
Satire

In 1961, Efimov published The Fundamentals of Understanding the Cari-
cature. He began by affirming that the satirical cartoon was a weapon that

“battles for or subverts something”.®® A Soviet caricature, however, does
more. For Efimov, Soviet imagery has an intimate relationship with Soviet
society. A good caricature “mercilessly strikes, combats, and exgoses all that
is hostile and dangerous to its [societal] spirit and morals”.” More im-
portantly, ‘the secret” of a Soviet caricature rests with the laughter it evokes,

“without which, even correctly almed ideologically sound satire turns out to
be weak, anemic, and helpless”.”’ Good Soviet satire, as Efimov defined it,
created a connection between the artist and his audience: “It depends, first of
all, on the skill of the artist/satirist to see and to reveal what is funny and to
force the reader or spectator to appreciate this funny feeling and to accept
how it will be used for the general mockery of anyone that deserves this
mockery.”’* The job of a Soviet cartoonist, in short, was to “create laughter”
by mocking the enemy. This kind of Iaughter is not a temporary feeling; this
ability to laugh at something serious is for Eflmov a specifically Soviet trait
that demonstrates political consciousness.”” The difference between good
Soviet citizens and their enemies, in other words, was that good Soviet
citizens could laugh.

Efimov’s words invoked a concept that had developed in the 1920s and
that sought to define Soviet satire by the healthy laughter it invoked. Anatolij
Lunacarskij’s 1920 article “We Are Going to Laugh’ initiated this concept. In
it, he wrote that he heard Soviet citizens laugh again and again as he toured
the new socialist state. In spite of hardship, war, and hunger, he would ob-
serve, Soviet citizens chuckled. For the Commissar of Enlightenment, Soviet
laughter “indicates that we have a major reserve of strength within us since
laughter is a sign of strength. It is not only a sign of strength, but strength
|tself [...] it is a sign of victory”.” Laughter could therefore serve as an

“expression of the triumph of progressive values over reactionary enemies”.
Soviet writers would apply Lunacarskij’s ideas to Efimov’s work again and
again. In the process, important figures from Trockij to the Danish cartoonist
Herluf Bidstrup would sharpen Efimov’s weapon of laughter for him. Over
the course of the Soviet Union’s existence, Efimov’s caricatures were held up
as examples of a “healthy form of humor”, one that could produce a “moral
laughter” where viewers could derive satlsfactlon and pleasure from “seeing
that evil is exposed, disgraced, and punished”.”® The caricature aimed at
enemies could not only be a source of Soviet strength, but Soviet victory in
building socialism.

Efimov’s weapons got noticed early on. The editor of lzvestija, Jurij
Steklov, published a collection of Efimov’s cartoons in 1924. Trockij wrote
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the introduction and called Efimov “the most political among our graphic
artists. He knows politics, loves politics, and penetrates the details of
politics” in his work. For Trockij, the key to Efimov’s cartoons rested with
the artlst s ability to inject irony and sarcasm into his politically correct
works.”® By the mid-1930s, Efimov’s work was already the subject of several
published collections. “Sovetskij pisatel’” published a 1935 retrospective of
Efimov’s cartoons. E. Gnedin, who wrote the introduction, argued that “Efi-
mov’s figures concern the serious facts, the most significant questions, and
the most acute problems of the present. [...] Efimov solves these problems
not through a plan of inoffensive jokes and not by attempting to lower him-
self to vulgar themes. On the contrary, he Prompts the reader to find a grain
of truth, to look into the eyes of reality.””’ He goes on: “The effect Efimov
achieves is because of a special feeling of healthy humor, which, in our opi-
nion, forms the distinguishing feature of his creative work. ThIS I the humor
of an optimist in the deep, philosophical sense of the word. "8 Efimov, as
Gnedin clarified, poked fun at enemies for serious reasons. By exposing the
foibles of the Soviet Union’s foes through the weapons of irony and satire,
Efimov created a sense that socialism would prevail. For Gnedin, Efimov’s
creative output harnessed satire and humor to the larger goal of building
socialism. "

Apparently the right slice of Soviet society understood Efimov’s hu-
mor. Gnedin quotes a letter to Efimov from 6-year old Jura Petrov, explaln—
ing that he wants to be an artist too after viewing his “funny” work.?® Adults
also wrote to the cartoonist, asking him to clarify his themes or thanking him
on behalf of the “millions of people” who liked them. For Gnedin, these
“enthusiasts” point to the proper reaction a Soviet citizen should have after
viewing Efimov’s work. Much like Trockij articulated a belief that Efimov’s
cartoons are more politically instructive than funny, so too did Gnedin do the
same ten years later. Good Soviet people understood and appreciated Efi-
mov’s satire; bad, anti-Soviet people did not. One viewer wrote the follow-

ing:

Good day, comrade Efimov. Although you are very busy with your
great work, which is necessary and useful for the republic, | never-
theless decided today to send you a letter and take up a few minutes of
your time. | have been an active reader of lzvestija for several years
already and became acquainted with the paper while in the Red Army
[RKKA]. Today I cannot live without Izvestija, | love it and value it,
and | will say frankly that Izvestija not only introduces me to many
things, with all that is important in our internal life and in life abroad, it
also often entertains me — it makes me laugh the healthy laughter of a
healthy person. Who is guilty in this? You are guilty, Bor. Efimov. It is
difficult, while looking at your drawings, to remain calm [...] It is
indisputable, that they would not give you a place on the pages of
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Izvestija if your drawings did not educate the reader politically. Your
drawing is the arrow that flies into the enemy’s heart, striking or
heavily wounding him.

The letter — and others like it — exemplifies how Efimov’s work acted as a
sharp weapon that could produce a “moral laughter”. This response is the
“healthy laughter of normal persons” that in turn serves as “a sign of victory
of what they consider to be the truth”.®

Soviet soldiers — the very embodiment of the Soviet way of life Efimov
visualized — also learned to laugh at his cartoons. During the war, a letter
addressed to Efimov from frontline soldiers — one republished in a postwar
collection of his caricatures — contained striking similar sentiments to those
expressed by the viewer above:

Dear Boris Efimovi¢! Keep on with your drawings! Your cartoons not
only bring a smile to our faces, but they strengthen our contempt and
hatred toward the enemy. Bludgeon the fascists even more strongly
with your weapons of satire. Draw them, the devils, with even more
ridicule! And we will pull our triggers more merrily, we will shoot
down those airborne pirates with greater accuracy, we will fight with
greater strength and destroy that confounded Hitlerite mob and we will
bring about the day when we will see the chiefs of Nazi Germany
hanging upside down on a German Christmas tree. Frontline soldiers
Leont’ev, Telesov, Vorobev, and others.®

After striking at the Nazis during World War Il and at Nuremberg,
Efimov continued to be the subject of official published collections that
lauded his socialist labor. In the 1952 collection of Efimov’s work published
by “Iskusstvo”, M. loffe opened with the sentence: “Boris Efimovi¢ Efimov
is known and loved by the Soviet people. His drawings are truthful chronicles
of current international affairs put into the graphic language of political
satire.”5* loffe expands:

This [his work] is well-aimed and accurate portraits of imperialistic
predators and their servants; portraits that expose the malicious
greediness and sanctimonious hypocrisy of peace and democracy’s
enemies. Mercilessly ridiculing bourgeois politicians and their masters,
Efimov knows how to show clearly and convincingly the essence of the
Soviet Union’s wise and consistent policy — the steadfast advocacy of
peace and justice. [...]

Soviet caricature is a strong weapon in our political fight and an
efficient means in the ideological training of the masses. The under-
standing of these tasks’ importance permeates the creations of our
outstanding master of Soviet satire, Boris Efimov. They breathe anger
and express contempt for the dark forces of reaction and oppression.
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They reflect the aspirations and feelings of the entire Soviet peg)sple and
it is understandable why they are so close to the widest masses.

The ultimate meaning of Efimov’s work, at least as loffe defined it for
readers and viewers alike, was a significant one. loffe explained:

The creative method of satirical art as an entirely Soviet art, Efimov
correctly notes, is socialist realism, which affirms the indissolubility
and the adequacy of the content and form of the artistic work. The
intrinsic ideological content of the caricature cannot be separated from
its artistic quality and from the degree of its emotional influence. In his
artistic statements, Efimov consistently carried forward thoughts about
the lofty responsibility a Soviet caricaturist had for the people [mapoxn].

One of the basic qualities of a political caricature, he says, is in its
accessibility, its clearness, and in the national character [mapoxHOCTS]
of itsg%raphic language. This is Efimov’s most important creative prin-
ciple.

loffe refers to Efimov’s work as “everyday life caricatures [osiToBBIC KapH-
katypsi]”, for they reveal “Soviet reality” and are beloved by viewers. “The
Soviet people,” loffe argues, “always note when an artist departs from a
lifelike truth and they do not pardon errors in an image by an artist familiar
with its realities.” As far as the “everyday realities” dear to Soviet citizens
that caricaturists must capture, loffe offers an intriguing perspective. What
matters to Soviet citizens are clear artistic revelations that identify enemies.
Capitalists, loffe claims, aim to prevent the creation of a “communist socie-
ty”. A Soviet caricaturist must create satirical weapons that poke fun at these
attempts and therefore combat “the indiscriminate criticizing, mocking, and
deliberate distorting of our people”.®’

According to loffe, Efimov is the best Soviet caricaturist because he
uses satire as a weapon aimed at the enemy best and because his emotional
influence is the most profound among all Soviet caricaturists. To illustrate his
greatness, loffe quotes Efimov’s view on the work his cartoons accomplish:

The force of Soviet satire rests not with its mocking and its expla-
nations, which in fact are also characteristic of bourgeois satire, but in
the life-asserting, healthy laughter of a strong and cheerful people; this
laughter is the source of the Soviet people’s bright optimism, their
confidence in the future, and the consciousness of their moral and
ideological superiority over the arrogant, dull, and malicious enemy.

Efimov’s reputation did not suffer after Stalin’s death. The Soviet go-
vernment continued to employ his arsenal. For the 50th anniversary of the
Bolshevik Revolution, Izvestija filled the front page with Efimov’s cartoon
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mentioned above and published a lavish edition of his work for the paper.®
The newspaper commissioned Herluf Bidstrup, the Danish cartoonist who
became a communist propagandist, to write the introduction. Bidstrup opened
with the following observations:

Certainly Efimov the person is somewhat older [than the USSR], but
Efimov the satirist without doubt was born and matured with Soviet
powver.

For nearly fifty years Efimov’s illustrations have exposed and
ridiculed the Soviet Union’s enemies, they jeer at them. Capitalism,
militarism, imperialism, and fascism — these are the big themes of his
caricatures. He completely deserved the acknowledgement, which he
has already received long ago, as a people’s artist.

After surveying his work, Bidstrup concludes that Efimov is the most popular
artist in the USSR, a status achieved not because he is the oldest colleague
working for Izvestija and Krokodil, but also because “his pencil [has always]
served to iprotect the interests of peace, socialism, and the happiness of
workers”.?* As an artist, Efimov by 1967 had learned to make his caricatures
coherent, easily understood, and easily recognizable, largely through his re-
fashioning of earlier weapons and re-employing the consistent words about
healthy laughter to sharpen his satirical arrows.

Just as Efimov’s cartoons became increasingly self-referential by the
time of the 50th anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution, so too had the
words used to describe his work become ritualized. After 1967, various exhi-
bitions, books, and articles linked Efimov’s work to the entire history of
building socialism by wielding the “weapons of satire” or the “weapon of
laughter”. The cartoonist and his cartoons came to be viewed as “living histo-
ry”, a direct connection to the arrows slung by Moor and other early Bolshe-
vik artists.®> Manuil Semenov and Isaak Abramskij entitled a 1967 collection
of cartoons The Weapons of Satire and sg)ecifically linked early work by
Dmitrij Moor to Efimov’s ongoing output.*® Efimov himself would refer to a
1967 exhibition featuring his works alongside those of Moor, the Kukrynik-
sy, and others as one where viewers could see “the weapons of satire” wield-
ed across time.?* The 1972 exhibition held to celebrate the 50th anniversary
of Krokodil began with Moor’s works and ended with Efimov’s collection
entitled Enemies and Friends in the Mirror of Krokodil, 1922-1972.%° Pravda
celebrated Efimov’s 80th birthday with an article about him entitled ‘Satire’s
Sharp Weapon®.*® Reporting on a 1984 Moscow exhibition, “Satire and the
Struggle for Peace”, an exhibition that contained his work, Efimov would
entitle his review ‘The Weapons of Laughter’ and connect the works in the
retrospective with the history of the Soviet state and its use for caricatures.®’
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Efimov defined his drawings as weapons in the struggle to build Soviet
socialism. Official publications did the same, and added that viewers should
find them funny. Efimov’s weaponry attempted to provoke a healthy, moral
laughter that would meet the state’s goal of creating new citizens. The re-
peated sharpening of Efimov’s weapon of laughter, to employ Vladimir
Progzp’s terms, represented a way to turn healthy laughter into ritual laugh-
ter.™ To be a good, healthy, Soviet citizen, loffe and others would claim from
the 1920s through the 1980s, one had to laugh at Efimov’s caricatures.

In a 2006 book devoted to the history of Russian caricature, Efimov
received an entire chapter. The editors of the book noted that the cartoonist’s
work fit within the evolution of Russian visual satire since 1812 but also
deserved a special chapter in this history. His work, as they wrote, “achieved
the main objective set before Soviet artists — to depict the enemy in as nasty a
form as possible.” “Following the general party line,” they concluded, “Boris
Efimov created thousands of images of socialism’s enemies that were circula-
ted in the millions across the entire country.”® His images of the West, in
short, ensured that the era of socialism in Russia was also the era of Boris
Efimov.

Thus, when Jurij LuZkov pronounced Efimov’s work as an “epoch of
our history” that reflected “the need to laugh”, he echoed the words used by
Trockij, loffe, Bidstrup, and others over the decades. Luzkov had absorbed
the lessons of Efimov’s works well. By gazing at Efimov’s work and by
mocking Soviet enemies again, Luzkov sharpened Efimov’s weapon one
more time and, in doing so, laughed the laughter of a healthy Soviet citizen.
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Moscow Conceptualism, the late-Soviet art movement, is often said to be
characterized by an ironic laughter, which critics trace by a genetic con-
nection to the comic stories of Gogol” and the absurdist poetry of Chlebnikov
and Obériu. This identification of Moscow Conceptualism with irony and
satire is buttressed by comparisons with the critical strategies of North
American and West European conceptual art, which employed tautology and
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respects, risk casting Moscow Conceptualism as an art of social and political
critique, inviting us to read |ts ironic laughter as a strategy of enlightenment
pointed at Soviet ideology.! For although they shared Western Conceptua-
lism’s mistrust of the High Modernist art object and claimed Gogol’, Chleb-
nikov, and Charms as forefathers, most Moscow Conceptualist artists at the
height of the movement in the 1970s sidestepped a materialist critique of
culture in favor of the immaterial. Examined closely, many paradigmatic
Moscow Conceptualist works that begin with laughter end up in the realm of
metaphysics. But rather than expressing individual spiritual visions as did, for
example, the metaphysically-oriented painters in the 1960s and 1970s, or the
collective utopian impulses of the Russian avant-garde, Moscow Conceptua-
lism used laughter, among other aesthetic strategies, to gesture towards the
presence of metaphysical questions and to create spaces for their collective
discursive elaboration.

This essay will explore the echoes of ironic laughter in the actlvmes of
conceptual artists in Moscow from the late-1960s through the mid-1980s.?
order to avoid over-generalization, it is important to consider the artistic and
institutional conditions that shaped the Moscow Conceptualist phenomenon
in the visual arts, including generational and social groupings; artists’ chang—
ing relatlonshlps to exhibition spaces and publics; and the shifting meaning of
the aesthetic.® The move away from expressmnlst abstraction, surrealism, and
other Thaw-era modernisms in Russia began in the late 1960s and early
1970s among the Sretenskij Bul’var C|rcle and the Sots-Art collaboration of
Vitalij Komar and Aleksandr Melamid.* This trend intensified after 1974,
when a violent confrontation between authorities and artists over an
unsanctioned publlc outdoor exhibition led to stronger divisions into distinct
artistic groupings.® One strand of Moscow Conceptualist activity in the visual
arts can be traced from the overtly ironic Sots-Art tendencies of the collabo-
rative duo Komar and Melamid to their students in the Nest group (Gnezdo;
Gennadij Donskoj, Michail RoSal’, and Viktor Skersis), whose brief creative
alliance produced a number of works epr|C|tIy thematizing and critiquing
political conditions in the Soviet Union.® Another strand associated with the
Collective Actions group (Kollektivnye dejstvija; Andrej Monastyrskij, Nikita
Alekseev, Georgij Kizeval’ter, Nikolaj Panitkov, Elena Elagina, lgor’ Maka-
revi¢, Sergej Romasko, and Sabine Hansgen); and husband-and-wife teams
Rimma and Valerij Gerlovin and Totart (Natal’ja Abalakova and Anatolij
Zigalov), among others, assumed prominence alongside Kabakov and the
Sretenskij Bul’var circle through their use of text, Cagean chance procedures
and the insertion of features of the everyday into overtly Modernist forms.’
By the beginning of the 1980s, nearly a decade of conceptually-oriented
painting, albums, performances, and projects had produced an acknowledged
conceptualist tradition centered around regular gatherings in artists’ studios
and apartments and organized actions outside the city.” It was around this
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time that a still younger generation appeared on the Moscow scene. This new
wave ushered in a distinctly lighter mood; their playful and pugnacious
drawings and actions showed disdain for all seriousness and philosophical
pretension, and their colorful paintings embraced painterly faktura (texture)
and self-conscious naiveté.’

Moscow Conceptuallsm was far from a monolithic movement, and a
concise deflnltlon and premse roster of artists have proved notoriously diffi-
cult to produce.'® Moreover, in-depth art historical studies and translations of
primary sources into English are only just beginning to emerge, following the
movement’s initial introduction to a wider audience through gallery and
museum exhlbltlons in the late-1980s and early-1990s and more recent shows
in the last decade.'! This situation has so far resulted in a generalized treat-
ment that has favored scope and clarity at the expense of a more complicated
treatment of relationships between different parts of Moscow’s unofficial art
world and shifts in artists’ strategies within the movement over time. What
makes a subject like ironic laughter suggestive in this regard is that it has the
potential to expose the variety of approaches and self-definitions among
artists who would normally subscribe to a single group affiliation. A recent
conversation between two key figures of Moscow Conceptualism, Nikolaj
Panitkov and Andrej Monastyrskij, reveals one such fault-line at play within
the movement.

Prompted by Monastyrskij on the subject of a distinct Moscow Con-
ceptualist strategy or technique, Panitkov defines the method at work in the
mid-to-late 1970s as a kind of cultural combinatorics:

H.II [...] MO)KHO B34Th W3 dTOW KYJIBTYPHOUW TPaaUIIMU TPEaMeET. [...]
B3arp, momymaTh CHUIIBHO, B3SITh W3 JPYrod KaKOW-TO, TMOIBITATHCS
COBMECTHUTh OpPraHMYHO WM BOT BHOpamus cO3/1aBaia HEYTO TPEThHE,
KaKo#i-To 00pa3, 1 3T0 ObIIa paboTa XyZ0)KHUKOB-KOHIIEIITYaJIFICTOB.

N.P. [...] you can take an object from one cultural tradition. [...] Take
it, think hard about it, take something from another, try to combine
them organically, and then this vibration created some third thing, some
kind of image, and this was the work of the artists-conceptualists.

For Panitkov, this carefully developed montage technique was eventually
challenged at the end of the decade by the younger Muchomor (Toadstool)
group, whose work he describes as a careless pastiche driven by parody and
laughter:

H.II. [...] Bapyr mpubexanu “MyxoMopsl’, TOCMOTPEIH KaK MBI BCe
3TO JIeTIaeM. ..
A.M. 78-ii rox, yxe O3HO.
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H.II. [1a, na. Hy, MBI Bce 3TO BpeMs pa3pabaThiBaid METOL... |...]
[Tpubexamu “MyxoMopbl”, NOCMOTPENH, HOXUXUKAIM M HadalH
JIEUTH OAHO Ha Jpyroe. U Bce, moexano Torga. S MOHSII, YTO C 3THM
HEJb34... OHU HUYEro He AyMaroT, OHU MPOCTO...

A.M. 310 XOXOT Havamucs.

H.II. la, 5TO XOXOT W Hayalu JIENUTh OJHO Ha JAPYToe: POXKY
HApUCOBANH, 4ero-To Hanucanu. 1 g B yxace ObL1 OT HUX...

A.M. KanycTHUK HaJamucs.

H.II. TIpocto B yxace oT Takoro Opena. beuia mMHTemIeKTyanbHast
pabota, PyOMHIITEHH NpekpacHble TEKCTHI COCTaBILUI, y TeOS TOXe
OBLTH KaKue-TO cXeMHl. [...] HTepecHO ObLIO.

A.M. Il akuuu TOHKUE, CTPYKTYpHBIE. . .

H.II. Tlocne stux “MyXxoMOpOB”, MOCIe TOTr0, KaK OHH 3aIlOJTHIIN
MPOCTPAHCTBO O€3yMHOW, KPSTHHCKOW 3TOW MPOAYKIUCH, s ImepecTal
YTO-MTMOO0 MOHUMATb.

N.P. [...] All of a sudden, the Muchomors showed up, took a look at
how we do all this...

A.M. 1978, that’s late already.

N.P. Yes, yes. We were developing the method all this time [...] The
Muchomors showed up, took a look, had a laugh, and began to stick one
thing on top of the other. And that’s when everything went downhill. 1
understood that you can have nothing to do with this... they do not
think about anything, they simply...

A.M. That was the start of the laughter.

N.P. Yes, the laughter, and they began to stick one thing on top the
other: drew a face, scribbled something. | was horror-stricken by
them...

A.M. An amateur variety show.

N.P. Just horror-stricken from this kind of drivel. There had been
intellectual work, [Lev] RubinStejn composed fine texts, you too had
some kind of diagrams. [...] Things were interesting.

A.M. The [Collective Actions’] actions were subtle, structural.

N.P. After these Muchomors, after they filled the space with their
nonsensical, cretinous output, | ceased to understand anything what-
soever.

In this retrospective exchange Panitkov, with Monastyrskij’s help, paints a
picture of a discrete movement engaged in developing an aesthetic method to
explore shared concerns. The work of the artists-conceptualists, in Panitkov’s
account, is distinguished by the deep intellectual effort of composing subtle,
structural texts, diagrams, and actions to produce meaningful new images.
The old notion of artistic craftsmanship is transformed into the intellectual
craftsmanship of conceptualist montage whose effect is pure “vibration”,
uncoupled from specific cultural traditions and seemingly suspended in a
purely aesthetic space. As if on cue, this delicate balance of conceptualist
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production is disrupted by a new wave of young artist-anarchists at the end of
the decade, exemplified by the Muchomors, whose nonsensical laughter rup-
tures its pure effects.

Significantly, the word that Panitkov and Monastyrskij use to mark the
difference between Conceptualism and this new wave is chochot, laughter.
Unlike smech, the more common word for laughter in Russian, chdchot has
an explosive, corporeal quality that connotes a kind of infectious expressive-
ness. According to Vasmer’s Etymological Dictionary, smech comes from the
Proto-Slavic for “to laugh, joke, or ridicule”, and is closely related to the
words for “to smile” or “to cause to smile”. Chéchot, on the other hand, is
onomatopoetic. Like the verbs chochotat’, chichikat’ (which Panitkov also
applies in his polemic), and chachat’, which all mean “to laugh, to be a well-
spring, or to bubble or seethe”, chdchot represents the physical emanation of
laughter from the laugher’s throat.*® If smech refers to an instance of indivi-
dual amusement, in oneself or caused in another, then chdchot, as the very
sound or instance of laughter, is implicitly public, a ringing in the audience’s
ears.™ Counter to the common identification of Moscow Conceptualism with
ironic laughter, then, Panitkov presents the movement’s seriousness and ap-
parent depth in stark opposition to the Muchomors’ shallow, exhibitionist
chdchot. What is at stake in these different definitions of laughter? What is it
about the Muchomors’ particular form of laughter that is counter to subtlety
and structure, that precludes Panitkov from “understanding anything what-
soever”? Is laughter the heart of Moscow Conceptualism or its undoing?

Kabakov’s “Jokes™

While Panitkov’s remarks are useful for casting light on certain generational
and periodic distinctions in the movement, it would be a mistake to take them
as objective history by ignoring the pointedness of his polemic. Public ad-
dress, absurdism, and irony did not appear ex nihilo in the 1980s, but were
prevalent in the earliest examples of Moscow Conceptualism by II’ja Ka-
bakov. Paintings, such as Ruka i reprodukcija Rejsdalja (Arm and a Repro-
duction of a Ruysdael, 1965); Golova s $arom (Head with a Balloon, 1965);
and Avtomat i cypljata (Machine Gun and Chicks, 1966), both physically
transgress the flat surface of the picture plane into the viewer’s space and
display odd combinations of disparate elements that hover somewhere be-
tween Surrealism and Pop. Matthew Jesse Jackson has analyzed these and
many of Kabakov’s drawings from this time as walking the line between
artworks and things-in-the-world, driving a sharp critique of both official
Socialist Realist painting and the expressionist modernism of the sixties
generation.’ It might be argued, however, that even more than his paintings,
it is Kabakov’s albums — a genre he invented around 1970-1971 and went on
to explore throughout the better part of the decade — that were foundational to
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the aesthetics of Moscow Conceptualism.® The albums’ introduction of
fictional characters like Sitting-in-the-Closet Primakov and Agonizing Suri-
kov; insertion of commentaries from imaginary outside observers into the
albums’ narrative and pictorial structures; and performance in Kabakov’s
attic studio for audiences of artists and friends inaugurated some of Moscow
Conceptualism’s characteristic operations and exhibition strategies. For Ka-
bakov, the albums were a way of bringing to the surface what he has called
the “remer-o0passr” (theme-images) that had filled his mind since childhood,
“‘mMudeMbl’ KOMIUTIEKCOB, HEBPO30a-TIpOOIEM WU JTaxe I/ICTepI/ISMOB" “the
‘mythemes’ of complexes, neurotic problems, or even hystericism™).*” Al-
though this language suggests a subjective plumblng of the artist’s psyche,
the settings, dramas, and everyday details deplcted in the albums are firmly
embedded in collective Soviet experience.*® One album in partlcular Sutnik
Gorochov (The Joker Gorochov; the second in the Desjat’ personaZej 1[9Ten
Characters] cycle, 1970-1975), addresses the theme of laughter directly.™ Its
succession of visual puns and trick-the-eye coincidences serves up a series of
curious occasions for audience laughter.

Alternatively jokey and sinister, this album resembles the kind of
imaginative play with words and images that one might find in illustrated
children’s books. Bandits in a canyon turn into a fantasy of children bunking
on tree branches. A woman from the Petrovsk region going to work at a kin-
dergarten in 1973 turns up on the next page as the Countess Anna Myskova
visiting the Zuevs’ country estate in 1843 (see Figures 1-2). Indeed, prior to
his emigration from the Soviet Union in 1988, Kabakov was a successful
children’s book illustrator, a position that afforded him a legitimate occu-
pation, supplies, and a studio where he could make and show his work to fel-
low artists and friends. And like some of the best children’s literature, Ka-
bakov’s albums are not as innocent as they at first appear. Despite the story-
book imagery, Sutnik Gorochov hints at an ominous aspect of humor in
Soviet society: the unstable range of potentially political readlngs and the
danger of being informed upon for participating in their circulation.?® This is
not noted outright, but a joke like Gorochov’s opening gambit elicits a chill
as the morbid political reality behind its laughter fails to conceal itself (see
Figure 3):

CwMerHo.
— A BaM no4eMy He CMEIIHO?
— 51 u3 apyroit opraHu3any.
AHEKTOT.

That’s funny.
— How come you do not find it funny?
— I’m from a different organization.
A joke. 2
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Fig. 1. II’ja Kabakov, Svetlana Krymova edet na rabotu v jasli Petrovskogo rajona,
1974, from the album Sutnik Gorochov.
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Fig. 2. II’ja Kabakov, Gr. Anna Myskova v gostjach u Zuevych v ich zagorodnom
imenii, 1974, from the album Sutnik Gorochov.
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Fig. 3. II’ja Kabakov, Sme$no, 1973, from the album Sutnik Gorochov.
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Another joke, introducing Gorochov’s first aloum borrows an incident
from Mark Twain’s satirical novel A Connecticut Yankee in King Arthur’s
Court (1889), in which a time-traveling hero convinces his medieval-era
captors of his supernatural powers by “producing” a solar eclipse:

— “Comnre, 3akpoiics!” — MpoOu3HEC 51 TPOMOBBIM T'OJIOCOM.
Bce noaHsu royioBsl.
Spko custouuii AUCK CTall MEJUIEHHO YMEHBIIATHCS.
(M. TseH, Auxu npu dsope Kopons Apmypa)

“Sun, cover yourself!” | pronounced in a thunderous voice.
All lifted their heads.
The bright shining disk slowly began to diminish.

(M. Twain. A Connecticut Yankee in King Arthur’s Court)

Although Soviet authorities never challenged Twain’s satire on political
grounds, his hero’s bold claim on the sun’s power may have plausibly piqued
Soviet ears when isolated in this way. Not only does Kabakov condense the
entire “Eclipse” chapter into a dramatic kernel emphasizing one individual’s
claim to total power over natural phenomena and the allegiance of the
masses, but there is a clear echo here with the radical Russian Futurist opera
Pobeda nad solncem (Victory Over the Sun, 1913), not staged since 1920.
Kabakov’s imaginary commentator Lunina’s curt declaration, “Mue T'opoxos
ue upasurcs” (“l do not like Gorochov”), might be the most politically cor-
rect response to such * dangerous jokes and suspect associations for those
seeking to avoid complications.®

For Kabakov’s Moscow audience in the 1970s, however, such allusions
to the cult of personality or the radical experiments of the Ru55|an avant-
garde would likely have come off as more dated than dangerous Hardly an
up-to-the-minute political satire, the entire album is narrated in a retrospect-
ive mode, surveying all of Soviet — and indeed human - history. Thema-
tically, Desjat’ personaZej evokes “a bygone era”, its subject-matter and
forms descendlng as Jackson has noted, from the private life of nineteenth-
century Russia.? Sutnik Gorochov’s eponymous hero barely appears beyond
the introductory page, where he relates his family’s history of celebrated
jokers and clowns. Their strange anecdotes and routines, which Gorochov
carefully collects, comprise the album’s three main sections. Aside from this
brief introduction, Gorochov speaks only through the collected stories of his
clowning relatives.

Many of Gorochov’s family jokes hinge on a trick wherein a thing that
seems one way, seen in a different light or from another angle, turns out to be
another. In the first album, “Sutki” L’va Glebovica (Lev Glebovic’
““Jokes™), a series of fantastical scenes depicted on sheets of tracing paper are
transformed into yet stranger scenes as the translucent pages are lifted back.
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In the second album, “Sovpadenija” L’va L’vovica (Lev L’vovi¢’s ““Coinci-
dences™), odd and foreboding situations turn out to be a series of visual
“coincidences” caused, we discover, by shifts in the observer’s point of view.
In the third album, “Igra” Arkadija L’vovica (Arkadij L’vovi¢’s “Game”),
each turn of the page reveals a different vista, plunging the viewer back in
history, and finally concluding on the blank white page of Drevnie neizvest-
nye vremena (Ancient Unknown Times; see Figure 4). In the interspersed
commentaries of Ka3per, a fictional magazine editor, we hear of Gorochov’s
contributions of comedic material for the magazine’s back pages. But
strangely, even Kasper has never actually met Gorochov in the flesh, and he
remains, like many of Kabakov’s album characters, dissolved |n the caco-
phony of voices, disappearing entirely by the end, as if by magic.?®

What to make of this anachronistic collection of jokes, coincidences,
and games, where the past comes hurtling back in all its quaint and
antiquated forms? Who is Gorochov and why does he cling to fragments of
the past at the expense of his own appearance in the present? Is this a
reminder of trials endured (the memory of Stalinist terror made tame) or a re-
investment of old forms with new purpose (a productive mining of the pre-
Revolutionary past)? In Jackson’s reading, Gorochov’s album is a contest
between two madequate epistemologies, “self-satisfied knowing and disrupt-
ive ignorance”.?’ In this world, any phllosophlcal proposition is sooner or
later swept away by an unruly joke, giving birth to more propositions swept
away by more Jokes in an infinite regress that “models the Futurist
conception of art”.?® In this reading, Gorochov, “playing anti- Hegel suggests
that art will no longer furnish the raw material for philosophy”.® Instead,
philosophy and art are grist for the mill in the production of laughter.

Describing his album production, Kabakov enumerates the cultural
Muemvi gmythemes) that each of the albums in Desjat’ personaZej comes to
embody Sutnik, according to the list, expresses the idea of “TymocTs,
HCIIPOABUIKCHUEC B FJ'Iy6I/IHy B [HYTKe; HUPOHUA, KOTOpas TOJbKO IIO BUAY MHO-
TO3HAUTENbHA CO BCEMH CBOMMHU HaMEKaMH. Ocobas momwiast 3¢peMepHOCTh
Besikoro octpoymust” (“Stupidity, lack of movement into the depth of a joke,
irony that only seems to be full of meaning W|th all of its innuendo. The
special, low impermanence of any W|tt|C|sm") As with Vladimir Nabo-
kov’s description of poSlost’ as the “unobvious sham, [...] not only the ob-
viously trashy but also the falsely important, the falsely beautiful, the falsely
clever, the falsely attractive”, Kabakov’s joker is falsely meaningful, falsely
allusive, falsely significant of something beyond himself.** Kommentarii Ko-
gana (Kogan’s Comment) from the concluding section, Obsc¢ij kommentarij
(General Commentary), associates a similarly fallacious quality to jokes, an
illusion of depth that runs up against the reality of shallowness. The fictional
Kogan opines:
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Fig. 4. II’ja Kabakov, Drevnie neizvestnye vremena, 1974, from the album Sutnik
Gorochov.
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IyrelicTBo, ecinM O HEM TOBOPUTH KakK O Kakoi-To “¢uiocopckoit
yCTaHOBKE”, IMPOCTO COCTOMT B TOM, YTO IIOJl CaMbIM BEPXHUM, JO-
CTYIHBIM BCEM CJIOEM CMBICIAa YCTaHaBIMBAeTCA APYIoil, HIKHUIA,
KOTOpBIM MPOpPBIBAET, AUCKpeAuTHpyeT nepBblil. Ho x nanbHelmemy
MPOABWKEHUIO B INIyOUHY 3TO HE NPHUBOAMT, U BCE OCTAETCS Ha IO-
BEPXHOCTH, B 3THX JIByX CJOSX, KOTOpble OECKOHEYHO UTPAIOT JPYT C
JPYTOM.

Joking, if we talk about it as some kind of “philosophical proposition”,
simply means that another, lower layer of meaning breaks through and
discredits the first, uppermost surface layer of meaning that is
accessible to everyone. But this does not lead to any further profundity,
but rather, everything remains on the surface in these two layers which
play endlessly with one another.

If Gorochov’s jokes are futuristic, it is an aimless sort of futurism, one in
which laughter may well sweep away all it encounters, but remains powerless
to make sense of the past or progress toward the future. It is instead an
endless recapitulation, punctuating a present that teeters on the edge of
triviality and outright bad taste.

Svetlana Boym has elaborated the idea of poSlost’ — what Kabakov here
links to shallowness, triviality, and laughter — as one side in the battle
between “byt (everyday routine and stagnation), and bytie (spiritual being)”. 3
The stakes in this battle between poSlost’ and its vehement critique are no
less than “the definition of Russian identity, both national and cultural. The
usage encompasses attitudes toward materlal culture and historical change,
and it determines ethical values [...]”.%* Gorochov’s obsession with the past,
the fragments of family lore, jokes, games, trifles, balloon rides, teacakes,
incidents at a summer camp, flying rose-bushes, menacing flies, and fantastic
fables would all seem to be permanent residents in the realm of poSlost’,
embedded in the world of nineteenth-century novels, Soviet children’s books,
jokes over tea, and the everyday domain of byt. If Kogan’s theorizing is any
indication, Sutnik Gorochov is a sly send-up of Soviet byt inflected in the key
of popular literature and laughter. But rather than a futurist or revolutionary
critiqgue of bourgeois forms of life, Kabakov’s laughter telescopes from
present to past and back again, picking through the ruins of pre-Revo-
lutionary and Soviet byt Wlth the fascination of a garbage-picker or Walter
Benjamin’s book collector.*®

Metaphysical Comedy
Amid this endless procession of jokes, there are moments in Gorochov’s

albums that go beyond the amusing coincidence or fantastical fable, that are
not so easily displaced by the next gambit or put out of mind. These moments
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suggest the metaphysical the mysteries underlying perceived and
experienced reality, and in this way, they exceed the categories of byt or
poslost” and gesture toward bytie. They include: Sestikrylyj serafim (The Six-
Winged Seraphim, see Figure 5), a translucent sheet that, when lifted, reveals
Slucaj v ErmitaZe (The Incident at the Hermitage, see Figure 6), in which,
according to the caption, “B uerBepr, 8 ampes, nepea cambIM 3aKpbITHEM
MY3€s, BOCEMb YCJIOBCK BHC3AITHO IMOAHAJIUCH B BO3AYX U 06pa301an11/I BOCh-
mukoHeunyroo 3Be3my” (“on Thursday, April 8, right before the museum’s
closing, eight people suddenly lifted into the air and formed an eight-sided
star”); the empty whiteness of Drevnie neizvestnye vremena (see Figure 4)
concluding “Igra” Arkadija L’vovica; and Gorochov’s mysterious disappear-
ance at the end of Sutnik Gorochov, which piques, but does not quite confirm,
our suspicion and Kasper s that Gorochov never really existed, and by
extension, neither do we.?” These moments of mystery gesturing toward the
sacred, the extra-historical, or simply inexplicable all signal the presence of
another world beyond byt, the real possibility of depth, profundity, a world
beyond joking or the play of surfaces.

Kabakov’s album production dates entirely to the 1970s, with Desjat’
personaZej occupying his attention almost singularly in the first half of the
decade. Kabakov writes of this time as being marked by a strange, wide-
spread tendency toward spiritualism: “kakoe-To CKJIOHHOE K KOCMH3MY CO-
3HAaHUCE, 0coOBIit HHTCPEC K BBICOKHMM, HE3ECMHBIM, CBCPXHYYBCTBCHHBIM (1)J'IIOI/I-
mam” (“a consciousness prone to cosmlsm harboring a special interest in
higher, unearthly, supersensmle fluids”).® The disillusionment following the
crushing of the Prague Spring in 1968, the inability of the planned economy
to meet the demands of an increasingly urban, educated population, and the
abandonment of the grand historical teleologél and utopian promises of
previous decades all led to a growing malaise.”” For many, this spelled an
inward turn in search of higher meaning outside party, history, or the pre-
vailing atmosphere of consumerism, palpable, as Kabakov writes, in:

[...] HeoOBIUaliHO MeTadU3HMUECKOM, CTPAHHOM, 0COOOM BO3JyXe, AaXKe
MOXKHO CKa3aTh, KIIMMaTe, KOTOpPBIA mapuia Kak Obl Hax MOCKBOU ¢
KoHIa 60-x o cepeauHbl 70-X TOIOB ¥ KOTOPHINA KaK ObI 3aXBATHII YMBI
WIH, TOYHEE CKa3aTb, CO3HAHHE OMNPEACICHHONW YaCTH XYyIOXKCCTBEH-
HOU, M HE TOJBKO XyI0KECTBEHHOM, “001ecTBeHHOCTH .

[...] an extraordinarily metaphysical, strange, particular air, or we can
even say climate, which reigned over Moscow from the end of the
1960s and until the middle of the 1970s, and which seemed to have
seized the minds, or more precisely, the consciousness of a particular
part of the artistic, and not just artistic, “public sphere”.40
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Fig. 5. II’ja Kabakov, Sestikrylyj serafim, 1973, from the album Sutnik Gorochov.
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Fig. 6. II’ja Kabakov, Slucaj v Ermitaze, 1973, from the album Sutnik Gorochov.
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For Kabakov and his circle, this spiritualism and metaphysical mood
expressed itself both in the never-ending conversations that suffused their
frequent gatherings and in works of a wide variety of aesthetic positions,
from abstract painting to conceptual albums of the type | have been
describing. What might be read as the pure irony of Kabakov’s meticulous
reproduction of Soviet communal byt, in the unofficial artistic culture of the
early 1970s, cannot be read without considering a metaphysical dimension
that transcends the frame of the artwork.

This dynamic of byt/bytie underpins the performances of Collective
Actions (Kollektivnye dejstvija), a group of Moscow Conceptualists of a
slightly younger generation than Kabakov, who began staging minimal, anti-
theatrical actions in the fields and forests on the edge of Moscow in the
spring of 1976. Collective Actions events always began with invitations
requesting the viewers’ presence at a determined time and place. With no
knowledge of what was to come, the invitees experienced a sense of anti-
cipation as they journeyed by commuter train and made their way through the
landscape to arrive at the place of action. The action itself — or rather, the
demonstrational part of the action — was rarely very long or especially event-
ful. In most actions, such simple phenomena as the appearance of a figure in
the distance, movement across a field, or the pulling of a rope out of the
forest became the focus of intensified attention that gave the performances at
times the sense of something extraordinary taking place.

Two early actions, Komedija (Comedy; October 2, 1977) and Tretij va-
riant (The Third Variant; May 28, 1978) could be considered close relatives
of Sutnik Gorochov for the ways that they restaged tropes of popular
amusement to oscillate between ordinary, even po3lyj laughter and the meta-
physical experience of intensified sensorial perception. In Komedija, two
figures — one tall and draped in an ochre-colored cloth, the other shorter,
dressed in street clothes, and following behind holding the draped figure’s
train — appeared on an empty field and began to move in the direction of the
audience. When approximately 80 meters away, they stopped to face the
viewers, the second figure climbed under the drapery, and they continued to
move as one across the field. When the draped figure stopped again and lifted
the drapery, the second figure was no longer there (once hidden under the
drapery, the second participant had lain down in a ditch out of the audience’s
sight). Having removed his costume, the standing figure turned and left the
field. The other figure remained in the ditch until the audience departed (see
Figure 7).** A similar scene of conjury played out in Tretij variant. A figure
draped in violet appeared from the forest, crossed the field, and lay down in a
ditch. After a few minutes, a second figure, also draped in violet but with a
red balloon for a head, appeared from a ditch in a different part of the field.
He then proceeded to pierce the balloon, producing a cloud of white dust, and
lay back down. At that moment, the first figure stood up from the original
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ditch, now wearing ordinary street clothes, filled the ditch in with dirt, and
disappeared into the forest from which he had come (see Figure 8).*

Fig. 7. Kollektivnye dejstvija, Komedija, October 2, 1977.

Fig. 8. Kollektivnye dejstvija, Tretij variant, May 28, 1978.
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In the first volume of Collective Actions’ documentary materials,
Poezdki za gorod (Trips out of the City), the group describes these early per-
formances as anti-demonstrational settings for meditation on the viewer’s
own consciousness. “[V] Hac HeT 3a1a4u 4TO-THMO0 ‘MOKA3aTh’ yJ4aCTHHKAM-
spuressiM,” they write in the preface. “3amaua cocrout B TOM, YTOOBI CO-
XPpaHUTH BOCYATICHUC OT OXHUIAHUA KaK OT BaXHOI'O, 3HAYUMOTI'O CO6I)ITI/I$I”
(“Our goal is not to ‘show’ something to the viewer-participants. The goal
consists |n preserving the sense of ant|C|pat|on as of an important, meaningful
event”).** More than any of the group’s other actions, Komedija and Tretij
variant underscore the disjunction between theatricality and spiritual ex-
perience, between “showing something” to an audience and inviting the
audience to experience an “important and meaningful event”. Like Goro-
chov’s family clowns, Komedija and Tretij variant’s draped figures, stage-
like situations, and sleight-of-hand illusions evoke popular entertainments or
Commedia dell’arte spectacles. The spectacle, however, like Gorochov’s jok-
ing, serves as a decoy. “[T]o, uro Ham nemomncTpupoBaiock,” the preface
continues, “Ha camMoM Jene ObUIO JEMOHCTPALMEH HALIETO BOCIPUATHS — U
unuuero 6onpmie” (“The thing that was being demonstrated was in reality a
demonstration of our perception and nothing else”).* In this way, the spec-
tacle shapes the outward form of the artwork and mediates reception in a
familiar, even clichéd way, while at the same time pointing to the possibility
of some deeper meaning beyond these habitual and culturally codified forms
of reception.

Acknowledging the limits of artistic experience to access the spiritual —
Gorochov’s disappearance, the empty album page — Collective Actions write:

CriemyeT OrOBOPUTHCSA, YTO B 3TOM IPEIMCIOBHH MBI PacCMaTpPHBAEM
TOJIBKO OJHY, NOBEPXHOCTHYIO YacTh BCEW CHTYaIlH, TO €CTb ‘‘IUIA
3puTenss’ U OoJiee MEHEe CBS3aHHYIO C ICHmemuiecKumu npooiemamu.
BuyTpenHuii cMbIC ee, CBSI3aHHBIA C TVIAaBHOW LIETBIO aKIMi, a UMEH-
HO, NnoayyeHuemM onpeoeieHHo20 0YX08HO20 ONbimd, TI0 CYIIIECTBY CBOE-
My HE 3HAKOBOTO, U KOTOPBIH MMEET pealbHOE 3HAUYEHUE HCKIIOYH-
TEJIbHO IS ICUCTBYIOIIMX Ha I0JIe YCTPOUTENEH, 3/1eCh HE paccMaTpH-
BAeTCS.

We should clarify that in this preface, we are considering only one,
superficial part of the entire situation, the part “for the viewers” that is
more or less related to aesthetic problems. Its inner meaning, which is
related to the main goal of the action, namely, the attainment of a
particular spiritual experience — in its essence not signifiable — and
which has real significance exclusively for those organizers acting in
the field, is not considered here.*



82 Yelena Kalinsky

Here, the limits of the aesthetic are revealed. They mask a more profound
level of experience (bytie) that does not yield to documentation or analysis
and is only gestured at by the mundane act of watching figures move through
a field or laughing at the popping of a red balloon.

The Conceptualist turn in Moscow in the 1970s was more complicated
than either its name or the notion of ironic subversion would imply. As
Jackson has argued, it was, in one sense, a reaction to the prevailing artistic
situation in Moscow, a working-out of positions “in a no-man’s-land between
an unattainable modernist subjectivity and the awfulness of Soviet reality”.*
The struggle with metaphysical questions pervaded many corners of unoffi-
cial life, from underground religious fellowships to the splrltually-lnfused
abstract paintings of Michail Svarcman or Eduard Stejnberg.*” For Kabakov,
Collective Actions, and their circle, however, the metaphysical represented a
separate realm, invoked in, but essentially beyond the reach of the aesthetic.
If the utopian impulse of Malevi¢’s Black Square was once again decoupled
from the practical imperatives of political and cultural revolution in its post-
war reception, thls utopianism did not find a direct counterpart in Moscow
Conceptualism.*® While aIIudmg to the clichés of everyday Soviet life in
what can be called “muted irony”, Kabakov’s albums, Collective Actions’
performances, and many other examples of Moscow Conceptualist activity,
carved out spaces for non- mstrumental aesthetic experience and spiritual
feeling within the Soviet everyday.”® Through such “useless actions” as
turning the page of an album or watching figures in a field, this strain of
Moscow Conceptualism suggested a re-investment of everyday perception
with a fullness and meaningfulness that seemed to be lacking in the “cold,
grey, indistinct absurdity” of Moscow in the 1970s.>°

Senseless Laughter

While laughter may have attended the performance of Kabakov’s albums or
Collective Actions’ events and enlivened the circle’s social atmosphere, it
would be misleading to say that laughter comprised their primary aesthetic
strategy, as the previous examples demonstrate. However, the end of the
1970s and beginning of the 1980s saw a turning point in unofficial art in
Moscow away from the seriousness of “black-and-white conceptualism” of
the concluding decade and toward a mood of giddy, multicolored festivity.
Nikita Alekseev (another member of Collective Actions) recalls these years
as a time of “rusicanne u Tycoska” (“dancing and socializing”).! As Pa-
nitkov suggests, the change was hastened by the appearance of a new
generation, often referred to as the “Heuro-a8” (New-wave), for whom Ka-
bakov, Collective Actions, and their circle were a formidable, but outmoded
tradition. The most radical of this youth wave were Muchomor, a group of
five young men refusing to be called artists and resembling “ruxarorryro
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Tonmy HoBoOpanueB” (“a hooting crowd of new conscripts”) who wrote
poems, painted each other’s portraits, staged performances, sang Songs, and
produced suitcases full of drawings, Iyrlcs and hand-made books. Derlvmg
their name from the Amanita muscaria, commonly known as the fly agaric
mushroom ( “myxomop” in Russian), the Muchomors pursued a carnivalesque
strategy that drew on the countercultural undertones of the well-known
entheogen and subject of popular culture and children’s books.

With laughter as an all-pervasive tactic, the Muchomors mounted a
two-pronged attack on both Soviet mass culture in its verbal and visual forms
and on the unofficial artistic tradition from which they had sprung and within
which they located themselves. In this way, they combined images ironically
mimicking official propaganda with mocking treatments of their artistic
predecessors, who were still very much present. One of the Moscow art
world’s earliest encounters with this outrageous, undifferentiating laughter
took place in the spring of 1979 at a gathering of the “seminar”, which was
held regularly at the apartment of Alik Catko and attracted many of
Moscow’s unofficial luminaries, including Kabakov, Bulatov, Cujkov, poets
Dmitrij Prlgov Lev Rubinstejn, and Vsevolod Nekrasov, critic Boris Grojs,
among others.® The five young members of the group, brought by the
Gerlovins and Monastyrskij to host a “literary-artistic evening”, proceeded to
stage a merry jubilee for the fictional lieutenant RZevskij, hero of drama and
sexually explicit jokes, complete with crude pictures, readlngs in honor of
RZevskij, and tape recordings propagandizing the group.>* Over the next five
years, the group continued its assaults, staging performances closely resem-
bling those of Collective Actions, but with a playfully sardonic edge.

In one performance, Raskopki (Excavation; May 27, 1979), the medita-
tive mysticism and obsession with documentation of Collective Actions’
Komedija or Tretij variant took on a shocking tone when a large group of
viewers, invited to a field to dig for buried treasure, unearthed a coffin con-
taining the nearly suffocating Muchomor member, Sven Gundlach feverishly
taking down his immediate impressions (see Figures 9-10).>> Another action,
Rasstrel (nakazanie) (Firing Squad [Punishment]; September 15, 1979), turn-
ed its aggression on the audience, when members of the group wearing army
uniforms complete with rifles and gas masks marched all 67 invitees for an
hour, choosmg one nineteen-year-old audience member to be “punished” by
firing squad.>® The “guilty party” was then taken into the forest and an actual
rifle shot was heard, leaving the audience extremely disturbed. For many in
the circle, these scandalous actions were beyond the pale of what could be
considered art. For Gundlach, however, proper artistic boundaries were
beside the point. He experienced the 1970s as a crisis, “HaunHast ¢ TEHICHIIUH
OpeBpaTUTh UCKYCCTBO B IICEBAOPCINTUO3HYIO ITPAKTUKY U KOHYAA C IIOBAJIb-
Hoit smurpanueii” (“beginning with the tendency to transform art into a
pseudo-religious practice and ending with the epidemic of emigration”). Not
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only that, but Gundlach had experienced the horror of being pursued by the
authorities from the time he was an adolescent when he had been targeted to
become an informant by the KGB.>” To work in the style of the “‘repomuec-
KWW Teproa’ HEBEIIECTBEHHOro, Heocs3aemoro, HeyiaoBumoro” (“‘heroic
period’ of the immaterial, the intangible, the elusive”), so emblematic of

1970s Conceptualism, was no longer possible.®

Fig. 9. Muchomor, Raskopki, May 27, 1979.

The change of mood around the turn of the 1980s was palpable not just
in art, but in society more broadly. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in
December 1979, the preparations for the Moscow Olympics in 1980, and the
rise of the Solidarity movement in Poland in the same year all contributed to
renewed restrictions on public life in Moscow and a d|SC|pI|nary attitude to
underground culture not seen since the early 1970s.% Artists who had been
published in A-Ya were subject to close surveillance and warned to have
nothing to do with the journal.®® The Aptart gallery, opened in Alekseev’s
apartment in October 1982 and housing the pageant-like installations of the
young New-wavers, suddenly came under official scrutiny and closed after
only five months (see Figure 11).®* Alekseev and Michail Fedorov-Rosal’,
Aptart collaborator, sustained home searches and interrogations. By 1984,
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three Muchomors had been conscripted into the army and forced to leave
Moscow. ®2

Fig. 10. Muchomor, Raskopki, May 27, 1979.

It is no surprise, then, that political themes began to appear in New-
wave artwork in a way not generally seen in the 1970s. Muchomor actions
alluding to Soviet militarism and the threat of nuclear war dlrectly addressed
the disparity between Soviet rhetoric and political reality.®® The Soviet attack
on a South Korean passenger plane in September 1983 inspired an Aptart
exhibition Pobeda nad solncem (Victory over the Sun).®* Even some of the
most seemingly juvenile works, like VVadim Zacharov’s Sloniki (Little Ele-
phants; 1981-1982), allude to the politics at the core of Soviet experience
(see Figures 12-13). In this performance, represented by a set of four black-
and-white photographs set in a plain domestic interior, Zacharov, crouching
in a corner and dressed in the shirt and tie of a fashionable young man,
employs various methods of “neutralizing” a set of porcelain elephant
figurines ubiquitous in Soviet domestic interiors. He tries incorporating them
into his body (stuffing them in his ears, nose, and mouth); integrating his
body into their order (serving as their display shelf); and pushing them away
(throwing them up in the air, only to have them fall back down on his chest).
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But in the end, the elephants prove too strong a symbol, and sullen-faced, he
declares, “mo0oe compoTHBieHHE ClIOHaM OeCrosie3Ho. CIIOHBI MEIIalT
xute” (“any resistance to elephants is futile. Elephants get in the way of
life”).®> The war against domestic trash, including faience figurines, “fat-
bellied” petit-bourgeois furniture, and porcelain elephants, was, as Boym has
argued, a crucial front in the early Soviet construction of New Byt, the new
Communist everyday life.®® Parodying this battle against bourgeois kitsch,
Zacharov’s Sloniki are paradigmatic of the younger generation’s attitude to
Revolutionary politics. Unlike Sots-art, which sought to deconstruct the
codes of Soviet ideology, the carnivalesque quality of Muchomor and Aptart
spectacles went further by destroying sense as such, plunging viewers into a
visual and verbal confusion that elicited intense emotional reactions spanning
both laughter and outrage. While ridiculing the earnestness of Revolutionary
fervor, their works rejected escape to higher realms through the aesthetic.
Pinning the viewer with a look of deadpan derision, Zacharov knows with the
clarity of hindsight that escape is futile. Elephants are a problem for which
the aesthetic has little recourse.

Fig. 11. Aptart, installation view.
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Fig. 12. Vadim Zacharov, Sloniki, 1981-1982.
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Fig. 13. Vadim Zacharov, Sloniki, 1981-1982.
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Conclusion

In his study of Rabelais, Michail Bachtin associates carnival laughter with the
material body and with the breaking down of old, petrified forms. “Laughter
degrades and materializes,” he writes.®” It opposes the seriousness of official
culture with sensuous and playful elements whose parody of the world re-
veals its relativity and foments its rebirth.®® Extending Bachtin’s observations
into the sphere of cultural politics, Peter Sloterdijk suggests a return to the
kynical tradition of aggressive and shameless bodily gestures (“the kynic
farts, shits, pisses, masturbates on the street, before the eyes of the Athenian
market”) as the materialist deployment of laughter and parody in the service
of social criticism and resistance to hegemonic power.®® Both theorists see
laughter as a potentially active force of political resistance emerging from the
unofficial realm in the face of established, repressive institutional structures.
The discursive field on which the New-wave generation of Moscow
Conceptualists operated was two-fold. On one level, it responded to the local
artistic discourse of the Moscow Conceptualist circle, articulated in artworks,
actions, constant discussions in apartments and studios, and texts passed
around in samizdat manuscripts and sometimes published in the West.” On
another, like the older generation, it addressed the broader ideological field of
Soviet everyday life and institutions, including official language and repre-
sentations as well as the ordinary conditions of byt. That the younger genera-
tion turned to laughter as a strategy on both fronts marked a significant
change in the relationship between art and politics in Moscow Conceptualist
art. If Kabakov and Collective Actions could be said to have worked in the
gap between art and life — by straddling works of art and ordinary objects, or
significant, meaningful actions in the field and everyday being in the world —
to gesture toward and preserve space for the metaphysical, then Muchomor
and the Aptart movement seemed to insist on obliterating the distinction
altogether through the kynic strategy of sense-destroying laughter.
Anthropologist Alexei Yurchak identifies a particular sort of absurd
ironic laughter as both prevalent in and speC|f|c to late-Soviet culture.” Al-
though these humorous genres could operate in aesthetic fields (Yurchak
mentions Mit’ki and the Necrorealists, though Muchomor would also quali-
fy), he argues for a more expansive reading of ironic laughter as a symptom
of the broader cultural shifts that occurred in late-Soviet society”.”* Arising
from the encounter with the paradoxes of everyday Soviet life, this form of
humor “refus[ed] to accept any boundary between seriousness and humor,
support and opposition, sense and nonsense” and instead “engaged with the
same paradoxes and discontinuities of the system, exposing them reprodu-
cing them, changing their meanings, and pushing them further”.”® This cha-
racterization of a radical subjection of everyday life and art to ironic proce-
dures describes well the activities of Muchomor and Aptart. What unnerved
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Panitkov about these activities — Muchomor’s indifference to artistic bounda-
ries or standards, their “unstoppable energy” that refused to discriminate
between aesthetic practice, political propaganda, and kitsch — was precisely
what, according to Yurchak and consistent with Bachtin and Sloterdijk, en-
dowed this kind of humor with its critical edge.

Here, finally, lies the crux of Panitkov’s objection to Muchomor, the
stakes of his passionate polemic. If senseless laughter levels all categories,
disregards boundaries, and refuses to play by the rules, then Moscow Con-
ceptualism itself is yet another category to be flaunted, another “armored,
self-preserving, and rationalizing ego” that the kynic body subjects to its
attack.” In this sense, Panitkov is correct in his assessment that the Mucho-
mors’ senseless laughter spelled the downfall of Moscow Conceptualism,
even while the two generations socialized in the same circles, distributed
their texts in the same editions, and showed their work in the same exhibition
spaces. That the Muchomors no longer respected the aesthetic as an auto-
nomous sphere with important spiritual/metaphysical potential, however,
means that such a downfall was of little concern in any case. If we look at the
bigger picture, however, there were many factors that contributed to a shift
away from Conceptualist strategies as they were practiced in the 1970s, the
most significant of which were the ability to travel to the West and the
opening up of the unofficial art world to the Western art market in the mid-
and late-1980s. Moreover, both Muchomor and Aptart were fairly short-lived
phenomena cut short by KGB pressure. | would argue that it was not internal
conflicts or artistic debates — useless action versus senseless laughter — that
destroyed Moscow Conceptualism, but outside forces, like emigration, go-
vernment pressure in the early 1980s, and the Western art market, that
ultimately spelled the end of unofficial art as a whole.

NOTES

See for example, Groys, Hollein, Fontan del Junco (2008).

I should say outright that my interest here lies in Moscow Conceptualism in
visual and performance art, not poetry or literary fiction. This is a somewhat
artificial distinction, since artists and poets moved in overlapping circles and
maintained a close dialogue. For various reasons, however, it is a distinction
that has prevailed in the literature and produced two different bodies of cri-
ticism with rather different emphases. (Scholarship on literary conceptualism,
for example, tends to link it more closely with Sots-Art and focuses on issues
such as literary genres, discourse analysis, and poetics.) On literary con-
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10

11

12

ceptualism, see Epstein, Genis, Vladiv-Glover (1999); Lipovetsky (1999);
Balina, Condee, Dobrenko (2000).

“Moscow Conceptualism” is a widely accepted variation of the term first
coined by Boris Groys in his article ‘Moscow Romantic Conceptualism’
(1979: 3-11). See also Groys (2006: 408-409).

The Sretenskij Bul’var circle loosely included Erik Bulatov, 1I’ja Kabakov,
Viktor Pivovarov, Oleg Vasil’ev, Ulo Sooster, Ivan Cujkov, Eduard Stejn-
berg, and Vladimir Jankilevskij. See Alpatova, Talockin, Tamruéi (2005:
138).

For more on this incident, whose dramatic circumstances and coverage in the
Western press earned it the name Bulldozer Exhibition, see Hoptman,
Pospiszyl (2002: 65-77); Glezer (1977).

On Komar and Melamid’s Sots-Art Conceptualism, see Ratcliff (1988). On
The Nest, see Alpatova (2008).

For more on individual artists and groups, see Alpatova et al. (2005);
Margarita Tupitsyn (1989); Degot’ (2000); Viktor Tupitsyn (2009). On Mos-
cow Conceptualism specifically, see Bobrinskaja (1994); Tamruchi (1995);
Degot’, Zacharov (2005); Groys et al. (2008); Jackson (2010); Groys (2010).
The desire to document this tradition gave birth to MANI, Moskovskij archiv
novogo iskusstva (Moscow Archive of New Art), whose first volume came
out in February 1981.

This new wave included the Muchomor (Toadstool) group (Sven Gundlach,
Aleksej Kamenskij, Sergej and Vladimir Mironenko, and Konstantin
Zvezdocetov); SZ (Viktor Skersis and Vadim Zacharov); Jurij Al’bert; as well
as other artists associated with the Aptart gallery. See M. Tupitsyn (1989: 98-
115); Obuchova (2004); and Silaeva (2007).

Compare, for example, the list of contributors to MANI or A-Ya with the
slightly different artists considered by Bobrinskaja (1994), Degot’, Zacharov
(2005), and Groys et al. (2008).

The various waves of Moscow Conceptualism’s reception are a subject that
deserves separate consideration. This exhibition history includes, among
others, Between Spring and Summer: Soviet Conceptual Art in the Era of Late
Communism (Tacoma Art Museum, Tacoma, WA and The Institute of
Contemporary Art, Boston, 1990); Moskauer Konzeptualismus: Sammlung
Haralampi G. Oroschakoff & Sammlung, Verlag und Archiv Vadim Zakharov
(Kupferstichkabinett, Berlin, 2003); Angels of History: Moscow Conceptua-
lism and Its Influence (Museum van Hedendaagse Kunst, Antwerpen, 2005);
Total Enlightenment: Conceptual Art in Moscow, 1960-1990 (Schirn Kunst-
halle, Frankfurt am Main; Fundacion Juan March, Madrid, 2009); Field of
Action: The Moscow Conceptual School in Context, 1970s-1980s (Ekaterina
Cultural Foundation, Moscow; Calvert 22, London, 2010-2011).

See Monastyrskij, Panitkov (2010). Unless otherwise indicated, all trans-
lations of Russian texts are my own.
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13 See smejus’ and chdchot in Vasmer’s Etymological Dictionary (1998).
Compare also to the English “ha ha”, meaning “to laugh aloud”, in the Oxford

"y English Dictionary (2012).

The Russian Futurist echo here is of course to Velimir Chlebnikov’s
‘Zaklinanie smechom’ (1909), which belies the smech/chdchot distinction
somewhat. Nonetheless, as Anca Parvulescu reads it, Chlebnikov’s use of
smech acquires its incantatory, public quality in part by the onomatopoeia
produced through the repetition of ch sounds, a condition that is already
5 present in chéchot. See Parvulescu (2010: 1-4).
Jackson (2010: 64-66, 74-75).

13 See II’ja Kabakov (2008: 121-151, 356-357).
Ibid., 136-137.

18 On the collective in Soviet unofficial art and Moscow Conceptualism, see V.
Tupitsyn (2009).

¥ The dating of the albums varies slightly by source. In 60-70-¢..., Kabakov
gives, variously, 1970-1975 and 1972-1975 as the dates for the Desjat’
personazZej cycle (2008: 131-132, 356); however he also writes that the
“theme-images” that formed the cycle’s basis emerged and were recorded in
1970, making the earlier date the more likely (137). Sutnik Gorochov is
reproduced in full in Kabakov (1994: 50-105).

2(1) On the political implications of illicit jokes, or anekdoty, see Graham (2009).
Kabakov (1994: 52).

22 Ibid., 53. In fact, this is only a paraphrase of the incident. There is no such
pronouncement addressed directly to the sun in Twain’s text or in its Russian

” translation by Kornej Cukovskij. See Twain (1950).

o Kabakov (1994: 105).

» Graham (2009: 8).

I Jackson (2010: 145-150).

o Kabakov (1994: 101).

28 Jackson (2010: 146).

2 Ibid.

Ibid.

22 Kabakov (2008: 136-138).
Ibid., 137.

52 Nabokov (1961: 70); quoted in Boym (1994: 41).

% Kabakov (1994: 103).

2‘; Boym (1994: 29).

Ibid., 44.

3 Benjamin (1999: 486-493). Benjamin’s book collector, in his nostalgia and
romantic relationship to ownership, of course, could be said to exhibit a high
degree of poslost’.

z; Kabakov (1994: 68-69; 99; 101).

39

Kabakov (2008: 132).
For historical and social perspectives on the period, see Kotkin (2001); Ra-
leigh (2012).
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Kabakov (2008: 132).

Kollektivhye dejstvija (1998: 27). For additional documentary photographs as
well as descriptive texts and other related material, see <http://con-
ceptualism.letov.ru/KD-actions.html>. Last accessed April 11, 2012.
Kollektivhye dejstvija (1998: 28). For additional photographs see <http://con-
ceptualism.letov.ru/KD-actions-9.html>. Last accessed April 11, 2012.

Ibid., 22.

Ibid., 23.

Ibid., 23-24. Emphasis added.

Jackson (2010: 109).

On Svarcman, Stejnberg, and other unofficial modernists of the 1960s and
1970s, see Alpatova et al. (2005); Degot’ (2005: 159-164).

On the utopianisms of the artistic and political avant-gardes, see Buck-Morss
(2002: 42-67). For a slightly different reading of the reception of utopianism
in the 1970s and 1980s, see Groys (1992: 75-112).

Collective Actions’ slogan actions from 1977 and 1978 might be charac-
terized as displaying a muted irony. In 1977, the group hung up a red sheet
with the following words emblazoned on it in white lettering: “SI uu Ha yTO He
KAITYHOCh 1 MHE BCC HPABUTCHA, HECMOTPA HA TO, YTO i 3/1€Ch HUKOT' 1A HE GBIJ'I
1 He 3Ha10 Huuero 06 stux mecrax” (“l do not complain about anything and |
like everything, despite the fact that | have never been here before and know
nothing about these parts”). In 1978, they hung another sheet, this time blue,
with the words: “Crpanno, 3auem st jrajg camoMmy cefe, uTo s 31eCh HUKOT/Ia
He OBII M HE 3HAI0 HUYEro 00 dTHX MeECTax, — B€Ab HAa CaMOM J¢€JI€ 34€Ch TaK
e Kak Be3JIe, TOJBKO eIlle OCTPee ITO UyBCTBYEUIb U TIy0ke He MOHUMACIIh
(“Strange, why did I lie to myself that | have never been here before and know
nothing about these parts, when here is just like everywhere else, you just feel
it more sharply and more deeply don’t understand”). These poetic riffs on the
contingency of place, executed first in the form of an official proclamation,
but then diverging from this form in the “off” color of blue, are quite different
in their relationship to Soviet ideological language from such truly ironic
works as Komar and Melamid’s white on red slogan pieces Our Goal Is
Communism! or Ideal Slogan (both 1972).

Alekseev (2008: 148). For a number of retrospective accounts of the decade
from members of the Moscow underground, see Kizeval’ter (2010).

Alekseev (2008: 165). One of the best descriptions of this period can be found
in Alekseev’s memoir, Rjady pamjati. As a member of both Collective
Actions and the New-wave (his apartment housed its short-lived but ground-
breaking exhibition space, the Aptart gallery), Alekseev is uniquely able to
convey the atmosphere of these years. See also Andrew Solomon’s first-hand
account of the period, The Irony Tower: Soviet Artists in a Time of Glasnost
(1991).

This characterization comes from Rimma and Valery Gerlovin, who in-
troduced the Muchomors to the Moscow Conceptualist circle. See their
statement in Alpatova et al. (2005: 266). For information on the Muchomors
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and the New-wave, see individual entries in Alpatova et al. (2005); Alekseev
(2008); Solomon (1991); Gundlach (1983: 3-5); V. Tupitsyn (1989: 98-115).
See also the recently published volume of primary texts: Muchomor (2010).

53 See Groys’s description of the seminar in Groys, Vidokle (2006: 403-404);

54 see also Alekseev (2008: 106-107).

According to accounts, the audience reaction was stunned silence until
Kabakov suddenly pronounced the spectacle “genius”. See Alekseev (2008:
106-107); Alpatova et al. (2005: 268). For an alternative account of the
evening’s reception, see Vladimir Mironenko and Konstantin Zvezdocetov’s
dialogue in Muchomor (2010: 113-115).

% Alpatova et al. (2005; 270); and Muchomor (2010: 149-153).

% Alpatova et al. (2005; 271); and Muchomor (2010: 154-155).

" Solomon (1991: 101-103).

%8 Gundlach (1983: 3). The English translation has been slightly modified for
accuracy.

% Alekseev (2008: 160). See also Kreémar (1997: 127-182).

%0 Solomon (1991: 109).

81 Alekseev (2008: 168-187). See also Apt Art: Moscow Vanguard in the 80s
(1985).

62 Alpatova et al. (2005: 337).

8 See, for example, the Muchomor action “Eksperiment! Proekt zaséity ot
nejtronnogo oruzija!” (“Experiment! Project of Defense against Neutron
Weapons”; April 1983), documented in MANI (Moskovskij archiv novogo
iskusstva) (1982, 4, envelope 18). See also Alpatova et al. (2005: 321); and
many of the poems, drawings, and actions reproduced in the Muchomor
volume.

Z; Alekseev (2010: 174); Alpatova et al. (2005: 326-327).
See Vadim Zacharov: 25 let na odnoj stranice (2006: 40-41). See also do-
cumentation in MANI (1981, 2, June, folder 17).

:j Boym (1994: 32-40).
Bakhtin (1984: 20).

68 Bakhtin (1984: 4-23).

9 Sloterdijk (1987: 103).

0 Oone major outlet was the journal A-Ya: Unofficial Russian Art Revue,
published in Paris by Igor’ Selkovskij between 1979 and 1987. Reprinted as
Selkovskij (2004).

;; Yurchak (2006).

. Ibid., 244.

Ibid., 243.

74

Huyssen (1987: xviii).
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Abstract

This essay traces the diverse sources and fates of the pursuit of laughter in Sergei
Prokof’ev’s first full-length opera The Love for Three Oranges (1921) — arguably
the composer’s only pronounced take on modernism. Conceived and composed
during the turbulent times of war and exile, the opera at once harked back to the pre-
revolutionary Petersburg theater suffused with historical homage, and leaped
forward to the amnesiac ebullience of the interwar modernist stage. In a series of
examples, | demonstrate Prokof’ev’s distinctive ways of generating comedy, the
multi-media techniques that allowed, even if for a brief while, for a happy marriage
between modernism and the up-and-coming Soviet “culture industry”.
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When Sergej Prokof’ev was running away from the Russian revolution in
1918, he took with him the script of Vsevolod Mejerchol’d’s adaptation of
Carlo Gozzi’s commedia dell’arte The Love for Three Oranges. Three years
later Prokof’ev’s own The Love for Three Oranges, his first full-length opera,
premiered, and pitiably flopped, in Chicago. In 1926 the same work was
staged in Leningrad (with the author in absentia) to a great popular and
critical acclaim. An effervescent rendition of an old tale of some
hypochondriac Prince who, once he laughs, is allowed to embark on his
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requisite quest for a Princess — an ostensibly aristocratic venture — this The
Love for Three Oranges came to fit the bill of the new Soviet musical theater
surprisingly well. The pursuit of laughter — the theme of Gozzi’s commedia,
the mission of Mejerchol’d’s so-called “reflexive reading” of Gozzi, and the
outcome of Prokof’ev’s play at modernist opera — has since become a major
point of contention for the work’s changing producers, consumers and
interpreters.

The current article sketches this pursuit from Mejerchol’d’s early at-
tempts at regeneration of the Imperial stage to Prokof’ev’s own tackling of
illusion and disillusionment to the reception of the opera in the young Soviet
state. Demonstrating Prokof’ev’s distinctive ways of generating comedy, |
zoom on the opera’s central comic act, the scene of the Prince’s laughter
unfolding more as a pure kinaesthetic fact than as a calculated joke, and show
how the composer’s new bodily approach to musical-theatrical representation
triggered the spectators’ sensations in a most straightforwardly gripping way.
Uniquely positioned at the junction of reflective and manipulative theatrical
practices, Prokof’ev’s method enabled the sort of production which simul-
taneously looked back to the antiquated aristocratic theatrical practices and
forward to the hygienic Soviet classicism, and in which a modernist quest for
art’s autonomy came to be briefly yet happily married with the technocratic
impulse of the emerging Soviet “culture industry”.

Reflexive Readings

The plot of Prokof’ev’s The Love for Three Oranges is famously, and delibe-
rately, incoherent. In some fantastical card kingdom a hypochondriac Prince
needs to be cured in order to succeed his aging father the King of Clubs and
rule the kingdom. The desolate King learns that (apparently) laughter is the
best medicine for this sort of disease, and summons the buffoon Truffaldino
to make the Prince laugh. However, the Prince’s hypochondria is not a na-
tural occurrence, but a result of a conspiracy by the kingdom’s first minister
Leandr who aspires to overtake the throne. Leandr in turn is a protégé of the
evil sorceress Fata Morgana; he is literally her winning card in a card game
with the magician Celij who supports the King. When the Prince finally
laughs, and thus regains his healthy royal presence, Fata Morgana casts a
spell on him — as ludicrous as it is cryptic — condemning him to fall in love
with three oranges. In the course of his bizarre quest for the three oranges the
Prince passes through a horrid kitchen and a dreadful desert, finds, loses, and
regains his Princess, and is left by his bride’s side at the opera’s end,
watching silently as the rest of the characters chase each other on stage in the
final imbroglio.

This plot’s incoherence stretches back to the Count Carlo Gozzi’s fiaba
L’amore delle tre melarance (1761), the first attempt to revive the dying art
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form of improvisatory commedia dell’arte during the era of the Enlighten-
ment, that apotheosis of premeditation." Instead of entering the war of argu-
ments and thus moving on to the territory of his enemy, Gozzi took the high
road of theatrical action. Displeased with the new brand of theater based on
the audience’s identification with the characters and their life stories — and
most of all with the graceless realism of Carlo Goldoni that catered to the
emergent bourgeois spectatorship — he insisted that “art in the construction of
a piece, well-managed conduct of its action, propriety of rhetoric and harmo-
ny of diction were sufficient to invest [even] a puerile fantastic motive [...]
with the illusion of reality, and to arrest the attention of the whole human
race”.? Rather than merely privileging a collection of skillful antics over an
enactment of a plausible story, Gozzi bet on the emotive force of the craft
that was, in his words, “polished by centuries of practice”.* Resistant both to
teleology and coherence, such favorite fairy-tale motifs as the doomed
kingdom, conspiracy, the magic curse and the quest for love alone had been
proven to stir the passions in the most palpable way. At a time when social
and aesthetic distinction was being challenged from all possible sides, Gozzi
aspired to preserve the world of the fabulous by means of his fiabe.

Around 1910 another era of aristocratic decline — one posthumously
dubbed the Russian Silver Age — ushered another revival of the theater of
yore in St. Petersburg. Nearly everyone associated with theater there sought
to become a Gozzi. “We, the aristocrats of theater (perhaps the last aristocrats
of theater!) [...] detect some perturbing symptoms in the life of this theater,”
proclaimed Nikolaj Evreinov, a critic, dramatist, theater director, theorist, and
a composer who once studied with Rimskij-Korsakov at the St. Petersburg
Conservatory. “It is futile to seek a distinguished flourishing of theater arts in
a democratic state,” he added. “The chorus of historical facts loudly sings to
us that theater owes its emergence and development mainly to aristocracy,
and the sad closing chords of same chorus demonstrate that when an aristo-
cratic state is dying, so is its theater dying, gradually shrinking.”* Evreinov’s
musical metaphor of “closing chords” referred to the most recent bit of
imperial history, a moment which Evreinov sought if not to overturn then at
least to decelerate through the revival of old theatrical conventions. Pro-
claiming “the will to theatricality” one of humankind’s basic instincts, he
formed in 1907 the so-called “Starinnyj teatr” (*The Theater of Yore”), an
enterprise sponsored by another theater aficionado (and, at the time, the
editor of the Yearbook of the Imperial Theaters) baron Nikolaj Drizen. In the
few productions this theater ever realized between 1907 and 1912, historians,
literary scholars, theater directors, costume designers and composers satisfied
their wills to theatricality through reconstructions of Medieval and Re-
naissance theaters.”

Evreinov’s derisive view of democracy bespoke his fear of the inherent
utilitarianism of everything that relied on rationalized quasi-egalitarian exist-
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ence. In a grand meta-historical gesture he pitted the professed disinterested-
ness of the aristocratic theater against petty-bourgeois profit seeking:

| said: “only the hereditary aristocrat can largely become the true
aristocrat of theater”. Why?

I think that the explanation of this fact lies in the very nature of
hereditary aristocracy. Where the plebeian has to think carefully, to
calculate, to grab a textbook, an encyclopedia or a counting device, the
aristocrat already acts, boldly relying on his highly cultivated will-
power, on the whole “select” experience of his ancestors, well skilled in
the notions of higher order.®

A not-so-subtle ideologue of theatrical distinction, one who “recover-
ed” Shakespeare’s aristocratic roots and “exposed” the merchant background
of the co-originator of the Moscow Art Theater Konstantin Alekseev (better
known as Konstantin Stanislavskij), Evreinov left little mark on theatrical
practice. It fell to the theater director Vsevolod Mejerchol’d, then on the staff
of the St. Petersburg Imperial Theaters, to look for practical ways of bringing
exaltation back to the stage. Retaking the path once trod by Gozzi, the di-
rector initiated a new crusade against the excesses of subjectivity. “It is not
an individual that theater needs but a virtuoso,”’ Mejerchol’d declared, and
went on to assert this position in theory, initiating in 1914 a scholarly dis-
cussion of conventional theater in the new journal, The Love for Three
Oranges, and in practice, opening an experimental studio where he aspired to
forge new acting virtuosos out of the spirit of the fabulous and the subject
matter of the commedia dell’arte. Whether in a study room or on paper,
Mejerchol’d’s students tried out various embodiments of conventional
theatrical situations. Acting out curses, quarrels, or love scenes from classical
plays by Gozzi, Lope de Vega, and Moliére, they honed their skills of so-
called “reflexive reading”. Endless practice of short interactive scenes con-
stituted their schooling.” By privileging reflex over reflection, Mejerchol’d
sought, among other things, to reinvigorate theater as an art of living rather
than brooding. Even though he perceived his foes through a purely theatrical
lens, he enabled the very distinction that Evreinov so bluntly conveyed.
Confronting the motivational method of acting introduced by his teacher
Stanislavskij, he also challenged the very grounds of this method: a belief in
the primacy of thoughts over deeds.

The inaugural issue of the journal The Love for Three Oranges featured
Mejerchol’d’s own adaptation of Gozzi’s first fiaba (conceived in collabo-
ration with two theater historians, Vladimir Solov’ev and Konstantin Vogak)
as a peculiar manifesto of the new theatrical aesthetics.® His was the version
of Gozzi in which every intrigue, every slightly premeditated turn of action
was doomed to failure. Driven to try to poison the Prince with overwrought
poetry, the first minister Leandr is confronted by Truffaldino’s comic light-
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ness. Summoned to make the Prince laugh, Truffaldino is ultimately
incapable of doing so. Showing up at the courtly masquerade to prevent the
Prince from laughing, Fata Morgana is in fact the one who ultimately tickles
his funny bone: it is her splattering fall — heels over head, as the instruction in
the script goes — that provokes the Prince’s improbable giggling. No matter
how much authority a protagonist wields within the play’s hierarchy, a
servant and a prince, a prime minister and a sorceress all fail to accomplish
what they intend. The comic plot unfolds despite, not because of what its
heroes plot. Robbed of their agency, theatrical characters are no longer allow-
ed to muse, dream, or cogitate, or at least do so convincingly. Exaggerated
trying becomes their last resort.

This must have been the aspect of the re-invented commedia dell’arte
that particularly appealed to Prokof’ev when he started jotting down the first
pages of the libretto and the first measures of the score of his opera The Love
for Three Oranges. By that time the composer’s diary had been peppered
with the remark that his perfect opera would be comprised primarily of

“stirring situations”.° He may still have been under the sway of his earlier
ballet The Buffoon (Sut) whose eponymous character was a paragon of
gestural exuberance. Just as well he could have remembered his favorite
childhood pastime, home theatrlcals the sort of leisure activity familiar to
every Russian upper class child.** (Was it this childhood conditioning that led
Prokof’ev so eagerly to participate in the meetings of baron Drizen’s private
salon in which theatrical debates reigned, and for which he composed hIS first

“melodrama” The Ugly Duckling after Hans Christian Andersen?)'? But
perhaps he took the ultimate cue from Mejerchol’d, who personally handed
him the first issue of the journal The Love for Three Oranges as the composer
was preparing to leave Russia. In a striking similarity to the Mejerchol’d
studio program, Prokof’ev populated his opera with protagonists who live
lives of affective overstatement. They whine or cry, they exhibit anger or
fury, fear or boldness in such a towering way that one is made to wonder
whether these characters are in possession of their emotions or are possessed
by them.

The hypochondriac Prince exemplifies such an existence. All but a
perfect automaton, he spends the opera’s first half in the thrall of one deep
melancholy, immobile but ceaselessly lamenting; in the second half he is
overcome by his new lust for the three oranges, and starts moving incessantly
on and around the stage, as if literally driven by this desire. Fata Morgana is
no less automatic, even though she is a tier above the Prince in the opera’s
hierarchy: fate incarnate, she is embedded within her own world of im-
perative. To emphasize his heroes’ entrenchment within their purely theatric-
al functions, Prokof’ev drew on Mejerchol’d’s experiments with the con-
ventional characters and situations of the commedia dell’arte, and mobilized
what had by his time become operatic archetypes. When Fata Morgana
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grandly commands the Prince to fall in love with three oranges — “Fall in love
with three oranges! Fall in love with three oranges! Fall in love with three
oranges!” — chances are that her spell will impel (even though it perhaps
won’t endure) because it harks back to a specific musico-dramatic model,
another example of coercion. A triple iteration rounded off with an emphatic
closing gesture, it apes the famous prohibition from Wagner’s opera Lohen-
grin (“Nie sollst du mich befragen”; “You shall never ask my name nor

where |1 come from”).
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Manipulations of Wagnerian formulae had become de rigueur in Pe-
tersburg cabarets by the mid-teens. Wagner had reached Russia belatedly, his
music already surrounded with an aura created by Wagnerism; relished, imi-
tated, parodied and burlesqued, he came to loom large in numerous skits that
poked fun at operatic stereotypes. A habitué of several Petersburg cabarets,
Prokof’ev was immersed in that culture, and the score of The Love for Three
Oranges contains some of his bluntest Wagnerian spoofs. (Perhaps the
juiciest is the moment when the thirsty Truffaldino exalts the succulence of
the oranges that he sadly has to guard in an extended passage based on the
Tristan chord, that epitome of Wagnerian desire.) Yet in the scene of Fata
Morgana’s curse Prokof’ev offers a version of Wagner in which orchestral
magic and harmonic sorcery seem to compete with those of the original.
Where Wagner used mostly strings, Prokof’ev not only utilizes the whole of
his orchestra, but also adds a chorus of infernal creatures to the mix. Whereas
Wagner was satisfied with a plain diatonic harmonic progression of 1-VI-111-
IV-V, Prokof’ev infuses the space of his imperative with sinuous chromatic
lines and harmonies.

Ultimately, Prokof’ev’s (representation of the) supernatural outdoes
Wagner’s. By means of stylistic hyperbole the composer goes beyond biting
commentary on the hackneyed source of exaggeration: instead, he bids his
listener to experience the original situation anew. Even as an object of
parody, the spell first of all elicits an anticipated kinetic response — both from
the Prince who suddenly finds himself deeply in love with three oranges and
the well-conditioned (by Wagner) listener who must sense an imperative.
This shift from the intellectual to the kinetic connection between the stage
and its beholder epitomizes the opera’s dramatic conception. The action
unfolds neither through the development of dramatic conflict nor through the
internal transformation of the characters, but by means of perceptible colli-
sions between and within familiar operatic situations. Not unlike wheels and
cogs of some sort of meta-theatrical contraption, these collisions propel the
plot.

Art as Device

In 1919, the year Prokof’ev worked on The Love for Three Oranges, his good
Petersburg-Petrograd acquaintance - and another avid attendee and
participant in the city’s cabarets — Viktor Sklovskij published his emblematic
essay ‘Art as Device’, one of the first manifestos of what later came to be
known as Russian Formalism. Reconsidering the (then-mainstream) idea of
art as communication, the author insisted that rather than convey, connote,
imply or intimate, art’s function was to impress and impel. For Sklovskij,
aesthetic experience was an essential part of the mechanism of human
survival, for it helped withstand acquiescence. It was art that awakened those
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embedded within their environments to life’s basic matter, to things whose
freshness inevitably wore off as they entered the realm of the habitual and
automatic. It was art, then, that ultimately sparked curiosity and inventive-
ness, the propellants of scientific and social regeneration often known as
progress. “Automatization eats away at things, at clothes, at furniture, at our
wives, and at our fear of war,” Sklovskij mused:

[...] and so, to return sensation to our limbs, to make us feel objects, to
make a stone feel stony, humans have been given the tool of art. The
purpose of art, then, is to lead us to a knowledge of things by means of
perception instead of recognition. By estranging objects and compli-
cating form, the device of art makes perception long and laborious. The
perceptual process in art has purpose all its own and ought to be
extended to the fullest. Art is a means of experiencing the process of
creativity.*®

The words “estrangement” (“octpan[u]enue”) and “defamiliarization”
have become absorbed into the language of contemporary literary and cultu-
ral criticism so thoroughly that their original meaning seems (just as Sklov-
skij might have predicted) to have worn off. They are often taken for granted
as representing emotional disengagement and perceptual distance at once,
Russian Formalism freely lumped with the Brechtian theater of Verfrem-
dungseffekt or, even less reservedly, with the post-modernist straw-man Mo-
dernism of dehumanization. It has become customary in music scholarship to
group the early Prokof’ev together with other musical defamiliarizers of the
time, and in particular with his former compatriot Igor’ Stravinskij, an
avowed doyen of musical alienation. Celebrating Prokof’ev’s opera for its
salubrious deflating of Romantic grandeur, the musicologist Richard Tarus-
kin, for instance, sees The Love for Three Oranges as “a prescient little exer-
cise in the irony we take for granted in Modernist theater” and suggests that
“behind the comic mask lay an icy countenance, a foretaste of the ban on all
pathos that would dominate European art between the wars”.!* While
undoubtedly participating in the modernist project, Prokof’ev’s opera, how-
ever, hardly fit within the framework of aesthetic anesthesia that took the
central musical-theatrical stage in the inter-war Europe. For nowhere did it
display the “icy countenance” of Stravinskij’s interwar oeuvre or exude the
psychoanalysis-driven irony of the French surrealist music theater. Rather,
the purposely naive playfulness of its mise-en-scénes invited to repossess
convention as a once-active social experience, as something that could and
would once again stimulate the sensorium. As such, The Love for Three
Oranges can be seen as a perhaps sole operatic substantiation of certain
modes of Russian experimental theater and certain principles of early For-
malism, shared convictions stemming from their progenitors’ common Pe-
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tersburgian pedigree. If these modes and principles effectively exposed such
deep matters as internal motivations, psychic energies or ambiguous feelings
as literary constructs, conglomerations of various devices that no longer
worked, they endorsed perception as something ingrained in human nature,
scientifically proven, and potentially manageable — not unlike the conditioned
reflex that had by then come to hold tight the attention of many a scientist.
Along with contemporaneous behaviorists, anthropologists and ethnogra-
phers, these literary and theater scholars were partaking of the post-World-
War-1 project of reinventing humanity as a universal category.

Perception, something that (they said) unified all peoples and cultures,
became one of this project’s chief research sites. And if anything is thema-
tized in The Love for Three Oranges, it is perception. This opera’s perhaps
most conspicuous — and certainly most often noted — feature is a group of
fictional spectators who constantly interrupt and even break into the operatic
action. They are the Tragics (mpaeuxu), who loudly endorse the moments of
pathos; the Comics (komuxu), who cheer every dash of drollery; the Lyrics
(rupuxu), who empathize with a mere whiff of sentiment; the Empty Heads
(nycmoconoswie), who demand sheer slapstick; and the Eccentrics (uyoaxu),
who serve as a sort of theatrical conscience ensuring that generic decorum is
followed on stage. When the King’s anguish at his son’s incurability spills
over the limits of acceptable kingly bearing, the Eccentrics whisper in indig-
nation. When the Princess is about to die of thirst right there on stage, the
Eccentrics promptly bring her a bucket of water, thereby securing the re-
quisite happy ending.

Prokof’ev scholars have habitually identified this opera’s odd set of
mediating characters as a “Greek chorus”.* Yet how far the Tragics, Comics,
Lyrics, Empty Heads and Eccentrics are from the moralizing mediators of a
Greek tragedy, or, for that matter, from any sort of high or low drama crowd.
Just as distant are they, as well as the opera’s other characters, from the self-
reflective theatrical “types” of Pirandello’s Six Characters in Search of an
Author and other deliberate doubles of contemporaneous modernist drama.
Rather, personifying the expectations of some “ideal” well-conditioned
audience, the opera’s fictional spectators are perceivers par excellence. Ta-
king his cue from Mejerchol’d’s adaptation of Gozzi, which had already
introduced the warring groups of 6simossie komuxu and cyzydvie mpacuxu —
their respective allegiances to realism and melodrama laid bare as trite by a
trio of omniscient uyoaxu (the authors’ apparent ideological stand-ins), —
Prokof’ev, however, reallocated these characters’ import from aesthetic to
kinesthetic. Simultaneously watching and (re)acting, with next to no thinking
in between, his implicated spectators call attention to the dual nature of
collective consciousness without lingering much on its ambiguities. And as
such, they are also devices that, to use Sklovskij’s terminology, complicate
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the opera’s primary matter, make it more palpable, and thus generate an ever
greater response from the opera’s ultimate perceivers, its actual spectators.

Even without so convenient a tool as intermediary audiences, Prokof’ev
generates a new experiencing of conventional situations by way of perplexing
alignments between different levels of theatrical production, configurations
that simultaneously produce and challenge suspense. A case in point is the
opera’s perhaps most familiar bit: its famous March, or rather the mise-en-
scéne that leads directly to it. Prokof’ev prepares the March musically as an
object of desire by means of laborious preparation, a sort of Beethovenian
Aufschwung whose familiar accumulation of sound volume and harmonic
tension elicits a sense of extra urgency. But this preparation accompanies the
scene in which the doleful Prince refuses to step out of his bedroom, utterly
unwilling to see the masquerade prepared for him by Truffaldino. As both
listeners and watchers, we are confronted with a perceptual dilemma: what is
it that the music wants so much, but the Prince is so resistant to take in? As if
this would not be enough to make the spectators drool in anticipation, Pro-
kof’ev specifies in the score that the March is to be heralded by a dramatic
transformation of the stage setting as the Prince’s gloomy bedroom opens
into a brightly-lit courtyard. Arriving at the top of the music-plot-setting
nexus, the March impresses all the more.

On the Nature and Culture of Laughter

The only spectator who remains unimpressed by the March is the hypochon-
driac Prince himself. Burdened by all sorts of imaginary aches — the primary
symptoms of hypochondria — he is incapable of responding to external
stimuli. Too long has he been fed poetry by the conspiring Leandr; his in-
nards are literally filled with bulky antediluvian verses! (Poetry as the source
of the Prince’s ailment was one of the few elements of The Love for Three
Oranges that persisted in all of its versions. Gozzi, Mejerchol’d and Pro-
kof’ev seemed to share the assumption that an overdose of imagination was
generally unhealthy.) In order to be subjected to manipulation, theatrical or
otherwise, the Prince needs to be reintroduced to the corporeal world. The
pursuit of the Prince’s laughter, which occupies the opera’s first half, is, then,
a quest for the Prince’s body.

That body is elusive: like every other intention in the opera, the pursuit
of laughter fails miserably time and again. The calculated sequence of mas-
querade merriments put on by the buffoon Truffaldino in the opera’s second
act — the last weapon in his comic arsenal — succeeds only to redouble their
key spectator’s blues. An accident is in order to jolt the Prince out of his cozy
gloominess. It is Fata Morgana’s unintentional and awkward fall in the midst
of the masquerade that ultimately triggers the Prince’s sensation: caught
unawares, he laughs. And he laughs and he laughs and he laughs. And as his
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initial, hardly audible chuckles are succeeded by longer and louder tittering,
as he is fully seized by unstoppable oral trembling, and as his giggling
eventually subsides, we witness a materialization, in musical rhythm and in
melody, of what can be called a “laughter-gram”, one veritable, almost scien-
tific approximation of real-life laughter. Like a spring suddenly released from
a depressed position — yet promptly caught in a slow motion, — the Prince’s
voice gradually swells in range and dynamics. The orchestral accompaniment
expands accordingly, suggesting a reconstitution of a previously absent
physicality — as if the Prince was indeed finally gaining his healthy body.
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(Musical example 2)

In this scene, one of its kind in operatic repertory, Prokof’ev appears to insist
that as newly born, the Prince’s reconstituted body is a tabula rasa, blank
matter liberated from the unnecessary cargo of images and ideas. His laughter
is nothing more than a kinesthetic fact, a pure action devoid of reflection or
pain. Transported into the sphere of hard sciences, the Prince is cured from
his infirmity; intellectual chimeras fly away. Yet this act of laughing has a
double edge. If spontaneity is its necessary ingredient, so is the enjoyment of
its very unfolding, a stretched-out awareness of its actuality. Being simulta-
neously in and of his laughing body, the Prince is now ready to control not
only himself but also his royal dominion. What is more, poised between
aesthetic and scientific realities, he is about to impel the opera’s spectators,
both fictional and real, to partake of his genuine pleasure.
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Prokof’ev’s first opera written in emigration, The Love for Three Oranges
flopped miserably when it premiered in Chicago in 1921. Only a few voices
praised the production for what was seen as its inevitably “revolutionary
blow at all forms of standard opera”.*® Most American critics, however, had
trouble ingesting what seemed to be a contradiction in terms: the lavishly
produced opera — in fact, the most expensive one that season — that show-
cased the absurdity of emotional depth. “Mr. Prokofiev might well have load-
ed up a shotgun with several thousand notes of varying lengths and discharge
them against the side of a blank wall,” a critic from The Chicago Tribune
remarked with indignation.’” A whole gallery of blank walls stood in the way
of the opera’s cordial reception. The Love for Three Oranges may have been
made opaque by the hasty, almost undirected staging; by the general unpre-
paredness of the audience for an aria-less operatic flow; by the apparent
irrelevance of Petersburgian theatrical debates to those on the other side of
the Atlantic. But most impenetrable of all was the opera’s glaring rejection of
meaning. “Is it a satire? Is it a burlesque? Whose withers are wrung?” — a
New York Times critic queried impatiently.*® Laughter for the sake of laugh-
ter seemed incompatible with the very idea of art current at the time and
place. The absence of a cause-and-effect dramatic progression and some sort
of a moral — or at least a wedding! — at the opera’s end made it a perfect
critical target. The opera’s combustive quality seemed to leave nothing else
for the critics but to go ballistic in turn.

The laughter also set the terms of the opera’s reception when The Love
for Three Oranges was staged in the composer’s former hometown Lenin-
grad in 1926. Unlike the Chicago premiere, however, the Leningrad produc-
tion was received with so much enthusiasm that a discussion of its various
facets kept recurring in press all through the opera’s uncommonly long run —
26 performances in one season — at the “Akopera” (“Akademiceskaja opera”,
formerly the “Imperial Mariinskij teatr”).™® The tone was set by a special col-
lection of essays released to coincide with the opening performance.? Chief
among the collection’s contributors was the future Soviet musicologist num-
ber one Boris Asaf’ev (then writing under the pen name of Igor’ Glebov),
who dubbed the opera “a true Gotterddmmerung, however, not amid the
cosmic fire and Rhine’s turbulent waters, but in a Bengal fire amid infectious
laughter”.?* For Asaf’ev, by virtue of its comic contagiousness alone The
Love for Three Oranges toppled that operatic warhorse, Wagner’s gloomy
tetralogy, — if not in word, then in deed. Assigning agency to the laughter
itself, Asaf’ev insisted that laughter was the opera’s “key dramatis persona,
for the action could not move until the Prince laughed, and after he had
laughed, he found himself involved in a laughter-engendering venture”. The
opera as a whole exemplified then “a striving for [...] laughter as an impulse
of action, as a theatricality freed from the chains of rumination and didac-
ticism,” and the opera’s openly gestural and “muscle-motoric” music brought
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about the new “will to life” gained through “the naive laughter that freed
from the inertness of daily pressures”. “Hail to the will-forming rhythm,”
Asaf’ev grandly concluded, “and to the life itself in all its simplicity and
naturalness, in the struggle and joy of its successes, with no ‘philosophical’
glances back and with no ‘accursed questions’ about its meaning.”?

The earnest merging of art and the everyday, of “theatricality” and a
“will to life” in Asaf’ev’s essay nevertheless itself was partly a glance back.
It evoked Evreinov’s earlier musings on the relation between a “will to
theater” and the aristocratic lifestyle, the link, which, if revived (so the
theater theorist thought), would ward off the base utilitarianism of the en-
croaching world of petits bourgeois (“memane™). Yet what for Evreinov was
largely a retrospectivist fantasy, a gesture of mourning for the then-vanishing
scene of social privilege, now held a decisive social potential for Asaf’ev.
Appointing his notion of “will” to qualify life rather than theater, the musi-
cologist welcomed the opera’s “willful” (“Boneras’™) musico-dramatic action
as a rousing model for the community that stretched far beyond the theatrical
walls.

Asaf’ev’s urge to conscript the operatic stage to social betterment,
while nothing new at a time of vast social experiment, may seem to have
found an unlikely source in a modernist musical setting of an aristocratic
fable. Yet his voice was just one among many in the choir of the opera’s
general civic approval. The public discussion of The Love for Three Oranges
in the periodicals Rabocij i teatr and Zizn’ iskusstva (by now predictably)
revolved around the opera’s sprinkly mirth, a quality seen as setting a
“demarcation line” between the old and the new theater, and thereby proving
the latest Akopera production a true “new achievement”.?® New was the
opera’s sound-montage (“3BykomonTaxk”), Or tight reciprocation between
sound and action uniquely projecting ebullience.?* Yet even newer seemed its
music’s uncanny ability to compel without persuading. This was something
that made it well worth the new audiences’ while.

The director of the Leningrad production Sergej Radlov, whose Mejer-
chol’d apprenticeship could be traced to the earliest issues of the journal The
Love for Three Oranges, projected his faith in his staging’s societal weight
perhaps the farthest. Starting with a complaint, he concluded with nothing
short of a social prophecy: “Unfortunately, NOT is too young and unde-
veloped for us to assess the full measure of the enormous influence such great
lubricants as laughter and rhythm wield on the human machine.” But *“soon
the time will come when the consumption of a specific minimum amount of
laughter will be an absolute requirement of personal hygiene.”*®> The abbre-
viation NOT stood for Naucnaja organizacija truda, a new system of labor
management that had reached its height by the mid-1920. Morphing freely
the dream of a perfect theatrical machine into the utopia of a perfect human
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machine, Radlov promulgated the new technocratic vision of the rapidly
forming Soviet state.

In an ironic twist of history, by the mid-1920s Mejerchol’d’s early at-
tempts to regenerate the Imperial stage had been transformed into a special
system of theatrical training for the actors of the new social order. The
adherents of that system, which received the name of Biomechanics, sought
to combine art and science in order to generate a maximal response from their
audiences, and thus forge the new spectator of the new theater. Their thrill
with theatrical effectiveness was soon to acquire a less delectable edge:
before long socialist propaganda mobilized all available modes of stimulation
in order to forge the new matter of the new society, homo sovieticus. But that
would be another story altogether, and a whole other opera by Prokof’ev, one
entitled A Story of a Real Man.

NOTES

See the discussion of this plot’s complicated route from Giambattista Basile to
Carlo Gozzi to Vsevolod Mejerchol’d to Sergej Prokof’ev in Richard
Taruskin, ‘From Fairy Tale to Opera in Four Moves (Not So Simple)’, in:
Opera and the Enlightenment, ed. by Thomas Bauman and Marita Pezoldt
McClymonds, Cambridge, 1995, pp. 299-307.

Useless memoirs of Carlo Gozzi, trans. by John Addington Symonds, London,
s New York, 1962, p. 185.

. Ibid.

MBI, apuctokpatsl Teatpa (OBITh MOXET — IIOCICIHHE apUCTOKPATHI
teatpa!) [...] HaGIrOIaeM B KU3HHM TeaTpa TPEBOKHBIC CHMITTOMEL. |...]
B 1eMOKpaTH4ecKOM HCKYCCTBE TIIETHO HWCKaTh OJIAarOpOHOTO
paciBera TeaTpaibHOro MCKyccTBa. [...] Xop mcropudeckux (akToB
MOIOIHO MOET HaM, 4YTO T€aTp 00s3aH CBOMM BO3HHKHOBEHHEM H pas-
BUTHEM TI'JIaBHBIM 06pa30M ApUCTOKpAaTu, U OTOT KE€ XOp B CBOEM
KaJaHCe y4HT, YTO KOTJa TMOHET apHCTOKPAaTHYeCKHil CTPOH Trocy-
JApPCTBEHHOM KU3HU, THOHET, MeJIbuasi, 1 ee Teatp.

(Nikolaj Evreinov, Demon teatral’nosti [The Demon of Theatricality],
Moskva, 2002, pp. 260, 255)

There is no comprehensive history of “Starinnyj teatr”. But the multiple
references to this theater in Evreinov’s own oeuvre and in the essays and
memoirs of his contemporaries (Mejerchol’d and Benua among the most
concerned) suggest that the enterprise was largely a private venture that



Prokof’ev’s Comedy Opera ‘The Love for Three Oranges’ 115

10

11

12

13

became public mainly through publication of numerous debates about it rather
than by actually being attended by a variety of audiences.

S ckazam: “NUIIb KPOBHBIH apUCTOKpAT IO HPEHMYIIECTBY MOXKET
CTaTh IOJUIMHHBIM apucTokpaToMm Ttearpa.” [louemy? Cpaercst MHe,
00BsCHEHHE 3TOro (pakTa JIEKHUT B CAMOH NMPHUPOJIE KPOBHOTO apUCTO-
kpara. Tam, rae rebeil JomKeH BCECTOpPOHHE cOO0pakaTh, paccdu-
TBIBaTh, XBAaTaThCsl 3a YUEOHHK, CIPaBOYHHK, CUCTHI, — apHUCTOKpAT
yKe AEHCTBYET, CMEJIO IMOJIarasch Ha CBOIO BOCIIUTAHHYIO, B BBICIIIEM
TUTaHe, BOJIO, HA BECh “OTOOPHEIN" OIBIT CBOWX MCKYIIEHHBIX B SBJIE-
HUSIX BBICIIETO MOPSAKA MPeaKoB. (p. 256)

Ljubov’ k trem apel’sinam (The Love for Three Oranges), Vol. 1, No. 1, 1912,
p. 4.

The detailed descriptions of these classes, often led by Mejerchol’d’s
associate Vladimir Solov’ev, regularly appeared in the journal The Love for
Three Oranges. For a brief summary of Mejerchol’d’s techniques see Alma
Law and Mel Gordon, Meyerhold, Eisenstein, and Biomechanics: Actor
Training in Revolutionary Russia, Jefferson, N.C., 1996.

In his adaptation of Gozzi’s fiaba, Mejerchol’d was assisted by his comrades
in theatrical arms Vladimir Solov’ev and Konstantin Vogak.

Such pronouncements reappear in Prokof’ev’s early diary somewhat regu-
larly. See, for instance, the entries from March of 1914 or October 1916 in
Sergej Prokof’ev, Dnevnik: 1907-1933 (Diary: 1907-1933), in three volumes,
Paris, 2002.

For animated recollections of Prokof’ev’s childhood theatricals see his
Avtobiografija (Autobiography), Moskva, 1982, esp. pp. 42-48.

The extant album from baron Drizen’s salon, which includes snippets of The
Ugly Duckling among its entries, is housed in the archive of the St. Petersburg
Russian National Library (delo # 3441). The rest of the entries is comprised of
hand-written meditations on theater by such personalities as prince Sergej
Volkonskij (the former Director of the Imperial Theaters) and the music critic
Vladimir Karatygin, among others.

ABTOMATH3alMsl CheOaeT BEINM, IUIaThe, Mebelb, JKeHYy M CTpax
BOMHBL [...] U BOT mi1s TOro, 4ToOBl BEPHYTH OIIYIICHUE JKH3HH, IS
TOTO, YTOOBI JIeNaTh KaMEHb KaMEHHBIM, CYLIECTBYET TO, YTO Ha3bl-
BaeTCs HMCKYCCTBOM. lleNIbl0 MCKycCTBa SIBISICTCS 1aTh OLIyLICHHE
BEIM, KaK BHJICHUE, a HE KaK Y3HABaHHE; IPUEMOM HCKYCCTBA SIBJIS-
eTcs mpueM “OCTpaHeHHUs BeUIeH W MpUeM 3aTPYIHECHHOH (OpMEL
YBEJIMYUBAOLIMI TPYJHOCTh W JOIIOTY BOCHPHATHS, TaK KaK BOC-
NPUHUMATENBHBIN MPOLECC B UCKYCCTBE CaMOLCNICH M JOJDKCH OBITh
HPOJIEH; UCKYCCTBO €CTh CHOCOO INEepPeKUTh JieNaHbe BEIIH, a Cle-
JIAHHOE B MICKYCCTBE HE Ba)XKHO.
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14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

(Viktor Sklovskij, ‘Iskusstvo kak priem’ [‘Art as Device’], in: Poe-
tika. Shorniki po teorii poeticeskogo jazyka [Poetics. Collections of
Essays on Theory of Poetic Language], Petrograd, 1919, p. 105)

Richard Taruskin, ‘From Fairy Tale to Opera in Four Moves (Not So
Simple)’, in: Opera and the Enlightenment, pp. 304.

Taruskin uses this designation in his above-cited essay. Michael Pisani (cited
below) does not hesitate to continue the tradition. Harlow Robinson calls the
fictional audiences “commentators” in his article ‘Love for Three Operas: The
Collaboration of Vsevolod Meyerhold and Sergei Prokofiev’, in: Russian
Review, Vol. 45, No. 3, July, 1986, pp. 287-304, failing to notice the glaring
lack of reflection in these audiences’ part.

Paul R. Martin, Musical Digest, January 9, 1922, 2, p. 3. This and the
following American music critics are quoted in Michael Pisani’s exploration
of the American reception of The Love for Three Oranges, “A Kapustnik” in
the American Opera House: Modernism and Prokofiev’s Love for Three
Oranges’, Musical Quarterly, Vol. 81, No. 4, Winter, 1997, pp. 487-515.
Richard Aldrich, Concert Life in New York, 1902-1923, New York, 1941, pp.
703-705.

Edward Moore, Review in Chicago Tribune quoted in Musical Digest,
January 9, 1922, 2, p. 2.

26 performances was more than twice the number of the customary 12 for a
premiere.

K postanovke opery Sergeja Prokof’eva ““Ljubov’ k trem apel’sinam” (On the
Production of the Opera by Sergej Prokof’ev “The Love for Three Oranges™),
ed. by Igor’ Glebov [Boris Asaf’ev], Leningrad, 1926.

Onmnepa IIpoxodreBa — 310 AeiicTBuTeNnbHO “I'mbens GOroe”, HO He B
KOCMUYECKOM TIOXKape W BoiHax Oyryrouiero Peiina, a cpenu OeH-
rajbCKOTO TeaTPaabHOTO OTHS U 3akurarenbHoro cmexa. (Ibid., p. 22)

CmMex — riaBHOE AEHCTBYIOIIEE JIMIO, MO0 MOKa MPUHI HE 3acMesiIcs,
JICUCTBHE HE MOIJIO CIABMHYTHCS, U IIOCJIE TOTO, KaK OH 3acMesuics,
OKa3aJICsl BOBJICYEHHBIM CaM OIISITh-TaKH B CMEXOTBOPHOE MPEITpHs-
THE, B KOTOPOM HET MecTa HHYeMy HeocMesHHOMY... [..] Takos,
HMMEHHO, HECYACTHBIM, a IIOTOM CTaBILIHMH CYACTIIMBBIM IPHUHI] B CKa3Ke
[TpoxodneBa. To 00CTOATEIBCTBO, UTO BOJISI K )KU3HH BHI3BaHA B HEM
MYCTSKOBBIM CTECUYCHHEM OOCTOSTENBCTB [...] HUUYTh HE MPUHMKACT
WUCTUHHOCTH M TIOJUIMHHOCTH BO3POXKACHHS: BEIb OHO IPOHCXOIHUT
Yyepe3 0CBOOOXKIAIONIMH OT JKUTEHCKOTO THETa MPOCTOAYLIHBIA cmex
[...] Ja 3mpaBcTByeT OpraHU3yIOLIMi BOJIO PUTM M cama XXHU3Hb BO
BCEl ee MPOCTOTE M €CTECTBEHHOCTH, B 60ph0e 1 pajgocTu ynadu, 6e3
“dumocoduueckoit” orIKY U 06€3 “IPOKIATHIX BOIIPOCOB”.

(Ibid., pp. 17-18, 22)
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23

24

25

“[...] memapkainonHast TuHHS, OTAEISONIAs OyayIee PYCCKO# omepsl OT ee
MpoLIOro, nposenaeHa. M mpoBeaeHa UMEHHO C MOCTaHOBKOHM omepsl IIpo-
ko(resa” (Zizn® iskusstva, 1926, No 9, p. 13; signed N. Malkov). Rabocij i
teatr ran several articles discussing the new production of The Love for Three
Oranges under the general title ‘Novoe dostizenie Akademiceskoj opery!
[sic]’, Rabocij i teatr, 1926, No. 8, pp. 6-7. The next issue of the same
periodical contained another debate, now titled ‘Ljubov’ k trem apel’sinam.
Zai protiv!’.

The word “3ByxomonTtax” recurs in several reviews suggesting a common
framework.

K coxanennro HOT [Hay4nas opranuzanus Tpyaa] — CIHIIKOM MOJIO-
mas M Hepa3paboTaHHas HayKa, YTOOBI MBI MOTJIM ceifdac yxke B
MOJIHYIO MEPY OLIEHUTh KOJOCCAILHOE BIMSHHUE Ha YEIOBEYECKYIO Ma-
IIMHY TaKWX CMa3bIBAOIINX BEMIECTB, Kak cMex W putM. [...] Hena-
JIEKO TO BpEMsi, KOT/la BBOAUTH B YeJOBEKa OMPEeCHHbIH MUHIMYM
cMmexa Oyzer TpeboBanneM obmiecTBeHHoi ruruensl. (1bid., p. 34)
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Abstract

In this article the legendary radio programme of the 1970s, Radioniania (Radio
Nanny), is described as a symptomatic example of late Soviet radio broadcasting.
Officially, the programme, which was both educational and entertaining, was
directed at young children, but it reached a much wider audience. The reason why it
became so popular had to do with changes in the system of education and also with
changes in the relation between the individual and the state: at that time it became
less obligatory to resign oneself to the “omnipotent” authorities.

Keywords: Laughter; ‘Radioniania’; Soviet Radio; Education

B coBpemMeHHOM pOCCHIICKOM 0OIIECTBE, TAE CIIOPATUIECKA BCIBIXUBAIOT
OoYarn HOCTaJbIUH, OJUH W3 KOJOBBIX IO3BIBHBIX, KOTODPBIH OOBEIUHSET B
paloCTHOM YMHUJICHUHM MHOXKECTBO Pa3HBIX JIIOJCH B BO3PACTE OT MATUACCATH
JI0 cOpoKa J1eT, — Paouonans.” ITo HA3BAHHME eKEMECAIHON PaIHOIepeIauHn,
kotopas Beixogmia B CCCP mo mepBoil mporpamme paavoBEIIaHUS B BOC-
Kpecenbe. Ha HocTanpruyeckux caiftax” mkonbHUKH 1970-X ro10B OCTOSIH-
HO BCIIOMHHAIOT, KaK OHH C HETEPIICHUEM JKIAIH U PATOCTHO CIYIIAIN 3TY
BECeIyIo nepeaady.

3armucu Paduonanu CeromHs ,HOCTyHHBI,s pOIUTENN MPEUIaratoT HX
CBOMM JIETSIM, TPETOaBaTeNld CPEeJHEN IIKOJIbI UCIIONIB3YIOT MaTepHabl pa-
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142 Mapus Jlumosckas

JFonepeiayn B yaeOHOM IpoIiecce, HO COBPEMEHHBIE IIKOJIEHUKH BOCTOPIOB
CTapIlero MOKOJIEHNsI He Pa3JelfioT, OTHOCACH K MpeIJlaraeMbIM WX BHUMa-
HHUIO “BeceNbIM ypoKaM~ Kak eIle K OJHOMY METOIWYEeCKOMY IpHeMy It
YCBOCHHUS OYEPEIHBIX HMCKIIIOUCHUH PYCCKOW TpaMMATHUKH W apupMETH-
YecKHX IpaBWJ — He Oonee Toro. HeomHOKpaTHBIE TOMBITKHA BO3POXKIICHHUS
paauonepeaadu B mpexkHen hopMe yCrexoM TOXKe He YBEHUAIHCH.

W3 ceropnsmnero aHs Paoduonsaus BCIENCTBUE CBOEH JereHAapHOCTH
(¥ HEBOCCTAaHOBUMOCTH) Ka)KETCSl CHMIITOMAaTHYECKHM O00Pa3IoM I03THECO-
BETCKON PaJUOINPOAYKIINH, TIO3BOJIAS CTAaBUTH BOINPOC O TOM, YTO BOCIIPHUHH-
Majioch Kak Beceyioe B coBeTckux 1970-x romax, a Takke oOpHcoBaTh, Ha
KaKOM COLMOKYJIBTYPHOM (pOHE MOAOOHBIN THUI BECEIOro BO3HUKAJ, U BBHI-
CKa3aTh HEKOTOpHIe TPEAIONOKEHNS O MPUYMHAX TOTAANIHEro ycmexa Pa-
OuonsAHY KaK B JETCKOW, TaK M B YaCTH B3pocioil ayauropuu. Ilockombky
UCTOPHsI COBETCKOT0 paauosemanus 1970-x ronos elme kaeT CBOUX UCClle-
JoBaTelNel, T03BOJINM cebe HadaTh CBOM Pa3MBINUICHUS C XapaKTEePUCTUKU
ero oOIMX TEHACHINI B MEPUO/I, KOT/a MOSBIIIACH U 3aBOeBasia ycrex Pa-
OUOHSAHA.

Brixon Paouonanu coBmai ¢ ouepearoi cMenoit B 1970 rony pykoBos-
ctBa ["ocrenepanro, CBA3aHHON B TOM YHCIIE W C Pa3BUTHEM KOHIICIIINU Be-
uaHus. YcraHoBku HoBoro aupekropa C. I'. JlanuHa UCTOPUKH >KypHAIIKC-
TUKH XapaKTEepHU3YIOT CIEAYIOIUM 00pa3oM: OH, “TIpex/ie BCero, LIEHMI Bep-
HOCTb MAapTUHHBIM JTUPEKTUBAM, YMEJIOE U CTapaTeIbHOE BHIIOJIHEHHUE yKa3a-
HUI PYKOBOJICTBA U YETKYIO TBOPYECKYIO MPEJCcKa3yeMoCTh, KoTopas 00e30-
macwia 061 3pup OT HEOKHMIAHHOCTEH, a TeM Oolee ommGok”.* Kaxue xe
“yka3aHus” MOTJIH MPUBECTH K MOSABICHHUIO PaouoHnsmu?

CeHcaruu “oTTenenu’ K 3TOMY BpEeMEHH 3aBeplIWINCh, B 1967 roay
pyxoBoactso CCCP npoBo3riacuiio, 4To B CTpaHe MOCTPOEH PAa3BUTON CO-
muanusM. Ho naeonornueckue 00OCHOBAHUSA COBETCKOIo 00IecTBa Bce 00-
Jiee pacXOAWJINCh C PeausiMH COBETCKOTO JKH3HeycTporcTBa. OOIIecTBeH-
HYIO HEYIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTH 3aIledaT/IeBalIi MMUCATEIN W PEXHUCCEPHL, C Cepe-
muHBl 1960-X aKTHBHO 3aroBOPHUBINHAE 00 WCHBITAHUH MOBCETHEBHOCTHIO, O
npobieMax ObITa, 00 0OBIICHHOH HPaBCTBEHHOCTH.

VIMeHHO B 3TO BpeMsl MOSBIISIOTCS U MOJIY4alOT TPOMKHIl UNTATEIBCKUIN
yerex “mockoBckue” moBectr 0. Tpudonora (1969-1975), mumryres mbecs
A. BammunoBa Vmunas oxoma (1970) u Ilpowinvim nemom 6 Yynumcke
(1972). B 1970 rogy BeIxoaart Ha 3kpaH JKun nesuuii opo3o O. Mocenuanu,
Hauano T. Ilandunosa, beropyccrkuii sokzan A. CMupHOBa, [ opodckoil po-
manc I1. TogopoBckoro, Moii dobpuitl nana Y. Ycosa, JJenuckunvt pacckasol
B. XpamoBa, bwvir mecay mau M. XynueBa. KocBeHHBIM yKazaHuUEM Ha
MEHSIIOIIMECS OTHOILIEHHS B COBETCKOM OOIIECTBE MOTYT CIIY’KUTh MacCOBBIE
skpanuzanuu A. I1. Uexosa.” B JKYPHAITUCTUKE PACIIMPSIETCS YUCIO CTaTen
Ha TeMbl HPAaBCTBEHHOCTH, “‘HpPaBCTBEHHAs NpoOJieMaTnka” CTaHOBHTCS II0-
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CTOSHHBIM TIPEIMETOM PAcCMOTPEHHUS B JINTEPATYpPHOW W KHHOKPUTHKE,
MIEPEeKOYEBBIBAET B TEMBI ITKOJIBHBIX COYMHEHHH 110 TUTEPAType.

Henb3s ckazaTh, 4TO TOCYAapcTBO HUKAK HE peardpoBajio Ha 3TU Tpe-
BOXKHBIE CUMITOMBI. TpeBOKHBIE, TOTOMY YTO pacHIupeHue cepbl YacTHOH
KM3HHU, ObUIO JIX OHO HANpaBJIE€HO Ha JOCTIDKCHHWE MaTepualbHOro Ojaro-
MONIyYHsS WM JyXOBHOE PACKPETOIIEHHE, MO3BOJIAIO YETIOBEKY BBICKOIB3-
HYTb M3-TIOA BCEOOBEMIIIOLIETO T'OCYIapCTBEHHOro KoHTpois. Heobxoau-
MOCTb OTAbIXa OT HOPMHPYIOIIUX HICOJOTHYECKUX PaMOK, OLIYLICHHE THUX
paMoK Kak crocoba caep KHBaHHS MBICIH, HEOCO3HABaeMOE, CKOpee BCETO,
OONBILIMHCTBOM HAaceJICHHs, HO MOCTOSHHO NPOSBIISIONIEeCS CTUXUIHO — B
nepecka3blBaHUN MONMUTHYECKUX aHEKIOTOB, 3yOOCKaIbCTBE Hall COBETCKUM
PYKOBOJCTBOM M COBETCKHMH JK€ CBATBHIHAMH, MOOYXKIAIO TOCYAApPCTBO K
pacumpernio o(UINaIbHBIX KaHAJIOB OTBJICYEHUS OT “‘Ie(UIMTOB” TOBCE-
JTHEBHOTO CyIIecTBOBaHUs. Yem Oosiee 01HOOOPA3HBIH acCOPTUMEHT O(uIH-
aJIbHOM MHTEpIpETaIK COOBITHH Hpeiaraics, 4eM Oojee MpeacKa3yeMbIM
OKa3BIBATIOCH €r0 PUTOpPHYECKOe O(OpMIIEHHE, YeM CHIIbHEEe TOJKOBAaHHE B
CMU npouncxomsmiero BOKPYT PacXoMIOCh C OOBIICHHBIM €T0 BOCIIPUATHEM
“mpocThIMHU” JTIOJABMH, TEM OOJIbIIIee BHUMAHNE HACOJOTHYCCKHE BEJOMCTBA
VAETSUTH pa3HoTo poja “modaBkaM”, CMATUYAIONIMM BIIEUATICHHE OT OOIIETO
TOCyIapCTBEHHOTO HJCOJOTHYECKOTO OCKymeBaHusA. OmHol U3 Takux “‘moda-
BOK” CTaJla pa3BJIE€KaTEIbHOCTb.

B 1970-e roap! Ha COBETCKOM pajyo, IOMUMO Iepeaad HHGOPMaIHOH-
HBIX, 33JaI0IINX HEOOXOAMMYIO AJISl TIOBCEJHEBHOIO CYICCTBOBAHMS IOHS-
TUHHYI0O ¥ KOTHHUTHBHYIO OCHOBY BOCHPHSATHA M OIIEHKH IIPOUCXOJSAIIETO
(Hoséocmu, B cmpanax mupa u coyuanuzma W T. IL), ¥ “pa3BUBAIOIINX”,
NpeAaralouX 3HaKOMCTBO C JOCTM)KEHHMSMH HAayKd WU “BBICOKOM” KyJIb-
Typsl (Teamp y muxpoghona, B mupe nayxu), KyITbTUBHPOBAIMCH IPOTPAMMBI
pasBnekarenbHble (BockpecHas C 0obpuim ympom!, Ympennsas nouma
Masika, Beuepnas nepedaua Masaxa, Onams 06aoyams name, My3bikanbhblil
2nobyc, KOHIEPTH N0 3asBkaM [lonesas nouma FOnocmu, B pabouuii non-
Oenv, Bcmpeua ¢ necneil u L[p.),7 co3maBaBmue atMochepy ONTHMHCTHYEC-
KOTO OOIIECTBEHHOTO COTJIACHsl, 3aIyIIIeBHOCTH U B3aMMONoOHNMaHus1. OqHa-
KO MapaZoKCOM COBETCKOM OpraHW3aliyd paguo- U TeNeBellaHusl Oblia
HEBO3MOXKHOCTB “dHCTOTO” Pa3BieueHHs, KAKOBOE CYUTAIIOCH MPEPOTaTHBOM
“3amagHOro” KalMTATMCTHYECKOTo 00pasa >KU3HU M JOIYCKAJIOCh B JKU3HB
COBETCKOT'O YeJIOBEKa TOMEOIaTHYECKUMH Jo3aMu. “UucTtoe” pa3BicdyeHHUE B
nepuos “3acTos’” UCIIONIB30BANI KaK CHIIBHOAEHCTBYIOIIEE CPEACTBO IS OT-
BJICYEHHST MAacCOBOH ay[WTOPHH OT HEXKeJlaTeNbHBIX ACUCTBHH (Harpumep,
TpaHCIALUH KOoHIEepToB nmomyssipHelx B CCCP 3amagHbpIx mom-3Be3] B HOYb
IMTacxanpHOrO GOTOCTYKEHHUS) MM B KaUECTBE CBOCOOPA3HOrO MoJgapKa, cKa-
xeM, B HoBoroaHioro Houb, Korza mnocie 00s3aTensHoro 1 01y06020 02oHbKa
yKe MO yTpO MOKa3bIBAIN COOPHBIA KOHIEPT “3Be31 3apyOeskHON dcTpamsr”
¢ Hen3MeHHBbIM OasieToM bepnuHckoro teneBuieHus. OOBIYHO pa3BicueHUE
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MIPEAIoNarajo BKIIOUEHHE “‘Cephe3HOT0” KOHTEHTa B WIPOBYIO O0OJOUYKY
Pa3HBIX THITOB “KOHIIEPTOB IO 3asiBKaM” M cOOpaHUil ITyTOK U pETpH3.

Paouonansa Bxoguna B Tpynmy “‘o0pa3oBaTeNbHBIX” U OJXHOBPEMEHHO
pas3BIIEKaTeNBbHBIX paguonporpamMm Juis jaereil. OdunuanbHO mepemava
JOJDKHA ObUTa OTBEYaTh JUYHOCTHBIM MHTEpECaM CBOCH LIENICBOI ayAnTOpUH
— MJIQJIIIUX MOJPOCTKOB, TIIABHBIM JICTIOM JKHU3HH KOTOPBIX CUMTAIUCH yueba
U CBS3aHHAs ¢ HEH opraHu30BaHHas couuaiu3anms. [Ipeamonaranoch, 4To
uH(opMaLys, IoydeHHas B pe3ysbTaTe NPOCTyLIINBAaHNS IIepeadt, J0DKHA
MIOMOTaTh yCBaWBATh INKOJBHBIA MaTepHal, M Jaxe CerogHs Paduonauio B
y4eOHHMKaX IO HMCTOPUH COBETCKOW PaIv0XKypHAJIHCTHKH OIMCBHIBAIOT Kak
“LINKJT BECENBIX YPOKOB, KOTOPBIE HE TOJBKO PA3BSICHSIIN CIOXKHBIE IIpaBHia
MIPaBOIHCAaHHUA B PYCCKOM S3bIKE, HO M OBUTH CBOEOOpPa3HOW ‘IIKOJIOW ITH-
KeTa’': paccKas3blBaJIM, KaK HAJO0 BECTH ce0s B TOCTAX, B TeaTpe, B My3ee U
JPYTUX OOLIECTBEHHBIX MecTax. [...] Aaxke camble TpyAHbBIC PaBUia rpaMMa-
THKHM M CHHTaKCHCa NPEBPAILAIN B BECENbIe, JITKO 3allOMUHAIOIINECS, 9aCcTO
LIYTJIUBBIE MIECEHKU U tI&CTymKI/I".8 “Tpynanble mpaBniIa” ¢ TIOMOIIBIO Bece-
JIBIX MHTEPMEIHIA U TIeCeH, 110 H/iee, JOJDKHBI OBUIN JIydIlle YCBAaNBAThHCS.

3HaAYMMOCTh 00pa30BaTENbLHON COCTaBISAIONMICH PaouoHaHy TIONACPKU-
BAaIOT M HEKOTOPBIE paccKasbl co3aaTelieil nepeaayu:

[TocTtosstHHBIM ¥ TNaBHBIM ObUT Becenwiii ypox. IHOTA 3TO OBLT YPOK
MaTeMaTHKH, OHOJIOTHH, aCTPOHOMHH HJIH HUCTOPHUH. DTH YPOKH, 3BY-
YaBIIMEC B KAXKIOM BBIMYCKE, OBUIM CaMBIMH JOJITOXKIAHHBIMHU IS
JIETel, TIOTOMY YTO Ha TaKOM YPOKE IBOCK HE CTaBHIIM, a TPYIHBIC
MmpaBWiia W3 ydyeOHWKA 3BydYalid, KaK IECEHKA, KOTOPYIO, OIHAXKIIBI
YCIIBIIIAB, YKE HE MOT OTOTHATH OT ce0s1. Tak Kak Ha pajro MPUXOMIIH
MEIIKA HCKPEHHUX JETCKUX IMHCEM, CPEIU KOTOPBIX, K COXKAJICHHIO,
OUYeHb PEJIKO BCTPEYATIHCH MPAMOTHBIC, TQ YPOKH BECENIONW rpaMMaTHKU
cTanu PUPMEHHBIM OJIFOOM MTPOrPAMMBL.

B To e BpeMs B OTIHMYHE OT JAPYrHX PaAHONPOrpaMM JUIs IIKONbHH-
KOB TOT'O BpPEMEHH, BCIIOMHHAEMbIX HX CIIyIIATEJSIMH IOOPBIM CIIOBOM, —
KOAIII! (“Kny6 mo oxpaHe aBTOPCKUX HpaB npupoast”), Kuy6 snamenumoix
Kanumanos, Iloumoeswiii Ounusicanc — HaChIIEHHBIX HOBOMW ISl OOJIBIIMHCTBA
ciymrarenei nHpopMalmer mo ouosoruy, Gpusuke, reorpaduu, JIUTEPATypE,
UCTOpUH, Paduousans HIYETO HEOXKHUIAHHOTO Jake MIIa MM ITOAPOCTKAM He
coobmrana. bonee Toro, cTpykTypa nepeaadd Majao 4YeM OTIHYaliach OT abco-
JIOTHO CEPhE3HOW IOIUTHYECKH COPUEHTUPOBAHHOW [luonepckoll 30pbKu
WIM PErHOHANBHBIX NMHOHEPCKUX paauokypHasioB 1970-x romos: o3zaria-
BJICHHBIC OJIOKK OoJiee WM MEHee IpeacKazyemMol mHpopmanuu ¢ Hasuaa-
TEJBHBIM Ma)OCOM, 3apaHee 3alUCAHHBIC UHTEPBBIO, TUChbMA MOAJCPKKH OT
CITyIIAaTENEN, IECHU.

Ho cnymarenel Takas npeAcka3yeMOCTb HE OTTalIKuBasla. BemomuHas
obcyxnenne mpoekra Paduonsnu, EneHa JlebeneBa roBopur:



‘Paouonsans’, unu Ymo cmewnozo 6 keneype 145

Bo3znuk Bompoc: [uist 1eTeit Kakoro Bo3pacta Haiia nepenada? O6 atom
crnpamuBaia AHHa AJleKCaHIPOBHA MeEHBIINKOBA, [NIaBHBIN penakTop,
a BMecTe ¢ Hell U Bce COTpyIHHMKHM pemakuuu. Ha paauo yxe num
nepeaayn A JOUIKOJIBHUKOB U JUIS MIKOJIBHUKOB CPEIHEro BO3pacTa,
U sl CTapIIEKIACCHUKOB. A MBI Kak-TO U He MOAYMAalH O BO3pacTe
cBoux Oynmymmx ciymareneit. U tyr Hukonait Bnagumuposuy Jlutsu-
HOB, 1IyTs, npousHec: oT 8-mu g0 80-tu. Tak u cayuunocs. [logreep-
JUITY 5TO U NepBbIe MUCbMa pafuoCIylaTeaeH.

K 3ameuannro pemakropa mepenaud CTOUT MPHUCIYIIAThCs: M000HO MHOTUM
(dbopManbHO MpenHa3HAYCHHBIM JUISL JIeTel TeKcTaM, PaduoHsHs uMena IByxX
aJipecaToB, HO B JM B3POCIbIE CIYIIATEIH COOMPAIMCh BCIOMHUTH Ipa-
BWJIa TPAMMaTHKH WA OCBOMTH HOPMBI TIPUBETCTBUS; BUAMMO, OHHU TOITyda-
JIM OT NepeAadn YTO-TO APYTOE.

Cyns mo Ha3BaHUAM PYOpHK (M BOCIOMHHAHUAM), Y Paduonanu Obu10
OJIHO — 3apaHee 3a/laHHOE€ — MPHHIUIIHAIBHOE OTJIMYME OT JETCKUX pajano-
nepejad TOTO BPEMEHU — LIYTJIUBBIM Pa3srOBOPHBIM TOH, KOTOPBI moayep-
KHBaJICA “TIOAKIIQIHBIM~ CMEXOM, OTIENSBIINM JPYT OT Apyra (parMeHTHI
“CMemHbIX ciydaeB Ha ypokax™. Tpoe Beaylmux mojiyaca TOBOPHIN JPYT C
JIPYrOM O 3HAaKOMBIX MO ITKOJBFHBIM YpOKaM TIpaBHJIaX TPaMMaTHKH, MaTe-
MaTHKH, (U3UKU WM XOPOIINX MaHep, YATAJIH MMHUChMa B PEAAKIHUIO, TEJIH,
MIPUHUMAIIH NIPUIJIAIIEHHBIX TocTel. KyIbMUHAIIMOHHBIM LIEHTPOM Teperadn
ObuTa pyOprKa “Becenblit ypok”, rie pa3roBop IIel O CIOXKHBIX (parMeHTax
HIKOJBHOM MPOrpaMMBbl M MTPOOJIEMHBIX ITUKETHBIX CUTYyalusix. B oOs3arens-
HOW pyOpuke “CMerrHble ciydad Ha ypoKax™ 3adMTBIBAINCH MHCHMa pagno-
ciymaTenel, NpUBOIAIINX 3a0aBHBIC MCTOPHHU O HEYJAYHBIX ITHCHhMEHHBIX
WJIA YCTHBIX IIKOJIHBIX OTBETaX, BBI3BABIINX CMEX COYYEHHUKOB. 3HAYMTENb-
Has 4acTb Paduousans BKIIOYANa MHTEPBBIO C W3BECTHBIMU JAETCKUMH ITHCA-
TEJSIMHU, KOTOPBIE TAKXKe, OTBEYas Ha BOMPOCHI BEAYIUX, OCTPHUIM U paccKa-
3bIBAJIN BECETIBIE HCTOPHH. Y HEHCKYIIEHHBIX CIyIIaTeNel co3aaBanoch BIle-
YaTJeHNWe CHOHTAHHOCTH IHWAJOrOB W TIOJMJIOTOB BEAYIINX, X HWMIIPOBH-
3aIlUH, UTPHI.

Kaxnas mepenadya HaumHamach W 3aKaHYMBaJIach (hUPMEHHOH Tec-
HeH, “Becenblit ypok™” Takke 0053aTeNIbHO 3aBepIaics oO0Inel mecHei Beay-
mwmx. BerynurenpHas nmecHA-3acTaBKa 3Bydalia cIeIyoniM 00pa3oMm:

MBeI pajisl Bac IPHBETCTBOBAT, TOBAPHILH pedsTa,
KoHeuHo, eciti JoMa BbI, @ HE YIIUTH KyIa-To.

U npocuM Bac HEMEIJICHHO OCTABUTh BCE JIeTIa,

Paouonsmns ceronHs K BaM IpHILIA —

Paouonsns, Paouonsus — ecTb Takas nepenada

Paouonsns, Paouonsns — y Hee OiHa 3a/1a4a;

YT00 BCce IEBYOHKH M BCE MAIILYHILIKHU MOAPYKHIUCH C HEH,
Urob BceM pebsaram, BceM TpyJLsUIATaM, ObLTO Becemei!
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CoBMmenieHne B IecHe oOpamieHns “‘ToBapuiin pedara” u “Tpymsiar”
OBLJIO, TIO CYTH, MOTBITKOW CTOJIKHOBEHHS JBYX JHUCKYPCOB: O(QHUIINATHHOTO
COBETCKOTO SI3bIKa, KOTOPOMY IIOAYUHSIACH, B YAaCTHOCTH, IIKOJIA, U TOTO
PacKOBaHHOTO WIPOBOTO sI3bIKA JIOCYTa, YTO BOIIEN B PYCCKYIO JETCKYIO
nuteparypy co BpemeH KopHest UykoBckoro. CoOCTBEHHO, CIOBO “Tpyis-
nsaTa” TMpUIUIO U3 mepeBoaa ctuxorBopenus fOmmana Tysuma ‘Ilpo mana
TpynsIMHCKOTO’, paccKa3bIBaIOLIETo 0 TOM, Kak “B [IpuneBaiicke Bech Hapo.I
MIPUTIEBAIOYN KUBET .

Ecmu mis “roBapurieir” BaXHBI “nena’ BHE J0Ma, TO UL “TPYyJsuT” —
“Becenpe”. “ToBapuiu” KMBYT B MUPE Hepapxui, rie “HeMeJICHHO OcTa-
BILSIIOT BCE JieNia” TI0 MPUKa3y CTapuiero, a “TpymsisaT” “mpocsaT’ caenars 3To,
K TOMY K€ OCTaBJISIs 32 HUMH CBOOOIY BBIOOpA: YHTH M3 JIOMa WIIA OCTAThCA.
Paouonsns moka3pIBacT €IMHCTBO JABYX MIIOCTACEH Kak JeTel, TaK W B3pPOC-
JBIX, BO3MOXKHOCTE CBOOOJTHOTO TIEPEX0Ja OT OHOTO SI3BIKA K JIpyromy, oHa
roToBa “NMOAPYXHUTH MEX]y COOOM 3TH JBa THUIA BHICKA3bIBAHU.

Craenano 3To OBUTO JAOCTaTOYHO IIPOCTO W, KaK IMOKa3all ycIieX mepe-
Ja4u, yoadHo. Paduownsans hopMupoBatachk Kak cOoOIIeHNEe, OCHOBAHHOE Ha
MOCTOSIHHOM TIOCJIEZIOBATEIbHOM CMEIICHUH OQHUIIMAIBHOTO U APYKECKOTO
JIUCKYPCOB, YTO MO3BOJISIIO, C OJJHOW CTOPOHBI, MMOAYEPKHYTh UX Pa3HOCTH, a
C JPYrod — MOAYEPKUBAIO aOCYypAHOCTh CaMOTO (hpakTa MX IPOTHBOIIOCTA-
BueHus. “Jleno” m “morexa”, Kak BBIICHSAJIOCH, MOTJIM IPEKPACHO COBME-
IaThCs, IpeBpalias 00s3aTeIbHOE B MHTEPECHOE U PalOCTHOE.

Becemocts MOXeT mokas3aTbcsi HEIOCTATOYHBIM OCHOBAaHUEM JUTS TOITY-
JSIPHOCTH, HO TOT THI KOMHYECKOTO, KOTOPBIA paspabareiBana Paoduowsns,
CyZs 1o BCeMy, OBUT B TO BpeMsi YHHKAIbHBIM M BO3MOXXHBIM TOJILKO Ha pa-
muo. He ciydaiiHo, BUAMMO, JApyrue pamuorepeaadn 1mo Mepe MX CO31aHHA
WIH TI03KE TIOIYJa KypHATBHBIC WIIM KHIDKHBIC aHAJIOTH, ~ TOTJa Kak Ma-
Tepuaibl Paduonsnu BBIXOAAT TOJBKO B ayauo3anucu. [lepeBeneHHbIC Ha
Oymary TekcTsl A. Xaiira™ u 9. Vcnenckoro™ TepAI0T 00asHUE, TOCKONBKY
B Tiepejade TJIAaBHBIMU ObUTH He “yTHiMTapHas IMo3HaBaTellbHas HH(popMa-
WSl WU W3SIIHBIC CKETYH; HEOXXHUIAHHOE IS CIIyIIATeNed OCTPOyMHE CO-
3maTeNell MPOSBISUIOCH B MHTOHAIIMH, TEMIOPUTME, TTOI00PE MPO3aMISCKUX
U MY3BIKaJIbHBIX (ParMEHTOB M JaKe B MPUCYIIEM pPaJn0 OTCYTCTBUH OT-
YeTIMBOT0 BU3YAJILHOT'O 00pa3a MpOMCXOISIIETO.

[epBsrii pemakTop Paduonsuu onpenensia ee KaHp Kak “‘paanoxyp-
HaJl, HETIOBTOPUMBIH CTHJIb KOTOPOTO COCITUHSLT B ce0e TeaTpalibHbIN KalycT-
HHK, IETCKHH YTPCHHHK M My3bIKaIbHO-TIOdTHYCCKOE Kabape”.'® BeeM stum
JKaHpaM H3 PasHBIX JKUTCHCKUX M XYJIOXKECTBEHHBIX C(ep CBOHCTBEHHBI
YCTaHOBKA HAa BHATHYIO UIS 3PUTENS/CIYIMIATENsI CTPYKTYPY C SIPKUM KOH-
(hepaHCOM U Yepenoil KOPOTKHX CKETUYeH, COeIMHEHNE CTPOTOTo O0IIero cIie-
Hapus ¢ BO3MOXHOI MMITpOBU3aIMell BHYTPH €T0 YacTeil M OTKPBITAS UIpPa C
MacKaMH.



‘Paouonsans’, unu Ymo cmewnozo 6 keneype 147

Macku Beaymux, KOTOpBIE HCIOJB30BATHCH B pajuonepenade, ObIIH
CBSI3aHBI C CEp/LIEBUHON COBETCKOTO TPENICTABIICHHUS O JIETCTBE — IEePHOJE
YYeHHs1, TO €CTh ¢ 00pa3aMu YUUTEIs U YUCHUKOB. PaouoHsaHI0 BEIU U3BECT-
Hble B 1970-x Togax MCMOJHUTENN 3CTPAJHBIX MUHUATIOp AJiekcanp JleBeH-
6yx™ u Anekcanap JluBmmi,'’ a Takke 3HAMEHHTEIA Y HECKOIBKHX MOKO-
JIEHUH COBETCKHMX neTei “pammoronoc” Hwukomait Bmagummuposuu JlnTsu-
Ho. '

BonpmmHCTBO paanoctymaTenei-mogpoCcTKOB, CKOpee BCEro, HUKOTO
W3 BEIYIIMX HHUKOTJA B TJla3a HE BHJIENH, PO dCTpaaHyo mapy JluBmmi-
JleBeHOYK HE CIHBIIIANN, a BOT XapaKTepPHbIE BKPaTIUBO-IIACKOBBIC HHTOHA-
nuu JIMTBUHOBAa UM HE MOTJIM He OBITh 3HAKOMBI 110 paguornepenavyam ‘s
CaMbIX MaJIeHbKUX~ — aKTep ObLT INIABHBIM COBETCKHM ‘‘ckazouHmkom’. ITo-
nynsipHocTh Hukomnas JIuTBuHOBA ObIIa HACTONBKO BEJIHMKA CPEAM CITyIIaTe-
Jedl pasHbIX IIOKOJICHUH, 4TO OH Cpeld IPYrMX 3HAaMEHUTOCTEM oOkazaics
repoem nonysipHbix B CCCP B 1970-e roasl napoauit Bukropa Uuctsakosa
Kpacnaa Iaweyka M T. 1., KOTOpBIE TPAHCIMPOBAINCH IO PAIHO0, TEIEBU-
JICHUIO U JIake OBUTH BBITYIIEHB! Ha OTAEIHHOMN rpaMILIacCTHHKE.

XOTsI rojoca BCeX TPOHUX BEAYIIUX ObLTH HEAECTCKUMH U Ha OOJOXKKaX
TUTACTHHOK Paduonanu W300pakalnch Tpoe B3POCIBIX C HE3alOMHHAIOIIH-
MHUCS JIMIIaMH B OOBIYHOHM OZeXk/e, B Mepeaade ¢ caMoro Hadaia MOoJYepKH-
Bajach WX BO3pPACTHas M CcTaTycHas mepapxus: JINTBHHOBAa MMEHOBAIU TOJI-
HbIM uMeHeM — Hukonait Bnagumuposuy, a Jluemmuia u JleBeHOyka yMeHb-
INIMTENFHBIMU — COOTBeTCTBeHHO, Camreli u AnmkoM. TakuM crocobom
YCIIOBHO 0003HAYaNO0Ch, YTO “CKa304HUK’ JINTBUHOB ucpaem poib yIUTEINS,
a “nanenpku” JIupmui U JIeBeHOYK — YUEHHUKOB, KOTOPBIC, BIIPOUYEM, B TIepe-
Jladye MMEHOBAUCh “ToMoImHUKaMu”. B “nuonepckux” mepemayax TOro Bpe-
MEHH, TJIe 9acTh WH(POPMAITH cO00IIanach OT JINIIa MTHOHEPOB, OBLIO PHHS-
TO YepeloBaTh BEAYIIMX-B3POCHBIX M BEAYLINX-ACTEH WM MPUIIALIATh B
KaueCcTBEe BEAYIIUX aKTPHUC-TPABECTH, TOBOPUBIINX HANPSKEHHO-3BOHKUMU
TOJIOCaMHU.

OO6passl yunTens M ero MOMOIIHUKOB-YUYEHHKOB 3aKPeIUIUTUCh CepH-
aJIbHO TIOBTOpsifoIIeiica ¢abynoi “Becensix ypoKoB™: BexylHe 00CYXKIAl0T
KaKOH-TO y4eOHbII MOBO/. YYEHUKHU BBIKA3bIBAIOT CBOC HEMIOHUMAaHUE MPe/-
MeTa OOCYKIEHHS, TPeroiaBaTelb TEPIENBO OOBSICHAET UM CyTh BOIPOCa,
YUEHHKH MPEPHIBAIOT €T0 3aMeYaHMsIMH, TI0Ka JJIsl HUX He HACTyIaeT MOMEHT
npo3peHus. JJoCTUTHYyTOe B XOJe OOCYXACHUS MPOOIEMBbI PELICHHE CHMBO-
JIMYECKH 3aKPETIsIeTCs COBMECTHBIM HCIIOJTHEHUEM TIECHH, TIe (PUKCHPYETCs
Mepexo/ OT OMIMOOYHOTO0 MOHUMAHUS K NPaBHIBHOMY 3HAHUIO, KOTOpPOE U
o0ekaeTcst B UTOrOBOE MPABUIIO, YaCTO COBIAaromNIee ¢ (hopMyIHpPOBKOH U3
yaeOHHUKA.

Bonbas yacTe UTOTOBBIX MeceH “Becenbix ypoKoB™ MpeACTaBIseT Co-
6011 OOBIYHBIE MHEMOTEKCTHI, YTHINTAPHBIA 3()()EKT KOTOPHIX Mpeaonpee-
JIeH pUTMHUKOH 1 pudmoBkoii. Hampumep:
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OT nepemMeHbl MeCT CllaraeéMbIX
CymMa He MeHseTcst!

K nBagnatu npubaBuTh TpUIUIATH —
Byner poBHO mAThAECHT.

K Tpuauati npubaBuTh 1BaANATH —
Byner Tot xe pe3ynbTart.

A-ax! —Yto? — Uro xe nomyvaercs?
A-ax! —Yrto? — Uro xe nomyvaercs?
OT nepemMeHbl MeCT CllaraeéMbIX
Cymma He meHsietcs!

OT mepeMeHbI MECT ClIaraeMbIX
CymMa He MeHseTcs !

ABTOpaMU 3allOMUHAIOIIMXCS MEJIOAUMN, HA KOTOPBIE PACIIEBAIUCH 3a-
pudmoBanHble npaBmiaa, 6 Baagumup [Hawnackuit, ['ennamuii ['magkos,
Bopuc Casenwes, Hukonaii [leckos.

IIponecc npeBpaiieHysi cCaMOYBEPEHHBIX HE3HAEK BO UTO-TO, HAKOHEIL,
MOHSIBIIMX YYEHHUKOB NPOUCXOAMI 3aHOBO B KaXJOM MOCIenyroueil nepe-
nade. Paouonsns BeIXoauia pa3 B MECSI, HUKINYHOCTh HIMHTHPOBAJA Meaa-
TFOTMYECKUHA MpOLECC, ¢ KOTOPHIM CIIYILATENN CTAIKUBAIUCh €KEIHEBHO!
YCBOEHHOE ILIKOJbHOE 3HAaHUE B OYEPENHOM pa3 CMEHAJIOCh HE3HAHUEM, U
IIKOJMFHUK OB OOpedYeH CHOBa M CHOBAa MPOXOAMTH BCIO MPOLEAYPY €ro
o0OpeTeHHs OT Hayasa /10 KOHIIA.

[TpuBenem ans npumepa TEKCT OHOTO U3 “Becenbix ypokoB”:

JTuswuy u Jlegenoyx: Haunnaem Becenblid ypok!

Jlumeunos. BoT ceromHs, 1oporne MOW IOMOIIHUKH, Y MEHS JUIs
Bac COBEPIIEHHO ocoboe 3aanue. S 1aM BaM CJIOBa, a BBl M3 9TUX CIIOB
JIOJDKHBI OyZleTe COCTaBHTb PAccKa3, MPHYEM paccKa3 MHTEPECHBIH U
00513aTeJIHO BECEIBIH.

Jlesenoyx: Tloxanyiicta, XOTh IENBIA pOMaH COUNHIM !

Jluswuy: A xaxue cnosa, Hukonait Bnagumuposuu?

Jlumeunos. CnoBa Takue, 3allOMHHAaWTe. METPO, MalbTO, KHHO,
KalllHe, KeHrypy, IIocce, IIMMIAaH3e, JOMHHO, (opTenuaHo, IEHCHE,
Kade.

Jlesenoyk: TyT u 3amOMHAHATEH HEYero!

JIuswiuy: MBI 3amicayii U celdac U3 3TUX CIOB HE TOJIBKO pacckas,
HO ¥ TIO3MY B CTHXaX Hamumem!

Jlegenbyk: I He TOIBKO CTUXU COYMHMM, HO U TECHIO HA 3TH CTUXH
crioem!

Jluswuy: TlpasmmsHo!.. My3sika!.. (IToet) Kak-to pano moytpy / C
JIpYroM cenu Mbl B MeTpy, / W moexamm B Merpe / @uiibM CMOTPETH O
KeHrype. /

Jlesenoyx. (Iloet) BoT cuaum MBI ¢ HUM B kKuHe / be3 manbTta u 6e3
KamrHe. .. / A BepHee — s 1 Thl / be3 kairHa u 6€3 aJIbThI.
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Jlumeunos. Bbl 3HaeTe, Apy3bs MOH, MHE KaXeTCs, YTO TaK COYM-
Hiate ¥ s mory. (IToer) JlroOut kuubl nerBopa, / Ecim B kmHax
KeHrypa / Xoaur-opoaut 1o moccy, / Hocut B cyMke mmMnansy.

Jluswuy: Y Bac TOxKe IOIY4aeTCs.

Jlesenbdyk: Bel TOKE Mooz,

Juswuy: (Iloet) Kenrypy B kady 3amern, / 3aHsin TaMm cBOOOAHBII
CTOI.

Jlegenobyx: (Iloet) M cuant 3a nomuuoi / C IMMITaH30H ¥ KaKaI0M.

Jluswuy: (Iloet) Bapyr orpomustit 06e3bsH / Ctan urpats Ha ¢op-
TETbSH. ..

Jlumeunos. (Iloet) TyT W B3pOCHbIi, CHSIB MEHCHIO, / X0XOTall Ha
BCIO KHHIO.

Jluewuy: (IToet) MUaTepecHoe kuHo! / XKaib, 4T0 KOHYMIOCH OHO!

Jlesenoyk: (Iloer) B rapmepo0® mopa Oexath — / Bynyt monbra
BBIIABaTh!

Jlumeunos. Y Hac ¢ BaMH IOJy4HJIach NTECEHKa KakK pa3 Ipo TO, KaKk
HE HaJI0 TOBOPHTH.

Jluswiuy, Jlegenoyx: [ouemy?

Jlumeunos. Jla mOTOMy, 4TO BCE 3TH CJOBa HE W3MEHSIOTCS IO
najnekaM. Hampumep, manbTo — B MMEHHTENBHOM — IAJbTO U B PO-
nuTenbHOM — nansTo. bes yero? bes maneto. Ciaoso He mensercs. U no
YHUCJIaM TaKHE CJIOBA TOXKE HE MEHSIOTCS. MBI TOBOPHUM: 3TOT (DUIBM
U/IET B HECKOJIbKHUX KHHOTEaTpax. A HE B HECKOJIbKMX KHHaX.

Jluswuy: Tenepb Bce SCHO.

Jlumsunos. Tlomoxaure, emie He Bce. Bor mpezacraBpTe cebe: B
300MMapKe CUIAT MuMIan3e — Opat u cectpa. Henb3s ckaszare, 9to Opat
— IIMMITaH3€, a CecTpa — MIMMMaH3a. Henb3s, moToMy 4TO MO poaam
TaKHe CIIOBA TOXKE HE MEHSFOTCSL.

JleéenOyk. 3HAYHT, 3TH CIIOBA BOOOIIE HUKOT/Ia HE U3MEHSIOTCS?

Jlumeunos. Hukorga! W 310 Hago 3HaTh BceM pebsTam, 00 3TOM
HaJl0 TIOMHHUThH, & HaM C Bamu 00 3ToM Haao meth... ([loer, Kk Hemy
npucoeaunsoTes Jupmmi u JleBeHOYK.) UToOB TPaMOTHBIMHU CTATh /
W nmucath otnuano, / Hukorma Henb3s MeHATh / B maneskax pa3muaHbIX
/ Hu xuno, uu nomuno, / Hu Gropo u Hu Merpo, / Hu kammHe u HE
neHcHe, / Hu mocce, Hn mmMmnanse. / MoxHO necHio pacreBats / [Ipu
4ecTHOM Hapope, / Ecim Tonpko He MerHsTs / Hu B uucne, HU B pone /
Hwu xakao, Hu nemno, / Hu xade u au nanero, / Hu komubpu, xakany, /
Hu xtopu, HU KEHTypy.

Pacmipeniernienrie TekcTa Ha TpPOTOBapHBaeMbIN (CEpPbE3HBIN) M TpoIe-
BaeMbIil costo (abCcypaHO-UTPOBOIT) B (prHAJIE 3aBepIIAeTCA CBOETO PO/a CHM-
O1030M: KOJUICKTUBHO HCITIOIHAEMOI NEeCHEH-IPaBUIOM C 3JIEMEHTaMHU LIyT-
muBoctd. K HecTpoiiHOMY >KH3HEPaJOCTHOMY XOpY BEOYIIMX BIIOJHE MOT
IPUCOETUHUTH CBOM TOJIOC CIYIIATENb.

B nepenaue nuia MIMEHHO MIpa B IIKOJNY, TaK KaK B XOJZI€ YPOKOB IIO-
CJIEI0OBATENbHO HAPYIIAJIOCh HECKOJBKO BaKHEHIINX MPUHLMUIIOB IPHHATOM
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B CCCP obpa3zoBarensHoli cucTeMbl. COBETCKasl MIKOJA, TEPEXHUB KOPOTKUH
nepuo] AeMokpaTu3anum, B 1920-e ronsl, BepHyIach K MOAETH JUCIHILIH-
HapHOTO y4eOHOT0 3aBeJeHNs, OCHOBAaHHOMN Ha CTPOTOM COOJIONEHUH Hepap-
XUHM CTapUiMX W MIIAJIINX, HEYKOCHUTEIHHON IHUCUUILUIMHE KakK 3ajore
YCIIEIIHON COLMAIM3ALUH, XKECTKOM KOHTPOJIE Hajl yCIEBAEMOCTBIO, NpHJIe-
JKaHWEM U TIoBesleHHeM.  llemaror B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE BOCIPHHUMAJICS Kak
CTPOTHH M HENMOAKYIHBIM TPAHCIATOP OOS3aTENBHOrO Ul BCEX 3HAHUS, de-
JIOBEK, CTOSIIMK Ha CTpa’ke MHTEPECOB OOILIECTBA: HE BBIIYCKATh BO B3pOC-
JyI0 JKM3Hb HU OIHOTO YeNOBEKa, He 3HAIOUIETO MPaBMJI PYCCKOTO S3BIKA,
UCTOPUYECKUX JaT WM aJrOpUTMa pellleHHs] pa3HbIX THIIOB MaTeMaThyec-
KHX, (U3NYECKUX WM XMMAYECKUX 3a7ad. ITU (GYHKIUH, C OMHOU CTOPOHEL,
o0ecrieynBa Il JTOCTaTOYHO BBICOKHMI OOIIECTBEHHBIN CTaTyc Memarora, ¢
JIpyroi — BO MHOTOM IIPEIONPENENsIN ero oBeaeHne. VaeanpHblid yanTensb
OTIpEIeIISIICS BRIPAKEHUEM “‘CTPOTHIl, HO CIIpaBeINBbIH .

Jn1s1 COBETCKUX IIKOJIBHUKOB B OOICHUY YUMTENS U YUCHHKA IIpaBHIIa
TIOBEJICHNS KaXXI0TO OBUTM OYEeBHIHBI. B3POCIBIN (YINUTENb M BOXKATHIN) 3aBe-
JIOMO BOCHPWHHMAJICS KaK aBTOPUTETHBIH HOCHUTENHh 3HAHWS W ITOBEJCHYEC-
KHUX HOpM. B Paouonsne HacTaBHUK COOTBETCTBOBAJ 00pa3y MIEaIbHOIO 1e-
Jarora: ObUT HEBO3MYTHMO CITOKOEH, AOOPOYIIEeH, HO HETPEKJIOHEH B CTpe-
MIIEHUH HAay4HUTh JISHCTBOBATH IO ONpeereHHoMY o0pasiy. Anuk u Cama B
KOHEYHOM HTOTre TOXKE YKJIaAbIBAJINCh B TPAAULIIMOHHYIO CXEMY: HEIIOHUMAIO-
M€ CaMOYBEPEHHBIE YUYEHHUKH I10J] JIOBKO 3a/laHHBIMM BOIIPOCAMHM Ieiarora
ClaBaJlCh M yCBaWBanu HeoOXxoauMele mpaBwia. Ho ¢ yuurenem HeBo3-
MOYXHO (haMHIIbSIPHIYATh, €T0 HEJOMYCTHMO, HallpUMep, IOOLIPATH HITH YKO-
PsITBh, TO €CTh JeNaTh TO, 4To No3BOJsIOT cede Lypuk u Anuk. Yuntens, B
CBOIO O4Yepelb, HE JOJDKEH MEepeApa3sHUBATh YUYEHUKOB B HAJEXIE, UYTO OHU
MOWMYT CBOM OIIMOKH, €My IoJlaraeTcs JAep kaTh TUCTAHIHNIO, a He paclieBaTh
C YYEHUKaMH MECEHKH.

Ypoku Paouonanu yaninu He 00AThCsI TOBOANUTH pacCyKACHUE 0 JIOTHU-
YeCcKOro KOHIIa, YTOOBI TOT/Ia, KOTJa ONIMOKa CTAHOBWIIACH OUYEBHIHOW Jaxe
JUIS CaMOTO CTPONTHUBOTO yYEHHKa, HCIPABUTH ee. Tak, Tpaaunus BHEYpOU-
HOT'O OCBOCHHUSI MHOTOUYMCIICHHBIX HCKIIOYEHHUI B PYCCKOM S3bIKe (B IpHUBE-
JCHHOM BBIIIE CIlyyae HECKJIOHSAEMBIX CYIIECTBUTENBHBIX) Ipearosarana
MIpeBpalIeHne UX B HEKAH eTNHBII TEKCT, 9aCTO PUTMH30BAHHBIN HITH 3apH -
MOBAHHBIN I TOTO, YTOOBI 3allOMUHAHWE NUIO Tporre. [Ipu 3ToM B peko-
MEH/JIOBaHHON y4eOHOM MpaKTHKe HUKOTA He HCIIOIb30BaJICs IPUEM OT Ipo-
THUBHOTO. TI0Ka3aTh CMEXOTBOPHOCTh MCKOBEPKAHHOTO SI3bIKA JJISI TOTO, YTO-
Obl B uTore chopMyTUpoBaTh ynoOHOE Ui MPUMEHEeHHs MpaBuio. PomHoi
A3BIK HE MOT OBITh 00BEKTOM ocMestHus. B Paoduonsane ¢ ee ycTaHOBKOH Ha
CIIOHTAHHBIH IHUANOr 3TOT NPHHLMII UCIOJB3YeTCs CUCTEMaTH4YEeCKU. Yuel-
HBI pe3yabTaT OT CMEHBI IIpHEMa 3allOMHHAHMSA B UTOT€ MEHSAETCS Malo:
CJIOBa BCE PaBHO HAJO 3ay4YHBaTh, HO B IlepeAade MpecieayeTcss HHas [eib —
pa3BecenuTh OTKPOBEHHOM HeEJeNmuueld M TeM caMbiM JOOUTHCS €AMHEHHS
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MEXIy YY4aCTHHKaMH y4eOHOro mporecca. [IpueM moBeneHus o adbcypna
OIMNOKH, YTOOBI PACCMENINTD, & Y’Ke MOTOM CHOPMYITUPOBATH MIPABHIIO, CMeE-
1A MPEJCTABICHUS O JO3BOJICHHOM, B YaCTHOCTH, OOPAIICHUU C SI3BIKOM,
OTKPBIBaJI BO3MOXHOCTH JIJISI SI3bIKOBOM UIPBI.

SI3pIKOBas Wrpa, XapakTepHas i “‘ypokoB” PaduonsHu, HETOCPEICT-
BEHHO CBsI3aHa C paciiateiBanueM HOpMbIL. bopuc Hopman 3ameuaert:

I‘ITO JKE KacacTcia BHyTpeHHI/IX 3aKOHOB paBBI/ITI/Iﬂ sA3bIKa, TO 31€Ch
MOXXHO BBIJICIUTh OJHY OCOOEHHOCTh. C MOMEHTa JIEeMOKPAaTHU3alN
Hamiero o01mecTBa, 0ECKOHEYHOTO MPOIIecca, T/e CTENeHb IeMOKPATHY-
HOCTHU MOXET 6BITI:. pa3H0171, B A3BIKC IMOABUIIOCH CTpeMHeHI/Ie K OCBO-
00KIEHNI0O OT HEKOTOPBIX IIyT M CyXHX HOpM. B s3pIke HaumHaeT
HpOS[BHS[TI)CH OYCHb CUJIbHAsA TCHACHIIUA K ${3bIKOBOI71 Hrpe, u JII0Ou
HAYMHAIOT OOJIBINE MIYTUTH, JyPAadunuThCs, KPUBIATECS. Y XOTS 4eroBek
HOCTyHaeT Hexopomo II0 OTHOUIICHUIK K SISI:-IKy, OH HOCTyHaeT O4YCHb
MPaBWJIBHO MO OTHOIIEHHIO K coOecenHuKky. Eciu BbI B pasroBope ¢
KEM-TO MOXECTEC ce6e IIO3BOJIUTH HOHIyTI/ITI:, TO 3TO O3HA4YacT, 4YTO BHbI
LICHUTE CBOETO coOeceHnKa, He OOUTECh €ro W XOTHTE, YTOOBI OTHO-
[ICHHS ¢ OTUM YEJIOBEKOM CTalli OJIMKE.

B yueOHO-pa3BiieKaTenbHON Paduonsame OCymECTBISUIACh XapaKTepHas
JUIL TIO3HECOBETCKOTO BPEMEHHU He3aMeTHas adeppauusi HUAEOJIOTMYECKH
3aKpeIICHHON Tpaauuuu. B nepenaye npu coxpaHeHUM BHEIIHEN CTPYKTYPbI
MO3ULUN YYHUTENA-yueHUKa COMBaJaCh LIEHHOCTHAs >KECTKOCTh ILIKOJIBHON
UEepapXuM, CTaBIUJIACh M0 COMHEHHE CaMa MOJIENb TOIy4YeHHs] 3HAHUs, TIPH-
HATas B TOTJAIIHEH COBETCKOIl IIKOJE M B IIEJIOM B CHCTEME BOCIIHTAHMA.
OauH M3 BenylMX MepeJadyd BCIOMHUHAJ, YTO A aBTOPOB OblIa Ba)kHa
3ajjaua ynpouleHus: yueOHHKa, TO €CTh METOANYECKOT0 COBEPLICHCTBOBAHUS
odHuIMaNIEHOTO 00pa30BaHNUS:

MpbI — mIOIM KOHCEpBaTHUBHBIE, HE PEBOJIIOIMOHEPHI, METOJOB, KOTJa
nepesada poxnaeTcs MpsMO y MHKpO(]OHa, HE MCHOBEJOBAIH. XaWT
CHJIEI ¥ THCall CLCHAPHUHi, @ MBI €My ITOMOTAJIM, KaK MOTJIH. MBI enanu
BHUJI, YTO MBI IIOMOTaeM y4eOHHKY M YYHUTENIO, a He 3aMeHsieM ux. Ha
caMoM Jiene 3TO ObLTa Hamla [eNib. 3aMeHUTh yueOHUK. [loTromy 49TO Yy
Hac BeceJee M KOpOo4de W MOXKHO 3allOMHHUTH, a B y4eOHHKE BCE W3-
JI0KEHO 3HAYHUTEIBHO TpyAHEe. MHorHe 3apyOeKHBIE CTPAHBI IIPENoga-
Bany s3bIK 10 PanmonsHe. Ho B Hamieli crpane B MuH-00pa3oBaHuU K
HaM OTHOCHJIMCH JOCTaTOYHO PEBHOCTHO. A 3ps, HIOTOMY YTO JKCIIEpHU-
MCHT, IOCTaBICHHBIH KOTJa-TO B IIKOJAX, IIOKa3al, YTO YEINOBEK,
MIPOCIYLIABIINN BECENbIM ypoK PaaMoOHSHM, JelaeT B HECKOJIBKO pa3
MEHBIIIEe OINOOK.

Nmenno B 1970-e ronst B CCCP npeanpuHUMaeTcst ouepeaHast MoTbIT-
Ka pa30aTaHCUPOBKH TPAIWIIMOHHON IMEIarorndeckor cUCTeMbl. | yMaHHBIN
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YYUTEIb, TOTOBBII )KEPTBOBATH CBOMM ‘‘aBTOPUTETOM B TJla3ax KOJUJIET, 4To-
OBl MOMOYb JETSAM, — Tepoil MCKyccTBa 3TOro BpemeHH. [IpnBexeM Toibko
nBa npumepa. B 1969 roxgy Ponan BeIKOB CHHMaeT JNHPHUYECKYI0 KOMEIUIO
Brumanue, uepenaxa! no cuenaputo Cemena Jlynruna u Wnben HycuHosa.
Hcropus o TOM, Kak IEPBOKIACCHUKY CIIAcAIOT yeperaxy, 3a0IyIUBIIYIOCs B
paiioHe TaHKOBBIX YUEHHH, OT FOMOPHUCTHYECKOTO HM300pa’keHHs AETeH mmo-
CTENEHHO NEePEXOAUT K MATETHYECKOMY OIMCAHUIO IPY>KOBI U MOABUTA. YUu-
TeJIbHUIIA HadaJIbHBIX KJIACCOB HEYMENO, KaK MOXKET, TIOMOraeT yuyeHuKkaMm. B
1973 roxy BEIXOOHUT abCOMIOTHO CEepbe3HbI paccka3 Bamentuna Pacmyrnna
‘Vpoku (paHiry3ckoro’ o MOJOAOH MpernoaaBaTeNbHUIE, HAPYIIAKONIeH He-
MUCAHBIA KOJIEKC MOBEIEHHs yUUTENs, YTOOBI CIIacTH OT TOJIoJla YUeHHKa, U
TepsAIouIel 13-3a 3TOro Mecto paboThl. [1o100HBIE yUUTES BOCTIPHHAMAIOT-
Csl BOCIIUTAHHUKAMH, a BCJEHA 33 HUMH 3PUTENSIMH U YUTATEISIMH, KaK JTyd-
IHEe MPEICTaBUTENH mpodeccuu.

HuTenmurentckoe coobrectso B CCCP npuoOimaeTcs K 3a105)KEHHOMY
BenpxavMuaoM COKOM?? BOCIHTATETBHOMY CTAHIAPTY, BAPHAHT KOTOPOTO Y
HOIMYJIIPHOIO B MO3AHECOBETCKYIO 3M0XY *kypHammcTa Cumona Cososeituu-
Ka MOJYYUT Ha3BaHHE “yUCHHE C YBJIICUCHHEM =~ WM “BocluTaHue 0e3 BOC-
nutanus”. CeiH CoNloBeHYrKa TaK OMHMCHIBAET 3TOT ITOIXOJ B MeIaroruke:

[Tepexox OT He3HAHHS K 3HAHHMIO MJIM OT HEMOHUMAaHHS K MTOHUMaHHIO
MHOT/A MPEBPAIAeTCsl B MyYUTENIbHOE OJy)XKAaHHE B MUpPE HEU3BECT-
Horo. [Ipocb6a BBIMOIHUTE OOBIYHOE, C TOYKU 3PEHUS B3POCIIOro, 3a1a-
HHe o0opauuBaeTcs il peOeHKa CKa30uHbIM “HIH Ty/a, He 3HAIO Ky,
Haiau To, He 3Hat0 uTo”. Ho mo-apyromMy u HEBO3MOXKHO, IIOTOMY UYTO
HOBOE 3HAaHWE B OOJNBIIMHCTBE CIy4aeB HE PacKiIajiblBacTCs Ha Ipo-
CTble MHOXKUTENIN Npeabiayniero 3Hanus. CTOJIKHYBIIMCH C HEHU3BECT-
HBIM, 0€3 MOJICKa3KH, KaK ce0sl BECTH, PEOCHOK TepsieTCs U HE Tepexo-
JIUT 3aBETHOM TI'paHUIIbI MO3HAHUS. JTa MOACKa3Ka U €CTh IeJlaroru-
4eckuil MocTHK. [...] B GonbinHCTBE ciyyaes, korga orelr [...] 6pan B
PYKH MOM Y4eOHHKH, y HETrO IOSIBISUIOCH CTPaJallbuecKoe BBIPAKEHHE
muna. OH He TIPOCTO HEe MOT YHTaTh HIKOJIBHbIE YUeOHHKH, OH CTpaail
OT TOro, Kak OHM OBUIM ClleNaHbl. DTH METOJMYECKH BBHIBEPCHHBIC
TEKCThl HE OCTABJISIM BO3MOKHOCTH st (paHTazmil. B yueOHMKax 1o
HEoOXOIMMOCTH BCE YUTEHO, BCE MPEAYNPEKICHO, BCE pa3OUTO HA paB-
HOMEpHbIC IIaXKH. Bo3HMKano olryueHde JoBywku. [...] Oboxect-
BJICHHE peOeHKa HE 3a €ro YCIIeXH B IIKOJIC, HE 32 €ro IOBEACHNE, HE 3a
€ro J000Bb K POJUTEISIM, a TIPOCTO 32 TO, YTO OH PEOCHOK, — 3TO MBI
y3HaIM B HaIleM JoMe. BcempolneHne M BCCIIOHMMAHHE KaK €HHCT-
BEHHO BO3MOXKHBIE MEpBHI BO3JCHCTBUS Ha peOCHKAa — 3TO TOXE MBI
y3Hanmu B HameM jome. lllenernnsHocTh B BeIOOpe ¢pas, B TOHE pas-
TOBOpA C NETbMU WJIM PAAOM C HUMH — M 3TO MBI Y3HQJIM B HalleM
JoMe.
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Baxmweiinieit IeHHOCTHIO XKU3HHA peOeHKa MpoBO3IIIallaiach pPagocTb, B
TaKOM CJIy4ae ypaBHHBAIOIINK B3POCIBIX M JETEH CMeX CTaHOBHUICSH OJHHUM
U3 IMIaBHBIX BocniuTareneil. B Paouonsane HeyMenocTb MOPOXKIALT CMEX, a He
raeB. Cama u Illypuk cBOMMH YTpUPOBaHHBIMH OIIMOKAMU M HEYMEHHEM
ce0s BecTH cMelar. be3pIMAHHbIE HepaauBble yIeHUKH n3 “CMEIIHBIX CITy-
4aeB Ha ypoKax’ CMEHSIOT IpYr Apyra, IOCTaBisis BCE HOBBIM U HOBBIM Ma-
Tepuan s pyOpUK{; MOMOUIHMKHM B KaXKIyI0 HOBYIO Nepeady MpHUXOIST
HEy4YaMHU U HEJOTEelaMHu, HO OT 3TOr0 pa3Ipa)K€HHE Yy 3HAIOIIETO CTapILero
He BO3HMKaeT. PeOEHOK — aBTOp HEJEIBIX OrOBOPOK, ONMMCOK, CTHIMCTHYEC-
KHX OIIMOOK, COCTABISIOMUX pyOpuKy “CMelIHble cilydyan Ha ypOKax”,25 HO
CErOJHSAIIHUI HeyMexa 3aBTpa HauMHAaeT 3aMevaTh OUIMOKU U caM cooOIIaeT
o HuX Paduonsne.

Paouonans npu3BaHa ObUIa y3aKOHUBATh JE€TCKOE HEIIOHUMAHUE, HauB-
HOCTb, 030PCTBO KaK HOPMY, IIEPEHOCS HX H3 Y)KE OCBOUBIINX JTY TEPPUTO-
PHIO KMHO M JIUTEPaTyphl. B MHp OoJjiee NPHOJIMKEHHBIX K PEaIbHOCTH
panuornepenad.

Camo HazBaHWe PaoduonAusA TIOJYEPKHBAET 3TO HOBOE OTHOIICHHE K
mKoJIbHUKY. KoHHOTamuu cioBa “HSHSA” B PYCCKOM S3bIKE OCHOBaHBI Ha
oOpase JoMa, paHHETO JETCTBA, 3a00ThI, JTIOOBH, BCEIPOIICHHUS U CEMEHHOMN
¢damunbspHOCTH. [lOCTaTOYHO CPaBHUTH B PYCCKOH JIMTEpaType Kilaccuiec-
KHe, TO €CTh BCEMH NpH3HAHHBIE KaK O00pa3lloBbIE THUIBI HAHb U “IA1eK,
IJIaBHBIM INIPEJHA3HAUYCHUEM KOTOPBIX SIBJISIETCS JIIOOOBb K BOCIIUTAHHUKY, U
CTpOruX (3aHyIHBIX, HENENBIX, MIYNbIX U T. [.) TYBEPHEPOB U I'yBEPHAHTOK,
HE TOBOps yxe 00 obOpazax mpemojaBaTeNicii — ydwmTesnel, KIAaCCHBIX Ha-
CTABHUKOB, KITACCHBIX JaM, KOTOPBIE 3aHATHI 0bydeHueM peberka.’’ Teprre-
HUE, IIyTKa U TMOHMMaHUE — BOT BOCIMTATENbHbIM apceHan HsSHU. HaHs B
pycckoit KyJILTyp628 MOOUT peOeHKa TaKNM, KaKOW OH €CTh, — YUUTEIh MYIII-
TpyeT ero, 4roObl TOT CTaJl MOXOX Ha oOpasen. He ciydaiiHo B penepTyap
MOMYJISIPHBIX JUCHUILIMHAPHBIX PEMIMK COBETCKOrO YYuTens BXoawnu ‘S
BaM He HiIHbKa” ¥ “B mikose HsHEK HeT”.

bnaroxenarenpHas CHUCXOAWTENBHOCTH B3pOCIOrO B Paduonsane 10 U
JIENI0 CMEHSIeTCsl OOLINM BecelbeM, Koraa (hopMalibHbIE paMKH MX COIHAb-
HBIX pOJIEH eNe CHep)KUBAIOT BHYTPEHHEE PAaBEHCTBO y4yacTHUKOB. CBoe-
00pa3HbIM aroreeM “HOBBIX’ OTHOIIEHWH YUeHHKa M YUUTEIsl CTaia XOpoBas
necus ‘Xuonaii-romaii’; %

Jlyume tanma “Xnomnaif-ronait”
Hwuugero Ha cBete Het!

Tonbko xmomaii! Tonpko Tomaii!
JIumib GBI BRIIEpIKANT TTApKeT!

Ilpunes: 9%, pa3! Eme pa3!
Ienbrit KITace MyCcTHIICS B TUIAC!
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Xnomnaii-ronai! Tomaii-xmomnaii!
Her pebsT cuactiuseii Hac!

Mei Taniyem “Xionait-tomnai”
YTpoMm, IHEM U BEYEPOM.

Jlyumwmii Taren — “Xonai-romain”
Ecnu nenats Heuero!

Tlpunes.

3aBy4, HIHS U JUPEKTOP
Crany ¢ HaMH TaHIeBaTh!

3a TaKoe OBEIEHbE —

Mo>KHO UM OCTaBUTH “IATH !
Tlpunes.

KeMm ObI HU OBLI THI — OTIMYHUK
Wb coBceM Ha000pOT —
Pazyun-ka 3T0T Tanew,

U Tanuyy xoth nenbii rox!
Tlpunes.

B03MOKHOE TOJIBKO B IECHE U HEJOCATAaeMOE B PEaTbHOCTH COBETCKOM
IIKOJIBI PABEHCTBO M OpaTCTBO CTAPIIMX M MIIQALINX, YCHCIIHBIX U HEYCIIeI-
HBIX, PYKOBOJHTENEH U TIOAYUHEHHBIX, KOTOPHIE BCE BMECTE YBIIEYEHHO XJIO-
MAlOT YU TOTAIOT, MOKHO MIPOYMTHIBATH M KaK BOIUIOIECHHUE JETCKOM MEUTHI, U
KaK caTHpy Ha XapaKTepHOE [UIS 3MOXH 3aCTOSA” PUTYAIbHO OPTaHM30BaHHOE
OeccMBICTIeHHOe “KHITydee Oe3ebe’”, COMPOBOXKIAEMOE 3aKITHHAHUSAMH BPO-
ne “HeT pedsT cyacTiauBei Hac!”.

Paouonans npennarana geTAM M B3pPOCIBIM HENPUBBIYHBIN THIT OTHO-
IIEHUI B CHUCTeMe o0pa3oBaHUs — COTpPyAHUYECTBO. Mackapan Paduownsanu
JlesTaeT BO3MOYKHBIM 3TO OTKJIOHEHHE OT OOMIENIPUHATOTO CTaHAAPTa, TaK KaK
JIEMCTBYIOT B HEM B3pOCJIbIE, BCETO JINIIh UTPAOIINE B YICHUKOB/yIUTENEH.
HUrpa BocnpuHuManach Kak OTKPOBEHHOE AypakaBassiHHeE,  KIOYHAIHBIN B
cBOeH oTKpbITOCTH IpueM. OIHAKO B OTIMYME OT TEICBU3HMOHHBIX Iepenad
tuna AbBI /]etiku, Tae ydeHUKaMHu ObUIN 6UOUMble KIOYHBI, OTHOCSALIUECS K
MHUpY O3KCHEHTpPHKH, Oy(p¢oHampl, TUCTAaHIMPOBAHHBIE OT ITOBCEIHEBHOMN
KHU3HU peOeHKa, PONeBOH CTaTyC KOTOPHIX HPEAoNaral KOMUIeCKH YTpUpO-
BAHHO M3006PaKEHHBIC TIYMOCTh HIIM MPOCTOAYIIHE, > Beaymme Paouonsmu
OJTHO3HAYHOTO CTAaTyCHOTO TOAKPEIUIEHHUS B CO3HAHWH CIyIIATeNs HE BBI3bI-
BaJIH.

Huxonaii JINTBHHOB OBIT M3BECTEH CIyLIaTeNsAM, Tak Kak paboTai 1o
COBMECTHTENECTBY panuoBoieOHnkom. “ITlomanTe? ‘3nmpaBcTBYH, Apy-
xok!..” Y Hac 6bu1 mopsimok. Kaxkmoe yrpo — ckaska. Ilocne cka3ku MbI OT-
MPaBJUTICH B CaJuK, TJe HaM roBopwin mpo bpexueBa, moToM Bo3Bparia-
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JTUCh MoMoH, cMoTpenu ‘CriokoiHo# Houm, Manbimu!’ ¢ terelt Bamelr — u
cnath. U 3a atM mopsinkom cireamn Hukonmait Baagumuposud, moOperit co-
BETCKUI /:[yx.”33 JINTBUHOB — IyCTh U TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIM CKa304HUK — B Pa-
OuoHsiHe TOBOPUT TOJIOCOM HE YYHTEIls, HO 4YelloBeka aomamHero. Cka3od-
HHUK CaMOW CBOEH y3HaBacMOW MHTOHALMEW 3a/aeT CTOJIKHOBEHHE 00pas3oB
TEpIeNnBOH 100pOil HSHM M CTPOTOTO IMIKOJBHOTO yuuTens. Bribop axrepa
ObUI TOYHBIM, HE CITy4aiHO MMEHHO C €r0 CMEPThIO Nepeaada OKOHYATEIbHO
MIpeKpaThuia CBOE CYIECTBOBaHME. JIIOOMMBIH AETBMH M B3pPOCIBIMU KIOYH
IOpuit HukynuH, KOTOPEIM NBITATUCh 3aMEHUTh BEAYLIEr0, HE MOI IIPETEH-
JIOBaTh Ha CTAaTyC “HSAHU.

IIpencraButh, KTO Takue U Kak BHINIAAT Anuk u Hlypuk, 6pu10 crox-
Ho. OTKyzla OHM TaKHe B3SUIMCh — ATOT BOIIPOC OCTABAJICH 332 paMKaMH Iepe-
nauu. Jletw, mpuydeHHBIE CIyIIaTh paguo, ObUTH 3HAKOMBI C ATOH YCIIOB-
HOCTBIO, BOCCO3/1aBasi B BOOOpaKEHHH 00pa3bl BOOOpaKaeMbIX ITEPCOHAKEM.
Tax, HarrpuMep, XapakTepHsle ronoca Kamanora, Mapteimku uii CTpeko3sl
u3 KOAIIII ve Hy>XJan1uch B aHUMAJIUCTUYECKOM JIOCTpauBaHUU.

To, uTo HemoyukaMu OBUIH B3POCHEIC “MAICHBKU, 3a/1aBajo HENpHU-
BBIYHBIA 1T POCCHMCKON Tpaauiliu 00pa3 B3pOCIOro, BECEI0 MIParoIlero B
pebenka-manomnas. B3pocisiii, cCOXpaHUBIIHMN JETCKHE YE€PTHI, OBLT MTOMYIIp-
HBIM TepoeM HCKyccTBa Toro BpeMeHH. Paccka3 Bacwmmst Illykmmaa ‘Yy-
JUK’, aKTyaJH3UpPOBABIINH UYEJIOBEUECKHH THUI Helleroro Aodporo uH(paH-
TUIILHOTO B3pOCIIOro, BhIeN B cBeT B 1968 rony. Lllypuk u3 Onepayuu bl u
Kaexasckou naennuyvt, Cemen CemeHoBUY ['0pOyHKOB U3 bpuiiuanmogotl
pyku Jleonuna Taiipas, nsang u3 Pacckazoe o Huxe Dazuns Uckanpepa —
NOA0OHOTO THIIA TepOi OBLT IIMPOKO MPEACTABICH B MCKYCCTBE TOTO BpeMe-
HU, HO BCE 3TH TEKCTHI NIPeJHA3HAYAIUCH B3POCIIBIM.

B3spocarsie HegoTens! OBUTH 3HAKOMBI COBETCKHM JIETSIM, BCTIOMHHM XO-
T4 661 “YenoBeka paccesHHOro Camymwia Mapiuaka WiIH Trepos CTHXOTBO-
penus anuuna Xapmca “UYrto 3to 6w110?°. Kpome Toro, Gmarogapst Actpun
JIMHATpEeH B JETCKYIO POCCHICKYIO KYJIbTYpY BOIIEN “B Mepy YIMUTaHHBIN,
MHGaHTUIIEHBINA, KaTHBIHA, XBACTIUBEIN, STOICHTPUIHEIN, XOTSI U HE JTUIIEH-
HBIH 00asHUS KapJICOH,34 U “CTpaHHBIH~ B3POCIBIN yXe He IOIKEH OBII
BBI3BIBATh YIUBICHHE y ayauTopuun Paouowanu. Ho netarommii Kaprcon,
KUBYIIMI Ha KpPbIIIe, ObUT CKA30YHBIM ITEPCOHAKEM.

B3pocnbie nerel, KOHEUHO, UTpaJId, HO COBETCKasl KyJbTypa 3Hajla [0
3TOTr0 JIMIIb aMILTya TPaBECTH, PACHpPOCTpaHEHHOE B TeaTpax I0HOTO 3pUTeNs
n Ha acrpage (Sumna JXKefimo, Mapus babGanoBa, Puna 3enenas). Ammiya
MperonaraeT noapaxanue GundeckoMy oOJIMKy pedeHka (pocT, KOHCTHTY-
IS, TOJIOC). DTa YCIOBHOCTH B OOIIEM KOHTEKCTE T€aTPAILHOTO MIIM 3CTPaA-
HOTO TpeJCTaBIeHus ObUla 3HaKOMa 3puTeito/ciaymaTento. IlogoOHbIX mep-
COHaKeH He OBUIO B M3BECTHBIX COBETCKHUM IETSIM JINTEPATYPHBIX M (ONb-
KIIOPHBIX TekcTaxX. DobKIOpHBIE Aypaky ObUTH TIIYNIIaMH B CBOEM BO3pacTe.
MHOTOYHUCIICHHBIE JBOCYHUKU COBETCKON JETCKON JUTEpaTyphl H300paka-
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JUCH KakK 320y Tarfoluecs IeTH, B UTOT'e CAMOCTOSTEIIEHO BBIXOJIAIINE Ha
BEPHYIO JIOPOTY K 3HAHUAM.  YUUTENeM JIs HuX OblIa cama KU3Hb, ITyCTh U
MOJTHAST CKA30YHBIX MPUKITIOYCHUN.

[Mepconaxku Paduownsanu — XU3HEPAIOCTHBIC CaMOYBEPEHHBIC Oe3rpa-
MOTHBIE, HO TI0-CBOeMY olasiTeNbHbIe B3pocible. Henerckuii Bo3pacT nepco-
HOKEW TOTYEPKUBACTCS B CKETYe, TNC IMMOMOIIHUKHA BCIIOMHHAIN, KaKUE
KJIMYKH OBUIM y KaXKIIOTO M3 HUX B AercrtBe. OpHoro u3 Hux 3Banu Caia-
Malala-MaHHas Kamia, apyroro — JleBeHOyk-cben 0amOyK, M 3TO ypaBHH-
BaJIiO TEPOEB C BEIYIIUMH, TaK KaK B KOHIIC KaXXIOTO BBITyCKa 3BYJaslo, YTO
“B mepemade mnpuHHUManu ydactue Hwuxonait BnamumupoBud JIMTBHHOB,
Anexcannp JluBmmn u Anekcanngp JleenOyk”. Cama u ANHMK, KOTOPBIX
HacTaBisieT Hukomait BiiaquMupoBud, SBHO BOCXOIMIN K APYTOW TPaJIHIINH.
Iloxcka3ky maer oamH w3 Beaymux Paduonanu Anexcannp JleBeHOyK, pas-
MBIIUISIS O TPUIMHAX TOMYJISIPHOCTH TIEpeIayn:

Mue kaxercs, 4T0 Paouousans MOMIOOUIACH CIIyLIATENsIM TE€M, YTO B
HeH ObLT 3meMeHT HeoOsYaHOTro o30pcTBa. Kpome Toro, cam mpuem
OKas3aJIiCsl JOBOJILHO CHMIIATHYHBIM — JiBA B3pOCIHBIX Y€JIOBEKa OKas3a-
muck psaoM ¢ Hukomaem BmagmmupoBmuem JIMTBHHOBBIM — OmcTa-
TENbHBIM apTHCTOM PaaHo, MoOuMIIeM eTBOpbl. MbI ¢ Cameit JIupumm-

[IeM OKa3ajuch JBYMS ‘‘lIuIeMasziamMu’ — HEJOTeNaMH, CMEUTHBIMU U
CHUMIIATUYHBIMM TIEPCOHAKAMHU, W IIepeadya OueHb OBICTPO craja
HOILYJIAPHOM.

numazn — B uaumn (GosbKIope CTpaHHBIN, BOCTIPHHUMAIOIIUICS KaK
HEMOJTHOLIEHHBIN YEIIOBEK; B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KOHTEKCTa: HEYJIaYHUK, IyIaK,
L[ypaK.36 OroT 00pa3 ObUT MOIYISPEH B COBETCKOI 3CTpaie: NCIOIb30BaJICs B
HEKOTOPBIX MHTepMeausx Apkanusa Paiikuna, Bo BTOopoil mosioBuHe 1960-x
rr. I'ennagmii Xa3aHoB co3maeT MacKy “‘ydamierocs KyJIHHapHOTO TEXHHUKY-
Ma”, TJIYIIOBaTOTO 3aCTEHYMBOTO 00asfTeNbHO HeBe3ydero mapHs. Lllmimazn
JIOOpOIyIIeH, CKIOHEH K (haTamu3my, INI0OX0 YYUTCS OH HE OT JISHH, a OT He-
CIOCOOHOCTH, TITYMIOCTH COBepIIaeT He co 37a. OH X04eT HpaBUTHCA, YCIIYK-
JIMB, TTO-CBOEMY 3a00TJMB, HO y HETO 3TO HE IMOJyJYaeTcs. OH IUIOXO TOHH-
MaeT MpaBmjia KOMMYHHKAIIMH U BCE BpPEeMs IOMAgacT BIPOCAK, caMoO Hau-
MCHOBAHHE €TI0 03HAYaeT B epeBoe “oTkas ot yaaun”.>’ Uenosek, He cro-
COOHBII K YCIIEIIHOW COIMalM3allii, OTTOTO MOJYYaIOUIHiA BO3MOKHOCTh
JKUTH TIO CBOMM TIpaBHJIaM, a He TI0 TPEOOBAHMSIM COIIMYyMa, BOCTIPUHUMAETCS
TOTJAIIHUM OOLIECTBOM COYYBCTBEHHO. OH CBOOOJEH U HE3aBHCHUM; IOTPY-
JKEHHBI B CBOU MEJIKHE HECUYACThsl, OH HE YIaCTBYET B OOJIBIIHNX MOAJIOCTSIX.

AJanTHPOBAHHEBIE K COBETCKOW ETCKOW ayIUTOPHH TePOH HIUII (DOJIb-
KJopa B Paouonsne CymeCTBYIOT Ha CTBHIKE TOT/IAIIHEH OQHUIIMAaIbHON U He-
odpumansHON KyneTyp. TekcT nepenadn, COOCTBEHHO, IOTPYXKaI B KYIbTYPY
rpanunbl: “CepIeBHHy MPOEKTa COCTABIISUIA TECHHU, WCTONHSAEMBIE caMon
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‘HIHEW ¢ MPEeMITBIMU 00epTOHYHKAMH, JaXKe HE TO YTO MIAaHCOHHBIMHU — Ka-
¢emanTanHbIME. [IOCTOSHHBIM KOHTEKCTOM 3THX TeceH ObUT (HpPMEHHBIH,
6e301mn604HO y3HaBaeMbli KoH(pepaHc. B mecHu BCTaBIsUTUCH menesu, MEX-
Iy TecHsIMH cHanace nypea’, — 3amedaeTr Ilcoli Kopomenko, mo MHeHHIO
KoToporo B “‘HsHe’ cyacTIMBO COCAMHUINCH TPH Benmudyanmux ayxa — Co-
Berckuil, Pycckuil u Xacunckuil 3rper0pbl”,38 B PE3YJITATE YETO COBETCKUU
WHCTPYMEHTAIBHBIA aHCaMOJIb, COTIPOBOXKAABIINI Mepeiady, MPEeBpalaics B
“MecTeuKOBBIN Kie3Mep-03H[ ', a IIKOJbHOE 3HAHUE JO0OBIBAJIOCH Yepe3 KO-
BEpKaHbE S3BIKA W CaMOHaJesHHbIe 3asBieHus. Cepbe3HBI MaTepual
IIKOJBHBIX Y4EOHHKOB MEPEreBaNICs B CMEIIHBIX MECHSIX, CTPOTHHA YUUTEIh
BIPYT CPBIBAJICS B O€3yJCp>KHOE BECENbE, B3POCIbIC HE OTIUYAINCH OT ACTEi
— OYEBUIHO, CTAJIKUBAIIUCH HECKOJIBKO MOAX0/J0B K BOCITUTAHUIO.

Ha >xaprone 6omee mo3qHero BpeMeHN MHTOHAIMIO PaduoHsaHu Ha3Ba-
7 Ob1 0m6A3HOU, TO eCTh HapyIIaIoIeH MpeanrcaHHble npasmwia. [lepenada
ObUla paccyMTaHa Ha TeX, KTO YK€ NPHOOpeNl 3HaHWe, W 3HAYUT, MOXKET
HACIaXIAaThCsl OTKIIOHEHUSIMA OT HOPMBI, PearnpoBaTh Ha SA3BIKOBOHM WM
CUTYallMOHHBIH KOMHU3M. ABTOPBHI M HCIIOJHHUTENH HE MPOCTO JEMOHCTPH-
PYIOT OTHOCHTENBHOCTh MPHUHATHIX (DOPM OTHOIICHHN YYHUTENs M yYCHHKA,
HO CMEIOTCS HaJ T€M, YTO B COBETCKOM MYyOJIMYHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE BHI-
CMEHBAaThCSl HE MOTJIO IO orpeneneHn0. OOBEeKTOM OCMEsSHUS OKa3bIBAIHCh
HE TOJBKO JIeHb, HEBHUMaHKE, CAMOYBEPEHHOCTh, HEYyMEHHE CIYIIaTh U T. II.
Ka4yecTBa, MPUCYIIUE MIIAAIINM TTOAPOCTKaM, HO M YCTaHOBKA Ha “‘3BEpUHYIO
Cephe3HOCTh” B IIOCTM)KEHUH TPABHII B3POCIOW JKH3HH, W T. I. Tpaau-
[IMOHHAsT METOJMKA TIPETOIaBaHMsI CTAaBUTCA I10J] COMHEHHE caMiM (aKTOM
(aMHIBSIPHOTO, C TOYKH 3pEHHS MPABUJI COBETCKOW IIKOJIBI, OOpalleHus C
MIPEIMETOM.

JloOpHIit, HO HACTOMYMBBIN YUUTENh U HITMMAa3JIbl BECETBIMH YPOKAMH C
MEHUEM H CTUIIKAMH YYHIU CBOIO AyAUTOPHUIO (DaMUIBSIPHO TOBOPUTH O
“CBSIIIIEHHOM™, YyBCTBOBATh OTHOCHTEIHHOCTH CYIIECTBYIOIIUX TUCKYpPCHUB-
HBIX TIPaBWJI, JIEJIaTh BBIBOJBI U3 CAMBIX O€3HAJIS)KHO PAcIION3aI0MINXCS I10-
CBIJIOK. MOXHO JOMYCTHTB, YTO, C TOYKH 3pPEHHUS aBTOPOB Iepenadd, 3TO
CIOCOOCTBOBAJIO Pa3BUTHIO CBOOOJHOTO MBIIUIEHHS, PACKPETIOMIEHUIO (haH-
Ta3uu, paoCTHOMY MupoolryeHuto. [1o cytu aena, peds 1u1a 0 BIACTH HaJ
yMaMH JAeTel, o mepedopMaTHpOBaHUN MX MPEICTABICHUH O JO3BOJICHHOM.
[omynsapHocTs epenaun, 1o0Opast MaMATh O Hell KOCBEHHO YTBEPIKIAIOT, UTO
B COBETCKOM oO1iecTBe B 1970-¢ rojibl BO3HUKIIA IOTPEOHOCTh U3MEHHUTH HE
TOJIBKO (POPMBI OOLIIEHHUS B3POCIBIX U JI€TeH, HO U CIIOCOOBI B3aMMOICHCTBHSA
TOCyAapcTBa B JIMIE YYUTENS KaK HOCHUTEINS 005S3aTebHOTO 3HAHUS M YacT-
HOTO YeJIOBEKa, B MPUHIIMIIE HE MPOTHUBALIETOCSA 3TOMY 3HAHHUIO, HO MPEAIO-
YUTAIOIET0 NOIYYaTh €ro B HECTPOIOM Pa3BIEKaTEILHOM BUJE.

Y3aKOHEHHOE IBOEMBICIUE 3MOXU “3aCTOSI” CTAHOBUTCS BHYTPEHHUM
CTep)KHEM TMepemadr Il MIAIIINX ITOAPOCTKOB. Pa3piedeHne He3aMeTHO
BBHIILJIO M3-TI0A KOHTPOIs. ['ocynapcTBEHHBIH pagnoOronoc yTpaTuil JUCTaH-
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U0 3HAYUTEIHFHOCTH, €r0 CTajJ0 BO3MOXKHO IOCTOSIHHO IMepeOuBaTh, JIPO-
OUTH BOMPOCAMH, YTOUYHCHHUSIMH, TEMOHCTPUPOBATh HEBHUMAHUE M JJAXKE OT-
KpBITOE HEXETaHue ero ciymars. CTporas uepapxusi OTHOIICHUH OTIa-y4Iu-
Telsl U peOCHKA-YICHUKA CMCHSCTCS TPUATEIbCKONW (aMIIbIpHOCTRIO. He-
00513aTeTbHOCTh OJYMHEHNS OKa3alach YPOKOM, JUI COBETCKOTO o0IiecTBa
MOTEHIIHAIBHO KyJa 0ojiee pa3pylIUTeNbHEIM, YeM CYPOBEIN aBTOPHUTAPHEII
anTHucoBeTHU3M “CBOOOIBI”, Oe3ameIUIAUOHHAs PENOPTAXKHOCTh “‘Pycckoit
cnyx0pr” BBC wimu oTkpriBaronuii 6e30pexHbIi MUP HHGOPMAITHOHHOTO
KoHchIoMepr3Ma “I"ooc Amepukn”.

Paouonsnsa B cBOEM IepBOHAYATBHOM BUJE 3aBEPILMIA CBOE CYIIECT-
BoBaHue B 1979 romy mocne smurpanuu Anekcanapa Jlusmmna. Ero 3ame-
v 1O JIbBoM IImMenoBeiM, To Bramumupom BuHOKypoM, BBIXOA mepe-
A9l YTPaTHII PETYISIPHOCTH, HECKOIBKO pa3 €€ MBITAINCH PEaHNMHUPOBATD,
HO “30770TOHN BeK” ObLT y)Ke 1mo3aan. ABTOPBI Paduonanu pa3paboTany 1 3a-
KPENWIK HOBBIH CTHIIb B MyOJIMYHOM pasroBope ¢ aAeTbMH. Ero moaxeatumu:
¢ 1975 roga bopuc I'paueBckuii 3amyckaeT AETCKUA IOMOPUCTUUECKUN Kyp-
Han Epanaw, OmHY 3a JAPYrod BBITYCKAET IOMOPHUCTHYECKHE IIOBECTH
3. Ycenenckuii, ¢ konma 1970-x cranoButcs Bce Ooisiee (haMUIBSIPHON TO-
HAJIFHOCTh O(UIMaNBHBIX “MHOHepcKuXx” m3nanuii. Korma HoBaTOopckwii “oT-
BSI3HBIN CTWJIb CTAJl €[Ba JIU HE BCCOOIIUM B JCTCKOU IEPUOTUKE, OH Tepe-
CTaJl MPOU3BOIUTE TPEKHEE BIeUaTieHue. M3MeHmIach U COUOKYIbTypHAs
cutyaius B CCCP. B snoxy KpyueHus: rocyapcTBa nepeaada, 0OCTOPOKHO
paciaThIBaONIasl COLMAJIbHBIE PAaMKH, Y)K€ HE Ka3ajach CTOJb IMPHUBIEKA-
TETbHON. Paoduowsns, OCTaBIIMCH B OnaromapHOW MaMsSITH MIIAIIIAX TIOA-
poctkoB 1970-X rojioB, yiija B UCTOPHIO.

IMPUMEYAHUA

IIponaBiel B Mara3uHax OBITOBOM TEXHHKH YTBEPXKIAKOT, YTO MHOTHE MO-
CETHTENIN CpPEJHEr0 BO3pacTa, BHJIS Ha3BaHUE 3JICKTPOHHOTO Tpubdopa 1o
CIIKCHUIO 32 MAaJICHBKHM PeOCHKOM — “paMOHsHS’, HAYHMHAIOT HAIEeBaTh
“PamuoHsHs, pagHoOHSHs, €CTh Takas repeaaya...”.

[MpuBeaeM TOJIBKO HECKOIBLKO IPUMEPOB: WWW.bosonogoe.ru;  www.1972-
1984; u np.

“PammonsHs: [IpaBuma Xopomero ToHa, WIH KaK MONXYYUTH ISTEPKY IO TO-
Benennto” (Poccusi: T'ocmenepaduoghono, 2008; ‘Paduonsmus’: Becenvie
ypoxu. Ipammamuxa, Boin. 1-5, Apnuc, 2009; u 1. 11.).

Paouoocypranucmuxa: Yueonux, non pen. A. A. llepens, Mocksa, 2000, cc.
70-71.
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Tak, B 1969 rony Ha 3kpaHbl Beimen Croocem 05t HeOOMbUIO20 PACCKA3A
C. IOtkeBuua, a B 1970 rony — [a0s Bausa A. Konuanosckoro, Yauixa 0. Ka-
pacuka, Kapycenv. U3 sanucuwix knuoicex A. I1. Yexoea M. 11Belinepa.
Hapsiny ¢ pa3BiekaTelbHOCTRIO aKTHBHO HCIIONB30BANHCH “‘U30HpaTenbHoe”
u “kpurmdeckoe” WHOOPMHPOBAHKE, MPEICTABIABIICe cOO0 0030pBI MaTe-
pHAJIOB Ha HMHTEpPECYIOUIME OOLIECTBO TEMBI, COOTBETCTBYIOIIMM 00pa3zoM
0TOOpaHHBIE U TIPOKOMMEHTHPOBAaHHbIE. OHU MOTJIM NIPUHUMATh Pa3JIMYHbBIA
o0NuK: OT XypHana Jis Monoaexu Posecnux (m3maBaics ¢ 1962 roma; k
1970-m romaM mpeBpaTwics B OCHOBHOH HMCTOYHHK HH(POPMALUH MO MOJIO-
JeXKHOW 3amagHOl KyJabType) A0 cOOpHHKOB m3narensctBa Hayka Teopuu.
HlIxonwl. Konyenyuu, BeixonuBmmx ¢ 1975 roma B cepun “Uneonorngeckas
60pb0a B COBPEMEHHOM MHpE”, TOCBAIMICHHBIX CTPYKTYPaIH3MY, PEIETTHB-
HOHM ACTETHKE, TEPMEHEBTHKE W T. 1., TAC MOAPOOHO pedepHpoBAINCH HE
m3ganaeie B CCCP nayunrple mccienoBaHus. M30mpaTensHO MyONMKyeMbIe
TEKCThl MHCATENEH-MOAEPHICTOB MM TPAMIUIACTHHKH C 3aIHCSIMH CaMbIX
MOMYJSAPHBIX MYy3BIKQIBHBIX I'PYII TakXKe ObUIM NMPHU3BAHBI JIOKATH30BATh U
CMATYUTH HHPOPMAIIMOHHBIHN TeDUITUT B COBETCKOM OOIIIECTBE.

ITogpobHee 0 caMbIX 3HAMEHHUTHIX pajuOIepeadax TOro BPEMEHH CM. pac-
cKkasel MX cosmarenei B: http://www.tvmuseum.ru/catalog.
Paouoxcypuarucmuxa, C. 76.

E. JleGenena, ‘Pamuonsias — ObuUta Takas rnepemada...’, http://www.tvmuseum.
ru/catalog.asp?ob no=7095.

JleGenena, ibid.

He ciyuaifHO COOpPHMK, MOCBAIICHHBIH “KyJIBTYPHBIM T€pOSM COBETCKOTO
nerctBa” uMmeHyercst Becenvie uenoeeuxu (pemakropsi-coctaBurenu M. Ky-
kynuH, M. JlunoBenkuii, M. Maiioduc, Mocksa, 2008), a packpsiBaeT “He-
CTaOMJIBHOCTD CYIIECTBYIOIINX TUCHUIUIMHAPHBIX ‘KIETOK U PACIIaTAaHHOCTh
CMBICIIOBBIX ‘PENIETOK’, KOTJa JUMHHAJIHHOCTh ‘BECENbIX YEJOBEYKOB’ OJIH-
[[ETBOPSUIA COCTOSIHUE MPOMEXYTOUYHOCTH mo3aHero cormanmsma” (C. Vra-
KuH, ‘MBI B ropon U3ympyamblit...", Becenvle uenogeuxu, C. 52).

Hanpumep, B. Kpenc, K. Munn, Ha gonne 3namenumeix kanumanos, Mocksa,
1974; M. Koucrantunosckuii, KOAIIIl! Céopnuk paduocyenapues, Boi. 1-8,
Mocksa, 1970-1979; Cr. Paccamun, b. CapHoB, B cmparne aumepamyphvix
2epoes, Mocksa, 1979; u np.

Apxkanuii Mocudosuu Xaiit (1938-2000). K nayany 1970-x rr. aBTOp 3cTpai-
HBIX MUHMaTIOp Apkanus Palikuna, I'enHanus Xas3aHoBa U ApyruX 3CTpaj-
HBIX HCIIOJHMTEJEH; BBICTYNAJ] HA O3CTpaJie ¢ KOHLEPTHBIMH HOMEpaMHu.
CoaBTOp cleHapHeB NONyJspHEHIIell cepun MynbTQUIBMOB Hy, nozoou!
(1969-1986).

Onyapn Huxonaesnu Ycnenckuit (poa. B 1937). K 1970 rr. aBrop ‘Kiy6a 12
cTynseB’ B JlumepamypHou zazeme, KHuru Kpoxooun I'ena u e2o 0py3sws, 10
KoTopo#t B 1969 romy 6b11 mocraBneH mMynsTduineMm Kpokooun [ena. Kpome
VYcnenckoro u Xaiita B aBTOpcKkyro rpynny “Paguonsnu” Bxoaunu Jluon
Wzmaiinos, E¢pum CmonuH, Muxawmn Tanwmy, Muxawn Jlu6un, FOpuit DHTHH.
JleGenena, ibid.



160

Mapus Jlumosckas

16

17

18

19

20

21
22

23

24

25

26

27

Anexcannp Cemenosud JleBenOyk (poa. 1933). C 1957 — aptuct Mocacrpa-
Iibl, TAe BelcTynan aystoMm ¢ A. JluBmmnem. Pexuccep, akrep. C 1988 —
XYI0KECTBCHHBIN pyKoBomuTenb Tearpa “Ilamom” (Mocksa).

Anexcannp bopucosnu Jlusmrui (1933-2003). C 1957 — apruct Mocactpaisl.
Vexan B Uzpauns B 1987. Ymep B Uszpaure.

Huxonait Bnagumuposud JluteuaoB (1907-1987), aktep. C 1932 paboran Ha
panno Kak akTep W peKHccep mepeaad st JeTeil.

Cwm. 06 atom, Hanpumep, Catriona Kelly, Children’s World: Growing Up in
Russia 1890-1991, New Haven, 2007; Aumponoiocus co8emcKkol wKobl:
Kynomypnule ynusepcanuu u nposunyuanvuvie npakmuxu. Coopuux cmametl,
cocrt. u obmas pen. C. I'. JleontseBa, K. A. Macnuackuit, M. A. PomamoBa u
1p., [lepmb, 2010.

b. Hopman, ‘CrmocoOHOCTh K SI3BIKOBOM WTpe — BaKHBIM (aKkTOp B JKU3HU
obmecta’, http://news.tut.by/200065.html. TlogpoGuee 06 >TOM CM.:
b. Hopman, Hepa na epansax szvika, Mocksa, 2006. AHaJTOTHYHBIC SIBICHUS
oTMeuanu B cBoux cTaThax E. A. 3emckast u M. B. [1anos.

L{ur. mo: http://www.mirnov.ru/arhiv/imn788/mn/13-1.php.

[TepBoe pycckoe m3nanue kauru b. Crioka Pebenok u yxo0 3a Hum BBHIIIIO B
1970 romy. AHamormuHble TMOUCKH 3(()EKTUBHOTO BOCHHUTAHUS B AyXe CO-
TPYAHUYECTBA MPOUCXOAMWIN B 3TO BpeMs B pa3HbIX cTpaHax. Tak, B 1969 r.
nosieisieTcs nepenaya Yauya Cesam (Sesame Street); B 1974 r. — Mannem-
woy (The Muppets Valentine Show); B 1975 r. 8 CCCP — ye ynoMHHaB-
masicst ABBI /[etixa.

[TepBoe uznanue KHUTH Yuenue ¢ yeieyenuem mpunniock Ha 1978 ron, HO B
teuenue 1970-x rogos C. ConoBeiiunk MyOINKOBaI CBOU TEKCTHI HA 3Ty TEMY
B HIOJJPOCTKOBBIX M B3POCIBIX IEPHOANIECCKUX N3TAHUSX.

Aptem Coroseituuk, ‘Bocnutanne 0e3 Bocmutanus’, 3sezoa, 2000, Ne 12;
ut. mo: http://magazines.russ.ru/zvezda/2000/12/artem.html.
IIpeamnonaranock, 94TO 3TH TEKCTHI NMPHUCHIIATN YnuTaTenu. Hukakoil rapanTun,
9YTO HEKOTOpPble M3 HHUX HE COYMHSINCH HEMOCPEICTBEHHO aBTOpaMH Iepe-
Jlauu, HeT. B To ke BpeMs cOOp moI00HBIX OMIMOOK KyJbTHBUPOBAJICS B Ipe-
M0/IaBaTENbCKUX KOJUIEKTUBAX (MX 3a4MTHIBAIM HAa COBMECTHBIX ‘‘TIOCHAE-
Kax”, meyataJid B CTEHraserax M T. IL.), SIBJISIACH (DOPMOH JIEMOHCTpaluH
MPEBOCXO/ICTBA 3HAHMS HaJl HE3HAHWEM, OJJHUM M3 MHCTPYMEHTOB CIUIOYCHUS
MPENo/IaBaTelIbCKOTr0 COOOIIECTRA.

B pycckoit nerckoit muteparype ¢ 1900-x ronoB rpsi3Hys, Heymexa, (aHra-
3ep, JBOCYHHMK CTAHOBATCS JIOOMMBIMH IepcoHaXkamu. JloOposeTenbHble
repou — 3TO 00pas3libl, HaJ/leJIEHHbIE KauecTBaMH, [IEHUMBIMH B KOHKPETHBIE
HCTOPUYECKUE IIEPUOJbI; OHHM JKUBYT B OOCTOSTENIBCTBAX, MEHSIOIIUXCS
BMECTE CO CMEHOW o0pasa >KW3HH, IEHHOCTEH W T. 1., a 3HAYUT, JIOBOJHHO
OBICTPO MX TOBEJCHUE HAUMHACT HYXK/IAThCsl B KOMMEHTapHsx. PasHoro pona
He-3HalKu OJNM3KHM JeTsM, TaK KaK 3Ty CTYICHb COIMANTM3aIlMd BCE ICTH
00513aTEITFHO TPOXOSIT.

Cwm. 00 atom: H. M. Ceupuna, ‘llIkonbHBINH MU B IPOM3BEICHUSIX PYCCKOM
muteparypsl koHma XIX-nagama XX Beka’, Hecmop. Kypnan ucmopuu u
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kyabmypul Poccuu u Bocmounoii Esponwi, Ne 13, 2009, Mup oemcmea: cemps,
cpeda, wkona, CC. 58-74. O ponu HSIHU B PyCCKOH KynmeType cM.: . P. Myp,
A. DOtkuHA, ‘“VYTOMIICHHBIC CONHIIEM, YHECeHHBIC BeTpoMm: CypporaTHoe ma-
TEPUHCTBO B NIBYX KyIbTypax’, Cemetinvie y3vi: modenu 0is cOOpKu, KH. 2,
Mocksa, 2004; B. B. Ilonomapesa, JI. b. XopommmnoBa, Mup pycckou scen-
wunsl: Bocnumanue, obpazosanue, cyovoa. XVIl-nauano XX sexa, Mocksa,
2006.

B 1968 romy B CCCP 0Opuna mepesenena I[lamenst Tpesepc Mopu Ilonnunc
(mepeBox b. 3axomepa), Tae co3maBaiicsl HHOW THIT HSHH: CTPOTON M AKCIICH-
TPUYHOH BOJIIIEOHUIIBL.

Cnosa M. JlazoBckoro.

Iut. mo: http://festival. 1september.ru:8080/articles/556214/pril2.doc.
CaymaTenu nepenadn pacckassiBaioT: “Tlepemada ¢ 1ByMs B3pOCTBIMH HIHO-
TaMH{, KaK TPO HUX TOBOPWJIA MOS Mama, W 3TUM cka3zouHukom” (AB, 42
roma); “Mens Bceraa 3Bayn: Mam cymraii cBoux npuaypkos” (JIX, 44 rona).
ABtopoMm ABBI/[eiiku, woTopas Bbixogmna ¢ 1975 roma, Ttaxke ObLI
3. Yenenckuit. O posid U QYHKIUK KIIOYHA KaK COIMOKYJIBTYPHOH TEPCOHBI
cm.: Peter L. Berger, Redeeming Laughter: The Comic Dimension of Human
Experience, Berlin, 1997.

I1. Koponenko, ‘Y mHee omma 3amaua’, http://old.russ.ru/culture/song/
20000921-pr.html.

[lepBas moBects ObLTa mepeBeneHa Jlnmmanoi JIyHTHHOH Ha PYCCKHUH S3BIK B
1957 r., aB 1968 1 1970 rr. nosiBunuch MynbThuiabMbl boprca Ctemaniosa.
Cwm., Hanpumep, aHanu3 noecTH B. Mensenesa ‘bapaHkuH, Oyap uenmoBe-
xom!” (1961): M. B. Bonosunckas, ‘O6pa3 IBO€YHHKAa B COBETCKOH JINTE-
patype mns neted cepenuHsl XX Beka', B usmepenuu oemcmea: COOpHUK
cmameti no mamepuanam MedcOyHapoonoeo nayunoeo cemunapa ‘‘Pycckas
demckas umepamypa: HayuoHatbHoe u pecuonanvhoe” 27-29 gespans 2008
2., 0TB. pen. M. I1. AbGamiera, [Tepmb, 2008, cc. 138-144.

IMoapobuee 06 3TOM TEepcoHake uauin (Goabkiopa cM., Hampumep, Angelo
Solomon Rappoport, The folklore of the Jews, London, New York, 2007; Jlau
6en Amoc, Eegpetickas napoonas tumepamypa, Mocksa, 2004.

W3 wuu W nrs (shlimazl, “misfortune™), u uspura woR n1> (shellomazzal),
w5 (shel, “u3, or”) + 9% (16, “ne”) + nr? (mazzal, “ymaya”) — a Takxe He-
Menko-royutanackoe — “shlecht mazl” = “mnoxas ymaua”. Uckpenne Guaro-
napro lenuca Nodde 3a coodrieHHbIe GakThl.

I1. Koponenko, ‘Y Hee ojina 3amga4a’, uut. 1o: http://old.russ.ru/culture/song/
20000921-pr.html. O ponu eBpeiickoil KyabTypbl B (POPMHUPOBAHHH COBET-
CKOM MaccoBOM KynbTypsl cM., Hanpumep, J. Munuenok, [Jynaesckuii. Kpac-
notii Moyapm, Mocksa, 2006. Tema BiustHust naumn (GoIbKIOpa HA COBETCKYIO
JIETCKYIO KYJIBTYPYy, B TOM YHCJIE M CMEXOBYIO, B CHIIy CBOCH OOBEMHOCTH
3aCITy’)KABACT OTIACTHHOTO HCCIICIOBAHUS, MBI )K€ TOJIFKO HaMeyaeM BO3MOXK-
HOCTB IMOI00HOTO TTOAX0/a K TEME.

O COMHHTENBFHOCTH TNPHHIUIIOB BOCIUTAHUS, KOTOpBIC OTcTamBana Paouo-
HsHsl, KOHCYHO, TOBOPWJIM, B TOM 4HCIe U ¢ netbMu. B 1971 romy Obpuia
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HanucaHa ckaska C. MuxankoBa ‘[IpazgHux Hemociymianus’, TA€ pedb Kak
pa3 uaer o0 OrMacHOCTH OTCYTCTBHSI HEpapXUH B HETOTOBOM K 3TOMY JIETCKOM
obmecte. OcraBmmecst 6e3 poguTeNel AeTH B UTOTe TIOHUMAIOT HEOOX0/u-
MOCTH CTapIIMX HE TOJIBKO KaK MCTOYHHKA OE30ITaCHOCTH M MaTepHAIBHOTO
Gnarononyuns, HO ¥ B KauecTBE TeX, KTO OMNpeJessieT IPaHMIbl JO3BOJICH-
HOTO.
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Abstract

Much of Vladimir Vysotskii’s enormous popularity throughout the Soviet Union
arose from his audience’s appreciation of his humorous songs. The current study’s
primary focus is on the relationship between these songs and the Soviet State. It
explores his use of satire and examines the connection between Vysotskii’s comic
songs and Russian jokelore culture, examining how they construct Russian mas-
culinity. It also contains an analysis of certain themes in VVysotskii’s works in order
to discern the ways in which his satires are a response to Soviet totalitarianism and
to what degree they consist of universal carnival themes.

Keywords: Laughter; Vladimir Vysotskii; Songs; Soviet Power

Much of Vladimir Vysockij’s enormous popularity throughout the Soviet
Union arose from his audience’s appreciation of his humorous songs. In his
analysis of a 1997 survey, Leonid Sedov observes the public’s “preference
for the funny and merry Vysockij over the dramatic and tragic Vysockij”
(1999: 58). It would be a gross exaggeration to portray all or even most of
Vysockij’s comic songs as pointed political satire aimed at the totalitarian
Soviet government. However, the poet’s comic vision of Soviet reality along
with the Soviet establishment’s reaction to that vision reveal much about the
role of non-official humor in the cultural life of the USSR in the sixties and
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seventies. | shall begin with a brief and far from exhaustive exploration of
Vysockij’s attitudes toward Soviet power, followed by a general overview of
Vysockij’s humor. | shall explore the connection between Vysockij’s comic
songs and Russian jokelore culture, examining the manner in which both
types of humor construct Russian masculinity. | shall analyze certain themes
in Vysockij’s works in an attempt to discern the ways in which his satires are
a response to Soviet totalitarianism and to what degree they consist of more
universal carnival themes.

I.  Vysockij and the Soviet State

To a certain extent the very existence of the Vysockij phenomenon belies the
concept of a totalitarian Soviet Union in the post-Stalin years. If, as Robert
Conquest contends, a totalitarian regime recognizes “no limits to its authority
in any sphere” (2000: 74), Vysockij’s frequent performances and mass-popu-
larity outside of that authority’s control would appear to be evidence that the
Soviet Union of the sixties and seventies was not totalitarian. On the other
hand, the USSR clearly attempted to control things that are normally outside
of the purview of the state. An example of exactly how sensitive the state
could be can be found in Vysockij’s response to the confiscation of some of
his recordings upon the arrest of Andrej Sinjavskij. In a letter to his friend
Igor’ Kochanovskij he writes, “During the search they took all of the tapes
with my songs, and a few things that were somewhat more biting, with my
stories and so on. So far there hasn’t been any repression, and | haven’t
noticed anyone spying on me, although | keep on hoping. That’s how it is,
but it’s no big deal, these are new times with new methods. We aren’t afraid
of anyone and, you know, as Chruscev said, “We have no political prisoners’
[...]".* The jokes of which Vysockij speaks are hardly pointed attacks on
Soviet ideology. The humor is more silly than political, as Vysockij’s narra-
tor vomits on a Soviet Colonel, tells about his experience as a drunken cos-
monaut trainee, and describes the bears in Sidkin’s famous painting as Lenin,
Alexander 11, and NadeZda Krupskaja. It is difficult to believe that a state
would be so concerned with controlling both public and private discourse as
to punish someone for such essentially harmless jokes. That Vysockij was
purportedly questioned by the KGB about the recordings and that he felt the
recordings’ existence could cause him problems reveals the extent to which
the Soviet system aspired to a totalitarian control of private and public life.
Of course Leninism is neither the first nor the last ideology to mete out
punishment for blasphemy aimed at its sacred figures. According to Marija
Rozanova, however, the KGB returned the tapes to her, after it attempted to
erase the jokes in question. This incident underscores the Soviet state’s desire
for totalitarian control of even private discourse as well as its hostility toward
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unsanctioned humor. It also demonstrates the extent to which it was unable to
exert the desired control, as the KGB failed in its attempt to erase materials
that it viewed as dangerous.

The episode discussed above occurred in 1963, before Vysockij had
become a household name. As Vysockij achieved greater fame and matured
as an artist and poet, his relationship with the Soviet system grew quite com-
plex. While he is often portrayed as a rare honest voice in a sea of falsity,?
there are some who point to his relative material wealth and ability to travel
freely as a sign that he had been co-opted by the system (Podoroznyj 2009).
Of course, such critics are overlooking the shameful paucity of officially
released albums and the almost complete absence of publication of
Vysockij’s written works. They completely ignore the legal troubles over the
financial aspects of his concerts® and the prohlbltlon of his employment in
numerous films.* The anti-Vysockij campaign that began in 1968 and lasted
into 1970 also appears to have escaped their notice. Apparently, in the minds
of some, Vysockij’s French wife and Mercedes more than compensated for
his lack of official recognition and the state’s rejection of his primary creative
activities despite the fact that he was the most popular cultural figure in the
nation. On the other hand, Vysockij was far from being a radical anti-Soviet
dissident. As he told Dan Rather in a 1976 interview: “I love my country and
I don’t want to cause it any harm. And | never will!” He also told the Sixty
Minutes host, “l have never considered my songs to be protest songs or
revolutionary songs” (Vysockij, Rather 2009). Much has been made of Vy-
sockij’s inclusion of Lenin (with Garibaldi) as one of his two “most re-
markable historical personalities” in a questionnaire that he filled out for the
Taganka Theater in 1970. This would seem to evidence either admiration for
the Soviet Union’s founder, even if Vysockij was not entirely pleased with
his nation’s current state, or the willingness to compromise principles in
order to stem the tide of anti-Vysockij feelings in the press and among the
bureaucrats in charge of cultural affairs. Neither conclusion is particularly
compatible with the image of VVysockij as an uncompromising opponent of all
things Soviet. Less attention, however, is given to two other answers from the
same questionnaire. He answers the question “What would be the first thing
you would change if you became head of the government?” saying “End
censorship”, and to “What was the most recent thing to upset you?” he ans-
wered simply “Everything” (dnketa Viadimira Semenovica Vysockogo 2010).
These answers reveal that even if he admired Lenin, he was unhappy with the
state of things around him. The issue of his feelings towards Lenin is further
complicated by Vadim Tumanov’s claim that he and Vysockij once com-
posed separate lists of one hundred historical figures whom each found un-
sympathetic, which, according to Tumanov, both contained Lenin (Korman
2006: 337-345). Perhaps rather than devote excessive attention to the ques-
tion, we can take Vysockij’s response to a question about his feelings toward
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Russia at face value: “That’s not a question; it’s the subject that | have been
working on through my songs for twenty years. So if you really want to know
my feelings, try to collect as many of my songs as possible. | love everything
that concerns my country’s virtues and | reject everything, | hate a lot of
things, that concern its flaws” (Galij 2000: 197).

Among the recurring themes that run through a great many of Vy-
sockij’s works, freedom plays a prominent role. This begs the question as to
whether or not singing the praises of freedom is anti-Soviet. At one point in
Petr Soldatenkov’s film I Don’t Like (Ja ne ljublju) an interviewer tries to get
Vysockij to expand on his thoughts on freedom by asking him about the line
“l agree to run in a herd, but not under a saddle and without reins” from the
song ‘The Ambler’s Run’ (“ ckauy, Ho 51 ckady uHaue...”). Vysockij’s initial
response is that it is not he, but his horse, who utters those words. When the
interviewer reminds him that the horse is Vysockij’s horse, Vysockij changes
his tack and asks if the interviewer would prefer things the other way around.
Thus at first Vysockij distances himself from the point of view of the lyric
hero before realizing that the desire to run free should not be seen as such a
radical idea. Yet the song is subversive, not because it praises freedom, but
because it implies that something or someone is saddling and bridling the
citizens or at least the creative intelligentsia of the Soviet Union.

Il.  Some Elements of Vysockij’s Humor

The range of Vysockij’s humorous songs encompasses nearly every aspect of
Soviet life. He laughs at love relationships, at professions, at sports, at leisure
activities, at public obsessions, and at politics. The humor in Vysockij’s
songs can be as simple as to be based on word play and on poking fun at
common human foibles, but it can also consist of pointed satire. As this paper
grew out of a talk on humor and totalitarianism, 1 will focus on the extent to
which various elements of Vysockij’s humor engage the Soviet State. Thus
this article’s lack of focus on Vysockij’s masterful word play and my neglect
of his ability to create humor with unexpected and inventive rhyme does not
mean that | have overlooked them or do not appreciate his talents in these
areas. Thus, we shall limit the current study to the following elements in Vy-
sockij’s verse: political satire, reflections of Soviet anekdot culture, menip-
pean satire, carnivalization, and possible displays of chauvinism.

I1l. Vysockij as Satirist

Though much of Vysockij’s comic verse is essentially apolitical a number of
his songs consist of pointed satire. Politics can be treated openly as in the
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Chinese cycle, in which Vysockij ridicules political movements in Maoist
China, or in “l am going to lose my true belief...” (“ITotepsito ucTUHHYIO
Bepy...”), in which Vysockij’s narrator criticizes his own government for
awarding the title “Hero of the Soviet Union” to Egyptian president Gamal
Abdel Nasser.> Despite Vysockij’s contention that he is no Aesop,® some of
his songs are obvious allegories.” In the song ‘Scapegoat’ (“B 3amosennuxe,
BOT B KakoM 3a0kbL1...”") the scapegoat begins as the victim of oppression at
the hands of wolves and bears, only to become the oppressor when he attains
power. While it may be going too far to read this song as an allegory for the
revolution, the theme of the corrupting force of power is obvious. Moreover,
as Jakov Korman observes in his Vladimir Vysockij: Kljuc¢ k podtekstu the
song’s parallels to George Orwell’s Animal Farm are clear (2005: 276). The
song “Once upon a time lived a kind fool-simpleton...” (“YKun 6501 1006pHIit
nypaumnHa-tipocroduis...”) is often interpreted as Vysockij’s evaluation of
Chruscev’s time in power.® Even seemingly apolitical songs like ‘Morning
Calisthenics’ (“Bmox rmybokwmii, pyku mupe...”) can contain what may be
viewed as political messages that stick with the listener:

Bad news is nothing to fear —

In response we run in place —

Even beginners wind up as winners.

It’s a thing of beauty — among the runners
No one’s first and no one falls behind, —
Running in place is a universal concili-
ator!

(1991, 2: 214)°

When asked about the role of life experience in creative work Vysockij
responded that imagination is equally important. In this regard, he mentioned
his affinity for Swift, Gogol’, and Bulgakov (Perevozc¢ikov 2009). It is no
coincidence that all of these authors are known for their satire. Vysockij, too,
could be a master satirist. The range of Vysockij’s humorous songs is quite
broad, however, and to look for political satire in all of them is to risk over-
projecting a singular interpretation. Korman falls into this trap in Vladimir
Vysockij: Kljuc k podtekstu, seeing nearly everything that comes into conflict
with the poetic persona as symbols of Soviet power. This approach borders
on the absurd when he claims that representations of the Holy Spirit (2006:
242) and Canadian professional hockey players (20) are allegories for the
government of the USSR. Likewise, Viktor Bachma¢ overstates the pointed
elements of VVysockij’s humor, contending: “[T]he poet ridiculed the internal
bankruptcy of the upper leadership, great power chauvinism, imperialistic
complexes, all of which were cultivated by political scientists and ideologues.
He also ridiculed the ubiquitous passivity of the masses, who found them-
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selves unable to change anything; neither in matters of state nor in their
personal lives” (1998: 50). Certainly Vysockij does a have number of pointed
satirical songs such as the political verses that | mentioned above and few
works which attack personal vices. Of the latter, his songs about envy such as
“The Envier’s Song’ (“Moii cocen 00be3aua Bech coro3...”) and “An inex-
plicable cataclysm has occurred...” (“IIpom3somien HeOOBSICHHUMBINA KaTa-
kiau3M...”) in particular, are characterized by what Michail Bachtin calls the
negative functions of laughter. The social satire in these songs has little in
common with what Bachtin refers to as Menippean satire, resembling rather
what the theorist dismisses as Heinrich Schneegans’s “narrow modern inter-
pretation of satire as a negation of separate individual phenomena” (Bachtin
1984: 306-307). While 1 shall discuss carnival and Menippean elements in
Vysockij’s verse later in this study, some of the poet’s humor is quite alien to
the Bakhtinian concept of the carnival. For instance, the song ‘The Viewing
of the Bride’ (“A y cocena mmp ropoii...”) is a particularly biting piece in
which nobody, least of all the narrative persona, has a single redeeming
quality. ™ Despite the abundance of food and alcohol at the neighbor’s feast it
has little else in common with the joyous feasts of Bachtin’s carnival. Even
the brawling at the feast is false and perfunctory *“and then they fought not
out of animosity”** and instead of regeneration we are left with degeneratlon
“Andlzall that was good in them / They finished exterminating” (1991, |
440).

IV. Vysockij’s Verse as “Anekdot” or Antidote to the Soviet Construction of
Masculinity

The majority of Vysockij’s humorous songs are only anti-Soviet in the sense
that they deal with characters and subject matter that are outside of the
official Soviet discourse. In this regard they have much in common with the
humor discussed in Seth Graham’s Resonant dissonance: The Russian joke in
cultural context, in which he explores the social and cultural significance of
the anekdot or joke in the late Soviet period. Graham employs the term ethnic
reflexivity to describe a category of jokes which underscore Russianness and
privilege “a cluster of behaviors and character traits that were anathema to
state discourse” serving as “an antidote to the constant self-aggrandizement
of official discourse” (2009: 95-96). Among the canonical traits of the
jokeloric Russian, Graham lists “drunkenness, belligerence, thievery,
laziness, sexual boorishness, a compulsion to use profanity, and a knack for
incompetent workmanship and destruction of property” (97). Similar traits
are very common among the anti-heroes of Vysockij’s humorous songs,
which, it seems, appealed to the same desire for a vision of the Russian
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character other than “state-produced or state-sanctioned representations of the
Russo-Soviet ‘ethnos’” (95).

Much of what Graham has to say about the anekdot is also true of
Vysockij’s humor. As Georgij Tokarev notes: “In Vysockij’s early songs one
clearly senses a poetic, more precisely lyrical [mecennsiii] orientation toward
joke telling elements” (2000: 311). Analyzing the “performativity” of the
anekdot, Graham discusses the “‘Mask’ worn by the anekdot performer”
(75). Vysockij, who was also an actor, is famous for assuming the roles of a
wide range of narrative personae. Moreover, Graham contrasts the simple
“naturalistic” performance of anekdoty to the “markedly theatrical profes-
sional nature of official entertainment during the Stagnation period” (75).
Vysockij himself frequently called attention to the contrast between his
shows and estrada concerts, referring to his performances as “a conversation
with his audience, the chance to tell them in one form or another, humorously
or seriously, about the things that concern and disturb you” (Vysockij 2000:
137) and dismissing most estrada concerts as empty spectacles (145-147).
Vysockij insisted that he wanted his performances to resemble the friendly
atmosphere of a gathering with friends at a table, which of course was a com-
mon place for the telling of anekdoty. Graham mentions Vysockij as an
inhabitant of “a place on the boundary between official and unofficial cul-
ture” (2000: 79) and compares him to the comic Michail Zvaneckij, a per-
former who “bridged the distance” between the realms of “vetted popular
entertainment and everyday public discourse” (76). Vysockij and Zvaneckij
also bridged the gap between literature and the anekdot, as each of their
works began with a written text but reached the audience through perform-
ance. Unlike official performers, however, Vysockij strove to create an at-
mosphere that was more similar to an informal gathering of friends than a
professionally produced spectacle. Returning to Graham’s discussion of the
jokeloric Russian as a counter-discourse to the artificial and sterile image of
the Soviet man, we find that Vysockij’s humor makes him a participant in
this nationwide project to construct a more genuine, if not always appealing,
image of Russian masculinity.

Vysockij wrote and performed his songs, the vast majority of which are
sung in the first person, from the point of view of a broad and varied cast of
characters. Although frequently his narrative personae are held up to ridicule,
the laughter is seldom vicious and most listeners probably sympathize with
the narrators while they are laughing at them. As lraida Kirillova observes:
“[H]e mocks the ‘simple’ man harshly, though neither humiliating nor
insulting him, but rather treating him with sympathy” (1999: 328). This is the
case, for instance, in ‘A Trip to the City’ (“SI camblii HembIOIIKI K3 BCEX
MyxHKOB...”), in which the hero is a comically naive bumpkin, and ‘Instruc-
tion” (“SI Buepa 3axomumi kKoBKy...”), which is narrated by a woefully igno-
rant worker. The ignorance of the characters in these songs comes into
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conflict with absurdities that they are encountering for the first time. Similar
to the innocents, such as many of Michail Zos¢enko’s heroes and Vladimir
Vojnovi¢’s Ivan Conkin, described in Lesley Milne’s *Jokers, Rogues and
Innocents’, they are “[rJound eyed and literal in their understanding, they take
things at face value, and the comic frustration, failure or chaos caused by
their efforts exposes the gap between appearance and reality” (2004: 95). The
rural innocent in ‘A Trip to the City’ is unable to grasp the concept of a
Soviet store that sells goods unavailable anywhere else in Moscow but only
for foreign currency. The more sophisticated listener may laugh at the
narrator’s expense, but the joke is really on those who have grown to accept
such a system. The worker planning his trip abroad in ‘Instruction’ has to
deal with conflicting images of the world beyond the iron curtain. We laugh
at his confusion and his fear that he might embarrass himself and his country
while abroad. We realize, however, that one reason for his predicament is that
he is being forced to pretend because the truth about the Soviet Union is the
real source of his and his nation’s feelings of inadequacy. If we return to
Graham’s analysis of the self-reflective Russian anecdote, we will see that
this is a classic case of the typical jokeloric image of Russianness coming
into contrast with its official Soviet counterpart. That the instructor has to
exhort the narrator to avoid vodka and extramarital affairs abroad indicates
that the official Soviet obligation “to be disciplined and impeccable in one’s
personal behavior and to strictly observe the principles of the moral code of a
builder of communism” may not have come naturally to many Soviet citi-
zens. His wife’s insistence that he bring fabric home from his trip indicates
that she is not concerned with the Soviet policy that dictates that she “not
concern herself with the acquisition of various items and valuables” (Osnov-
nye pravila povedenija sovetskich grazdan, vyezzajuscich v kapitalisticeskie i
razvivajusciesja strany 2010).

At times Vysockij’s handling of the manner in which Soviet institutions
treated many of the nation’s people as second class citizens is even more
direct and pointed. If ‘A Trip to the City’ is essentially a jokeloric song with
elements of satire, the song “And the people kept on grumbling and grum-
bling...” (“A mromu Bce ponranu m porrand...”) iS closer to pure satire. It
portrays citizens being passed over for a table in a restaurant in favor of
foreigners and delegates. While this particular song may seem more plaintive
than humorous, Vysockij sings the song to uproarious laughter at a 1970
performance at the home of the actress lja Savvina. In this private setting,
Vysockij underscores the political element of the song by inserting the words
“After all it’s the fiftieth anniversary of Soviet power! This just cannot be
possible!”*? into the people’s lament at the end of the piece. One can argue,
however, that Vysockij is actually defending the fundaments of the Soviet
system in “And the people kept on grumbling and grumbling...” and ‘A Trip
to the City’. Indeed, both songs are written from the perspective of true
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believers who cannot accept the incongruity between Soviet ideology and the
reality in which they find themselves. The complexity of these seemingly
simple songs lies in the listener’s attempt to discern the target of the satire.
Do these songs attack the anti-Soviet practices that have crept into Russian
society in the sixties or are we laughing at the naiveté of those who expect the
USSR to live up to its Marxist ideals?

When considering the role of songs that point out the contradictions
between Soviet ideology and life in the USSR, we must consider two possi-
bilities. On the one hand, they must surely have undermined the govern-
ment’s authority and helped to foment the widespread lack of identification
with the Soviet system that facilitated the later collapse of the system. On the
other hand, the opportunity to laugh at the system’s absurdities may have
served as a safety valve of the sort Michail Bachtin describes in his dis-
cussion of the carnival and the rigid church culture of the Middle Ages.
These interpretations are not, of course, mutually exclusive. It is most likely
that these songs made life easier to bear and allowed some to lead a double
life while at the same time they eroded many people’s faith in Soviet in-
stitutions. This having been said, it would most certainly be an overstatement
to hold Vysockij responsible either for the fall of the Soviet Union or for
prolonging its existence.

IV. Menippean Satire and Vysockij’s Works

While it is clearly impossible to determine the extent to which Vysockij’s
humor may have accelerated or delayed the fall of the USSR, the issue of the
nation’s social, economic, and political situation’s effects on his work is con-
siderably less complex. In the article ‘“Celovedeskaja komedija” v poétike
Vysockogo’, the authors list the stylistic and thematic elements that Vysoc-
kij’s works share with menippean satires, relying heavily, of course, on Bach-
tin’s description of the genre. No less striking than the similarities between
Vysockij and the menippean satirists are the similarities — again according to
Bachtin — of certain phenomena in their societies. Of the menippea, Bachtin
writes: “It was formed in an era when the national legend was already in
decay...” (1984: 119). He later adds: “The other side of this epoch was the
devaluation of all external positions that a person might hold in life, their
transformation into roles played out on the stageboards of the theater of the
world in accordance with the wishes of blind fate” (119). Bachtin could
easily be describing Vysockij’s Soviet Union with these words. Seth Graham
implies that Bachtin’s description of medieval society reads like an allegory
for Soviet society when he notes that Bachtin’s “description of medieval
carnival culture [...] reads as a virtual allegory for Soviet unofficial culture”
(2009: 16). Under these conditions, Vysockij showed a menippean satirist’s
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interest in “current and topical issues” and his works are frequently described
as an encyclopedia of Soviet or Russian life.!* This echoes the language
Bachtin uses to characterize Lucian’s satires: “an entire encyclopedia of the
times” (1984: 118).

In the spirit of the menippean satirists, Vysockij peoples his songs with
characters from history, myth, and folklore. He is not afraid to profane the
sacred, be it traditional religion, as is the case of ‘A Song about the Carpenter
Joseph, the Virgin Mary, the Holy Spirit, and the Immaculate Conception’
(“Bossparmiatocst ¢ pabotsl...”) in which he portrays Joseph’s anger at being
cuckolded by the Holy Spirit, or be it a combination of religious and Soviet
sacred concepts, as in “Revolution in people’s brains from place to place...”
(“TTepeBopoT B MO3rax U3 Kpas B kpaii...”), in which God is portrayed first as
a cruel dictator and then as a drunken beggar. This inverted carnival role
reversal (a carnivalization of the carnival, if you will) leaves the listener
much more sympathetic to the pauper God on the church doorstep than to the
all powerful God in judgment. Perhaps more blasphemous in Soviet terms is
the song’s parody of the revolution through an attempt to build paradise in
Hell and its portrayal of both God and Satan as quasi-Soviet leaders. The
former decrees executions and the latter orders a military parade and sings
the praises of productive labor. Perhaps because of the subject matter, Vy-
sockij never performed this song at large public concerts. The only existing
recordings are from small gatherings of friends (Kobacev 2009).

Many of the historical, mythological, and folkloric figures in Vysoc-
Kij’s songs behave as if they were Vysockij’s contemporary compatriots.
Though she warns the Trojans of their imminent doom, Cassandra is ignored
by those in power, because that is what those in power are expected to do
(“Honro Tpos B monokenuu ocamHoMm...”). A similar fate meets the seers
who predict Grand Prince Oleg’s death (“Kak ubiHe cOupaercs Bermmit
Ouer...”). Mona Lisa tricks Leonardo da Vinci into marrying her so that she
can have a member of the intelligentsia as a husband (*Moxer GbITH BBITIHB
noutpy...”). Russian folk characters and the inhabitants of Puskin’s lu-
komor’e are all shown to live petty lives with few concerns other than drink-
ing and obtaining material goods in “Puskin’s seaside is no more...” (“JIyko-
Mopbst Ooubine Het...”). While it could be argued that Vysockij is portraying
the demoralizing effects of life in the Soviet Union, it is equally plausible to
contend that these songs express the universality of human frailties, demon-
strating that they are not unique to Vysockij’s Soviet Union. Some would
contend that the latter argument is not applicable to “Puskin’s seaside is no
more...”, arguing that the characters have clearly degraded since the time of
Puskin.™ It can be argued equally convincingly, however, that the song is
“simply an anekdot on the subject of Puskin’s seaside [myxomopse] in our
days” (Tokarev 2000: 311). Whether it is through mythical and historical
figures or grotesques based on simple Soviet citizens, Vysockij’s songs pro-
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vide a form of defamiliarization that leads his readers to see the absurdity of
everyday events and behaviors in a fresh and perhaps cleansing light. It is,
however, hard to disagree with Dmitrij Kurilov’s contention that the evil
connected with the Soviet system is not absolute in Vysockij’s songs and that
the absurdities about which he writes are of a truly existential nature (1999:
248).

There is, however, a fairly pronounced political element in the songs in
which Vysockij employs the menippean device of the “representation of the
unusual, abnormal moral and psychic states of man" (Bachtin 1984: 116).
Vysockij has several works set in mental institutions.'® As Vysockij assumes
the role of the madman, it is hard to tell if his laments are about the state of
life in the institution or in the entire USSR. The listener is left to interpret the
meaning of “our” in the song “I told myself, ‘Give up writing’...” (“Cka3zan
cebe s1: 6pock mucarth...”) in which Vysockij sings: “And if you were to tell
Gogol’ about our mlserable life, / My God, that Gogol’ wouldn’t believe us!”
(1991, 1: 118)."" That an anti-Vysockij article published in Tjumenskij kom-
somolec in 1968 cites these lines as evidence of VVysockij’s anti-Soviet nature
demonstrates how easy it was to interpret the song as an attack on all things
Soviet.

Bachmac¢ devotes several pages of his dissertation to an analysis of ‘A
Letter to the Producers of the Television Show “Seeing is Believing” from
the Mental Institution from Kanat¢ikova Daca’ (“J{oporas nepemaual..”). He
cites Bachtin’s observation that “In a folk grotesque madness is a mirthful
parody of official intelligence, of the one-dimensional solemnity of official
‘truth’” (Bachmac¢ 1998: 90-91). He points out the ways in which the mental
patients’ speech parodies elements of the official discourse, citing verses
about, among other things, jamming American radio broadcasts and crushing
Israel (91). He concludes: “The theme of madness permitted the bard,
through the language of irony and the grotesque, to express the truth about
the surrounding world, where “everything is wrong’” (93). To limit the song’s
critique of the “surrounding world” to the Soviet system, however, would do
a great disservice to Vysockij. Even the verses “We didn’t make a scandal —/
We didn’t have a leader. / There aren’t many truly violent patlents here -/
That’s why we have no chiefs”*® in which the use of the word “Bosxzs”, an
epithet often used to describe Stalin (and Lenin), could be seen to imply that
Stalin (and maybe Lenin along with him) was violent, are probably best read
as a universal condemnation of those with the will to power, rather than a
narrow attack on past Soviet leaders.
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V. Carnival Elements in Vysockij’s Verse

A number of observers have commented on the carnival elements in Vy-
sockij’s works.™ His ability to assume numerous personalities is seen as the
wearing of masks. His characters are frequently fools who find themselves
elevated to positions of power or glory as is the case with the above-men-
tioned scapegoat and foolish simpleton. One of Vysockij’s comic master-
pieces, ‘The Honor of the Chess Crown’ (“S kpuuan: Bsl uro Tam, obaie-
au?..” and “Tonbko mpuieTenu cpasy cenu...”) is a two song cycle about a
sports club tough guy who is sent to play Bobby Fischer for the world chess
championship. Though he has been elevated to a place among the sporting
elite, the simple man remains unable to think about much more than eating,
drinking, and physical violence. The theme of elevating a simple citizen to a
position of power is repeated once in each song as the hero mentions a
pawn’s ability to become a queen. At the end of the second song, the hero
bares his biceps and begins to rise from his chair, thus managing to force
Fischer to agree to a draw. We are not shown the hero’s dethroning, but we
certainly expect it. Yet, while the hero is elevated to power like a carnival
king, the other elements of the carnival are absent because he must repress
his Russianness in order to be an ideal Soviet sportsman. He cannot drink
during the match and they only serve coffee and omelets to eat. The comic
tension builds as the Russian everyman struggles with his Soviet mask until
finally he has all he can stand and reveals himself for the muzhik that he is.
Of course the humor in these songs is not confined to the above-mentioned
tensions. The listener laughs at Vysockij’s narrator’s belief that training in
other sports will prepare him for success in the “sport” of chess. Vysockij
makes puns on chess terms, taking advantage of the fact that the Russian
terms for taking a piece are connected to eating and striking a physical blow.
Finally the versification of the song enhances the humorous effect. The
ABAB CDCCD rhyme scheme wherein the B and D verse are masculine
rhymes creates a feeling of acceleration and panic, with a sudden braking at
the last masculine rhyme of each stanza. This acceleration with an abrupt
ending evinces a physical blow, underscoring the violent threats of the
narrator “I don’t need mate to crush him!” (1984, I: 384),%° “Or a move with
the horse to the head!” (387),% “Well Wh}/ shouldn’t he fear me / When |
bench a hundred and fifty kilos!” (387).? The performance of the piece
allows the author to make the audience feel the exclamation points found in
the written text, as he lands each line like a blow to the audience’s head. Yet
the violence is playful, carnival violence which allows the artist and the
listener to play out and mock simultaneously fantasies of a hypermasculine
Russianness in contrast to the Soviet ideal of the cerebral, cultured chess
champion, who defeats a Western opponent, thus demonstrating the
superiority of the Soviet system.
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Perhaps the most carnival of all images in Vysockij’s works is the
Pantagruelian appetite for alcohol demonstrated by the narrators of his so-
called anti-alcohol songs. Fitting their Dionysian subject matter, the best
known of these songs also contain images of rebirth. The song beginning
“Qy, where was | yesterday — | can’t figure it out to save my life [literally
even if you kill me]” (“Oit, rme Gvin 5 Buepa — He Haiidy, XoTh yoeit!l..”;
emphasis added — A.Q.) the narrator opens with an image of death and
forgetting. The song’s closing stanza, however, finds the hero reborn and
ready to live, “It’s a good thing that the widow / Was able to endure the
whole thing / She took pity on me — / And took me in to live with her [em-
phasis added — A.Q.]” (179).%® The ending of ‘Police Report’ (“Cuuraii 110-
HaIleMy, MbI BIuIn He MHOTO...”") finds the hero planning the next day with
great optimism, no matter how misplaced.

The political aspect of Vysockij’s anti-alcohol songs is minor, but not
completely lacking. The drunk from ‘Police Report’ takes no responsibility
for his condition, blaming instead the government run alcohol industry,
saying “And if vodka weren’t made of sawdust, / What’d five bottles do to
us” (366).%* The narrator of “Oy, where was | yesterday...” may have drunk
most of his alcohol by choice, but there is a point in the song when he recalls
that one of his tormentors forcibly poured vodka into his mouth. Taken by
themselves, these readings may seem forced, but in one of Vysockij’s most
serious poems “I never believed in mirages...” (“S1 Hukorga He Bepua B
mupaxu...”) the lyric persona laments, “And though we weren’t mowed
down by firing squads, / We lived not daring to raise our eyes, — / We, too,
are children of Russia’s terrifyin5g years, / The stagnant times [0e3Bpemennbe]
poured vodka into us” (I1: 175).2

VI. Politically Incorrect or Apolitically Incorrect? Possible Chauvinism in
Vysockij’s Works

Returning to the survey mentioned in the present study’s introduction, we
find that the four comic songs among the respondents’ top ten favorite Vy-
sockij songs are all relatively devoid of political content.?® The most popular
of these songs, ‘Dialog in Front of the Television’ (*Oii, Baub, risiau, kakue
kioyusl...”), is a simple family drama. Alcohol plays a role in this song, too,
but there is no evidence that either character drinks out of despair caused by
the system. The only possible conflict with Soviet institutions is caused by
the complaints Zina sends to Vanja’s workplace. While this is a fairly minor
detail, it does echo the theme found in ‘The Invisible One’ (“Cuxy au 1,
numy au s...”") of women using official institutions to effect changes in their
personal relationships with men. We have already briefly discussed the se-
cond song on the list, “Morning Calisthenics’, which, other than the final
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stanza, has little or no political connotations. Perhaps the fourth song on the
Ilst ‘Why Did the Aborigines Eat Cook’ (“He xBaraiiTech 33_HyKHE Ta-
muu...") has as little political content as any of Viysockij’s songs.?

Of all of the songs on the respondents’ top ten, perhaps ‘A Ditty about
Nothing or What Happened in Africa’ (“B »xentoii skapkoii Adpuke...”) is
potentially the most controversial. If this song has any political commentary
it is as a chauvinistic attack on official Soviet nationalities policy. The
giraffe’s justification of his love for the antelope echoes Soviet slogans of the
equality of its peoples: “Now our fauna / Is equal to the last horn” (I: 227).%
The song ends with the giraffe’s daughter’s marriage to a buffalo; an event
that causes the giraffe family great grief. In the final stanza we are told
simply: “Maybe the giraffe was wrong, — / But the giraffe isn’t the one to
blame...” (228).%° Here the reader is left with much room for interpretation.
The giraffe could have been wrong in deciding to marry the antelope, but he
could have been wrong in his hypocritical stance toward his daughter’s
marriage. Thus, while a political reading of this song can certainly be
challenged, Vysockij may be attacking the Soviet dogma that all peoples are
equal or he could be condemnlng mixed marriage.*® It must be said, however,
that if there is racism in this song, it is arguably unique in Vysockij’s literary
oeuvre.! Indeed, in the song ‘Life Flew’ (“S cam ¢ PocroBa, s BooO1ie mOA-
kugeit...”) the narrator identifies with a frequent target of Russian racists
who were also victimized by Stalinist mass deportations, the Chechens. There
is also nothing in his many biographies that shows Vysockij to be racially
prejudiced. Vysockij does have songs that deal with anti-Semitism, the most
well known of which are “Miska Sifman is a brainiac...” (“Mumka ITudpman
6amkosur...”) and “Why should | be considered a punk and a bandit...”
(“3auem MHe cumTaThCs HimaHoi ¢ 6anauToMm...”). The latter of these songs is
somewhat ambiguous in that the narrator is a Russian who aspires to become
an anti-Semite. | have encountered people who attribute the views of the
narrator of this song to Vysockij himself, although most recognize it as a
social satire. The journalist Aleksandr Sojchet (2009) understands the
distance between Vysockij and the narrator, but argues that the subject matter
is not appropriate for such coarse humor. “Miska Sifman” undermines the
foundation of anti-Semitism by revealing that MiSka and the narrator are
essentially identical, despite their radically different genealogies. These songs
do have a political element, because although anti-Semitism is a personal
failing, both songs imply that it is tolerated and even facilitated by the Soviet
government.

There is at least one other area where Vysockij’s disagreement with
official Soviet ideolog?/ is somewhat less than progressive and that is the
treatment of women.®= Some of Vysockij’s comic songs display marked
misogynist tendencies. This is especially true of his early songs, though it can
be argued that the misogyny found in these works is a parody of the criminal
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mentality of the songs’ stylized blatnye lyric heroes. Nevertheless, songs
such as “I didn’t beat women until the age of seventeen...” (“S »xeHuH He
6un 1o cemuamiaru ner...”) and “Why you bitch...” (“Yro x TsI 3apaza...”)
contain considerable disrespect toward women, whether it is purely parodic
or a hyperbolic expression of genuine misogynist tendencies. At times Vy-
sockij even expresses anti-feminist feelings outside of his songs — but within
his performances, introducing, for example, the song ‘She’s been to Paris’
(“HaBepHo, st moru6: riasa 3akpoio — BUKy...”) by saying: “That is, this song
is directed against the emancipation of women, for the most part” (Vysockij
2009b).* Of course, this attitude toward women is another element Vysoc-
kij’s humor has in common with the anekdot culture. Much of Emil Drai-
tser’s Making War, Not Love: Gender and Sexuality in Russian Humor is de-
voted to exploring the prevalence of misogynist themes in Russian jokelore.
While this element of Vysockij’s humor may make a western listener
uncomfortable, one might find comfort in Draitser’s caveat: “While male
jokes are indicative of prevailing attitudes toward women, it would be wrong
to assume that a man telling these jokes fully subscribes to the stereotypes he
plays with” (Draitser 1999: 8). On the other hand the extent to which such
attitudes were perpetuated by the counter discourse of Soviet nonofficial
humor, including that of Vysockij, may have exacerbated the misogyny of
post-Soviet Russian culture, as official myths of Soviet identity faded and a
new Russian identity began to be constructed in part on the basis of the
counter discourse found in humor.

The general lack of a strong political message in the respondents’ favorite
humorous Vysockij songs stands in contrast to their favorite serious songs,
three of which — ‘Wolf Hunt’ (“PBychk u3 cui — 1 U3 BceX CyXOXKHIHU...”),
‘White Steam Bath’ (“IIporomu Tb1 MHe GaHbKY, X03st01mka...”") and “l don’t
like” (“SI me mrobmro (aransHOTO Hcxoma...”) have heavy socio-political con-
tent. This may be taken as evidence that the listeners prefer their politics
serious and their humor apolitical. Alternatively, however, one could con-
clude that listeners who favor political pieces ranked only serious songs in
their top ten and that those voters would have chosen Vysockij’s political
humor over his other comic songs if the poll had been worded differently.

If Vysockij’s humorous songs were limited in function to attacking the
Soviet Union, they would have lost much relevance in today’s world. Many
of them laugh at vices that are universal and eternal. Others, it could be
argued, perpetuate vices such as misogyny that are common throughout all
times and places. For better and for worse, his jokeloric vision of the world
allowed him to participate as a leading figure in the nationwide construction
of Russian masculinity as a counter discourse to the official image of the
Soviet man. Perhaps the strongest anti-Soviet effect of Vysockij’s songs,
however, was the defamiliarization he brought to common situations by
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showing them through the eyes of simple folk, historical and folkloric
figures, and those accused of being mentally disturbed. This carnival view of
reality, stripped of the inertia of habit, is the enemy of any monolithic system
that requires its routines and dogmas to be carried out automatically. Yet, that
Vysockij’s songs are relevant to this day reveals the extent to which such
systems are not the exclusive domain of “totalitarian” states.

NOTES

“IIpm oObIcke y Hero 3abpayii Bce TUIEHKH ¢ MOMMH MECHSIMH H €IIe KOe C YeM
moxJjelme — C pacckazaMu M Tak jainee. Iloka HUKakux penpeccuil He
I0CJICA0BAJIO0, U CJIICKKH 3a co00ii He 3aMe€Yaro, XOTs A HaACKIbl HE TEPSIO.
Bor Tak, HO Hu4ero, cefyac Apyrue BpeMeHa, Ipyrue MEeTObl, Mbl HUKOTO HE
6oumcs, 1 BOOOIIE, KaK CKa3an XPYIIeB, y HAC HET MONUT3aKIOUCHHBIX [...]”
(http:/lwww.irrkut.narod.ru/stati/kgb.htm). Here and throughout this article,
with the exceptions of Michail Bachtin’s works, all translations from the
Russian are my own. 3

Andrej Skobelev and Sergej Saulov, for example, call his songs a “touchstone
of truth” (2001: 8) and Soviet society a “universal masquerade” and a “theater
of lies” (19). Viktor Bachma¢ cites a poem by Ljudmila Lichoded in which
she states “B yromy mome meceH oH He muiet, / Ha cnyx6e y JokenoB He
cocrout. / Ou cayxurt Ipasae, [IpaBnoro on aummwr [Sic]. / Ou [IpaBae Beput
u Ha ToM ctout” (“He does not write songs to please the trends. / He does not
serve the liars. / He serves Truth. He breathes Truth / He is loyal to Truth and
on that he stands”; 1998: 97).

See Bakin (1984: 598-601).

One of Vysockij’s most meticulous biographers, Mark Cybul’skij, counts over
60 films in which Vysockij’s participation was rejected as an actor or
composer. For a discussion of the difficulties he had in getting permission to
act in films, see Bakin (1984: 365-368). For a discussion of legal problems
connected with his concerts, see Bakin (252-265).

The best known songs in the Chinese cycle begin “The weather in Peking is
very gloomy...” (“B Ilekune oueHb MpauHas moroxa...”), “Mao Zedong is a
great big goon...” (“Mao I3eayn — Gonbimoii manys...”), and “Near the city
of Peking...” (“Bo3ne ropoaa Ilekuna...”). Throughout the current article, |
shall reference all songs by their opening words. This will allow the reader to
find the songs using the alphabetical concordance in Vysockij (1991: 513-
533) or by using the search feature at the web site: http://www.kulichki.
com/wv/. In instances where | cite the text of a song, | will provide a paren-
thetical reference to the volume and page number from Vysockij (1991).
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See Vysockij’s 1971 song, “l will completely clarify all the questions...” (“s
BCE BOMpPOCHI OcBely crmoina...”), in which he writes, “And now I’ll talk
about the main thing. / One guy standing modestly in the corner, / Asked ‘And
what did you have in mind / In this song in this and in this line?” / The
answer: | am not the reincarnation of Aesop, / | have no hostility hidden in my
pockets — don’t bother, — / And what | meant — that’s what | wrote — / I’ve
turned my pockets out — have a look!” (“Teneps s kK ocHOBHOMY mepeiny. /
OnuH, cTosBIINIT CKPOMHO B yronouke, / Cripocwit: ‘A 4To UMenu Bbl B BUaY /
B Ttakoii-ro mecHe W B Takoi-to crpouke?’ / OtBeT: BO MHEe D300m HE
Bockpecai, / B kapmaHe uru HeT — He CyeTUTeCh, — / A 4TO UMeEN B BHIY —
To Hamucai, — / Bot — BeiBepHYyI kapMmanbl — yoenutecs!”; 1991, 1: 324-325).
The key word here is “obvious”. In the verse cited in the previous footnote
Vysockij objects to the view of his poems as secret expressions of dis-
satisfaction. Vysockij appears to have felt that he made his social and political
positions known clearly.

See Bakin (2005: 315) and Cybul’skij (2004: 511).

“He crpaminsl xypHble BecTH — / MBI B OTBET O&KMM Ha MecTe, — / B BBIMIPEI-
nre gaxke HaunHaromuit. / Kpacora — cpenu 6eryiux / IIepBbIX HET U OTCTArO-
mux, — / ber Ha mecre obtenpumu- / psrormii!”

For an alternate reading of this text, see Bachma¢ (1998: 107) who contends
that the listener sympathizes with the song’s narrator. | remain unconvinced.
“TTorom nmpanuck HE 10 37100€e.”

“U Bce xopomee B cebe / Touctpebumu.” For a description of how another
song with superficially carnivalesque images is alien to the spirit of the
carnival as interpreted by Bachtin, see Dmitrij Kurilov’s analysis of the song
‘Masks’ (“Cwmetrock HaB3pbII, Kak y KpHBBIX 3epkai...”) in which the masks,
portrayed from a “subjective romantic” point of view, have lost their “re-
generative power” and become tools of concealment and deception (1999:
248-250).

“Benp msitbaecsT neT coBeTckoi Biactu! Hy 310 HeBo3MoxkHO!”

An Internet search quickly reveals how ubiquitous this description is.
Examples can be found in Kulagin’s Poézija Vysockogo: tvorceskaja évo-
ljucija (1997: 10) and on the website Megaénciklopedija Kirilla i Mefodija
(2009).

See Bachmag (1998: 79-84).

Vysockij had experienced such institutions firsthand, having been treated for
alcoholism in a psychiatric hospital in 1965 and 1968 (Bakin 2005: 155, 239).
“U pacckazatb 061 ['oromro npo Hauty u3Hb yooryto, / Eii-0ory, stot ['orons
ObI HaM He TIOBepuI ObI!”

Msr He crnenanu ckangana — / Ham Boxas HemocraBaso. / Hacrosmux Oyid-
HBIX Majio —/ BoT u HCTY BOKAKOB.

I recommend Dmitrij Kurilov’s treatment of this theme in his article
““Karnaval’nye” ballady Gali¢a i Vysockogo’ (Kurilov 1999).

“s1 ero 6e3 mara 3agasimo!” Note also the playful, ambivalent use of the word
“mar” meaning either “checkmate” or “foul language”.
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“Unm — xox koHeM — 110 rosiose!”

“Hy eme 6 emy Mens He onacarbest — / Korna st nexa sxmy cto msarbaecsr!”
“Xopomo, uto BIoBa / Bece cmora nepesxuts, / [loxanena mens — / U B3sa
K cebe orcums” (emphasis added — A.Q.).

“U ecau 6 BOAKY FHATH HE M3 OMUIIOK, / TO 1€ 6 HaMm ObUIO ¢ msITH Oy THUTOK?”
“U Hac XOTS paccTpelbl He KOCHITH, / Ho >xunu MbI OOHATE HE cMes Tia3, — /
MBI Toe AeTH CTpallHbIX JieT Poccuy, / BesBpemeHbe BIMBAIO BOJIKY B Hac.”
Vysockij was not alone in attributing social causes to alcoholism. In Moscow
to the End of the Line (Moskva-Petuski, also translated into English as
Russian Circles), Venedikt Erofeev’s narrator implies that alcohol is a sur-
rogate for something lacking in society: “This is what people have given me
in exchange for that for which my soul longs! And if they had given me that,
then really would | have needed this?” (“BoT uro manu MHE JIOAM B3aMEH
TOTO, TI0 YeMy TOCKyeT ayma! A ecii © OHM MHE JTaJld TOTO, pa3Be HyXKIaJICs
051 1 B omom?”; 1995: 45).

It is certainly no coincidence that these are among the songs most often
performed by Vysockij, although other frequently performed comic songs
with slightly higher political and social content such as ‘Marathon’ (“SI Gery,
Gery...”) and ‘A Song about Reincarnation’ (“Kro Bepur B Maromera...”)
were performed even more often but did not make the list.

Jakov Korman (2006) does not share my opinion here. He posits that Cook
represents Vysockij’s lyric hero, the aborigines represent the rest of the
people, and their chief represents Soviet power.

“Herrue B Hameil (ayne / PaBHBI Bce TOpOTroBHO.”

“Ilyctsb xupad Obut Henpas, —/ Ho BuHoBeH He xupad...”

An example of the latter reading of this song can be found in Evgenij
Merzon’s article “Vysockij kak zerkalo pravogo lagerja ili “S kem vy, mastera
kul’tury?”” (Merzon 2003).

Other instances of what arguably can be seen as racism in Vysockij’s works
include the use of the word “Papuan” (“ITamyac™) in its common Russian
meaning to imply “uncivilized” in the song “In the far off constellation Tau-
Kita” (“B manexom co3se3muu Tay-Kura...”) and the use of the epithet “fierce
savages” (“smeie aukapu”) to describe the Polynesian cannibals in “Why did
the Aborigines eat Cook?” (“He xpataiirech 3a uyxwue Tanuu...”). He also
sings the song “A Letter from a Tashkent Fruit Vendor at the Central Market”
(“Xopa u Apkaamii Baitnep!..”) from the point of view of an Uzbek fruit
merchant, adopting the stereotypical Uzbek accent and making grammatical
errors. The latter song is not included in Vysockij’s Socinenija. It can be
found at the following web site: http://www.bards.ru/archives/part.php?
id=15613. Vysockij also employs Jewish and Caucasian accents in the jokes
he tells at Andrej Sinjavskij’s home. None of the above cited examples,
however, appear particularly mean spirited.

The key word here is, of course, “official”. The institutional, cultural, and
domestic inequality imposed on women in the Soviet Union was, | believe,
self-evident. Indeed, to underscore the lack of interest in defending women’s
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rights in the USSR during the time of stagnation, there is no criticism of
Vysockij’s misogyny among the charges of “anti-Soviet” behavior leveled at
him in the late sixties.

“3Ha‘II/IT, OTa MNECHs HalpaBJICHA IMPOTHB SMaHCHUIIALIU JKCHIIWH, B OCHOB-
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Abstract

Women are not known for their political satire, but they do traditionally engage in
carnival laughter. During the Soviet period women engaged in political chastushki,
which combine both types of humor. These could be either subversive and
underground (and could lead to arrest) or official and used for reeducation. In the
post-Soviet period, elder rural women demonstrated their attunement to both of
these Soviet contexts. The community quality of the chastushka form and its
context, the public village forum, held out the promise of safety. Political chastushki
helped women construct a social identity with a distinct public voice.

Keywords: Laughter; Chastushki

Evaluating women’s participation in totalitarian laughter is a challenge for
cultural critics, due to the scarcity of public venues in which women parti-
cipated in the production of humor. For example in literature, only a handful
of female authors chose satirical humor as the focus of their art.! In the arena
of amateur satirical theatrical performances, women had no place (or a E)urely
ornamental place): the “laughter of the mind” was associated with men.

The reasons for women’s peripheral participation in public satirical
discourse are related to what Nancy Walker calls “a complex web of cultural
assumptions about woman’s intelligence, competence, and ‘proper role’”.
Walker writes: “As long as woman is viewed as helpmate, sex object, and
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domestic servant, she cannot at the same time be allowed the capacity for
humor, with its implication of superiority and its fundamental critique of
social reality” (1988: 98). The same is true in folk and popular cultures.
Anthropologist Mahadev Apte surveys numerous studies showing that in
patriarchy, women are largely excluded from the production of laughter
(Apte 1985: 69).

But the assertions about women’s peripheral participation in laughter
all have to do with a certain kind of humor: what Michail Bachtin terms uni-
directional satirical laughter, and what Apte calls “verbal aggressive humor”
or “tricky and clever” humor. Such humor laughs at the flaws and foibles of
others, positing the speaker’s, and by extension the listener’s, superiority.
Women do commonly participate in another kind of humor, which roughly
corresponds to Bachtin’s concept of double-voiced or carnival laughter. This
laughter is ambivalent and body-centered: it conjures up ironies and mediates
between incongruities, is bawdy and playful in its mocking (Bachtin 1984:
11-12). Cultural critics may call this kind of laughter subversive, when it
defies social rules rather than transmitting or upholding them (Green 1990
[1977]: 33). These women’s traditions are often practiced separately from
mainstream culture, and in women-only groups. Apte observes that the col-
lective nature of such folk practices helps to overcome prohibitions that
would be applied if these women acted individually. In non-industrial so-
cieties, often only post-menopausal women can participate in aggressive,
tricky or clever humor (1985: 71, 78).

I wish to focus here specifically upon women’s involvement in a type
of folk discourse that combines elements of both of these types of humor:
political castuski.® Castuski (9. castuska) are short ditties (two, four, or six
lines of trochaic trimeter or tetrameter) that are sung to instrumental accom-
paniment (accordion and/or balalaika) or recited. These songs are generally
performed in spontaneous group situations: an individual singer or pair sing a
castuska, and other singers join in with their own. In the twentieth century,
scholars often identified castuski as a women’s genre, although men also
sang or declaimed them; but politics is generally seen as a man’s topic. When
women intentionally enter the arena of political discourse through the me-
dium of sung folk satirical poetry, then we are seeing an interesting appli-
cation of women’s folk discourse as a means of communication with a “pu-
blic” audience — an audience linked with the nation, rather than women’s
immediate social group (their cohort, their village). The two cases | wish to
examine in this paper, which took place in the post-Soviet period, each
involve elder rural Russian women performing politically satirical castuski
for audiences beyond their own village. In order to understand this pheno-
menon, we need to take a closer look at the castuska genre itself and its
changing functions as folklore in the Soviet period.
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Origins and Gender Associations of ““Castuski”’

The first castuski to appear in print were published in P.V. Sejn’s Russkie
narodnye pesni (1870). The term was first used in 1889 in an article by G.1.
Uspenskij; folk terms for the genre are numerous, and include castuski,
pripevki, prigudki, pribaski, korotuski, sobiruski, etc. (Alexander 1976: 337,
Pogadaev 2008: 42). This variety of musical terms is just one sign of the
great variety of regional and local styles and usages of castuski (Gippius
1936: 102-103; Kuleva 2008). Scholars disagree about the origins of the
genre. Some argue that castuski appeared in the late nineteenth century when
city culture pervasively influenced rural culture due to industrialization
(Zelenin 1994 [1901]: 27; Bachtin 1966: 11). The poetry of the castuska,
with its rhyme scheme and tonic or syllabo-tonic verse, is clearly literary in
origin. However, many other scholars have argued persuasively that castuski
are versions of traditional short dance songs that were sung during weddings,
calendar holidays, or other rituals (Sobolevskij 1902: 2-3; Eleonskaja 1914;
Banin and Burmistrov 1997, Kuleva 2008, etc.).

The scholarly debate has some bearing on the question of the original
gender of castuska-singers. Those who saw castuski’s origins in factory and
tavern settings in the late nineteenth century attributed them to young men,
for it was primarily men who worked in factories and who imported city
culture to the village. Conversely, if one sees the roots of the genre in village
dances, then the likely originators were women. However, as Dmitrij Zelenin
has argued, even if its roots were in urban and literary culture, the castuska
developed as a village genre and was folklorized there (1994: 37). In the
village setting in the early twentieth century, castuski were observed to have
been sung by both men and women at village holiday gatherings. The two
genders often sang or declaimed castuski using different musical and into-
national stylistic markers and vocabulary (Edemskij 1905; Eleonskaja 1910;
Knatc 1928). By the mid-twentieth century, women predominated as creators
and singers of castuski. The reasons for the shift included a greater proportion
of men who migrated out of the village, and also the experience in World
War Il: while soldiers did not favor the genre, women who stayed in villages
invented thousands of new castuski (Bachtin 1966: 47).

Many Russian castuski are about love; only a small percentage express
satire about political or economic events or states of affairs. However, as
Zelenin and others have shown, no matter what the subject, castuski represent
an individual’s point of view and often take a position against the traditional
or socially prescribed outlook. Thus, the ethics of this genre can be charac-
terized by daring, novelty, and challenge to authority (1994: 32; see also
Husband 2004). To be sure, Isabel Tirado has shown that women’s castuski
from the 1920s about courtship, marriage, and the family expressed tradi-
tional values and gender roles, but there was evidence of new expectations
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(Tirado 1993: 4). That is, the speakers in women’s castuski seemed to take
for granted that their individual opinions would be heard, as evidenced by
their articulation of many conflicting opinions (see, for example, Tirado
1993: 17). Further, as Marcelline Hutton has observed, the women’s castuski
also expressed views about fashion, technology, religion, spousal abuse, di-
vorce, and politics (2001: 150). Indeed, Zelenin likened the castuska to a
newspaper gossip column in its attempt to convey the latest happenings of
political and social life (1999: 465)

Throughout the twentieth century, castuski were typically associated
with youth and youthfulness, even when sung by pensioners. Castu3ki reach-
ed a peak in popularity in the 1920s, and their popularity was further
stimulated in the 1930s by officially sponsored public contests (Olympiads,
smotry) for collection and performance — on the level of the collective farm,
region, city and province (La Pasha 2001). After World War Il, the genre
became less popular with young people, and was associated with middle-aged
or older people (Kolpakova 1967: 35; Dmitrieva 1972). Changes in folklore’s
traditional function played a large role in bringing women into this realm of
political folk discourse.

“Castuski” in the Soviet Context

Although castuski have continued to be linked with village culture, they also
spread to cities starting in the early twentieth century; Zelenin wrote in 1922
that urban and village elements were so intertwined in castuski that it was
often impossible to tell whether a given text had been created in the city or
village (Zelenin 1999: 467). A. Archipova and Sergej Nekljudov argue that
the catastrophic events of the early twentieth century (wars, revolution, inter-
nal migration, hunger) led to a “displacement of peoples” which hastened the
exchange of information between people of different social statuses, who
heretofore had little chance for contact. This mutual “interference” had its
effects upon folklore:

KpecTbsine, HanmpuMep, Ub€ OCMBICIEHUE NEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, KaK IIpa-
BUJIO, HE BBIXOJWJIO 3a TIPEAeNbl Kpyro3opa CBOCH NEpEeBHH, 0Openn
HEOBIBATYI0 JOTOJIE BO3MOXHOCTH COOTHOCHTH IPOUCXOSIIEE BOKPYT
C COOBITUSIMH TOCYapCTBEHHOTO Macmitada W C JCHCTBUSMHU BIIACTH;
COOTBECTCTBCHHO, BIIOJIHE TPAIUIIMOHHBIC ¢)OJ'IBKJ'IOpHBIe TEKCThI CTaJIu
MOJy9aTh HE MMEBINYIOCA paHee peepeHINIO K aKTyaJIbHOM MOIUTH-
ueckoii uctopuu. (Archipova, Nekljudov 2010)

Peasants, for example, whose understanding of reality, as a rule, did not
exceed the boundaries of their own village, acquired the possibility —
which they had not possessed previously — to relate local events to the



Women’s Political “Castuski” 167

happenings taking place on the governmental level and to the actions of
the leaders; for this reason, completely traditional folkloric texts started
to acquire unprecedented reference to actual political history.

The emergence of various folkloric genres as forums for oppositional
political commentary worried the authorities. In 1927 the Central Committee
of the Communist Party issued a decree “on satirical-humoristic magazines”
in which it took issue with “negative” criticism of Soviet life; in practice this
meant that any use of irony about aspects of Soviet realia could be banned or
punished (Archipova, Nekljudov 2010). In the early 1930s the Joint State
Political Directorate (OGPU) turned its attention to the castuska as one of the
main ways that protest against Soviet policies was being carried out; it
published a list of villages and names of male and female high school
students who had been observed singing political castuski (Berelovi¢ 2005).

Women as well as men embraced the castuska as a forum for expres-
sion of an ironic stance towards the policies that affected their lives; both
women and men were arrested for texts deemed anti-Soviet or anti-kolkhoz.
For example, in 1936 a 21-year-old male tractor driver from Saratov was
sentenced to a year and a half in prison for singing the following castuska at a
village gathering:

Bcerasaii Jlenun Get up, Lenin
Bcerasaii nenka Get up, grandad
Hac y6una The five year plan
ITarunerka Has killed us

(Davies 1998: 156)

In another Saratov oblast’ case, a female kolkhoz worker was convicted for
singing a castuska reported as the following:

B xonxo3 s 3amucancs, nuiry | joined the kolkhoz, | write to my
CBOIO JKEHY wife
[A] sxena mens pyraer: My wife curses me:
ITpoBanuCh THI C KOIXO30M May you disappear along with the kolkhoz
B xo01n1x03 51 He Moy I won’t join the kolkhoz
(157)

The punishment of counter-revolutionary castuski was not just a phenomenon
of the height of the purges; it continued after the war. For example, a female
kolkhoz worker was tried in 1953 for sending anonymous letters containing
castuski about party and government leaders and kolkhoz life to two local
Moscow newspapers, and for singing these castuski in her village (Edelman
1999: 29). This example shows the extent to which women meant these texts
as public expressions of discontent, aimed at the purveyors of the repressive
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policies: a sort of answer in a dialogue between the authorities and the
“people” (for the metaphor of the dialogue see Archipova, Nekljudov 2010).

Throughout the Soviet period, officials in charge of the ideological
reeducation of the population recognized the value of castuski as propaganda.
For example, starting in the 1920s party leaders called for the use of lively,
understandable, and relevant means to conduct anti-religious propaganda
targeted specifically at rural women, who continued to practice Orthodoxy
and to believe in the supernatural. In a time of budgetary scarcity, ethno-
graphers were given funds to study folklore, including castuski, with the
condition that they “introduce alterations and additions” in publications for
mass consumption in order to help with antireligious propaganda (Andreev
1931: 3; Husband 2004: 97-98). The ethnographers who publicly embraced
this tactic included the eminent folklorist Jurij Sokolov, who spoke about the
need to rid Soviet society of prison and bourgeois folklore — all while he
continued to add to his large collection of precisely this type of folklore
(Archipova, Nekljudov 2010). Other authors of such texts included Komso-
mol members and members of so-called “agit-brigades”, composed of
professional and amateur producers of theatrical and musical propaganda in
regional houses of culture, factory clubs, and, more rarely, village clubs. The
groups based in regional centers often traveled to villages to present their
material. Here they would collect and adapt for new use local castuski, and
also present newly composed castuski (Tirado 1993: 51-52; Bjalosinskaja
1966). The mode used in these poetic texts was a specific type of satire: as
one critic described it, praising the satirical caricatures of Boris Efimov, who
drew for lzvestija, Pravda, and Krokodil (the leading satirical magazine):
“the healthy humor [...] of an optimist” (Gnedin 1935: 5; Norris 2009). Such
humor remains within the limits of mimesis, leaving intact the principal
reference points of good and evil, state and its structures (Ostromoukhova
2009). For example, one set of castuski criticized the leadership of the kol-
khoz agronomist in the sowing of millet:

Arponom KonecHukos Agronomist Kolesnikov

ITo moro rynser Walks around the field

[Tpoco moBepxy JICKUT The millet is lying on the top
OH He 3aMeyYaeT And he doesn’t notice

[Mpunes: Refrain:

Xoporto s cestu? Did they sow it well?
HeBauMaTensHO. Not attentively.

Kypbl mpoco mokroT? Will the chickens eat the millet?
O0s13aTeIBHO. Absolutely.

(Bjalosinskaja 1966: 229)
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Such texts ended up being used only for a short time: they were “dispo-
sable”, and became folklorized only with significant changes, or not at all.
One can see the difference between this text criticizing the agronomist’s
direction of the millet-sowing and the genuinely folkloric texts. The sponta-
neously created folklore makes use of hyperbole (“The five-year-plan has
killed us™), cursing language — also a hyperbolic expression — (“May you dis-
appear”), and black humor (“Get up, Lenin!”). These castuski are carnival-
esque in their evocation of death and rebirth, their reversals of established
hierarchies (calling for Lenin to take on Stalin, wife cursing and disobeying
both husband and Soviet power) (Bachtin 1984: 80-81). By contrast, the
composed texts use mild expressions with simple negation of the desired
behavior (“he doesn’t notice”; “not attentively”), without disturbing existing
values and hierarchies. As Archipova and Nekljudov point out, such implant-
ed texts would have to correspond to the world-view of the recipients in order
to be accepted and transmitted further; in the Soviet Union, they largely did
not. Nonetheless, as | will argue here, they did influence the production of
folkloric castuski among rural people (see also Tirado 1993: 51-52).

The sources of political castuski texts cited so far have been official
legal documents. Despite the danger, a few individuals did carry out unoffi-
cial collection of political castuski during the Soviet period. One of these col-
lectors was A.D. Volkov (b. 1923), who first heard political castuski during
World War Il while he was in the hospital and the patients would go on
outings in the countryside. Within the hospital itself people spoke them in a
whisper rather than singing them (Volkov 1999: 492). In the cities, the re-
citation of political castuski was limited to private contexts, in which people
had confidence in each other and could be reasonably certain not to be over-
heard or observed. By contrast, village culture allowed for multiple public
contexts in which satirical castuski could be performed. These included
young people’s parties, in homes in the winter and outdoors in summer (492).
But with the advent of Gorbacev’s policy of glasnost in 1986, the situation
changed dramatically. Volkov wrote, “mozeii kak mpopsamo!” (“it was as if it
burst out of people”). Now it was possible to hear things that earlier people
would have been afraid to whisper to each other (494).

Women’s Political “Castuski”” in the Post-Soviet Village

My own examples occurred in rural contexts just after the boom in self-
expression initiated by glasnost. My first example took place in the mid-
1990s, in a village in Rjazan’ oblast’. A group of women in their 70s (born
1919-1924) regularly performed castuski, including bawdy and political cas-
tuski, at local and government-sponsored celebrations in the regional center.
During our visit, they performed their castuski for a visiting audience con-
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sisting of an ethnomusicologist from Moscow, whom they had known for
several years, and an unfamiliar group of Americans, who had come to study
their regional musical style. Before singing the political castuski, the leader
and author of the texts, whom | will call Valentina Blinnikova, leaned over
and in a whisper asked the ethnomusicologist for permission to sing them.
She recited two of their most bitter verses as examples. The ethnomusico-
logist gave her consent, and they commenced.

In my second example, which took place in VVologda oblast’ in 2004, a
woman in her late 70s (b. 1926), an author of political castuski, said she was
not willing to share with unfamiliar visitors (myself and a Russian university
student) her castuski about the kolkhoz, “xonxo3usie yactymiku”, because she
feared she would be arrested. Nonetheless she recited a few that she said
were “nothing”, and allowed my assistant to film with my video camera in-
dividual pages of her notebook, where she wrote down her castuski.

Despite the encouragement of self-expression under glasnost and the
official end of censorship in 1991, in the 1990s and 2000s these elder women
were still afraid of being arrested or punished for their critical castuski. While
we assured them that nothing would happen if their castuski were performed
publicly, they had reason to fear reprisals. One reason may have to do with
these women’s long experience of repression and the mechanisms of censor-
ship (which | mean in a broad sense — the necessity for prior approval for any
publication or performance). Such experiences made a strong impression
upon the Soviet population that has continued to this day; as Martin Dewhirst
points out, the mindset affects the work of professional journalists, who still
engage in old Soviet habits of censor-like editing and self-censorship (2002:
29-30). Paradoxically, performing self-censorship may constitute not just an
ingrained habit but an unconscious desire: many Russians today wish for the
restoration of censorship as a means of returning to the Soviet status quo of
“certainties, limits, predictability and security” (Dewhirst 2002: 31).

Following Erving Goffman, | argue that castuski, like jokes, function as
socially “framed” discourse that exists in a negotiated domain. The per-
formance of castuski must be authorized by both performer and audience;
such performances both reveal and disrupt power relations (Goffman 1974:
10; Preston 1997: 473). My examples show tension between women’s local
social power and their perceived powerlessness before the might of the State.
As village elders, these women performed the traditional role of bol’Sucha,
female head of household. Bol’Suchi could and did command the obedience
of all married women and unmarried men — in their own households, and in
many cases, also in the whole village. Their position situated them as moral
judges of others’ conduct: while they could themselves be judged by their
husbands or their peers, their social position included a societal expectation
that they would pronounce judgment on all those who came within their
sphere of power. As Svetlana Adonyeva writes, “The bol’Suchi oversaw the
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behavior of all members of the rural community by helping to form public
opinion and to make that opinion known” (Olson, Adonyeva 2012).

In the Soviet era, according to Adonyeva, this situation changed, but in
ways that increased the moral powers of the bol’Sucha. Increasingly in the
1940s and 1950s, male heads of household — bol’3aki — did not behave as
bol’Saki but instead absented themselves from the home situation, since the
source of prestige was the State rather than the homestead. With the gradual
disintegration of the status of male householders and the rise of the cult of
motherhood, the institution of the bol’Sucha gathered strength. In the village
— and this had influence in the city as well — female heads of household now
held sway over their married sons and other men in the community as well as
unmarried men. The only power above the bol’Sucha was the State and its
organs (including local representatives thereof) (Olson, Adonyeva 2012).

Both of the women in my examples appeared to emphasize their power-
less status by, in the first case, deferring to the Moscow ethnomusicologist
for approval, and in the second, playing the role of potential victim, with
phrases like “I might be arrested”. But the very performance of satirical
Castuski brought with it cultural capital. The women’s reputation for witty
castuski led to elevated social status locally, and it also raised their status vis-
a-vis their visitors. The author of the castuski in my second example, whom
I’ll call Tat’jana Vorob’eva, sensed this and played upon it. She told me not
to record her “xonxosusie yactymiku”, but changed her mind several times
during the interview and indeed sang and recited some. Finally she said if |
visited again, we could “morosopurscs” (make a deal). She had already
proudly recounted how two notebooks of her castuski were in the regional
museum; how, for castuska performances at the village and regional centers,
she had won a vase, some fabric for a dress, a chocolate bar, and a third-place
medal; and how a TV crew came for her 70th birthday to film a segment
about her. Likely a visit by an American would be added to the list of the
ways in which her words had been acknowledged. More than that, it was
confirmation that her castuski — her life’s creative work — were valued. Her
voice was heard.

Indeed, it was precisely the hearing of that voice that Vorob’eva both
feared and desired. Castuski are quintessentially public speech: the genre’s
raison d’étre lies in its ability to make individual speech theatrical. Adoneva
likens the genre to quotation marks that both allow the speaker to share
responsibility for his or her utterance with the community, and permit the
community to attribute the utterance to an individual (Adoneva 2004: 155-
156, 164). With political castuski we clearly see this tension between the
Castuska’s public nature on the one hand, and its individual basis on the
other. In the Soviet context, castuski commenting upon and invoking Mos-
cow (the Center) were only performable due to their symbolic distance from
the Center. From the individual’s point of view, the use of the castuska form
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effectively put what one sang in quotes so that individual responsibility was
shared with the group. The public village forum functioned as a liminal space
in which the sense of being surrounded by “csou” (one’s own) held out the
promise of one’s safety.

As Margaret Paxson has argued, politically irreverent castuski also
performed the function of coalescing villagers’ feeling of being a group (a
“ceomn”-group) in opposition to the center of power. Likely the action of aim-
ing collective and individual barbs at an enemy carried with it certain charac-
teristics of the ancient Greek concept of agon — a scripted, conventional
struggle (Adoneva 2004: 148, 152).* Some castudki that Paxson analyzes
convey the sense of separateness from central powers, as if the singers were
saying “leave us alone” (Paxson 2005: 305-306). But the state did not leave
villagers alone: danger was ever present. An informant told Paxson about a
situation in which outsiders, policemen, attempted to “civilize” the villagers
by arresting those who sang castuski critical of an unwed mother. While the
village space could function symbolically as a safe zone, it could not do so in
practice, especially with the implementation of Soviet policies, such as the
clubs or “moma kyaeryper” (houses of culture), designed to control and
civilize villagers (Paxson 2005: 307).

Thus, survivors of totalitarianism were all too aware that even if a
person’s words were socially bracketed, one could still land in jail for them.
For Vorob’eva, the threat of publication or collection of her castuski exposed
her to danger (she was particularly worried about my recording devices).
Paradoxically, in the glasnost era, the active exposé quality of journalism — a
policy intended to increase debate — may have increased the feeling of a
threat of exposure for rural women. In this context, oral performance of folk
and popular culture — that which is not written down or fixed — may have
provided a refuge from governmental control and menace. | refer to Mary
Magoulick’s articulation of the reasons for women’s participation in folk and
popular culture: “Women, like any underclass, have a better chance of
maintaining control over their own artistic expressions in spontaneous and
grassroots situations than they do in forms with high profiles and/or profit
potentials”.’

If that is the case — if Tat’jana really fears being arrested, then why
does she write down her castuski, rather than simply performing them as oral
lore? She said she writes them down to remember them, and that her note-
book served her as a kind of diary.® A prevalent stereotype of the Russian
peasant excludes the notion that she or he will collect folklore, but we found
that all over Russia, rural dwellers have their own collections of texts that
they use and identify with. As Adoneva argues, these notebooks serve active
castuska performers as a kind of “castuska dictionary” that enables them to
find the right material to connect to any situation (Adoneva 2004: 173-174).
The writings form a personal body of texts from which their owners can draw
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when the social need arises. They are a social repertoire, similar to the per-
sonal stories that individuals insert into conversations at appropriate si-
tuations. We gain social status and help to construct our social identity with
such contributions. In the case of Vorob’eva, many of these are texts she
herself authored, so they are in a sense personal stories (or rather poetic texts
that imply stories). These collections also constitute archives of memory. The
authors can use them like a photo album to reminisce and remember im-
portant moments: when a visiting ethnographer asks about castuski, the
notebooks come out — probably not upon first visit, but certainly upon
subsequent visits.

The idea of authorship is important as well. In Vorob’eva’s notebook of
polltlcal Castuski, she has written on the top of several of its pages the phrase

“cBoero coumnenus” (0f my own authorshlp) For these rural women, the
castuska likely functioned as a political voice and an outlet for their intel-
lectual talents. As bol’Suchi they had power within their own homes, and
local power to judge members of the community; but as women and as agri-
cultural workers, they were doubly marginalized in the Soviet Union. Tradi-
tional views of women’s roles curtailed women’s access to opportunities for
advancement in the public sphere (Engel 2004: 172-173). Occupational segre-
gation in the countryside severely reduced opportunities for women to find
well paid and interesting work, leaving many women feeling unfulfilled
while the country as a whole grew more educated and skilled (Bridger 1987:
158; Denisova 2003: 179-180, 266-267). In this context authorship (and
particularly written authorshlp) may have offered a possibility to ensure one’s
own voice was heard.® Furthermore, folklore was an arena in which rural
women were encouraged to create during the Soviet period — the amateur
artistic activity movement centered upon it. But which models of castuska
texts did Vorob’eva copy in her compositions: the uni-directional, blunted
satirical barbs of the officially composed texts or the carnivalesque mockery
of grassroots naughty castuski? Both were influential, and her castuski may
be visualized as spread out along an axis from uni- to multi-directional
laughter.

In this context Vorob’eva’s spoken comments about criticism of the
political and economic situation are particularly interesting. During our visit,
while Vorob’eva recited castuski critical of the kolkhoz, of Gorbacev, and of
many aspects of daily economic life, her neighbor, also a woman in her 70s,
voiced darkly negative comments about poverty nowadays: “Her, muoro [...]
u takux! Yto ouens moxo” (“There’s a lot of people who are doing very
badly!”). Vorob’eva reacted strongly to this, shouting: “Y nac no6pa, Aune-
suHa [...] Te1 HE roBopu 1mTo xymo!” (“We have it good, Angelina, don’t say
things are bad!”). Vorob’eva’s cousin seconded this thought, linking criticism
with lack of patriotism: “Muoro-to He xymnbTe [...] Haiy-T0 Poccuro-Ma-
Tymky” (“Don’t slam [...] our Mother Russia so much”).® For them, to speak
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criticism went against a deeply held value.'® But castuski were apparently
exempt, even though they expressed essentially the same sentiment. Why?
One possible reason is that the kinds of criticisms in VVorob’eva’s texts
were often very specific — reminiscent of the permitted satirical discourse in
official publications, such as Krokodil, and of the government-authored sati-
rical castuski implanted in villages. For example, Vorob’eva criticized the
way the kolkhoz handled the flax, leaving it on the field to rot and forcing the
village’s pensioners to go out in the fields with rakes to try to save it:

JleH nexur, JeKUT JICHOK Flax is lying, flax is lying
[TouepHen Kak yrojek It’s gotten black as coal
[Mpunm 6abymIKy ¢ TPaBIsIM The grannies came with rakes
IMogHUMAaNK LEIbIM JHAM To rake it for several days
[TeHCHOHEPHI JIEH CHUMAITH The pensioners raked up the flax
U Tpyauiarch nesbiM THIM They labored for several days
Ho ux Tpyn He omnpasacs, But their labor was all for naught
3aMO4MII0 BCE K YEPTSIM Everything got wet as hell.

To be sure, this set of c¢astuski does not constitute “optimistic humor”, as did
the politely worded castuska about the millet (“Did they sow it well? / Not
attentively. / Will the chickens eat the millet? / Absolutely”). Vorob’eva’s de-
scription of the flax as “black as coal” and the castuska’s final line “Every-
thing got wet as hell” lend a dark tone to the basic story of kolkhoz inepti-
tude. Yet similar to the “authorized” castuska, it criticizes a specific agricul-
tural misdeed rather than a systemic problem. Furthermore, like the im-
planted castuski, it uses official language (“tpymumuce” [labored]; “rpyn we
ompasnancs” [labor was all for naught, was not justified]) rather than the
language of the street characteristic of many grassroots castuski.

This is moral satire: not funny, but sharp and barbed. VVorob’eva herself
called it “moBko”, clever or adroit, suggesting a kind of satire in which one
defeats one’s enemy with verbal eloquence. This pair of castuski expresses
the author’s point of view as a bol’Sucha-starucha (an elder female head of
household), by showing the speaker’s alignment with the pensioners who
tried to clean up the agricultural misdeed, and her attitude of superiority
towards the authorities who committed the mistake. Vorob’eva’s notebook is
full of examples of castuski offering such a superior attitude. The following
castuska about Gorbacev is a particularly good example. Not ambivalent or
subversive, in fact it reconfirms Soviet values:

B npesunents Munia sie3 Misha climbed towards the presidency
Jla ero He BBIOpaH But they didn’t elect him

PasBanui cTpany cOBETOB He ruined the ‘Country of Soviets’

W3 Kpemiisi-To BBITHANH. And they kicked him out of the

Kremlin.
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Some of her other castuski were more carnivalesque, however. One text
was about blat [nepotism, bribery]: a tractor driver becomes a good choice of
husband if one can get deliveries of needed goods from him. The text is joy-
fully ambivalent: although sung by a real-life “mother” (bol’Sucha — Voro-
b’eva herself), the text is spoken from the point of view of a daughter, who
argues that tractor-drivers are good catches because of the perquisites they
bring a family. On the other hand, the text criticizes the economic situation in
which hay and firewood need to be procured via illegal means:

[Monrobuna TpakropucTa | fell in love with a tractor-driver
JHdymana uto MaTh yObeT I thought my mother would kill me
He pyraii Mmens mamara Don’t yell at me, Mom:

JIpoB u ceHa npuBeser He’ll deliver firewood and hay.

In another castuska Vorob’eva criticized the quantity and quality of
meat in double-voiced fashion. But she inserted this castuska within a story
that limited its meaning, suggesting that only some meat is poor quality, and
attributing the notion that “there is no meat” to a visiting tractor driver:

[Mpuien Ko MHE TPAKTOPHUCT, BOT KOTOPBIH KO MHE ceiiuac XOAUT-TO,
OH Ha CHJIOCOBaHHE ObLI

<9T0 OBLT?>

CHJIOCOBAB, CHJIOCOBAIM, KOPM, [a, BOT, & KYpy-TO BHIHO XYAYIO
pesanu, cyxyto. Bor. ['oBopuT, moBopar u roBOpsT, YTO HET Msca. [...]
HET MsICa-TO, HET HMYETO, O/IHAKO BCE. A MOKA OH CHEB, Yail THIL, H 5 C
MM BMECTE CHJeNa U MbI BCe 4aii mbeM BMecTe ¢ M. BOT s yacTyuky
CIIOXKHIIA:

The tractor driver, the one who comes to me now, came to see me, he
was making silage. <What was he?> Making silage, for feed, yeah and
well, probably they had butchered a skinny chicken, a dry one, see. So
he says, they say there’s no meat [...] there’s no meat, there’s nothing,
but that’s it. And while he’s sitting and drinking tea, and | sat with him
and we drank tea together. And | made up a castuska:

KopoBy pe3zanu onsT, Again they butchered a cow
Tpakropuctam Ha 00ej For the tractor drivers’ lunch
[TorpezeM KocThs pedsTa, Let’s gnaw bones, Boys,
JlapoMm MsICca-To U HeT. Who cares that there’s no meat!

This castuska is double-voiced in its ironic mediation between incon-
gruous positions: the speaker suggests a strong disparity between the expect-
ed lunch for the hard-working laborers and the resulting bones, which leads
to the ironic conclusion that “who cares” about the lack of meat anyway. Yet
Vorob’eva’s story attempts to limit this castuska’s ambivalence by tying it
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explicitly to a single personal experience. Her comments make this castuska
exempt from the interdiction on cursing Mother Russia, as if she were saying,
“it’s not subversive speech, it’s about my personal experience”. But on the
other hand, it is subversive speech. The castuska form allows its author to be
both active and passive, emphasizes both personal initiative and group
responsibility. This dual quality of publicly performed castuski makes these
utterances tantamount to performatives, Adoneva argues: in bringing the
private to the public, the castuska performance does not simply talk about
reality, it affects reality (Adoneva 2004: 171, 179). In her analysis Adoneva
is showing how the performance of castuski about personal life affects the
local social reality: singing “l got even” with a rival helps one to get even.
One might guess that political castuski constitute a different case, that here is
one arena where the individual can never affect reality. Of course, a person
cannot make meat appear on tables by singing a castuska; no one can get
even with totalitarianism, or even with post-totalitarianism. But one can still
affect the social reality with one’s song. One can perform interpretation, as if
underlining or putting quotation marks around one’s words: “I am staking my
claim to this utterance. Challenge me if you disagree!” If political castuski
are performatives on the social level, that means their intent is not about
changing the substandard economic and political reality. Rather, their intent
is to raise the social status of the singer by suggesting she is in a position of
power in relation to reality.

My other example, which took place earlier, in the 1990s, represents a
very different application of the castuska genre. With these musical perform-
ances of the Rjazan’ collective, it is not an individual affecting social reality
through the castuska. Rather, the group nature of the singing offers protection
from accusations of subversive speech. The ambivalent, carnival quality of
these political castuski also suggests that their pronouncements will not be
taken as harmful criticism:

DX ThI, CHITpaii-Ka, FAPMOHHCT, Accordionist, play “Sarmaca”
Tsl capmaya y TOpPIOIIKa. For [our] misery

He ot panoctu noéwm, We’re not singing from joy,
A 10&M OT roproIka. We’re singing from misery.
Bcero MHOro, BCero MHOro So much stuff, so much stuff
[IponaroT B manaTkax, Is for sale in the markets

A y HaIllUX CTAPUKOB But our old folks’ pants

Bce mrransl B 3ariaTkax. Are in tatters.

OueHb JIOBKO cO00pasmiIu Our leaders thought things out
HavanbHuky BeICIIVE. Really cleverly

Crana kyuka Oorauei, There’s a crowd of rich folks

A ocTasbHbIE — HUIIHE. And the rest are poor.
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Bce crapyiku neHbsry Kiaiam
<HpP30> Ha KHUXKKY KJIaJIH
Bce npasurenu Bc€ 3Hany,
Cpasy Bcex u 000Kpau.

JloBenu Hac JeMOKpPATHI,
Ha noasopwe HeT oBIIbI,
ITokynareseii He cTao,
Besze Tonpko MpoaaBIbL.

Ha nepeBHe kaxxp1ii 1BOP
PasBoann paHbIe KOpPoB,
A Teriepb paBUTEIN
PasBenu oqHUX BOpPOB.

Panbie npsimu, camu TKaIH,
IIyam mrraHel MOJHBIE,

A Terieph KyIWIH JYKUHCHI
Tox Xx0aUM roJIOTHEIE.

Panb1re ecau oOmxanm,

MpI B paiikoM ckopeit Oexxam.

Teneps rpadsr Oe3 cToina,
JXanoBaTbcst HeKyna.

A MBI 9aCTYIIKH COUNHSITH
U moramm Tomanm,

A Tereps MBI Bac MOMPOCHM,
YT0OBI BBI IMOXJIOIAIH.

All the old women put their money
In the bank

All the leaders knew what to do
They immediately robbed everyone.

The democrats cheated us

There are no sheep in the pens
There are no buyers in the markets
There are only sellers everywhere.

In the village every household
Used to raise a cow

But now the leaders

Avre raising only robbers.

We used to spin and weave

And sew our own fashionable pants
But now if we buy jeans

We go hungry for a year.

It used to be if we got offended
We’d run to the Regional
Commission
But now people steal shamelessly
And there’s no place to complain.

We made up our castuski
And stamped our feet
And now we’d like you
To clap for us.

Taken as a set, the political castuski of Valentina Blinnikova and her

group take on the point of view of a local, grassroots group with intact com-
mon sense and deficient financial means. This group distinguishes itself from
an “Other”, — “bosses”, “rulers”, and “democrats”, — who steal from and
manipulate the poor folks. The criticisms are lighthearted due to the musical
form and the manner of performance. For example, the major chord structure,
the high whoops imitating the sound of laughter (“i-e-ha-ha!™), the clapping,
and the accordion and balalaika accompaniment, which underlines each sung
text with a cadence, all contribute to the lighthearted interpretation of the
texts. It is as if their performance is saying, “we are harmless, we are fun”.
The musical presentation emphasizes the clowning nature of the castuska: it
is social play.

The texts of these castuski also emphasize incongruity. They use the
trope, typical for perestroika and early post-Soviet era, that everything is the
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opposite of what it was. Contrasts are made between earlier vs. now, good vs.
bad, Russian vs. foreign, Communism vs. democracy. Usually this dichotomy
is emphasized with a dissimilarity between the meanings of the rhyming
words, e.g. “seicurre” — “aunme” (high-low), “knanu” — “obokpamu” (put-
ting in — taking away).** The second term of the pair contrasts with the first,
while the rhyme, which resolves difference into sameness and usually
provides a feeling of reassurance or satisfaction, here underscores the irony
of the disparity, and endows each piece with humor (Faber 1988).

This is criticism that appeals to common sense, a sense of moral
decency and valuing of tradition; it is performative in that it assumes, im-
plies, and acquires the listener’s agreement. “Why wouldn’t you agree,” it
seems to say: “we are backed by the wisdom of the collective and of tra-
dition; and anyway, it’s all in fun (but serious — wink!).” Like the verbal form
(“we™) of these castuski, the sung form emphasizes the group aspect of the
identity of the speakers: the first two lines of the first quatrain are introduced
by the solo singer, Blinnikova herself, and after an instrumental interlude, the
chorus repeats the couplet. Without a pause, Blinnikova sings the next cou-
plet solo. Thus, each couplet is first sung by the soloist and then repeated by
the chorus. This has the effect of a Greek chorus backing up what the speaker
has just said. Musically, the pause in between the repetitions of each line has
at least three important effects: first, the listener has to wait longer for the
rhyme to be resolved in the second line of the couplet (one waits through two
repetitions of the first line, plus instrumental interlude), which emphasizes
the incongruity; second, it gives the musical feeling that the chorus is intro-
ducing, not echoing, the repeated line (since the chorus’s line is the intro-
ductory melodic phrase of the couplet); and third, it makes it seem as though
each castuska grows logically out of the previous one (thus implying that
they are a set rather than individual texts). Perhaps the musical solidarity of
this collective provides the key to why this group was less afraid than
Vorob’eva of performing their criticisms in public. Their social play makes
their status slippery: they cannot be pinned down, and if “caught” they could
simply point to their innocence as poor old folks, who only want a return to
the former state of affairs.

Of course, this raises a question: what kinds of political castuski did
these same women sing during the pre-Gorbacev Soviet era? Was there a
corresponding place in their lives for such critique, even though their current
Castuski relate to the Soviet era with nostalgia? Since | collected no political
Castuski from them which could be definitely placed to the pre-perestroika
era, | cannot answer this definitively; | can only speculate. The evidence of
legal cases (Volkov 1999; Paxson 2005) suggests that many women did: the
challenge of battling with the mighty giant of totalitarianism was tre-
mendously attractive. This was true despite the equal power of the trope of
what Paxson calls the “radiant past” — the time, always in the past, when
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people lived simply, everyone was equal, and everyone got along. This
nostalgia for the past provides inspiration for the future: it is a way of
connecting with the group, the sense of belonging to a “ceou”-community. It
also provides a way of judging the present. Thus, to sing one’s criticism of
how things are now does not negate the nostalgia and the corresponding
dream.

That that dream is both tangible and much desired comes across strong-
ly in these castuski. It is clear that we are looking at the discourse of powerful
older women, no longer bound to humility and obedience. Citizens of a new
Russia, they are no longer frightened into silence, yet their discourse is in-
formed by texts and moral categories that held sway during the Soviet period.
But even if the ideas and ideologies behind those categories are fixed, the
playful ambivalence of their humor makes the status of the singers a liminal
one: in calling up laughter, these women stand upon ambivalent territory and
become mediators. This role is a remarkable one for women: as Cathy Pres-
ton writes of women’s joke-telling, “when we tell [a] joke, we laugh at cul-
tural attempts to control and thereby erase us” (Preston 1994: 37).

NOTES

See, for example, entries on Valentina Dmitrieva (1859-1947), and Teffi
(NadeZda Lochvickaja) (1872-1952) in Dictionary of Russian Women Writers
(Ledkovsky et al. 1994).

Bella Ostromoukhova, comments about paper at the Totalitarian Laughter
conference at Princeton University 2009. See also Dmitriev (1998: 189):
“BBuay Hepa3BUTOCTH ()EMHHHUCTCKOTO IBIDKCHHS B PoccMu 4mcTO KEHCKUi
IOMOp B IMOJIMTHKE, KaxkeTcs, coBepiieHno orcyrcryer” (“In view of the lack
of development of the feminist movement in Russia, women’s political humor
seems to be completely absent™).

Castuski are generally trochaic trimeter or tetrameter and with a rhyme
scheme ABCB. They are most commonly sung with accompaniment by
accordion or accordion and balalaika, but may be sung without any accom-
paniment. | define political c¢astuski broadly, to include any castuski offering
commentary on political or economic realia.

Adoneva speaks of battles taking place in the forum of castuski within the
community, whereas here | am emphasizing the insiders vs. outsiders element.
Magoulick (2006).
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Tat’jana’s words were: “He moro, na 3a0yy, s K&x/Ibli JeHb 1ena, ObIBaT 1a
nOoCTHIHYT [...] OHa [TeTpajp] y MeHsS HUKyJa He JeBaeTCs. JTO OHA Y MEHs
KaK JHEBHUK.”

Whether she is in fact author can of course be questioned. In other words,
Vorob’eva may not be entirely aware of the degree of “folk™ authorship of her
castuski. She may be recycling well-known material, either parts or whole
Castuski. My thanks to Mark Leiderman for this insight.

In the same vein, the rural female (b. 1915) author of an autobiography said
she wrote in order not to disappear like a grain of sand. Kozlova, San-
domirskaja (1996).

Unidentified neighbor, Tat’jana Vorob’eva and Pavel Kozlov, interview with
author, 27 October 2004.

The conversation could well have been influenced by my presence, and/or by
the presence of her cousin.

1 For a similar example see Volkov (1999: 245, #1504).
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SOVIET ROCK AND RELATED COUNTERCULTURE!

MARK YOFFE

Abstract

This paper discusses the humorous tradition of Russian stiob in light of Bakhtin’s
carnivalesque theory and his theory of speech forms. In it | try to show the
mechanics of stiob, the theoretical platform beneath it and the mechanics of
construction of stiob utterances. In this article | provide a short historical overview
of stiob as it is encountered in the Russian folk-humorous tradition from the early
Middle Ages to modernity. Showing how deeply stiob permeates modern Russian
cultural discourse | give examples from political life and dwell in detail on
manifestations of stiob in Russian rock music. Here | focus my attention particularly
on the creative findings of the Moscow rock band Zvuki Mu, and analyze the band’s
humor in light of the tradition of Russian Holy Fools (iurodivye).

Keywords: Laughter; ““Stiob™; Soviet Rock; Mamonov

I approach problems of stiob (“cré6™) not exactly from the point of view of a
traditional literary scholar or theoretician. My professional background in this
respect is mostly one of a collector and a fieldwork ethnologist, and many of
my observations regarding stiob are informed by the firsthand experience re-
ceived through interactions with members of the Soviet and Russian counter-
cultural underground. I left the Soviet Union in the seventies — much too
early, in the period when stiob had not yet become as prevalent a form of cul-
tural discourse as it became later in the 80s and 90s, and as it still is to a great
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degree today. | had to learn stiob on the fly, while I did my fieldwork in the
Moscow and St. Petersburg rock music living environment.

I had to learn stiob for three major reasons:

1. to be naturally accepted by the relevant counterculture community;

2. not to miss anything that was happening around me in terms of
verbal and non-verbal gestures;

3. and most of all for self-preservation, because as an alien and an
outsider | was subjected to an endless amount of stiob often of a very aggres-
sive variety. Being able to detect stiob and react to it accordingly gains you
trust and respect, especially if you can out-stiob people who stiob you.

This paper does not claim to be a definitive work on stiob. It aims to
share with the readers some of my observations about stiob, to share some of
my findings, and most of all to invite further investigation and discussion of
the subject. With stiob being an issue of rather huge proportions, and a
phenomenon of complex, changeable and varied nature, | feel that it is best to
study it with a group of diverse colleagues, bringing to the table their differ-
ent perspectives.

Having said that | will allow myself to make a rather bold suggestion:
that stiob be studied and viewed similarly to skaz as a specific, definable and
separate form of discourse, characterized by specific formal devices, specific
stylistic means, specific verbal and non-verbal gestures, all of which form a
codified system of turning discourse into stiob.

I would like to introduce several stiob-related items of vocabulary that |
invented:

to stiob — to produce a stiob utterance, to aim a stiob-like utterance at
someone;

stiobbing — act of producing a stiob utterance, as in: “They were merci-
lessly stiobbing him”;

stiobber — someone who produces a stiob utterance;

stiobbee — someone on the receiving end of a stiob utterance.

Unlike skaz however, stiob is not a purely literary phenomenon.® It is a
general cultural phenomenon as it is encountered in music, on TV, in film, in
the arena of political discourse, in visual arts, in design, fashion, simply in
every-day verbal interactions of people. | suspect that it even seeped into
architecture, because some of these super-eclectic, hideously post-modern
private residences for the Russian nouveaux riches that surround Moscow
and other cities are not necessarily products of bad architects, but they can be
products of some kind of architectural stiob.

There is no easy way to translate stiob, and there is no single English
word with corresponding meaning. In Russian the word literally means “to
whip”, “to lash” — from the verb cmebams: “crebars”, “cTebHYTB”, “cTCOBI-

BaTh — “‘crerarn’; xnecrars”.?
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This however explains hardly anything about the current semantic
usage of the term stiob.

John Dunn uses this definition of stiob as: “[a] type of intellectual mis-
chief-making in which symbols are openly (i.e. in print) deflated by their
demonstrative use in the context of parody” (he translates this definition from
an article by Lev Gladkov and Boris Dubln ‘Ideologija bez strukturnosti’,
that appeared in Znamja magazine in 1994).°

Berkeley anthropologist Aleksei Yurchak famously defined stiob as: a
type of humor characterized by extreme *“overidentification” with the object
of mockery.® This is a good definition based on keen observation, but perhaps
incomplete as it does not tell us all that there is to tell about stiob. I prefer to
characterize stiob as a form of ironic mockery, parodic double-talk engaged
in by the “initiated”, or those “in the know” who presume that their utter-
ances, aside from signifying the obvious, also signify something else, often
the opposite of what is being stated straightforwardly, often making fun of it,
rendering it absurd or exposing its false and hypocritical nature. Stiob is a
very complex form of humorous cultural discourse that deeply permeates
Russian culture.

Stiob also is related to the English concept of camp, though stiob
presumes much more than the traditional definition of camp: liking of
tasteless, bizarre, and outlandlsh things. (This definition is derived from
Susan Sontag’s Notes on Camp.)” The notions are related, but stiob is a much
wider phenomenon. | dare say that camp is always stiob, but stiob is not
always camp, or rather that camp is a sub-genre of stiob.

Stiob is essentially a conceptualist phenomenon. It is rarely done “just
because”, but always has an attitude to relate, to make a point, or is based
upon a concept underlying it. This is why stiob found its greatest artistic
expression in the work of a variety of contemporary Russian literary figures
and artists: the poet Timur Kibirov can be considered, among other things, a
superb master of stiob. So are other conceptualist poets of his circle, such as
Lev Rubinstejn, and Dmitrij Prigov. In visual art stiob is powerfully mani-
fested in the work of the founders of Sots-Art Vitalij Komar and Aleksandr
Melamid, and of the renowned conceptualist 1I’ja Kabakov.

Stiob in sound, mostly in rock music (but it works similarly in other art
forms), has a tendency towards bizarre post-modern musical and poetic
collages and pastiches, where tunes and lyrics are endlessly borrowed from
numerous attributable sources, quoted, misquoted, misattributed and spliced
together in an absurd and provocative “intertextual” manner. Within one song
there can be found “suggestive” elements of American blues, Ukrainian Je-
wish Klezmorim, Soviet revolutionary songs, French chanson and so on.
Irreverent borrowing of unrelated elements woven together into a complex
tapestry of allusions and associations is a hallmark of Russian rock, particu-
larly rock with a clearly Russian if not to say nationalist tinge.
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In music stiob is found in the work of most Russophile bands,
belonging to what I call the nationalist tradition in Russian rock: GO, Nol’,
Djuna, Zvuki Mu, Sektor Gaza, Chuj zabej!, Laértskij, but most of all in the
radical oeuvre of Sergej Zarikov and his Soviet period band DK and the late
Sergej Kurechin.® Their works are marked by all the typical elements of
stiob: practical jokes, parody, satire, irony, sarcasm, irreverent borrowing,
double-talk of the “initiated”.

The effectiveness of stiob highly depends on its presentation: stiob has
to be delivered in a dead pan manner, with a straight face, and the stiobber
should never betray his attitude, show the humorous side of the utterance, or
give an indication that what is being said or done is just a joke.

Generally stiob is not a good-natured form of discourse. Often it is a
brutal form, it establishes a hierarchy between the ones who stiob others and
the stiobbees on the receiving end, between the ones who are “in the know”
and who “get it” on one side, and the suckers on the other, the ones who are
on the “outside” and who “don’t get it”. The price for not “getting it” is high,
because if you don’t get it you will be mocked and made fun of, and often
mercilessly.

To deal with stiob is almost impossible without referring to some fun-
damental concepts developed by Michail Bachtin.

1. Firstly, stiob belongs to a category of cultural phenomena that Bach-
tin called “napoxno-cmexoBoii” — the folk-humorous nature. Indeed, my ob-
servations show that stiob has two fundamental qualities: it is an ancient phe-
nomenon and it flourishes in the atmosphere close to ethnic or national cul-
tural tradition, including the humorous tradition. Moreover stiob is supposed
to be a very happy sort of thing, and is utilized with a great degree of pro-
ficiency and success by nationalists of various kinds, particularly by the ones
who are closest to the source of the national folk-humorous basis. This is
very true in Russia where stiob clearly is a more powerful tool in the hands of
right-wing nationalists than in the hands of more liberal Westernizers.

The famed Russian New Right, spearheaded by Eduard Limonov’s
National Bolshevik Party with their brilliantly stiobby now defunct news-
paper Limonka, was probably the high point of stiob in contemporary Russian
national discourse. Within the New Right you find other great practitioners of
stiob: the great late poet of stiob Egor Letov of Grazdanskaja oborona, the
stiob guru and theoretician Sergej Zarikov of DK, a witty and erudite ideo-
logue of the New Right, another great late stiob show-man Sergej Kurechin,
internet guru Michail Verbickij, Eurasian geopolitician Aleksandr Dugin, and
the Muslim fundamentalist philosopher Gejdar DZzamal’. Even the con-
ceptualist poet Timur Kibirov is not that far in his sensibilities from this mi-
lieu.

2. Another Bakhtinian notion applicable to stiob is the concept of the
carnivalesque as developed by the philosopher in his major books Problems
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of Dostoevsky’s Poetics and Rabelais and His World.® Carnivalesque theory,
boiled down to its essence, presumes temporary (for the duration of the
carnival) suspension of the normal rules governing society and substitutes
normal rules with provisional new ones: carnival presumes free merry-
making, buffoonery, clowning, a circus atmosphere, humor, parody and the
satirizing of everyday reality. It is the normal world turned inside out, when
the King becomes a street sweeper, and the street sweeper becomes a King.
Carnival stylistics deals with things that are otherwise taboo in society: lower
body functions, sex, gluttony, drunkenness, etc. Closely related to taboos is
Bachtin’s juxtaposition of official and unofficial culture. There is such a
dichotomy in all societies: the official culture of the state/government and
official church vs. the unofficial folk culture of simple people; the crude
culture of urban streets vs. refined culture of upper social strata and various
oligarchies. Stiob is a deeply carnivalesque phenomenon.

3. And finally Bachtin’s theory of speech forms postulated in Problems
of Dostoevsky’s Poetics explains something about stiob as well. With this
theory stiob would fall under the category of “double-voiced utterances”
(“mByromoceie cimosa”), about which Bachtin says the following: “[...] an
author may utilize the speech act of another in pursuit of his own aims and in
such a way as to impose a new intention on the utterance, which utterance,
nevertheless, retains its own proper intention. Under these circumstances, and
in keeping with the author’s purpose, such an utterance must be recognized as
originating from another addresser. Thus, within a single utterance there may
occur two intentions, two voices.”° According to Irwin Titunik who studied
double-voicedness while working on his theory of skaz, Bachtin includes
among such utterances stylization, parody and skaz.

Stylization and especially parody are two fundamentally important
elements that allow stiob to become what it is. Without utilization of these
devices there would be no stiob. Parody, though, is a prevailing form-
building ingredient of stiob. Stylization might be a part of it or might not be,
depending on the intention of the stiobber, but parody in some form and to
some extent will always be in a stiob utterance or gesture.

“Parody”, as it is explained by Titunik, who draws from Bachtin, “in-
volves the presence within one and the same utterance of two not only
different but opposed, clashing intentions: The second voice, having lodged
in the other speech act, clashes antagonistically with the original, “host’ voice
and forces it to serve directly opposite aims. Here speech becomes a
battlefield of opposing intentions.”**
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A Concise Historical Overview of ‘Stiob’ in Russian Culture

Stiob’s origins in Russian culture are as ancient as carnival itself. You can
find deep traces of it in early Russian literature. | detect the first traces of
stiob in the mysterious 13th century text known as Daniel the Exile’s Lament
(Molenie Daniila Zatocnika) in which Daniel, a very gifted and erudite young
man, fallen in disgrace, addresses his Prince with a poetic lamentation in
order to arouse sympathy for himself and to show off his great learning and
rhetorical ability. Along the way he reveals his talent for ironic discourse and
his smart-Aleksey nature and personal pathologies.

You may notice very clear and overt manifestations of stiob stylistics in
discourse both verbal and gesticular of the theme of the Russian jurodivye —
holy fools who by calculated choice or by psychological pathology behave in
the name of Christ in the most obscene and outlandish manner, walking
naked in the dead of winter, while wearing only chains, covering themselves
with feces while making from the steps of the churches apocalyptic pro-
nouncements. They prophesize and preach often in a very convoluted, highly
metaphorical, ironic and grotesque manner, employing a great deal of ob-
scene vocabulary. '

One finds such holy fool stiob antics in performances of old Russian
street jesters called skomorochi, whose performances were known for their
obscene humor, irony and satire.

Traces of stiob are found even in the discourse of the infamous 16th
century Russian tyrant Tsar lvan the Terrible in his brilliantly ironic letters to
treacherous Prince Andrej Kurbskij. Probably the most impressive manifesta-
tion of stiob is found, however, in the works of the 17th century Russian
schismatic Archpriest Avvakum, whose brilliant literary works can only be
compared to the depth of pathology underlying his fanatical religious zea-
lotry. Avvakum, often acting like a typical holy fool, employs a whole array
of very carnivalesque stiob devices — fake lamentations, ironic sermons, end-
less amount of self-deprecating talk, in order to reverse it at some point and
to show himself in his spiritual glory and polemic brilliance. But most
striking of all is his ability to use obscenity and lowest strata of language with
inventiveness never seen before in Russian literature and not encountered
again until the last quarter of the 20th century.

Later we find stiob in the works of the 18th century satirist Nikolaj
Culkov, who was punished for his bitter irony by Empress Catherine the
Great.

In the 19th century stiob becomes more noticeable: Nikolaj Gogol’ was
a master of it, Dostoevskij was capable of superb stiob (as his Notes from
Underground show).

Count Aleksej Tolstoj demonstrated great stiob in the Koz’ma Prutkov
writings.
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Early 20th century essayist Vasilij Rozanov was perhaps a bit less ob-
scene, but just as pathological as Archpriest Avvakum and became a master
of ironic stiob in Russian literature.

Futurists Vladimir Majakovskij, David Burljuk and Aleksej Krucenych
ushered stiob into public debate with their performances and art “happen-
ings”, and in the 1920s members of the Obériu group Daniil Charms and
Aleksandr Vvedenskij perfected the art of stiob in literature. After Charms
and Vvedenskij there was practically no evident stiob in Russian literary and
artistic life for a long time, except for elements of it found in Andrej
Platonov’s novels and stories and to a greater extent in Michail Zos¢enko’s
satirical short stories. Specifically | would see stiob of the most masterful and
charming quality in his badly misunderstood Stories about Lenin.

However, generally under the “late” Stalin and until the end of the
1950s stiob was suppressed and quiet for obvious common reasons. It started
to seep back into Russian discourse in the 1960s in the early songs of Russian
singer-songwriters (“bards”). A brilliant example of stiob originating in the
dissident bardic tradition was the parodic poem by Nikolaj Williams’ ‘Kom-
munisty mal’¢isku pojmali’ (‘Communists Caught a Boy’), known as a song
in Boris Grebenscikov’s repertoire. Stiob is also at times clearly visible in
songs of Vladimir Vysockij, the best and most influential representative of
this singer-songwriter movement.

In 1970 however, a ground-breaking event took place which canonized
stiob for posterity: Venedikt Erofeev wrote his immortal poéma Moscow to
the End of the Line (Moskva-Petuski), which was almost entirely written in
stiob. (There can be written numerous dissertations dedicated to the issue of
weather Moscow to the End of The Line is stiob or not. | find it to be a real
stiob manifesto since in this poéma are, from my point of view, present all
essential structural elements of stiob: over-identification with alcohol and its
mythology, with Soviet cultural iconography, and symbolism of national geo-
graphy. It contains double-voicedness, double-talk and lowering of one’s own
image.) Russian literature and moreover the whole national discourse was
never the same after the appearance of this short masterpiece. The degree to
which Erofeev’s stiob influenced Russian literary and even non-literary
speech is enormous. Since the 1980s, it seems that the young and hip cannot
even speak in any other style. Double-entendre, double-voicedness, double-
talk became the “hip” speak of the day. And it remains so today.

In the late 70s stiob was adopted as one of the domineering stylistic
trends in newly formed Russian rock samizdat. It is already evident in the
first (1977) issue of Boris Grebenséikov’s zine Roksi, the very first Russian
rock zine. From that point on stiob is constantly present in rock zines:
Zerkalo, SDVIG, UCHO, RIO, Smocok, Urlajt, Zombi.

In Russia of the late 1980s stiob was adopted by the general public as
“one of the possible ways to speak and address issues”. In the 1990s sleek
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commercial publications which by their nature are very far from counter-
culture utilized stiob. You could find it on the pages of serious newspapers
such as Nezavisimaja gazeta or Kommersant. (According to the legend |
heard in Moscow, in the late 1980s when Kommersant was beginning to
morph into the newspaper for the new commercial elite of Russia, its editorial
board invited the well-known Moscow children’s writer and film critic Alek-
sandr Timofeevskij, a well-respected member of the counterculture and one
of the most brilliant practitioners of stiob in literature, to shape
Kommersant’s image creating the stiobby style for which the newspaper is
now known.)

Sometime in the early 1990s someone decided that stiob is the way to
communicate with the new rich in Russia: stiob became the modus operandi
in Russian fashion shows, fund raising happenings, performance art shows,
art exhibits, night club shows, all sorts of presentations, openings, and events.
From these bastions of daring hipness stiob spread into theatres, TV and film
studios, and editorial offices. In today’s Russia if not everyone speaks in
stiob, at least everyone is familiar with it.

The Russian rock community believes it has a sort of exclusive patent
on this form of discourse. Interestingly, after Erofeev’s book it was not
literature but rather rock music that more widely adopted stiob as the style of
its own. | believe it is from rock that stiob was borrowed by Kommersant and
everyone else.

As long as society is divided into us and them, culture and counter-
culture, official and unofficial strata, there will be stiob. In general, stiob is
somehow present in nearly every culture, in every nation’s discourse, but
some societies manifest it more than others. | would dare to suggest that the
greater the social strife and social stratification in a nation, the more there
will be stiob in its cultural scene.

Two Examples

Let me illustrate the above points regarding parody and stylization within the
framework of stiob with two examples taken from the arena of Russian po-
litical discourse, and not from works of literature or art.

_Many will remember the March 1995 Playboy interview™ with Vladi-
mir Zirinovskij, the flamboyant, semi-absurd, leader of the Russian Liberal-
Democratic Party, prone to hooligan antics.

One needs to keep in mind that the famous Zirinovskij style, his ag-
gressively-nagging tone, his mannerisms of a lumpenized Soviet every-man,
are not of his own invention. According to Eduard Limonov, Zirinovskij’s
style was designed and spoon-fed to him by rock musician Sergei Zarikov, an
original member of his shadow cabinet, formerly of the Moscow band DK,
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who is an undisputable supreme master of stiob stylistics, and who is
believed to be Zirinovskij’s crucial image-maker.**

During that infamous interview Zirinovskij basically refused to answer
any questions, and spent most of the time trying to convince his young fe-
male interviewer and her even younger translator to engage in group sex with
his body-guards, saying in tediously nagging manner that perhaps the view of
their young bodies intertwined in one carnal embrace would be able to excite
him, and since sex for him is inseparable from politics, it might inspire him to
answer the interviewer’s questions. Otherwise, Zirinovskij felt burned out
and unable to engage in a serious conversation.

If you follow the transcript of the interview closely, you can notice that
the leader of the LDPR was engaged here in a most typical kind of stiob, the
one of the most blatant and cruel variety. It was designed as if he was
guoting, in parodic manner, someone who would seriously speak in this way.
Zirinovskij, himself being “in the know” as were his body-guards, understood
quite well that there is no chance that the interviewers would be talked into
group sex. He also understood how utterly inappropriate was his discourse
and his tone, and he deeply enjoyed his absurd joke. Here he substituted a
persona of himself — a politician important enough for Playboy to request an
interview with, replaced by a crude Soviet lumpen able only to speak of sex.
Zirinovskij obviously savored his double superiority over the interviewers,
double because first: he knew that he was joking, and they did not; and
second: as a celebrity interviewee he controlled the interview from the start
and at every level. There was a particular cruelty to his joke, as there often is
to stiob jokes, in that the stiobbees, people on the receiving end of the stiob
were in a totally no win situation: should the women agree to group sex, they
would be seen as dumb and naive simpletons by Zirinovskij and his entou-
rage. In this case the women would show that they absolutely did not get the
joke and foolishly took it at face value.

However should they refuse, get outraged, and storm out indignation,
they would again show themselves as dumb and naive, as they were unable to
read through a very transparent joke, because only an idiot would suggest to
Western interviewers to engage in group sex, no one would seriously do that,
and certainly not such a public person as Zirinovskij. So for the interviewers
there was no dignified escape from Zirinovskij, and in the end they chose to
leave with indignation.

I see another example of stiobby double-talk, double-voicednes, in-
volving stylization and parody in some of the well-known gestures of another
politician, this time American.

Barack Obama is known to easily and seamlessly adapt a variety of
non-Presidential voices slipping into hip college-kid talk or into black ghetto-
speak depending on his needs. Thus the American President consciously and
with deliberate ironic and humorous intention breaches the established
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protocol of Presidential discourse and does it for a variety of reasons: mostly
in order to decrease the amount of pathos in his interlocutor’s speech, or
showing that hiding behind specific lingo or jargon will not detract the
President from reading between the lines.

Having touched upon Barack Obama’s manner of adapting for hu-
morous or parodic effect discursive elements of low urban black culture, |
would like to point out that stiob is truly a cross-cultural and cross-temporal
phenomenon.

It is specifically within black American discourse that | find an interest-
ing parallel to the formation and usage of stiob in Russia. Particularly telling
in this regard are the cultural practices of 19th and 20th century black Ame-
rica and the way African American speech was constructed due to local so-
cial and ethnic strife and stratification in the U.S. American Bachtin scholar
Dale E. Peterson in his article on Dostoevskij’s Notes from Underground
refers to Henry Louis Gates Jr’s influential study The Signifying Monkey®®
when he writes:

Significantly, the terminology that Gates employs to express his sense
of the African American experience difference is derived from the
linguistic theories and discourse analysis of the Russian thinker,
Mikhail Bakhtin. The fundamental premise of Gates’s argument is that
African American speech has always necessarily been constructed as a
“double-voiced” discourse. In a pun that Bakhtin would have appre-
ciated, Gates argues that black folk invented a practice of witty, behind-
the-back signifyin(g) at the expense of what the master’s standard
dictionary was signifying. In short, the expressive culture of African
Americans has always conducted a hidden insubordination and a
knowing contestation of the dominant culture’s assigned meanings:
Free of the white person’s gaze, black people created their own unique
vernacular structures and relished in the double play that these forms
bore to white forms. Whatever is black about black American literature
is to be found in this identifiable black signifyin(g) difference.®

It is obvious that African-American culture has produced its own stiob
out of its own set of historical circumstances, and it works the same way it
worked for Soviet counterculture during the post-Stalin years of Soviet op-
pression and works now in Russia when its counterculture fights new
capitalism. It works through irony, it speaks to the initiated. It lampoons the
straight, buttoned up, utterly “uncool” participants in official culture, the ones
who bought straightforwardly, stupidly and naively its most obvious,
straightforward messaging and who are unable to read behind the lines, to
hear the word that is not uttered but is presumed, to see the gesture that is not
made, but is there. This is why today some hip white American teenagers are
ashamed to be white. This is why some hip Soviet teenagers spoke to each
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other as if quoting from editorial articles of Soviet propaganda newspapers.
This all comes from stiob sensibility. Counterculture makes its stand against
the domineering culture with stiob as its main tool.

This illustrates that although Russians have a very firm hold on stiob as
well as great mastery of it, they do not really own it. Stiob respects no histori-
cal or geographic boundaries. Its vivid examples in contemporary Western
culture are abundant: from fake news of the parodic newspaper The Onion, to
Jerry Seinfeld’s fabulous televised series, to the TV persona of Stephen Col-
bert’s hyper-right wing anchorman, to the absurdist radio antics of Howard
Stern and G. Gordon Liddy, to stiob-permeated cinematic carnivalesque ta-
pestries of Sergio Leone, Guy Ritchie, Emir Kusturica, the Coen brothers,
and the King of American cinematic stiob Quentin Tarantino.

However, there is one area of Western culture that strangely and for the
most part is and always was almost entirely devoid of stiob.!” This stiob-less
realm is Anglo-American rock music. Indeed, amazingly, this very tradition
which gave the World the gift of rock, tends to be inevitably humorous and
serious. It is true, there were and are occasional novelty acts like the 1960s
British psychedelic phenomenon Crazy World of Arthur Brown, or 1970s
American shock-rocker Alice Cooper, or modern day American “project”
band Tenacious D.

The Beatles had certain stiobby sensibilities, which were often
manifested in almost impenetrable in-jokes. Some of Tom Waits’s antics can
be viewed as stiob. American bands Cake, The Presidents of the United
States of America and Canadian Barenaked Ladies are rare examples of rock
bands with stiob tendencies. Frank Zappa stands alone as a full-fledged
Anglo-American rock stiobber.

In this sense the Russian rock tradition, especially of the Soviet period
is rather different.

Speaking of Soviet rock of the 1980s, the period of its most speedy and
monumental growth, experimentation, struggle and ultimate victory over the
Soviet ideological and cultural machine, it is hard to focus on a single band as
a prime example of stiob.

Stiob in these days permeated practically all Soviet rock with very few
exceptions. Back then Russian rock could be either serious, heavy-footed and
ideological, or stiobby. Sometimes it was both.

Stiob was woven into the fabric of music like bluesy progressions that
made up the very essence of rock. It was a time of total stiob. And no one
probably owned these stylistics more completely than the best and most
famous Russian band ever — Moscow’s Zvuki Mu. In fact, if you come to
think of it, if you take stiob out of Zvuki Mu then there would not be much
left of it. Zvuki Mu was the quintessential embodiment of stiob.

Zvuki Mu was of course a band, and as such it was a collective project,
and it does owe a great deal to the contributions of its individual musicians,
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particularly to the musical talents of its keyboard player Pavel Chotin and
drummer Aleksej Pavlov. But in its essence Zvuki Mu was created by the
anachronistic, primordial, time-twisting bizarre holy fool-like genius of its
front man, poet and composer Petr Mamonov.

When in the late 1980s the band’s British producer and eminent mu-
sician Brian Eno saw Mamonov on video for the first time he was shocked:

In his image | recognized something truly ancient, medieval. And this
was [...] almost scary. It’s unbelievable how onelgould preserve this
centuries-old code — I really saw nobody like Peter.

It would be probably better to say that Mamonov did not preserve some
ancient code, but intuitively was able to recreate it, to find his way into it
with astonishing precision. Of what precisely it is the code is hard to say, but
this is what his stiob is made of. This code harkens back to the medieval
European tradition of court jesters, of carnivalesque buffoons, and of
Byzantine holy fools (jurodivye) about which | wrote earlier in my historical
overview of stiob.

What impressed Eno was first of all Mamonov’s grotesque bodily
plasticity, his facial contortions and bizarre gesticulation, his awkward and
clumsy expressiveness. Brian Eno characterized it as follows:

I’d never seen anything like it. And | coined this phrase for it: “total
facial theater”. Because the lead singer, Peter Mamonov, has the most
absolutely remarkable face. You simply can’t take your eyes of it the
whole performance. It goes through so many weird contortions. It’s so
expressive of the songs themselves. ™

“TeaTpabHOCTB FOPOACTBA OCSCCIOPHA, M 3TO HEYAMBHTEIBHO, IOTOMY
YTO CTHUXHSI TEATPAILHOCTH BOOOIIE OYCHb CHIIbHA B CPETHEBEKOBON KU3HU
(“The theatricality of holy fools is unquestionable, and this is not surprising,
since the elements of theatricality are so pervasive in Medieval life”), says
A.M. Pancenko in the book “Smechovoj mir drevnej Rusi.®’ “FOpoxctso
CTpeMHTCS BO3OYIWTH PAaBHOMYIIHBIX ‘3pENUINEM CTPaHHBIM M YyITHBIM
(“Holy fools aspire to excite the indifferent with ‘a spectacle strange and
bizarre’”)?! and by that to undermine in their souls belief in the correctness
and inevitability of the given world order, to sow the seeds of doubt, to make
people think.

Erudite Russian rock critic Artemy Troitsky brings up the following
parallel between the image created by Mamonov on stage and in many of his
interviews and the one of the medieval jester created by the imagination of
Andrej Tarkovskij in his film Andrej Rublev and played by actor Rolan
Bykov:
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There’s an episode featuring a desperate and obscene jester later
destroyed by the Tsar’s soldiers — that’s Mamonov as well. The artist
and the buffoon, the truth seeker and the liar, the native child and
villain, all coexist comfortably inside Petya to form an integral cha-

racter.éz

Igor’ Meskovskij, the drummer of the early 1990s Moscow band Gaza
shared with me the following memory of the impact Zvuki Mu had upon some
of their audience: once after the concert a middle aged woman came up to
Mamonov and said: “I despise you! You are worse than [...] fascists!”*

No one can say that stiob does not hurt! And Mamonov’s holy fool
stiob was indeed very effective. His preternatural ability to adapt voices,
images, masques and personas confused and bewildered and shocked into
enlightenment. Mamonov’s pastiche of voices and images was full of
complex cultural illusions of the Russian past and present, within the span of
a single concert, and often even one song. One moment he is a “fool of God”
mumbling on the church steps, another moment he is a feverish alcoholic on
the verge of collapse, then a shell-shocked invalid of several wars, who
suddenly morphs into Moscow’s petty bureaucrat, simultaneously arrogant
and convulsively bashful, and then in the next metamorphosis he suddenly
turns into a cool dude of the urban underbelly, a skirt chaser and devil-may-
care fellow, or pathetically self-important and pompous proletarian
“hegemon”, and the next moment he is once again a pathetic petty official, an
incarnation of all petty officials of Russian literature: awkward, tongue-tied
to the point of retardation, only unlike his literary forerunners endlessly
tormented by pathological but almost inexpressible lust.

Mamonov himself said that Zvuki Mu works “with the problem, which
was addressed already by the Russian classics: small people” (“c npo6aemoi,
KOTOpas mnoAHUMAJIaCb HE pa3 cCuie pYCCKOfI KJIACCUKOM — MaJICHbKHE
J'IIOZ[I/I").24

One of Mamonov’s favorite characters was a small pitiful man, in a
preposterous shabby suit, most likely a drunk and an invalid, probably with
some kind of brain damage, perhaps due to syphilitic calcification of the
brain, and therefore in bad control of his bodily functions, unable to firmly
stand and walk, convulsively moving his legs contrary to the music’s rhythm,
dragging his feet, and bending his body while squeezing his legs together as
if in constant need of the restroom. His elbows were incongruously spread
apart, his shoulders were spasmodically twitching. His head jerked on a sine-
wy thin neck, as if by itself, unintentionally, due possibly to brain damage or
meningitis. His face was distorted by ever changing grimaces: of pain, of
idiocy, of lust. His mouth, lacking half of its teeth, turns into a yawning slot
which opens from time to time to produce half-human sounds, words which
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are put together in phrases like those of a classical holy fool with their
seeming meaninglessness and with poignancy at the same time.

It is interesting that the tongue-tiedness of his characters accompanies
Mamonov in his public persona even off stage. For instance when Troitsky in
an interview asked Mamonov’s opinion of Perestroika he received the
following reply which | can interpret only as stiob, if not an indication of
mental illness:

My personal feeling is that I still can’t [...] I still have quarrels with my
wife [...] We can’t pack the cheese in nice boxes like they do in
Germany [...] When | wake up in the morning there’s no hangover [...]
Very strange.

Or on the issue of creativity Mamonov shared the following:

One poet said — if you cannot manage to write — don’t write! | can’t
manage it [...] The first line is burning my brain, like a neon slogan, and
I can’t stop [...] | sometimes can’t sleep all night, | am tortured by this
new song [...] Maybe, I’'m a homosexual, | don’t know [...] That’s why
I will always live with my wife, Olga, because she understands [...]
Treats it politely.26

Mamonov’s characters possess the same tongue-tied absurdity of ex-
pression. Thus during the concert between the songs he suddenly accepts the
bullying and dismissively arrogant look of a small bureaucrat, not sure of his
power, but still attempting to be at least a little menacing: “SI Bot Tyr Ha
MHHYTOUYKY 3aeXajl, Ha MUHYTOYKY TyT u3 MuHHcTepcTBa...” (“l dropped by
here for a minute, for a minute from the ministry...”).%” Here tongue-tiedness,
tautology and pleonasm become the main means of characterizing the stage
persona created by Petr Mamonov.

And this tongue-tied awkward human fragment still wants to express
himself, even if not on a level of completed sentences and phrases, of which
he is seemingly incapable, but more on a level of singular words, often not
connected to any context, and therefore acquiring futurist-like self-import-
ance. Lost in the torrent of uncontrollable words Mamonov’s character at-
tempts to scream, and this scream becomes a song:

Housto s mpumyman cioBo,
CoBceM KOPOTEHBKOE CIIOBO:
OrtBsoxuch, OTBDKKUCH!

At night I invented a word,
A very short word:

Leave me alone, leave me alone!?®
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This is as if Mamonov’s human is hopelessly lost in a forest of words,
out of which he finds, “invents”, one that long exists.

His emotion is crude, just as the word he “invented”, but this is his per-
sonal, individual emotion, and he feels that he has suffered to have the right
to scream out this word in the face of an unloved person, a woman, by whom
he needs to be left alone.

Like a drowning person emerging from suffocation for a gasp of air he
screams: “Leave me alone!”

MHe He 3BOHH,

S He xouy.
KoHuunnuce Hammu qHwu,
51 Te0s1 He mo0TIo.

Don’t call me

I don’t want you to
Our days are over

| don’t love you.2

This liberating “invented” word allowed him to finally state what he was
trying to express.

In another song with the suggestive title ‘Diatez’ (‘Diathesis’ — an
allergic rash) Mamonov’s human who is often suffering either emotional or
sexual drama tries as awkwardly as ever and with inherent tongue-tiedness
and crudeness to stand up for what he peculiarly perceives as his manly
dignity. Once again, like a holy fool he shamelessly exposes himself, once
again he is lost among words, within grammar, unable to deal with such
intricacies as verbal tenses, but still coming through with his message:

He nymaii, 4to 51 kpacHero,
Korna Ha Te6s 3aies.

He nymaii, 4to 51 kpacHero,
IIpocto 310 nHates!

Don’t you think that | am blushing
When | climbed on top of you.
Don’t you think that | am blushing,
This is simply my diathesis!*°

Should this be considered stiob? I believe it should.

However, this is clearly not the kind of stiob defined by Yurchak’s
“overidentification” with something. This is different, this is deeper and more
sinister. Here Mamonov adapted other people’s voices, and speaks out as if
he is for real, without ever giving you a “wink, wink” to indicate that he is
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joking. You walked away never knowing what the hell it was, where is Ma-
monov’s authorial attitude, where is the message, and what the message
really is. In face of this total ambivalence you walked away hoping that it was
a joke, because the world where this is not a joke is truly a horrible place.

But this is stiob par excellence, i.e. “xpomemntnsiit” total stiob, “ropoau-
Beiii” (holy fool) stiob, the one that made humor and satire such a powerful
tool through the ages.

This is the phenomenon that D.S. Lichacev and A.M. Panéenko des-
cribed in their influential work quoted earlier, “Smechovoj mir” drevnej Rusi,
speaking about the phenomenon of holy fools.*!

In the historical tradition of jurodstvo (holy fools’ behavior), in
buffoonery of the holy fools they saw a penetrating critique of the
surrounding world. The fool is wise, but secretly, with his special wisdom.
The holy fool’s criticism of the world order is expressed through his
behavior, his antics, his speeches. This is a criticism of reality based upon its
conflict with life’s ideal as perceived by the holy fool.

Petr Mamonov has and always had this holy fool-like perception of
reality deeply ingrained in him. He talks along these lines in his 2003 inter-
view with Dennis loffe and Michail Klebanov: “Msr 10xb, 10%6. [IpaBaa
OJHa — bor. A MBI — JIOXKB. H03TOMy HaM HalllUM pa3yMOM pC€liaTb HEYCTO.
Hamo na T'ociozna ynosats” (“We are a lie, a lie. The truth is one — God. But
we are a lie. Therefore we should not solve things with our mind. We should
put our trust in God”).*

For the holy fool relationships of the world of culture and anti-culture
are thrown upside down: he claims that the world of “culture” (that is, of
reality) is in fact the world of anti-culture. It is not real, it is fake and wrong
and therefore the holy fool behaves the way one has to behave within the
world of anti-culture. The holy fool is antisocial in the ideal sense of this
phenomenon. Unlike “normal people” he sees and hears something different,
something real, and has a clear idea about the ideal world, about the way
things should really be in the universe. Hence the significance and strange-
ness of his utterances. His world of anti-culture is turned toward the “reality
of the beyond” not in the mystical sense but in the sense of presumption of
existence of the unseen ideal.

The world of the holy fool is dualistic in its foundation, it is two-sided:
for the ignorant it is laughable, silly, and for ones in the know it is spe-
cifically significant. The holy fool is like a visitor from this anti-world, the
world inside-out, who clearly sees absurdities of reality in the light of his
“genuine” true knowledge.

This is where the roots of stiob lie. This is the stiob that was practiced
by Mamonov and many other prominent stiobbers during the colossal culture
wars that shook the Soviet Union during the 1980s. This was the soft power
that turned the flow of Soviet cultural discourse. The rest is history.
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As a conclusion | would like to say that stiob does not just happen.
Stiob is a discursive form that is always deliberate, calculated, and produced
through application of canonical stiobby devices | have described above.
They are: using of ironic double-talk for the initiated, making double-voiced
utterances, where obvious absurdity of what is being stated with a straight
face means exactly the opposite of what is being stated. Parody, stylization,
double-entendre are all composite elements of quality stiob. The effective-
ness of stiob depends not only on ironic mastery of the stiobber but on
unsuspecting naiveté of the stiobbee. Stiob falls apart if its addressee is keen
enough to suspect it and to adapt in return stiobby discourse stiobbing the
stiobber. In fact there is nothing more annoying than listening to the mutually
mocking conversation of two stiobbers trying to out-stiob each other. Their
talk becomes more and more obscure, self-referential, lost within the depths
of a super in-joke universe. But as | said before stiob is not a kind of form of
communication. It is a cruel form, designed to make fools out of others and to
elevate oneself above the crowd of blockheaded squares who miss what is
supposed to be an obvious joke. In its buffoonish mockery stiob harkens back
to an ancient Russian tradition of folk humor and satire and the tradition of
Byzantine and Russian holy fools. But if holy fools engaged in stiob-like
activity earnestly, modern day stiobbers such as Petr Mamonov construct
their stiob deliberately applying a variety of devices found in their well-
stocked stiobby toolkit.

The goal of this work is an attempt to show the universal nature of
Russian stiob, which with all its global qualities never separated from its na-
tional, archaic roots.

NOTES

I would like to dedicate this paper to the memory of the late professor of
Russian literature Irwin Titunik of the University of Michigan, who was and
still remains an immense inspiration for me and his other students. One of Mr.
Titunik’s notable contributions to the field of Russian literary criticism is his
work on the theory of skaz. Through his association with Russian émigré
avant-garde art circles Mr. Titunik also became a passionate connoisseur of
stiob and a superior practitioner of it.

One may consult Michail Klebanov’s essay on related matters included in the
current issue.

On skaz see in particular: 1.A. KargaSin, Skaz v russkoj literature. Voprosy
teorii i istorii, Kaluga, 1996.
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Abstract

It can be argued that all we know about Sergei Kurekhin, a man who played a
remarkable role on the exuberant scene of Russian Conceptualism, is concerned, in
one way or another, with acting and performance. He was a theatrical and musical
performer onstage, whether playing solo or with his Pop-Mekhanika ensemble. He
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soliloquies in front of bemused audiences. Even his political pursuits seem to have
amounted to a kind of deluding buffoonery. Kurekhin’s many modes of performing
always, or nearly always, involved laughter: the probing kind of laughter revelling in
the newly found political freedom of action in the Gorbachovian Society of
Spectacle and subsequently, in the Yeltsinian reality of “discarded values”. The
paper endeavours to trace the origins and uncover the subtleties of Kurekhin’s
facetious attitude in its apparent ubiquity, with a special focus on his contribution to
the peculiar Russian phenomenon of stiob that eventually became his primary stra-
tegic tool of manipulation.
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The phenomenon of Sergej Kurechin, undoubtedly one of the most re-
markable to watch and listen to at the close of the Soviet era, has long abided
in want of serious introspection.* Born in Murmansk in 1954, he arrived in
Leningrad in the 1970’s and within years secured his place on its exuberant
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again, Kurechin eventually earned renown as a virtuoso pianist and an
inventive keyboard player always aiming at the fusion of various genres and
styles. Starting from the 1981 collection of freestyle piano exercises, The
Ways of Freedom,? keyboard experlments dominated his solo career in music.

As a whole, Kurechin’s legacy is quite impressive in its diversity: apart
from being a recording and performing musician, he tried his luck as a film
and theatre composer, a film actor, an author, a radio host, and even a radical
politician. Nevertheless his most remarkable achievement was arguably the
Popular Mechanics® happening show where he acted as a stage director, a
music conductor, and a leading showman in one person. During the last years
of the Soviet regime, Popular Mechanics stood out even at the backdrop of
chaos sweeping over the nationwide mass-media and performance venues
while the authorities were gradually losing their interest in these well-tried
means of audio-visual propaganda. Whether a non-conformant jazz musician
or a groundbreaking multimedia artist, whatever Kurechin did was seemingly
adjudged audacious by virtually everyone, including those who would not
approve.

Given that, there is something special about Kurechin, a moment of
crucial importance that cannot be missed whenever his name is mentioned. It
can be argued that virtually everything he would do in front of an audience,
whether a performance, an interview or a public speech, was fraught with
laughter. Moreover, it was no kind of obvious or easily accessible laughter;
on the contrary, often it was as ambivalent as it was manifestly present. The
paper aims to analyse the complex nature of Kurechin’s laughter from va-
rious standpoints (philosophical, historical, socio-cultural) and the role it
played in his strategy of public behaviour.

1. The Genealogy of Laughter: “Projecting the Russian Cosmos™ Between
Humour and Irony

It may appear remarkable that such written recollections of Kurechin as we
have available contain many |mpre35|ons at times apparently exaggerated,
and very few analytical observations.* As regards the latter, one of the likely
instances pertains to Sergej Zarikov, once a controversial underground rock
partisan, and still a major influence on the Russian counterculture. It is a rare
attempt to provide a non-superficial definition of Popular Mechanics:

D10 MHUMeTHUecKas Mmpoekius “pycckoro kocmoca” 80-x B mporecce
€ro CTaHOBJICHMSI.

DTOT KypeXUHCKHHA KOCMOC ObUT KOHIE€HHAJIEH TOMY, YTO MBI Ha-
3bIBaéM ‘“‘COBKOM” — 3BydYaJl0 BCE HAaMEPEHHO IUIOXO, Kasajloch ab-
CYPAHBIM, 6HOKI/I MOAYCPKHYTO HE CTBIKOBAJIUCHL — TaKas OMOMKa
coserckoro second hand mepen Tem, kak ee OO MOJOKIYT, JIHOO BOT-
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BOT 3THX ‘TepoeB BUEpalIHUX AHEH” (KOTOpble, BIpOUYEM, MO3HUIIHO-
HUPOBAIUCH Y HETr'O B KauecTBE caMux ce0s!) OTIpaBsT B yTHIIb.

This is a mimetic projection of the “Russian cosmos” of the 80’s in the
process of its establishment. This cosmos of Kurechin was congenial to
what we call sovok. Everything sounded intentionally bad, seemed
absurd, the parts of performance were pronouncedly mismatching:
either a kind of Soviet second-hand junkyard just about to get burnt, or
those “yesterday’s heroes” (who but represented themselves in his
shows!) just about to get scrapped.

Even this short passage may induce the suspicion that Kurechin’s
motivation to mime the “Russian cosmos of the 80’s” hardly proceeded from
any feelings of respect or admiration. The term sovok, usually associated with
Aleksandr Zinov’ev’s Homo Sovieticus,® is being used here in a wider sense.
More than just a person carrying a set of social habits, sovok is the entire
political and social framework facilitating these habits. It is easy to see that
its “mimetic projection” by Kurechin, as Zarikov puts it, splits like a good
Deleuzian universe into two planes: that of objects and that of events. Ac-
cordingly, representation of the late Soviet reality by Popular Mechanics was
twofold, and that in no less than two senses. On the one hand, this show with
its scale and setting unthinkable in the stalwart years of the Communist rule
willingly featured performance artists of some of the only kinds the state used
to permit: the éstrada (Pop-Variety performers) the “VIA” musicians, and
even the home ensemble of the KGB. Isolated from their established habitat
and placed in the totally bewildering atmosphere of Popular Mechanics next
to the associates as bizarre as indie rock warriors, avant-garde artists and
household animals, these “self-representing yesterday’s heroes” appeared
particularly absurd and out-dated. On the other hand, the show admittedly
strove to imitate the very Soviet Produktionsweise as of the 1980’s, the long
and failing echo of Marxist theories as well as of the pompous slogan “The
Soviet means the Excellent” (alternatively, “the Best”) dating back to the
austere days of Stalin. Beyond the plain universal metaphor, needless to say,
Popular Mechanics did look in a way like a travesty of the late Soviet
entertainment industry, ostensibly professional but in fact doomed to failure
and collapse in concert with the regime that supported it. Within the context
of Kurechin’s production framework, the exponents of the crumbling genres
were literally caused to play the extraneous role appointed to them through
playing what used to be their own role.

This important, albeit definitely not solitary aspect of Popular Me-
chanics amounts, of course, to one simple fact: both the functioning objects
and the mode of function in question used to be the attributes of state power
whose apostasy suddenly exposed their absurdity and vulnerability. There is
no clear statement in Zarikov’s words with regard to whether Kurechin
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laughs or weeps at this absurdity, and whether he actually chooses to abuse
this vulnerability rather than rue it. What is doubtless is that he does labour to
promote their exposure rather than try and hide them. This way of action can
certainly evoke an uncomfortable association with the Russian idiom “Bei-
craBisaTh Ha nocmemmuiie”, literally meaning “to expose to derision”. How-
ever, if Kurechin ever intended to deride anything with his shows, it seems
that he avoided pronouncing it clearly. It is the smile almost contlnuously
playing on his lips throughout the performances of Popular Mechanics® that
provides the best possible visual evidence that some kind of laughter must be
perpetually present there. Once the laughter is presumably indirect, can that
smile prove to be, say, ironic?

Discussing Gyorgy Lukacs’ critical theory, Paul de Man observes that
he defined irony as “heterogeneous and contingent discontinuity”.® Regard-
less of de Man’s own assertion that “definitional language seems to be in
trouble when irony is concerned”,® it would be hard to deny that this
definition by Lukacs can be very successfully applied to Popular Mechanics.
The “discontinuity” alone perfectly matches the fact that “the parts of per-
formance were pronouncedly mismatching”. To be sure, it should be the
question of personal judgement based on a subtle balance of experience and
common sense as to whether Kurechin’s shows were sufficiently hetero-
geneous and discontinuous. Here is therefore a compact but emotional
account of a typical one, given by the avant-garde jazz player Sergej Letov, a
constant and vital participant of Popular Mechanics for most of its
existence:"

[Mnet] GombIoi TOp»KECTBEHHBIH KOHIIEPT, MOCBAIICHHBIN J[HIO Mu-
mnnud, B KotopoM ConoBelt Ansg0beBa UCTIONHSAETCS OJHOBPEMEHHO C
BEICTyIUIeHHEM aHcaMOuis niecar U msicku KI'B, a Koma bensapr moet
“VBe3y 1e0s g B TYHAPY B CONPOBOXAEHWH Tpynnsl “‘Kuno”, mnowne-
PBI-TOPHKUCTBI OTAAIOT CATIOT TMIAHTCKOW pacKpalleHHOW IeHOIJIa-
ctoBoii “Benepe Mrmocckoi”, Tumyp HoBukoB m Adpuxa mpen-
CTaBISIIOT “TPagUIIMOHHYIO PYCCKYIO 3a0aBy — OWTBY QWUHO3aBpa CO
3meeit” [...] B KOHIIC KOHIIOB BCE — JYXOBOH OPKECTP MOPSKOB, Ka-
MEpHBI CUM(OHUYECKUI W HAPOTHBIA B COMPOBOXKIECHUH JTIOXKHHBI
anekTporuTap [...] cnuBatorcst B yHHCOHE menotoHHOro puda! Taren
Tapkymu (“Aykusions”), 6eryT crtaga OCiIOB M MOHH, MAPTHIIIKH SyT
Ha Benocuneaukax!!... moBepx puda — peB U BU3r cakcooHa, 3BYK,
3acionsronuii Bee!l!

[There goes] a grand ceremonial concert dedicated to the Day of the
Soviet Militia, where Aljab’ev gt Nightingale is being performed
along with the Song and Dance Ensemble of the KGB doing their part,
whereas Kola Bel’dy 1 sings “l Will Take You to the Tundra”,
accompanied by Kino; 15 young Pioneers with bugles are saluting the
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giant painted Styrofoam Venus of Milo; Timur Novikov'® and Afrika®’
present the “traditional Russian entertainment, the fight between a
dinosaur and a serpent” [...] eventually, all — the sailors brass band, the
chamber ensemble and the balalaika orchestra, accompanied by a dozen
of electric guitars [...] — merge into a single whole-tone riff! Garkusa®®
is dancing, herds of donkeys and ponies racing, marmosets riding tiny
bicycles!!... And over the riff, roaring and screaming of a sax,
overtrumping everything!!!

Gilles Deleuze, who counterpoised the “Stoic humour” against the
“Socratic irony”, argues that paradox “is initially that which destroys good
sense as the only direction, but it is also that which destroys common sense as
the assignation of fixed identities”.*® The Stoics, as he observes, used the
paradox in the fashion resembling that of Zen Buddhism whose “Koan”
tradition practises making sense by confronting opposing, unrelated and even
“rationally incompatible” meanings. Deleuze pairs paradox with humour,
“the art of surface”, versus irony with its “depths and heights” pretensions.
“Paradox appears as a dismissal of depth, a display of events at the surface,
and a deployment of language along these limits.”?® Kurechin’s strategy of
navigating Popular Mechanics does seem to have involved the destruction of
the rationality of good sense and common sense alike. It certainly and
necessarily presumed a display of events “at the surface”, always
endeavouring to stretch this surface ever further; and its language was
obviously bound to reach the limits. Admittedly, the “Stoic humour” of
Deleuze does not equal the plain laugh of derision, but would it be advisable
to reduce Kurechin’s suggestive smile to it, either?

For Gyorgy Lukacs, says de Man, the importance of “discontinuity” as
the essence of irony lies in invoking the awareness of the distance separating
the actual experience from the comprehension of it. “The ironic language of
the novel mediates between experience and desire, and unites ideal and real
within the complex paradox of the form.”?" Notwithstanding that, even if
irony that is apprehended this way is suspected of facilitating some kind of a
paradox, there is still no reason to believe its language is necessarily that of
surface. The problem with irony is that it tends to disappear from the surface:
and that quite regardless of the intentions of those trying to employ it. “One
always feels terrible when one has read a text and one is told later on that it is
ironic.”? Starting his special essay on irony with complaints about its
elusiveness, de Man eventually comes to define it, in principle (while ironi-
cally reminding that irony will escape comprehensive definition anyway), as
disruption. He warns, moreover, that in order to grasp “the concept of irony”
one must be able to imagine this disruption occurring “at all times”.? This
must also mean that such a ubiquitous disruption (de Man uses the term
“parabasis”, borrowing it from German Romanticism) will break any
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continuity and fragment any homogeneity. The above-cited description of a
typical Popular Mechanics performative setting presents us with a complex
image of the sequence of multiple actions whose variety can only rival their
own seeming incongruity. Judging by these tokens, one might almost think
that the chief intention behind it all was to embody the very concept of irony
as de Man would see it.

There are, of course, other concepts, particularly those that are more
preoccupied with the intention of delivering a message versus the way it is
perceived. For instance, Dennis Green argues in his treatise on irony in me-
dieval poetic speech that irony, first and foremost, “presupposes conscious
intention and cannot arise fortuitously”.? Regardlng the necessity to separate
irony from falsehood, he then maintains that an ironic statement intends to
destroy the element of pretence and “negate the illusion by allowing the truth
to be visible at the same time”.?® Notably, these words practically echo the
similar observation made earlier by the Russian philosopher Aleksej Losev:

Hponus BO3HHKAET TOT/a, KOT/IA s, XKeJasi CKa3aTh “HeT”, TOBOpIO “1a”,
U B TO K€ BpeMs 3TO “ma” st TOBOPIO MCKITFOUUTEIBHO TS BEIPXKCHUS U
BBISIBJICHHSI MOETO HCKPEHHET0 “HeT”.

Irony arises when 1, while wishing to say “no”, say “yes” and at the
same time utter this “yes” with the sole purpose to express and expose
my sincere “no”.

Somewhat unsurprisingly, Green has to resort to the terms of negation
every time he needs to redefine, for his own ends the difference between
either irony and metaphor or irony and aIIegory The important point he
does not stress beyond his particular goals is that irony is able to establish

connection through negatlon Paul de Man, who spoke of irony as the “posi-
tive power of an absence”,? followed its ability to negate itself persistently
down to its tendency to dlsrupt the very principle of trope function. However,
the fact is that if metaphor, or allegory, or any other *“regular” trope does
provide positive correlation between meanings, the degree of this correlation
may vary. It may seem quite natural that Green builds his operatlonal
definition of irony around the notion of the “initiated” and its opposite,?
referring to those intended to grasp and miss the ironic message respectively.
The problem is that the circle of the “initiated” cannot really be controlled
even by the speaker, and this is exactly what de Man talks about. In any case,
the value of the ironic message can hardly be measured by its clarity: on the
contrary, it only increases its chances to be mistaken for plain truth. The
power of irony is negative, just as irony itself: the more obscure is the
language it uses, the closer it approaches to paradox with its “negative syn-
thesis”. Finally, there is no hidden meaning behind the plain words for the



Laughter for the Post-Totalitarian Society of Spectacle 233

initiated to see; things lie on the surface but one should make an effort to
unravel them. “The ironist leaves work for the audience to do”:* the more,
perhaps, the better.

Dennis Green speaks of poets — or, to be more precise, of medieval
poets who essentially were singers and, in a sense, musicians as well. In any
case, they were a part of audio-visual culture of their time. Some, particularly
those keeping to structuralist or semiotic positions, would argue that
whatever is true of the irony of verbal text can also be applied to other kinds
of “text”: whether musical, scenic, or behavioural. At the very least, Paul de
Man found it necessary to underllne that Lukacs was the first critic to use
irony as a structural category.®® Regardless of that, as far as Sergej Kure-
chin’s smile is concerned, it would have been a singular and perhaps im-
possible task to prove that his spoken intentions had nothing in common with
those he preserved for his multi-media projects. Still, there are easier tasks:
for instance, to find out that if there ever was a component of little sig-
nificance in his multi-faceted artistic activity, that was writing. Kurechin left
us very few written texts, most of them gathered in the posthumous collection
Nemoj svidetel’ (The Mute Witness).>* Alongside that, however, we have
quite a lot of samples of his spoken word, from the more conventional format
of interviews to what seems to have been conscious artistic actions: although
such a differentiation may always prove arbitrary in his case. There are,
however, evidences beyond any doubt. The jazz critic Aleksandr Kan tells in
his narrative on the St Petersburg jazz scene that as early as in the mid-80’s
Kurechin had a habit of premising the Popular Mechanics shows with leng-
thy verbal preambles that sounded rather unlike a formal foreword. *“Tonro
paccka3biBall 4TO-TO O cBOEH ICUXHUKE, O TOM, YTO OH — HACEKOMOEC, O MyTa-
MUuAax B OpFaHI/I3MC O BPOXJICHHOM HJUOTU3IME M IMPOYUX 3aXBAThIBAIOIIUX
semax”> (“He spoke at length about his psyche, that he is an insect, of
internal mutations, inborn idiocy and other fascinating things™). Kan further
describes a totally radical event where Kurechin actually substituted the
whole show with an unusually long speech of a similar nature:

OH yBJICYCHHO U 0€3 TCHU YIBIOKH PACCKa3bIBal O TYPEIKHX SHBI-
4yapax, KOTOpPbIE Ha CBOMX IOJBOJHBIX JIOJKaX MpoHUKIHN B [leTporpan
17-ro u ObUTH 3aMelIaHbl B BOCHHO-PEBONIOIHOHHYIO HHTPHUTY C aH-
CIUHCKUMHU 1nroHamu, JleHuHbiM, TPOLKUM U MPOYUMH CIHOppEau-
CTUYECKUMH TepcoHakamu [...] [IporoBopuB Tak moidaca W MOABEAS
paccka3 K HEeKOil 3aBeplIaloIeil TOUKe, PACKIAHUBACTCS M YXOIUT CO
CIEHBI, TAK M HE MPUKOCHYBIUMCh K posutto. IlyOimka CHUIUT Kak
3aBopokeHHas. Yucro BepbambHas [lon-mexanuxa — 0€3 €AUHOrO
MY3bIKaJBHOTO 3BYKa, 0€3 €IMHOT0 KOCTIOMA, EKOPAIUH U B MMOJHOM
onmHOYecTBe. KOHIIENTYambHEIH akT He XyXe KelmKkeBckoro 4’ 33.
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He spoke animatedly and with no shadow of a smile about the Turk
Janissaries who invaded Petrograd on their submarines and got
involved in the war and revolution related plot with British spies,
Lenin, Trockij, and other surrealistic characters [...] Having spoken
like that for half an hour and arrived at some final conclusion, he bows
and leaves the scene without even touching the piano. The audience sits
as if spellbound. That was purely verbal Popular Mechanics, without a
single musical sound, with no costumes or decorations, and in an
ultimate solo mode;* a conceptual act to rival 4’33 by John Cage.

Apparently, Kurechin did consider the spoken word an inextricable part
of his performance strategy. As regards the parallel with John Cage in this
passage, it seems too generalized, capturing but the basic Conceptualist spirit
of thlngs It is true that Kurechin was WeII aware of Cage, met him in person
in 1988, and dedicated an album to him.*" Given that, the leader of Popular
Mechanics should have known even better how to avoid the trodden path.
While he could not possibly supersede the ultimate radicalism of Cage, he
chose to flummox his audience by extending the non-musical component of
the performance over sheer silence. In fact, once the Cagean silence ever took
place, his followers proceeded to do their best to distract the audience from it.
The radical minimalist composer La Monte Young in particular, especially in
his Fluxus period, came forward with a number of attempts to furnish this
silence with non-musical elements of distraction. Here, for example, is the
score of his 1960 Composition #4:

Announce to the audience that the lights will be turned off for the
duration of the composition (it may be any length) and tell them when
the composition will begin and end. Turn off all the lights for the
announced duration. When the lights are turned back on, the announcer
may tell the audience that their activities have been the composition,
although this is not at all necessary.38

The same composer’s Piano Piece for David Tudor #1 is perhaps even
more provocative, anticipating to some extent the air of the future Kurechin’s
actions:

Bring a bale of hay and a bucket of water onto the stage for the piano to
eat and drink. The performer may then feed the piano or leave it to eat
by itself. If the former, the piece is over after the piano has been fed. If
the latter, it is over after the piano eats or decides not to.

Still, it is necessary to differentiate between the anti-art stance of
Fluxus, devotedly maintained by Young, and the path eventually taken by
Kurechin. The Belgian minimalist composer and mu5|cal theorist Wim Mer-
tens who studied Fluxus as early as in the 70’s,*’ points to the paradoxical
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discrepancy between their ambition to make art “comprehensible to every-
body” and their actual tendency to express themselves “in aggressive,
destructive brutality and in the deliberate irritation of the audience”.** Cor-
respondingly, it can be argued that Young’s compositions of the afore-
mentioned kind must have had a baffling effect on the unprepared audience:
comparable to that, say, of the Koan practice. Humour seems to be present
there, but hardly any irony. The situation may appear ridiculous and is cer-
tainly destructive with regard to the common sense of an academic musical
performance as it should have still been preserved around 1960. There are no
“initiated”, at least not among the audience, but the latter must feel con-
fronted by something very overtly disconcerting and is obviously left some
hard work to do, so as to make sense out of it all.

It might suffice to observe that Kurechin was apparently able to in-
fluence his own audience in some subtler and deeper way rather than just
flummoxing or irritating it (“The audience sits as if spellbound™).** It can
also be noticed that he was able to go ever further than Cage or Young,
beyond substituting the content of musical art with its concept. In fact, he
managed to drain the concept of musical art even of such content as could be
reckoned purely conceptual (that is, Cagean), and substituted it with another,
only circumstantially related medium (that of introductory speech) while
simultaneously reducing even that to its pure concept (since its content had
nothing to do with the actual performance). The same Aleksandr Kan who
witnessed and gave an account of that radical gesture by Kurechin refers to
his art, in the first place, as “paradoxically ironical”.** Although these words
seem to be dropped somewhat offhandedly in Kan’s book, they might offer
the key to the spellbinding effect that Kurechin could allegedly evoke. Traces
of both irony and paradox betray their heavy presence in his artistic
philosophy, and it is possibly their combined power that had such an impact
on the general public. This fusion of misleading incongruity of irony and
confounding humour of paradox constitutes, at least in Sergej Kurechin’s
outstanding and influential case, the crucial element of the phenomenon
known as “stiob”.

2. The Ambiguity of Laughter: The Controversy of “Stiob™

As a social habit peculiar to St Petersburg cultural tradition, “stiob” (“cté6”)
is definitely an abundant ground to investigate. In its most basic mode,
“stiobbing” may refer to ridiculing that tends to veer towards mortifying and
even humiliating. Conceivably, if “stiob” does deserve to be distinguished
from other varieties of ridicule, it must be for the unique impression it leaves.
The first diligent attempt to examine “stiob” in scholarly terms can be attri-
buted to the Russian American scholar Alexei Yurchak who dedicated to this
phenomenon a fair number of observations in his study of late Soviet
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subcultures, ranking it among the species of “dead irony”.** It is quite re-
markable that Yurchak unequivocally defines “stiob” as a “peculiar form of
irony”, stressing the excess of “overidentification” with the object as its main
deflnltlve feature: “it was often impossible to say whether it was a form of
sincere support, subtle ridicule, or a peculiar mixture of the two”.*> He
further emphasizes the difference between the Bakhtinian concept of carnival
with its periodicity and the “all-year” life-creational nature of the “stiob” sub-
culture. Referring to the carnivalesque discourse of opposition, he cares to
point out that the policy of *“overidentification” allowed *stiob” to avoid
actual identification Wlth any of the opposing sides, thus contributing to its
characteristic amblgmty Another important element of “stiobbing” attitude
that Yurchak is keen to register |s what he calls “decontextualization” of con-
tent resulting in unexpected “indeterminate” message that could even
“appear baffling or absurd”.*’

It may seem curious that Aleksei Yurchak, for whatever reason, passes
in complete silence over Sergej Kurechin in his study of “dead irony”. The
fact is, however, that the above-mentioned observations may prove quite ap-
plicable to Kurechin’s personality and art, will we choose to discuss his
“overidentification” with cultural institutions he would exploit, “decontex-
tualization” that he subjected the participants of Popular Mechanics to, or the
“baffling” effect he was able to produce. The question is whether all we
know about Kurechin can be reduced to these observations, and “stiob”, to a
“form of irony”. Perhaps, the biggest concern in this regard is that Yurchak
seems to employ the notion of irony for granted, failing to provide not only
his own appraisal but even any references to the available research of this
challenging concept. Obviously, the message of “overidentification” can be
more or less concealed, depending on the presence and character of the
initiated. In this sense there is no substantial difference between “stiob” and
any variety of irony, but is it really what makes “stiob” so special?

“Decontextualization” appears more interesting since it relates to the
element of paradox in “stiobbing”; yet something still has to be accentuated:
the inadvertent presence of shock and surprise that proceed, among other
things, from the suddenness of action. Speaking of the specific artistic groups
presented by Yurchak in his study as self-organized exponents of “stlob” this
way of action was particularly characteristic of the Necrorealists:*® but the
author is not very explicit on the presence of irony or even humour in their
discourse.*® Still, these typically Koan features are missing from his de-
fmmon of “stiob”, although interpretation of the informal union of artists
Mit'ki *° as a kind of virtual Zen monastery where “stiob” was practised
daily in an “anti-carnival” mode does not seem quite out of place. It should
be added that since the Mit’ki in fact originally presented a relatively limited
circle of the initiated, every act of “stiobbing” must have been expected to
have a hidden ironic meaning (tenably, hence the relaxed environment they
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were famous for) but nonetheless come as a surprise when surfacing in its
particular shape of a humour-tinted event. Directed outside the circle, how-
ever, their “stiob” could prove quite incomprehensible. When this esoteric
subculture became a popular fashion — the process that started in the mid-
1980’s and climaxed in the 1990’s — the circle of the initiated was inevitably
broken, and their peculiar “stiob” bereft of its hermetic qualities and adapted
for popular use.

As regards Kurechin, it can be argued that he intentionally dissemi-
nated “stiob” far and wide while its historic practitioners like Mit’ki
proceeded to dissolve within the rows of the general public. His famous
appearance on the Soviet TV show Pjatoe koleso (The Fifth Wheel) in 1991
where it was proclaimed that Lenin was a mushroom®! can certainly be
referred to as his first opportunity to test this strategy in front of a really wide
audience. It might seem only too natural that Alexei Yurchak as a frontline
scholarly expert on “stiob” chose that particular event as a subject of his
recent, first-ever special study of Kurechin where it is actually admitted that
the latter might have used “stiob”, t00.%? The curious thing is, however, that
the current paper with its focus on laughter may prove to be only partially
concerned with Yurchak’s effort which, somewhat surprisingly, appears to be
not about laughing or “stiobbing” per se. On the contrary, it seems to
culminate at the daring suggestion that Kurechin, whether in his public
discourse in general or in the case of the “mushroom lecture” in particular,
cherished hidden feelings of concern and responsibility. “His goal was not to
ridicule the system but to give it a new, unfamiliar, way of looking at itself.
In this way, he offered the kind of ‘positive construction’ for which he had
argued.”®® This “argument” is derived from the author’s interview with
Kurechin where the latter said, among other things: “Ridicule is rooted in sk
epticism toward something and for that reason seems inappropriate to me.
Skepticism does not offer any positive program; it is unable to offer any
positive construction [..] Because when a person offers a positive
construction he is responsible.”**

Given that, the first question coming to mind is whether the word
“serious” is applicable to Kurechin at all, and if it is, how it should be
interpreted. Putting it even more provocatively, can one be serious enough to
take Kurechin seriously? Even though his “stiobbing” attitude was admittedly
universal, it may be possible to identify his most characteristic targets. In the
first place, much attention was paid to those who attempted to penetrate the
ambiguity of his playacting, particularly to journalists. “HuTepsrio Kypexuna
BepuTh Hemb3s. OH m3zeBaeTcs Haj xypHamictamu” > (“Kurechin’s inter-
views can’t be trusted. He jeers at the journalists”). In the 1995 interview to
the Medved’ magazine, rather capacious and comprehensive in comparison to
most of the others, he concludes his response about the scope of his works in
a typical fashion:
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[Ecte Tarke] Heckoibko Kak Obl jokymeHTHpoBaHHBIX “Ilom-mexa-
HUK”. Ho B HMX HUYEro He MOHATH, MOTOMY UYTO TaM TOJBKO I'POXOT
Kakoii-To. Tam riaaBHOE — CMOTpETh, (POHOTpaMMa HUYETo He JaeT.

[There are also] several [shows by] Popular Mechanics, kind of
documented, but they are quite incomprehensible because all you can
hear is some kind of racket. There, the most important thing is
watching, the soundtrack gives you nothing.

A shrewd glance may possibly discern irony in these words, a hidden
sneer at the implied journalist ignorance. This interpretation, however, is
likely to prove dubious. The problem is that a soundtrack of a fully-fledged
Popular Mechanics show does sound like racket, or clamour, at least in the
moments of culmination. Admittedly, Kurechin’s infatuation with “noise
music” cannot be questioned (the commemorating5 album co-authored by one
of the maitres of the genre, Otomo Yoshihide,”’ might suffice). What is
questionable, though, is whether anything about “noise music” is essentially
concerned with “comprehension”. Along with that, issuing the soundtracks of
Popular Mechanics attests to a conscious and determined effort on behalf of
its leader. Who then is being ridiculed here: the interviewer, the record
company, “noise music”, or perhaps Kurechin himself? If irony is there, it
appears truly and continuously disruptive, but who are the initiated? At the
same time, the situation seems full of paradoxically conflicting messages.
The only lucid fact is that the interviewer desists from pursuing the subject
any further.

Alternately, trying to pursue it would probably not help a lot, either:

C.K. 5 Toxe Tak cunTaro, K COKaJIEHHUIO.
?. A mouemMy — K COXKaICHHUIO?
C.K. 4 ue 3Haro.

Kurechin: Unfortunately, | think so, too.
Q: Why “unfortunately”?
Kurechin: I don’t know.

Similarly, the constituents of the general public who would place them-
selves in the questioning position when facing Kurechin would be rewarded
with the same kind of attitude. This is what positively happened on the
occasion of his first massive appearance on Soviet TV when Popular
Mechanics took part in the “Muzykal’nyj ring” (“Musical Boxing Ring”)
show based on the intercommunication between the artists and the audience.
Although modest in scale if compared to the future pageants, this perform-
ance must have proven quite shocking by the cultural standards of the Soviet
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Union, in 1987 still “a stolld nation of genteel classical recitals and world-
class doctrinaire pianists”>® at least to some extent. Undoubtedly, neither
Kurechin howling and snarling in accord with Sergej Letov’s orgiastically
screeching saxophone; nor Afrika harping at the pendent set of anthue
smoothing irons (proudly presented as “the first Soviet synthesizer”);*® nor
the group of masked persons struggling to conjoin ill-fitting, absurd-looking
metal objects while accompanied by the chamber orchestra overlaid with
electric guitars had anything to do with the Soviet cultural mainstream.
Speaking almost exclusively on behalf of his troupe, Kurechin casually
employed the compulsion to converse with the audience so as to provide the
verbal ingredient of the show. Despite resorting at times to a caustic irony
(“the contemporary acoustics impedes apprehending a lot of nuances”), or an
open sneer (“if you grow tired of listening, let me know”), he seemed to
adhere to “stiobbing” as a common rule. As far as the issue of acoustics is
concerned, music pundits can be accounted for the initiated, while the sneer
regarding the listener’s possible fatigue was directed at the self-proclaimed
(and overtly hostile) connoisseur of the academic avant-garde. More subtlety
is needed, though, to discern the genuine motivation behind the response to
the reproach that Popular Mechanics earned because of their alleged state-of-
the-art pretence:

MBpI HUYETro He IPHAYMBIBAEM [...] MBI IPOCTO OepeM KaKHe-TO ILIaCThI
[...] My3bIkanbHOW KyJBTYpBHl M CTapaeMcsi IPOCTO HCIOIHHTh HX C
MaKCHMaJIbHOH JIFOOOBEIO.

We aren’t trying to invent anything [...] just picking certain strata of
[existing] musical culture and striving to perform them with as much
affection as possible.

This sounds, it may be observed, like the proclamation of the very Post-
Modern agenda that Kurechin was most often associated with during his
lifetime.®* Notwithstanding that, it would not be easy to contradict the ele-
ments of this message soundly, be it the mixture of various musical genres or
the presence of affection. One can perceive, nonetheless, the manifest con-
tradiction between the music that sounded and the words that followed it:
manifest, and yet elusive. The music was obviously a revelation to the major-
ity of the audience, without the exception of the middle-aged lady who had
voiced her reproach in a mentor’s tone. Correspondingly, Kurechin pro-
ceeded to settle all issues of purpose, meaning and content of his art with one
short sentence: “Bcst My3bika, KOTOPYIO HCHONHSCT ceromus llomymsipHast
Mexanuka — 310 My3bika o mo6su” (“All the music that Popular Mechanics
performs today is about love™).
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Evidently, the topic of shock is inseparable from the topic of expect-
ations. Judging by either approving or disapproving but equally earnest faces
in the audience that attended the show, they came to witness “a cultural
event” while having expectations developed beforehand and deemed appro-
priate for the occasion: much like the early audiences of Fluxus or Cage that
expected a “classical” concert. Arguably, this must be the preeminent reason
why Kurechin’s counterparts at “Muzykal’nyj ring” apparently fell into the
snares of “stiobbing” rather than enjoy the paradoxical humour of the action
and discourse they were presented with. No such obstacle seemed to inhibit
the teenagers who took part in the “Rok-urok” (“Rock Lesson”) TV pro-
gramme in 1995,%% expecting presumably nothing but an encounter with the
celebrity renowned not the least for his pranks. Kurechin’s remarks on that
occasion sounded much in the same key. When asked why, in spite of his
countenance divulging a “soft, intelligent and educated person”, he was
expelled from all the schools he attended, the guest warned the audience
against the false impression, insisting that in fact he was a “tough scumbag”.
In response to the question about his feelings for Bach, he admitted not
listening to “classical music” at all because of the disgust it induces. It is
remarkable that although the teenagers would start listening to each one of
Kurechin’s replies with diligent attention, they almost invariably laughed in
the end. It also seems quite emblematic that they chose to put a question to
him about the “Leningrad culture of stiob”.%® The answer is worth reciting:
“A He oueHb OO0 3TO cIOBO — “cTed” [...] Korma s BHXKY B HCKYCCTBE
Kakoil To cTeb, MHe craHoBUTCA He Mo cebe [...] 1o xorma momu u3 cebs
BBDKMMAIOT UPOHHIO, @ UPOHU3SUPOBATH CETOIAHA, IIO 60J'H>H.IOMy CUCTy, HC
max gem” (“I don’t really like this word, ‘stiob’ [...] When | discern ‘stiob’ in
art, | feel uneasy [...] It occurs when people are wrenching irony out of
themselves, but today there is actually nothing to aim irony at”). At this
point, Kurechin’s earnest expression all of a sudden switches to a mocking
smile: “B HCKYCCTBE CETOJIHSI HE JOJKHO OBITh 0€e3BICXOIHOCTH, HCKYCCTBO
JOJDKHO HECTH JIIOASAM IIPEKpPAaCHOE, HEXKHOE, MATKOC, O6BOHaKI/IBaIOHIee,
panyxnoe...” (“Today, there should be no hopelessness in art; for people’s
sake, art ought to be beautiful, tender, soft, swathing, iridescent...”).

In this arguably quite consistent context one may wonder what led
Alexei Yurchak to the assumption, if not confidence, that contrary to many
others he succeeded to capture Kurechin in a rare, if not uniqgue moment of
grave sincerity. Notwithstanding that, the 1995 interview that he refers to
seems to contain very characteristic samples of Kurechin’s speech, including
the very sentence that inspired the title of Yurchak’s paper: “l am a parasite.
And also a bastard, a cretin, and a piece of shit.”®* According to the author’s
account, Kurechin further develops this idea, suggesting that a parasite is as
beneficial for the organism it affects as it is possibly harmful. “His analysis
was anything but a joke,” contends Yurchak; and indeed, it is this cutting-
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edge concept in parasitology that lies at the base of his suggestion that
Kurechin, in general, was beset with “positive” and *“constructive” ideas and
had no mind for ridiculing or jeering. One may feel compelled to inquire
whether Alexei Yurchak is ready to take at face value any other of Kure-
chin’s numerous scientific revelations, such as those featured in Sergej De-
bizev’s documentary Kompleks Nevmenjaemosti (The Complex of Insanity)®®
or even the very “mushroom lecture” he himself admits as a “hoax”.®® This
oddity is only too apparent against the main body of Yurchak’s work that all
in all offers a detailed, inclusive and shrewd analysis of what is probably the
most famous Kurechin-related episode. Moreover, the overall vision of
Kurechin as a “parasite” (with reference to Michel Serres, as Yurchak puts it)
seems to prove both adequate and insightful. The only serious issue here is
that of loose conclusions that obviously proceed from the author’s objective
to emphasize, perhaJJs beyond reasonable measure, the “tragic” aspect of the
“mushroom” event.®’

3. The Politics of Laughter: ““Stiob™ as an Instrument of Power

It can only be regretted that we learn nothing from Alexei Yurchak’s narra-
tive about the dynamics of Kurechin’s facial expression during the above-
cited interview, since this issue seems to be directly concerned with the
latter’s refusal to concede the use of “stiob” or irony on a variety of
occasions. We can remember that at the event recounted by Aleksandr Kan,
Kurechin spoke “with no shadow of a smile”. Likewise, he remained gravely
serious when speaking at “Muzykal’nyj ring”, although the smile would
reappear in the rare moments of open confrontation with the audience, or
while listening to some questions, or when playing. The same roguish smile,
we can remember as well, accompanied his “conducting” the grand Popular
Mechanics shows. What can be suggested is that the “no-smile mode” would
be employed so as not to betray the hidden ironic component of the speech
that otherwise could be interpreted as open mockery because of the way it
contradicted its context.

As regards the “smile mode”, its presence on the surface must have
been crucial to attest to the humour of paradox, lest the intention should be
mistaken for either purely didactical or absurdly straightforward (in Ter-
tullian’s spirit of credo quia absurdum). It may then seem unsurprising that
during the performance where the spoken word was absent the smile was
continuously present, since the performance was in effect full of mockery.
There was the mockery of conducting music, with the “conductor” hovering
above the scene suspended on ropes or jumping energetically in front of the
row of musicians. There was the mockery of directing the theatrical show,
since the “director” was present at the stage as if during the rehearsal, yet
hardly directing even the mass improvisation, with the course of action
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evolving all over the place mainly regardless of him. There was the mockery
even of theatrical action itself, when all would go suddenly still, and the
“conductor”, i.e. the “director”, would freeze in place looking at the audience
with a grievous or condescending mien. There should have been the mockery
of the audience, if only for this very reason, but also perhaps for those listed
above; and plausibly, there was the self-mockery on Kurechin’s own behalf,
of the self as a conductor, director and performance artist, if not anything
else. It is as if he would not forget the words that Friedrich Nietzsche
reportedly put above his door:

Und - lachte noch jeden Meistere%us,
Der nicht sich selber ausgelacht.

Yet again, that was no plain mockery or derision, otherwise it would
hardly be possible to grasp why artists of such diverse backgrounds willingly
took part in Popular Mechanics, and the audience felt “spellbound” rather
than, say, insulted. There was certainly something in Sergej Kurechin that
had the capacity of influencing people. Sergej DebiZev contends:

OH MOr BBI3BIBATH Y JIOJEH JIFOOBIC HACTPOCHHS M BOCXHINANICS ITOH
BO3MOXHOCTBIO [...] Yicxoast U3 COOCTBEHHOTO OMbITA, OH MOT BBI3BI-
BaTh y JIFOZICH JTFO0BIE COCTOSHUS CO3HAHMS, UCITONB3Ys MAruio, HAIOP,
KOTOpBIA OT Hero men [...] Mcmonb3ys 9Ty, BO3MOXKHOCTb, OH MaHH-
MyJHPOBAJ TyXOBHBIM COCTOSHHUEM JFOJICH.

He was able to incite any kind of mood and relished this ability [...]
Proceeding from his own experience, he could evoke in people any
state of mind using the magic, the energy that emanated from him [...]
With this ability, he manipulated people’s spiritual condition.

In this respect, there can be little doubt that Kurechin used “stiob” as a
key tool to manipulate people with, even if it was fashioned after his own
personal taste. At any rate, it seems to have been quite effective. To all
appearances, the objects of his “stiobbing” did not usually feel just em-
barrassed or ashamed, as if mortified, nor just perturbed or suspicious, as if in
presence of irony, nor just puzzled or bewildered, as if faced by a paradox.
Stirred into a complex blend, they all would result in a spell that made people
feel literally lost. It can be assumed that in the event mentioned by Aleksandr
Kan the required effect was produced by the absurd content of the speech in
accord with the boldness of gesture. The evidence is, though, that Kurechin
could gauge this kind of reaction by the means of speech alone. Sergej
DebiZev remarked that conversation with him could shift anytime from a joke
to the “powerfully mtellectual level”, so that people of “little competence”
would fall into a stupor.” Commentmg on Kurechin’s “mushroom lecture”,
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he used quite the same words: “»to Obuta He uIyTKa [...] mromu BOOOGIIE
HUYEro He TMOHSUIM, OHM TPOCTO BIamk B crymop” — (“it wasn’t a joke [...]
people understood nothing at all, they simply fell into a stupor™).

It can be added that Debizev as the director and script writer of the
iconic movie Dva kapitana 2 (Two Captains 11) featuring Kurechin in the
leading role of the First Captain plausibly arranged for Kurechin’s role to
produce a similar effect: although the First Captain’s involvement in writing
the script cannot be excluded, either. Judging from DebiZev’s own words,
when Andrej Tolubeev who was engaged as a narrator was first reading the
script, he “fell silent and was lost in thought” upon reaching the sentence “na
GaHKeTe y JOp/a M3pa OH BBICTYIIHI B aHIIIMICKOM mapiamente” © (“during
the banquet at the lord-mayor’s he delivered a speech in the English Par-
liament”). Hence, in presence of a discourse bearing the same features whe-
ther intended for a stage performance, a public appearance, a movie role, or a
private conversation, does it make sense to try and determine when Sergej
Kurechin was acting rather than not? What does seem certain is that if his
ways were in any sense akin to those of Fluxus, it would be for their shared
aspiration to obliterate the opposition of art and life. However, whereas the
exponent of Fluxus like La Monte Young strove to bring “life” within the
formalized bounds of art institution, Kurechin clearly aimed at disseminating
art wherever he went: of course, in and on his own terms. Consequently,
“stiob” as a strategy could be applied anytime and surface anywhere with the
disruptive omnipresence of irony and the blunt force of a Koan exercise.

Some of the other persons who happened to know Kurechin closely
voice a similar opinion. Jurij Salyt’* suggests in his memorial notes, notably
titled “Mozart of St Petersburg”,” that keen knowledge and skilful ma-
nipulation of the “laws of psychology of perception” might have been among
the preeminent sources of Kurechin’s ability to keep his audience in the state
of “tense attention”. The jazz contrabassist Vladislav Makarov mentions that
the leader of Popular Mechanics was searching for “special methods of
affecting the audience”.”® DebiZev, in his turn, articulated his peculiar opi-
nion of these methods: according to him, they were rather Surrealist than
Post-Modern. Kurechin, says he, endeavoured to bring incompatible things
together “in a regular Surrealist fashion”. “Own coeaunsit UX 1151 TOrO, YTOOBI
y 3pHUTeIs 3a CUYET DHEPruu abCypaHO-CIOPPEATUCTHUSCKOW BBI3BATH
SMOLIMOHANBHBIA HIOK, KOTOPBIA eMy Obl1 HeoOxomaum. KynmbTypHBIN, 3MO-
LHOHaIBHBI, scTeTryeckuii” ' (“He combined them, using the energy of ab-
surdity and surrealism, so as to instigate an emotional shock among the
audience: a cultural, emotional, aesthetic shock™). Assuming that “stiob” as a
skilful combination of shock, hidden message, and probably Surrealist atti-
tude as well served Kurechin as a dominant modus operandi, we can append
its definition as a function of power. Moreover, the evidence is that with the
means of this tool Kurechin was able to extend its power virtually to
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everybody “Emy ymaBaioch BceX IOJIMTUKOB, OM3HECMEHOB, BIUATEIBHBIX
J'IIOI[GI/I BOBJICKATh B KaKHC-TO 6CSYMHBI€ BCIIH, YYJOBUIIIHBIC HpOCKTBI KO-
TOpbIe 3aKaHYMBAINCH BEYHO CKaHIadaMu Wik HemsBectHo uem” '~ (“He
managed to involve all those politicians, businessmen, influential people into
all kinds of crazy things, monstrous projects that would always end in
scandals or who knows what”). In this sense, Kurechin must be accredited for
a positively singular accomplishment: he succeeded in involving into “a kind
of crazy thing” none other but John Cage himself during his Leningrad visit
in 1988. After the scheduled concert, Cage was persuaded to take a walk with
the group of young people led by Kurechin, and eventually joined in the
improvised “performance” where the role of a Ieadlng instrument was
allotted to water, repeatedly poured from vessel to vessel.’

Furthermore, Kurechin’s power of “stiob” appeared to be as variegated
as it was all-conquering. Arguably, most people would refer to its verbal
aspect as most accessible, if this word is appropriate here, which either
amounted to manipulating facts and concepts that comprised his pseudo-
scientific “lectures”, or was backed up by similar manipulations with visual
materials as manifested in the “Pjatoe koleso” event or in Dva Kapitana Dva.
The Popular Mechanics shows, in their turn, employed the combined effect
of incoherent imagery and incompatible music accompaniment. We have to
bear in mind, however, that Sergej Kurechin was a musician in the first place:
this is how he started his career, and this is where his “stiobbing” takes its
roots. If Popular Mechanics embodied the mockery of the “professional dig-
nities” of the entertainment industry, Kurechin as a composer and a
performing musician clearly pursued similar goals with respect to the musical
establishment. Surely, he did not necessarily have to resort to verbal means
for this purpose, not even in order to avoid an open confrontation with the
audience. Following the multifunctional pattern of Kurechin’s involvement
with Popular Mechanics it can be suggested that his musical “stiob” was
intended to undermine the very position of a performer or a composer rather
than any conventions of performance or composition. Such an objective
should have been easier to reach wherever these conventions were already
reduced to a reasonable minimum.

The musical genre Kurechin pursued since the early days of his career
(late 1970°s) can be loosely labelled as free jazz.%° Although free jazz, as its
name suggests, has always been less prone to inhibit musicians with any
limitations than the majority of other musical genres, it still retained its own
peculiar kind of “common sense”. Freedom of improvisation has never been
an excuse from improvising in earnest. It seems that even this minimal rigour
was enough for Kurechin to try and encroach upon; and again, he apparently
managed to produce his trademark effect of unfathomable ambiguity without
either antagonizing the audience or failing in his formal (technical) profes-
sionalism. According to the same Aleksandr Kan, at the jazz concert in
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Novosibirsk in 1983 Kurechin let a clockwork froglet prance along the
keyboard while playing.®! For all its outward farcicality, this gesture can be
argued to have significance beyond mere ludic connotations. At the very
least, its message was nothing short of confusing. Given Kurechin’s
reputation for eccentricity and experimenting, could anyone in the audience
be certain that the froglet was really not a legitimate part of the performance
mingling the rhythm of its whirring hops with the staccato of piano
improvisation? Still, the action was too bizarrely nonconforming to any
possible code of musical performance, not even to that of free jazz; and yet
there could be no place for the initiated. In extremis, the froglet could be
interpreted as a “joke”: which, considering the far-reaching boundaries of the
genre, might well endow it with a status historically similar to that, say, of
Beethoven’s musical jokes.

This case of “displacing” the performer’s position, however, is only too
obvious, maybe even superficial. Basically, this tendency was entrenched in
the very essentials of Kurechin’s performing style, most notably his exceed-
ingly fluent piano technique. It is hardly by chance that his first solo re-
cordlng, The Ways of Freedom, reportedly caused “uproar and contro-
versy”:* the effect that may otherwise be simply referred to as confusion.
“One is tempted to belleve that the tape’s been sped up,” the Allmusic critic
Chris Kelsey notes,®® voicing the misconception that apparently was quite
popular at the first reception of the album. He proceeds to sum it up cau-
tiously: “The artist’s formal sense was not very sophisticated, at least at this
early stage of his development. His idea of form was mainly to explore one
idea until its possibilities were exhausted, then move on to the next.” In fact,
the basic method that Kurechin applies in The Ways of Freedom is even more
guileless. Instead of looking for new harmonies or constructing complex,
polymorphous improvisations he chooses to dwell on a plain theme, often
borrowed from the colloquial dictionary of mainstream jazz, and process it
through a series of variations, at times almost minimalistically repetitive,
adding up frequency and speed rather than intricacy. The resulting effect is an
aural analogy of early film technologies, bound to appear stereotypically
comic. It can be inferred that the overall confusion and “controversy” that
ensued when the album was exposed to the public were produced by the
combination of this uncommonly dexterous technique and the ludicrous
material it was applied to. Accordingly, is was a combination of mockeries,
the earliest in Kurechin’s career to draw public attention, with a jazz musi-
cian, performer, improviser on one hand and their audience on the other be-
ing its principal targets. Needless to say, Kurechin did not limit this practice
to the “early stage of his development” but rather proceeded with it to the
very end In 1991 Leo Records released an entire album of his piano “combi-
nations”,®* aptly named Some Combination of Fingers and Passion, where
updated inventory is employed to transmit “passion”, jazz templates being
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buttressed with enhancements like tango motives and cabaret tunes processed
after the same fashion. Some of these combinations also feature in
Kurechin’s versification of jazz scat singing that mostly amounts to mournful
howling but is ostensibly passionate enough to be appraised by a Western
listener as an authentic Russian contribution to the field. It will suffice to add
that the impression this album appears to leave is, apart from anything else,
that of power, judging by at least some of the critical remarks.®®

It may be appropriate to conclude that Kurechin’s laugh at the “Russian
cosmos of the 80’s” amounted, first and foremost, to the jeer of the waxing
power at the power falling into decline. Lenin was not the sole symbol of the
Communist authority to be denigrated. A year earlier (in 1990), the scene of
the Popular Mechanics performance in Liverpool was adorned with a huge
portrait of the more recently deceased Leonid BreZznev. The troupe, explained
Kurechin on the BBC air, cherished the dream to see Leonid II’i¢ among its
rows, but much to his misfortune, he died. Notwithstanding that, the dream
did obviously come true, if only in a manner of “stiobbing”. Even prior to
that, though, when Egor Ligacev, very much alive and incumbent top
Communist leader, denounced Popular Mechanics as “an ideological and
artistic jumble”, Kurechin just proceeded to disparage his confronting stance:
“after this I will ever list Ligachev among the spiritual fathers of Popular
Mechanics”.?® Following this trend, he might have estimated the
incorporation of the KGB ensemble into his project as an ultimate victory.

Finally, the statement should be made with regard to what this element
of victory over totalitarianism was achieved for. Since one of the most po-
pular sentiments related to this issue is concerned with liberating the Russian
cultural tradition from the yoke of Communist ideology, it might be of some
interest to learn what Kurechin himself thought about it:

51 odeHb MHOTO 3aHMMAICS pyccKod (uocopuel, u cuuTaro, 4YTO
OCHOBHBIM MOMEHTOM PYCCKOHW KyJbTYpBI SIBISETCS TOTaIbHOE Oe3y-
mue [..] Yto Takoe ToTanpHOEe Oe3ymMHe — ITO IOIBITKH COCAUHUTH
BEIIM a6COTIOTHO HECOCTHMHUMbIE B HOPMATBHBIX YCIOBHSX.®

I have long studied Russian philosophy and think that the basic feature
of Russian culture is a total madness [...] What is a total madness? It is
the attempt to bring together things that cannot be brought together in
normal circumstances.

Would it be advisable to take these words seriously? Perhaps, to the
same measure as anything that Kurechin would say in public. What cannot be
questioned is that the circumstances he used to generate in order to bring
disparate things together were anything but “normal” in the contemporary
socio-cultural terms. Will it be sufficiently sound to assert that these circum-
stances are peculiarly related to Russian tradition? Michael Benson, the first
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English-speaking journalist to interview Sergej Kurechin as early as in 1988,
must have intuited something about it, since he speaks about “uniquely Slavic
seriocomic sensibility” and even “Slavic irony”.%® He does not expand much
on this subject, but after all, his labour is not scholarly. There definitely is an
affinity between Popular Mechanics and the culture of “skomorochs”, the
street actors that flourished in Russia centuries ago, and whose performances
featured mock songs and “romym” (“jeer”) satirical acts along with live ani-
mals.®® Along with that, even within the context of St Petersburg tradition,
“stiob” as a practice, if not as a name, is tenably not the pure product of the
late Soviet period, tracing back to the days of Daniil Charms and further into
history to his predecessor Aleksej K. Tolstoj and his associates. This could be
an issue for separate investigation; in the while we may have to admit that
“stiob” is the phenomenon that not only originated in Russia, but is also most
comprehensible to those associated with Russian culture, which may prove
the cru0|al reason why Popular Mechanics never had real success in the
West.? At the same time, it may be able to provide ultimate reinforcement to
the argument that the legacy of Sergej Kurechin can be best appreciated in
the reverse perspective of totalitarian and post-totalitarian experience. His
public escapades, his extraordinary shows and frenzied projects seemed to
draw inexhaustible energy from the post-totalitarian atmosphere of the late
Soviet and post-Soviet society revelling in its own kind of a Debordian
spectacle, suddenly liberated from ideological constraints, and not yet tired of
the routine it would eventually become.

NOTES

It must be noted that the very word “serious’, once applied to Kurechin, may
be deemed quite ambiguous, being one of the problems that this paper is
focused on. Therefore, the statement about the “serious introspection” should
not be interpreted in disregard of the recent significant contribution by Alexei
Yurchak (‘A Parasite from Outer Space: How Sergei Kurekhin Proved That
Lenin Was a Mushroom’, Slavic Review, 70, No. 2, Summer 2011). None-
theless, there seems to be some controversy about Yurchak’s paper that is
directly concerned with the notion of “seriousness” and must necessarily be
discussed.

Leo Records, 1981.

The Popular Mechanics (Russian variants: Populjarnaja mechanika, Pop-
mechanika) ensemble was founded by Sergej Kurechin in 1984. There is no
clear evidence as to the origin of the name. There may have been a reference
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to the eponymous US science and technology magazine published since 1902
(ISSN 0032-4558); this version is quoted by the Russian Wikipedia
(http://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/lTon-mexannka 15 May 2012), although without
any reference. Sergej Letov (see below) mentions in his memorial narrative
(Sergej Letov, ‘Pominal’nye zapiski o Sergee Kurechine’ [*Sergej Kurechin:
In memoriam’], retrieved from Sergej Letov’s website: http://www. letov.
ru/letov_kurehin.html; 15 May 2012) that the name was suggested by the in-
fluential Leningrad jazz critic Efim Barban and referred to the series of books
by the Soviet scientist Aleksandr Fersman, but unfortunately, these books are
not listed among the latter’s works. The book named Populjarnaja
mechanika, by Volodar P. LiSevskij, was published in Moskva (Nauka) in
1979, so that Letov’s version might possibly be corrected with reference to it.
As regards the cast, Popular Mechanics, just as Kurechin’s previous enter-
prise, Crazy Music Orchestra, was initially comprised of the emissaries of
Leningrad avant-garde jazz and underground rock scenes, but subsequently
grew to involve classically trained musicians, performance and visual artists,
other persons of various backgrounds willing to participate, and finally,
animals. The ensemble’s typical performance developed in accordance, from
purely musical to multimedia stage show.

Kurechin’s productions and group performances amalgamated music,
theater, circus, ballet, cinema, erotic dances, live animals and birds,
movable decorations, paintings and other visual arts in what could be
described as Noah’s Ark with Zappa and Warhol, all together in a
Soviet-type underground happening show loaded with pranks and
witty allusions.

(Steve Shelokhonov, ‘Biography for Sergej Kurechin’, retrieved from
IMDb web site: http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0476122/bio 15 May
2012)

Popular Mechanics commenced to perform actively around 1986, toured
extensively all through the USSR, and since the late 1980’s performed also in
Europe, US and Japan.

The most extensive research effort ever exerted on Kurechin can be found in
the final assignment of the undergraduate student of the Gerasimov Institute
of Cinematography in Moscow (see: Tat’jana Karklit, ‘Fenomen Sergeja
Kurechina v oteCestvennom kinematografe konca 80-nacala 90-ch godov’
[‘The Phenomenon of Sergej Kurechin in the Russian cinema of the late 80’s
and early 90°s’], retrieved from Sergej Letov’s website: http://Kurechin.le-
tov.ru/Karklit/diplom/index.html; 15 May 2012).

Sergej Zarikov, ‘Populjarnaja mechanika Egora Letova’ (‘The Popular
Mechanics of Egor Letov’). Retrieved from the Special Radio web site:
http://art.specialradio.ru/?id=316 15; May 2012.

Alexander Zinoviev, Homo Sovieticus, New York, 1986.
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Referred to as “the song and dance ensemble of the KGB” by Sergej Letov
(op. cit.). Referred to as “a KGB employees’ choir” by Anton Nikkila,
‘Russian industrial noise: Pioneers, youth league and party members’, The
Wire, November 2001.

For an instance, see the video recording of the Popular Mechanics
performance in the Big Concert Hall, St Petersburg in 1993. Retrieved from
Sergej Letov’s website (http://Kurechin.letov.ru/Kurechin-video.html; 15 May
2012).

Paul de Man, ‘Georg Lukacs’ Theory of the Novel’, Blindness and insight:
essays in the rhetoric of contemporary criticism, Minneapolis, 1983, p. 56.
Paul de Man, ‘“The Concept of Irony’, Aesthetic Ideology, Minneapolis, 1996,
p. 165.

Until 1993; see http://Kurechin.letov.ru/Kurechin-video.html 15; May 2012,
Sergej Letov, op. cit.

Aleksandr Aljab’ev, Russian classical composer of the 19th century,
particularly famous for his romances.

A Nanaj (small Tungusic nation living predominantly in the Russian Far East)
“éstrada” singer, most popular in the 1970’s, particularly for the song
mentioned in the passage.

A Leningrad underground rock, later pop band that continuously played a
backbone role in Kurechin’s shows. There are two books about their late
leader, Viktor Coj, authored by Aleksandr Zitinskij: Viktor Coj: stichi, doku-
menty, vospominanija (Viktor Coj: Poetry, Documents, Memoirs; with Ma-
rianna Coj) Sankt-Peterburg, 1991; and Coj forever: dokumental’naja povest’
(Coj Forever: a Documentary Narrative), Sankt-Peterburg, 2009.

A Leningrad avant-garde artist and art curator, one of the most influential
personae of Soviet Nonconformist Art, its Leningrad brand still awaiting
major research work. For more information, see his biography on the website
Iskusstvo Rossii (Art in Russia) (http://www.gif.ru/people/novikov/city 876/
fah_886/; 15 May 2012). See also: Olesja Turkina, Viktor Mazin, Timur
Novikov, Timur, Moskva, 1993; Olesja Turkina, ‘The Last Hero’, Art Exis.
Collector Book, Paris, 2007, pp. 10-11; Geurt Imanse, ‘On Timur = On
Beauty’, Art Exis. Collector Book, Paris, 2007, pp. 42-43.

A Leningrad performance and installation artist, a long-time associate of
Kurechin. For more information, see his biography on the website Iskusstvo
Rossii (http://www.gif.ru/people/bugaevi/city_876/fah_886/; 15 May 2012).
Showman and singer of the Leningrad/St Petersburg indie band Aukcion.
Gilles Deleuze, Logic of Sense, London, 2004, p. 5.

Ibid., p. 11.

Paul de Man, ‘Georg Lukacs’ Theory of the Novel’, op. cit., p. 56.

Paul de Man, “The Concept of Irony’, op. cit., p. 165.

Ibid., p. 179.

Dennis Green, Irony in the Medieval Romance, Cambridge, 1979, p. 5.

Ibid., p. 8.

Aleksej Losev, Istorija ésteticeskich kategorij, Moskva, 1965, p. 326.
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2 Dennis Green, op. cit., pp. 6-7.

;g Paul de Man, ‘Georg Lukacs’ Theory of the Novel’, op. cit., p. 56.

%0 Dennis Green, op. cit., p. 9.

Ibid., p. 8.

s Paul de Man, ‘Georg Lukacs’ Theory of the Novel’, op. cit., p. 56.

52 Sergej Kurechin, Nemoj svidetel’ (The Mute Witness), Sankt-Peterburg, 1998.
This edition includes several interviews and collaborative texts, whereas those
signed by Kurechin alone are represented by the likes of his “self-interview”,
the tale *Journey around Russia’ (reportedly “written in one day”) etc.

3 Aleksandr Kan, Poka ne nacalsja dzaz (Until the Jazz Begins), Sankt-
Peterburg, 2008, p. 276.

% \bid., pp. 276-277.

% The event in question can therefore be interpreted as a display of the Popular
Mechanics philosophy (in its “solo mode”) infiltrating even Kurechin’s own
solo performing practice that, with all its eccentricities, would usually

% presume that some “real” (instrumental and/or vocal) music was to be played.
See Anton Nikkila, op. cit.

3 Dear John Cage, Long Arms Records, 1996.

38 Cited per: Wim Mertens, ‘La Monte Young’, American Minimal Music,
London, 1983, p. 24.

3 Ibid., p. 23. A curious parallel can be drawn between this “piano piece” and
the poem ‘Improvizacija’ by Boris Pasternak where the motif of the piano

0 being fed is employed in an arguably less humorous fashion.
Over the past two decades, there have been issued a number of special
publications on Fluxus, including: Estera Milman, ed., Fluxus: A Conceptual
Country, Visible Language, Special Issue, Vol. 26, Nos. 1/2, Providence,
1992; Thomas Kellein, Fluxus, London and New York, 1995; Owen Smith,
Fluxus: The History of an Attitude, San Diego, California, 1998; Ken
Friedman, Ed., The Fluxus Reader. Chichester, West Sussex and New York,
1998; etc.

1 Wim Mertens, op. cit., pp. 21-22.

i; Aleksandr Kan, op. cit., p. 276.
Ibid., p. 201.

* Alexei Yurchak, Everything Was Forever Until It Was No More, Princeton
and Oxford, 2006, p. 238.

" bid., pp. 249-250.

jj Ibid., p. 250.

Ibid., p. 252.
jg As Yurchak himself actually indicates (see: op. cit., p. 248).

It can be noticed that verbal imagery used by Necrorealists that Yurchak
refers to in his book, for instance, of the “political bodies” and their
metamorphoses (op. cit., p. 252) is quite akin to that of the Surrealists. On the
parallels between Kurechin and the Surrealists, see below; however, the
discussion on whether Surrealist discourse can be likened or reduced to what
Yurchak defines as “stiob” can arguably exceed by far the extent of the
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current paper. Nevertheless, it seems important to emphasize that Yurchak’s
argument about “this kind of stiob aesthetic” being peculiar to “late socialism”
may prove dubious for more than one substantial reason.

To whom the respective chapter of Yurchak’s book is largely dedicated.

For the transcript, see the website “Sokovaja terapija” (http://shock-
terapia.net/author/kurehin; 15 May 2012).

“Others recognized the extreme irony of stiob...” (Aleksei Yurchak, ‘A
Parasite from Outer Space: How Sergei Kurekhin Proved That Lenin Was a
Mushroom’, Slavic Review, 70, No. 2, Summer 2011, p. 309).

Ibid., p. 329.

Ibid., p. 328.

Tat’jana Karklit, ‘Interv’ju s Sergeem Debizevym 4 maja 2004 goda’, op. cit.
Sergej Kurechin’s interview to Medved’ magazine (No. 8, 1995). Retrieved
from Sergej Letov’s website: (http://Kurechin.letov.ru/Karklit/diplom/Ku-
rechin-Medved.html; 15 May 2012).

Kenny Millions, Otomo Yoshihide, Without Kurechin, Long Arms Records,
1999.

Sergej Kurechin’s interview to Medved’ magazine, op. cCit.

As the British journalist Michael Benson who met Kurechin about the same
time would put it. See ‘Sergej Kurechin: Uncivil engineering’, Interview,
December 1988.

“Utjugon”: the invention that should be accredited to St-Petersburg poet
Arkadij Dragomosc¢enko.

Those who were his close friends had to speak out from time to time in denial
of this association. See for instance Sergej DebiZev’s reply to the question
whether Kurechin was a “Post-Modernist”: “Hu B xoem ciydae” (“By no
means”) (Tat’jana Karklit, ‘Interv’ju s Sergeem DebiZzevym 4 maja 2004
goda’ [Interview with Sergej DebiZev on May 4th, 2004°], op. cit.); or Boris
Grebenséikov’s answer to the similar question: “Cepreto AnHaTonbeBHUY
HUKOT/Ia B )KU3HU HE MPUIILIO ObI B TOJOBY CIOBO ‘OCTMOJepHU3M . OH MOT
€ro HUCIOJb30BaTh TOJBKO Kak pyrarenbHbiii Tepmun” (“Sergej Anatol’evié
would never let the word ‘Post-Modernism” slip. He could only use it as a
pejorative term”) (Michail Margolis, interview with Boris Grebenséikov,
Izvestija, 08.08.09. Retrieved from the website of the newspaper Izvestija:
http://www.izvestia.ru/culture/article3132813/; 15 May 2012). Boris
Grebenséikov is an influential Russian rock musician who worked with
Kurechin closely in the 1980’s. He acts in the movie Dva Kapitana Dva as the
Second Captain.

See: ‘Sergej Kurechin. Zapis® pereda¢i ROK-UROK 1995’ (http://art-
sluza.info/2008/12/01/%d1%81%d0%b5%d1%80%d0%hb3%d0%h5%d0%h9-
%d0%ba%d1%83%d1%80%d1%91%d1%85%d0%h8%d0%hd-
%d1%87%d0%b0%d1%81%d1%82%d1%8c-
%d0%bf%d0%b5%d1%80%d0%b2%d0%b0%d1%8f/#more-339; 15 May
2012).

In fact, the alternative form “stiobki” was used.
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younger contemporary Andrei Monastyrskii. The latter’s ironic art theory is dis-
cussed in greater detail.

Keywords: Laughter; Andrei Monastyrskii; Ekphrasis; Moscow Conceptualism;
Stiob; II'ia Kabakov

0.0. Cmamyc sonpoca

Pasmermmenns 06 ocoboMm craryce 3kdpasrca B paKypce MOCKOBCKOTO KOH-
LenTyalu3Ma U JeITebHOCTH Tpymibl “KoJUIeKTUBHBIE NEHCTBHS™ MOXKHO
HaYaTh C HEOOJBIIOTO MpeayBenoMIeHUA. [10CTCTpYKTYpamucTcKoe Harmpa-
BJICHHE UCKYCCTBOBE/ICHHSI, pa3BUBaBIIeeCs HA 3anajie B BOCbMUJIECAThIC IO-
ITBI, 9aCTO BEJIO PEeYh O CBOETO Pojaa “KOHIIE MCKycCTBA", MPOBO3TJIAIIAS Ha-
CTYMAIOIIYIO MOMANbHOCb penpeseHmayuu. B To ke BpeMs dCTETUIECKYIO
MIPOM3BOUTEIBHOCTh (PUTYpATHBHO-BU3YaJIbHBIX BUIOB HCKYCCTB TpeiJiara-
JI0OCh OCMEICIIATH B PaMKaX TOTO, YTO MBI MOXKEM Ha3bIBaTh yIOOHBIM Tep-
MUHOM MeKCMYaIbHOe NPOU3800Cme0, TO €CTh CUMOMOTHYECKH CEMHOTHU-
YECKOE MCKYCCTBO, TBOPHMOE M BOCIIPHHUMAEMOE TI0 3aKOHAM BEpOATLHOTO
TEKCTAa.

Uro mpexacraBiser u3 ceds “KOHIENTYaIbHOE MCKYCCTBO”, M UeM 3a
MaAHBIN ¥ MEXIYHApOJHBIH KOHIENTYalU3M OTIHYACTCS OT PYCCKOTO
cBoero m3Boaa? Eciu n3naraTh 3TOT BONPOC B CaMOM C)KaTOM BHUJIE, TO OKa-
JKETCSl 9TO UYTh JI HE IEHTPAIBHBIM acrieKToM muddepeHmpoBanms OyaeT
OTHOIIIEHHE “PYCCKUX KOHIENTYaTUCTOB” KO BCEl MpobiaemMaTHKe TEKCTa U K
WCTIOJTb30BAHUIO TOM WM WHOW TEKCTYaJIBHOCTH B CBOMX padoTax WM aK-
[USIX.

MBI UCXOMUM W3 TIOHMMaHUsl TOTO, YTO B 9K(paszuce 3aKiIOueHa, B
W3HAYAITbHO-TEPMHUHOJIOTHICCKOM CMBICIIE, OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIAS OHTOJIOTHU-
Yyeckash ujes ONHUCaHWs, 0003HAayaromas MBICIUTENBHBIN MPOIEcC, — ecliu
MPUIEPKUBATHCS STUMOJIOTHH — 3aKJIIOUEHUS BO ()pa3y TOTO, UTO JACTCS B
MIEPBUYHOM BHUJE 3pUTENILHOTO oOpa3a. Dk(dpas3uc 3aHHMMaeT HEKOe IpoMe-
JKYTOUHOE TIOJOXKCHHE MEXKIy YHCTHIM MHUMETHYECKHM OIMMCAaHWEeM U pe-
(JIEKTUBHBIM MOBECTBOBAaHUEM, OH OJHOBPEMEHHO, KaK 3aMETUJI B CBOE Bpe-
Ms FOpwuii [llatuH, “ympaBiaseT Kak MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM, TaK M BPEMCHHBIM
acrekTamMu” | CO37aeT “0co0YI0 CEMHOTHKY XYI0XKECTBEHHOTO TeKcTa” .

MOXHO 3aMeTUTh, YTO B MOCKOBCKOM, M, LIMPE B PYCCKOM KOHIIETI-
TyammsMe’ BepOaTbHOICHTPHYHAS HAPPATHBH3AIIS CTAHOBHTCS COOCTBEHHO
HEOTHEMJIEMO, IIEHTPATBHONW YaCThI0 KOHEYHOTO XYH0XKECTBEHHOTO MPOU3-
Benernns. Kak Oyner gamee BUAHO B aclieKTe HAIETO pa3roBopa O Crocodax
3HAKOBOH BU3yanm3anuu B pakypce “KoJulekTHBHBIX AeicTBuil” — 6e3 mpu-
CYTCTBUS CIIOBECHOW HAPPAaTUBU3AIMU COOCTBEHHO “IUTACTHYECKAs PajoCTh’
MPOM3BEICHUS JINIIACTCS KaKoi ObI TO HA OBLIO OYEBUIHOW 3HAYMMOCTH.
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W3 naHHOW TOYKHM pasMBIIIIICHUS Jajlee MOXHO OBLIO OBbI ClIe0BaTh
HECKOJIbKUMH IIYTSMH B IJIaHE Pa3BEPTHIBAHUS apryMEHTa 3CCE. MOIBITaThCS
3aKOHOJATENbHO BCTPOUTH HIKECIEAYIOIINE IIPUMEPHI B CBOETO poja oo1ie-
MHPOBYIO HCTOpHIO 3K(pasuca (eme He HANMCAHHYIO), MOKa3aB YHHKAb-
HOCTB PYCCKOTO M3BOJ[a COBPEMEHHOTO KOHIIENTYaJIN3Ma, MPEIOCTaBUB CBOE-
ro poja “TeHeallorM4ecKyl0 3KCIEepTH3y’ B PETPOCHEKTHBHOM OCBEIICHUU
3TOTO BOTpOCa. ABTEpPHATHBHBIM BapHaHTOM ObLIO OBI TOKA3aTh TOT CIIOXK-
HBIH MEXaHW3M BO3HHUKHOBEHHs caMOW MOTPeOHOCTH B dK(pa3nuce B KaKUX-
0o Ooyee KOHKPETHBIX KOHTeKcTaX. [locTynupys KpaeyronbHbIH BOIpoOC O
TOM, TTOYeMY “TpaJUINOHHBIE" MIaCTHUECKHE (GOPMBI HEOKUIAHHO BOCIIPH-
HUMAIOTCSl KOHIETITYaJIUCTaMH KaK HelOCTaTOYHbIe, KaK HeCIIOCOOHbIE BRIpa-
3WUTH BCIO MOJTHOTY Xy/J0KECTBEHHON HHTEHIINH.

B cuny u3HavanbHOTroO MilaHa HACTOSLICH CTAaTbU, KaK U B CHIIy HENIO-
cTaTKa MacimTabHOro Mecta (Ui yIOBIETBOPCHHS 3asBOK TI0 BBIIIC3asBIICH-
HBIM T€MaM HOTPeOOBaIOCh Obl HAMMCATh HEYTO HAINOA00HME MOHOTpadum)
MBI HE CIIeJlyeM HU OJIHUM U3 BhIlIeyKa3aHHBIX myTed. Mbl de facto otmaem
3/1eCh MPEANOYTEHHE TPEThEMY — CO3/1aBasi CBOET0 poJia METAKOMMEHTapHii,
yKa3blBasi Ha caMO HaJM4yMe YHHKaJIbHOTO Poja sKdpasuca, HO MPHU ITOM KaK
Obl HE BXOJS B JCTaJbHBIC MCTOPHUKO-KYJIBTYPHBIE OOBSICHEHHS B aCIEKTe
TOTO, IOYEMY BCSAKHUII IPUBIIEKAEMbIil HAMH Ka3yC OKa3bIBAaeTCsl yHHUBEPCAIb-
HO B&KHBIM H IIPHUHIMITHAIEHO 3HAYNMBIM B OoJtee TI00aIbHOM IIJIaHe, OCTa-
BIISISE 9TO YCHJIHE JUTS OTAENbHOMN (BOC)mOCeaytomiei paboTsr.

B KOHTeKCTe MHOTOI'paHHOM HM3HM 3HaKa padoTa MOCKOBCKOTO KOH-
LEeNTyajdu3Ma M, B YaCTHOCTH, AEATENBHOCTH JBYX HanOojee BaXXHBIX €ro
npeactaButeneil — Minpn Kabakosa u Anapes MoHacTBIPCKOTO MOXET Hpes-
CTaBIIATHCA BECbMa XapaKTEPHOM /IS IIeJIOTO TepHoaa pa3BUTHSA 3TOTO Ha-
IpaBJICHHUS] UCKYCCTBA, HE TOJIBKO B POCCHUICKOM, HO M, BEPOSTHO, B MEXK-
IYHapOJTHOM PaKypce pacCMOTPEHHUS.

1.0. Oxgpazuc kax npobrema

B matonoBckoM auarnore ‘ @eap’ Mbl HAXOAMM 3aMeUYaHUE O TOM, 4TO “Jyp-
Has OCOOCHHOCTHh NMMUCHBMEHHOCTH , KOTOpas “CXOMHAa C JKHBOIKCHIO', CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YTO ‘€€ MOPOKACHUS CTOST, KaK KWUBbIE", HO MPU ITOM He-
CIOCOBHBI 06pecTH aap coGCTBEHHOTo ciioBa.” B dhaxTHueckoil Hecrocob-
HOCTH “TIHChMa” BXXMBE PENPE3eHTUPOBATH “IIACTUYECKYIO KPacoTy”, B TOM
CWJIBHOM BHJIE, KaK OHA IOCTYITHA B (DUTYpaTHBHBIX BUJAX UCKYCCTBA 3aKITIO-
YaroTcs Kak ObI CBOETro poja M3HAYaIbHBIC TPAHUIIBI K(ppa3uca, MO3BOIISIO-
IIET0 BCSKHI pa3 BECTH pedYb JIMIIL B PaMKaxX YXKe paHee BCEMH “yBUICH-
HOTO” BH3YaILHOTO MPOM3BEICHUS, KaK OBl €Ile Pa3 BOCKPEIIAsi €r0 CMBICITBI.

HNmenHo o crmocobax MOCTPOSHUS BU3YAIbHOW 3HAKOBOW Happaiuu u
CTOWT BECTH Pa3rOBOP B XOJI€ OCMBICICHUS JESITETLHOCTH MOCKOBCKOTO KOH-
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HEeNTyaIu3Ma CO BCEMH €ro “OIMUCATeNbHBIMH TEKCTaMH U JINTepaTypHOU
BepOanu3anuel, B3auMoIeHCTBYIOLIEH C BU3yaJIbHBIM HCKYCCTBOM.

BusyanpHOE — B TOM 4HCIIe IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE M aKIMOHHO-TIepdop-
MaTHBHOE HMCKYCCTBO, KOTOPO€ MHTEHIMOHAJIBHO TBOPHTCSA U, YTO BaXKHO,
BOCIIPHHUMAETCS TIOArOTOBJICHHBIMU aJipecaTaMu-3pUTeNsIMU/ydacTHUKaMU
M0 3aKOHaM JIMTEPATypHOIO, XyA0XKECTBEHHOr0, BEpOaIbHOIO TEKCTa, — MO-
KeT, Ha Hall B3TJISA, SBJIATH JIIOOOIBITHBIN Ka3yc 0co0O0ro, OTYACTH WHBEP-
CHOHHOTO 3K(pasuca, Kak Obl pa3BHUBAIOIIET0 M MPOJIODKAIOIIET0 YK€ 3Ha-
KOMBble, Oojiee TpaJuIHOHHEIE (POPMBI CYIIECTBYIOIIMX 3K(PPACTHIECKUX
OIMCAHUM.

2.0. Hnvsa Kabaxoe xak ucmox

HestensHoCTh “cTapriero” koHnentyamucta Mosu KabGakoBa, wHOra cum-
TaIOIIETrOCsl OCHOBATEIIEM BCETO HANpPAaBJICHHS, BO MHOTOM CIIOCOOCTBOBANa
MOSIBJICHUIO Ha TOJIOJBHON apT-ciieHe MOCKBBI (Gurypsl Auapes MoHa-
cTeipckoro. HecimyuaiiHo Takxke, 4To caMo OTHoLIeHne MOHacCTBIPCKOTO K Ta-
KOro poja “¢urype orna”’ ObUIO M OCTaeTCs KpaiiHe amMOuBaneHTHbIM. Hamo
MOMHHUTB, YTO CBOIO PojaoBYI0 (aMmimnio “CyMHUH" XyHOXKHHK MEHSET Ha
“MoHacTBIpCKUI”, TeM caMbIM Kak Obl MOJYEPKHBas CBOM 000COOJICHHBIM
ACTETUYECCKHUIA CTaTyC, CBOIO CHEIM(PHUECKYIO ICTETHUECKYI0 H (huimocod-
CKYIO CaMOCTh U aKIEHTUPYd CBOM MeppOpMaTHBHbBIE MIEH, ‘JTOKAIN30BaH-
HbIe" 1O CyTH BHE “KabaKOBCKOTO' MOCKOBCKOT'O MCKycCTBa. Tak B HaIlHO-
HAJTBHOM CO3HAHWM ACKETUYECKUH M aOCTHHEHTHBIH MOHACTHIPh IPOTHUBO-
CTOWT BCESTHO MbSHOMY Oe3ynepkHOMY Kabaky. B TakoMm “packmane”, nmpu
MepBOM ke (HU3MUECKOH BO3MOXHOCTH YOBIBIIMII B Oe3albTepHATHBHYIO
cronuily Mupa youiicTBeHHO-cTpamHbid ropoa-Can HL}O-ﬁOpK Nnes Ka-
0aKoB perNpe3eHTHPYET COOOM B ATOM CMBICIE Kak OBl JIyOOYHO-" BHEIITHHN"
pYCCKHI KOHLIENTyanu3sM —> “Bc€ Ha mpoaaxy ! Kak M pocKomHbli sipko-
3enenbiii XKyk (co3manubiii B HbiHE manekoMm 1982-om rojay) akTHBHO IIpo-
JTAIOIIMIicA Ha MOJMOCTKax BcenoMecTHoro Cotbu; B TO BpeMs Kak ropasio
MeEHee “TIepeBOJMMBIN" Ha SI3bIK MEXKIYHAPOIHBIX OypKya MHTUMHO-HCIIO-
BEAATBHO-PYCCKUI MOTY-TIOANOIbHBIN CyMHHH-MOHACTBIPCKHN Kak OBI 11O
(axTy MpU3BaH MOJJIMHHO OJHMIIETBOPATH HEKOEro poja WHOM, eClii He CKa-
3aTh TPOTHBOIOJOXKHBIA TIO JyXy HWACAT XYIOXKHHYECKOTO ITOJIBIKHUICC-
KOT0 KU3HEAEUCTBUS.

Msuorue nHcTamusinun KabakoBa, B TOM YHCIie €ro 3HaMEHUTBIE “KOM-
HaTBl ¥ €ro alb0OMEI, TI0 CYTH HECYT B cebe TBepIOKaMEHHOE SAPO pempe-
3CHTAIUU 0CO00H “KOMMYHAJIBHO-PEUYCBOW” KYJIBTYPhl UYEJIOBEUSCKOM IO-
BCETHEBHOCTH C €€ OMHCATEeNIbHO-BEpOaIbHOM CIOKHOCOUYMHEHHOW aKTHB-
HocTh0. OyiHA W3 HENAaBHUX OOBEMHBIX HEMEIKUX KHHT, IMOCBSIIICHHBIX
TBOpuecTBYy KabakoBa Ha3bIBaslach BechMa KpacHOpeunMBO — “TeKcT kak
0asuc U1 BHU3YaJIbHOW OSKCIpeccHn” 5 BepOanuzanus XynoKeCTBEHHOT'O
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OTIBITA, UCIOJIB30BAaHUE 3HAKOBBIX BO3MOKHOCTEH TEKCTYalbHOCTH AJIST yCHU-
JICHHUS OMTUCAHUS TOTO, YTO 3PUTENb BUIUT BCAKHUHA pa3 mepej co0oi, HecoM-
HEHHO, JOJDKHBI CUHMTATHCS OJHUMH W3 HamOOJee XapaKTepHBIX MPHUEMOB
pabdoter KabakoBa. KabakoB MHOTO pa3 oTMeyand B CBOMX 3CC€, YTO OH
apTUKYIHPYeT OTHOIIEHHWE K CIIOBY M K 00pa3y KakK B3anMO3aBHCHMBIM
MeXIy coO0ol BenmuunHam. Mex 1y HUMH, 3aKJIFOUEHHBIMH B enHOe rpadu-
YecKoe MPOCTPAaHCTBO, BOZHHKAET CBOETO pojia 000r0THAs KOMMYHHKAIIHU,
MIOPOKIAIONIAS B CBOIO OYEPEb HAPPATUBU3AIINIO, paccka3. Vcmonb30Banue
CIIOBECHOTO OTIMCaHMSA B XY/IO’KECTBEHHOM IPOCTPAHCTBE JAET, COTJIACHO
KabakoBy, MOTOTHATETHHBIN MOTEHIHAN ISl CO3AAHUS 0COO0U BBHIPA3UTEIh-
HOCTH YTBEP)KIAEMOH Xy/I0’)KECTBEHHON HJIEH WIIM KOHIIENTA.

Peus 3mech Takxke BaET 0 GUTypaTHBU3AINE 0COOOTO W3HAYAIBHO CIIO-
BECHOTO JWCKYpCa, KOTOPBIA 00peraeT Gu3MyYecku 0CsI3aeMyr0 IUIOTh XYIO-
KECTBEHHOTO My3eifHoro apredaxTa. B maHe BekTopa 3TOH JesaTeNbHOCTH
MO>XHO OTMETUTh HHTEPECHYIO MEANATBHYIO MHBEPCHUIO dK(pa3uca: Beab me-
pen HaMH TaKoe UCKYCCTBO, KOTOpOe Kak Obl KOCBEHHO OIHCHIBAET BepOab-
HBIE TPAKTHKH TMOCPEACTBOM CBOUX BH3YalbHO-aKIIMOHHO-WHCTAJUIAIIHOH-
HBIX CPE/ICTB. YTIOMSHEM 3/IeCh HEMAJIO paclpoCTPaHEHHYIO B PEKYPCHBHOM
TBOpuecTBe KabakoBa MpaKTHKy, KOT/Ia B THTAHTCKOM IPOU3BEICHUH “‘BH-
ITCs” pealibHble parMeHThl YeI0BEUECKO HHPOPMATHBHOM peduu, KoTopas
Kak Obl CHMBOJIMYECKH “TIPOTOBAapHUBAEeTCA B TOJIOBE y M300pakaeMoro BCs-
Kuii pa3 mepcoHaxa. [1ogo6HOTO pojia TEKCTYaIbHOCTh CTAHOBUTCS IIpHUMeE-
YaTeJIbHEWIIIEN COCTABHOM YACThIO €/1BA JIM HE BCEW CHCTEMBI TaKOro pojia
CJIOKHOCOWICHEHHBIX apTe(aKTOB.

KabakoB, miog0TBOpHO MOpadOTaBINNI HA HUBE MarkCTPAILHOTO YKO-
PEHEHMsI KOHLENTyaJIn3Ma B POCCUNCKOM KYJIBbTYPHOM CUTyalluu, MPEACTAET
B 3TOM CMBICJIE aJISITOM YCJIOBHO MPOIOBENOBABIIETOCS 3THM JBHKCHHUEM
HOBOTO cHTe3a. KabakoB Kak OBl aHTHUTETHYECKH COEAHMHSET B ceOe MPOTH-
BopeuuBbie purypsr Cona JleBurra (Sol LeWitt), Txo3zeda Komryra (Joseph
Kosuth) u, nomyctum, Jloypenca Beiinepa (Lawrence Weiner). Dto kabakos-
CKoe “HeBO3MOXKHOE" coequHeHue u, o bopxecy, “yMHOXeHHne” cymHoCTel
MapaJioKCallbHBIM 00pa30M HHUCKOJBKO HE TOBOPHT O KaKOTo-JIMOO poja
TYIIEWHOM “TIOMIpaXKaHUH , HOO HU CTHJIMCTHYCCKH, HU JaXe “BEMIECTBEHHO”
KabakoBa nmpakTHuecku HUYEro B CYIIIHOCTHOM TIJIaHE HE CBS3BIBACT C BBIIIIE-
VIIOMSIHYTBIMH TIepCOHAXKaMU. PycCKUil XyJOKHUK YCBAUBACT OTH BEIIMIMHBI
9iCTO TPOo(EHHO MOTIoIIasi UX SBPUCTHUKY, BBHIUUTAS U3 HHUX 3aMaJHYIO OCh
BHEIIHEH MyOIIMYHOCTH, TIPUCBanuBasi T€ UX (QYHKIUH, KOTOPbIE MOTYT OBITh
CKOJIb-HUOYZb PEJNIEBAHTHBI JJIS €ro COOCTBEHHOTO Kypca, €My CcaMoMy
MOKy/la HEBEJOMBIX NeicTBUi. OCHOBOIONAraromuM (GyHIaMEHTOM 37ech
CIIY)KAT yHOMSHyTas amoctosioM [laBmom HeoObIdaiiHas “yBepeHHOCTH B
HEBWJIMMOM”," TO €CTh YIOp Ha Mpe-CO3JaHHYI “HAet0”, Ha HEKUH YUCTBINA
(¢opmaTHBIF U (EepMEHTHBIN “KOHIENT', KOTOPBIH Jaiee B TOH WM MHOM
(dhopMe peanusyercs B co3mgaBaeMoM mpousBenennu. Kabakos, Oymyun ctu-
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JIMCTUYECKH COBEPIICHHO HE ITOX0)KUM Ha CBOMX 3aIlaJHBIX KOJUIET, TEM He
MEHee HeceT TOT K€ 3apsi KOHCTPYKTHBHO HEOXHIAHHOTO M “YyAUBIAIO-
Iero” 3roTU3Ma, CTOJIb XapaKTEepPHBIN Ui BCETO MHPOBOTO apTUCTHYECKOTO
KOHLenTyanu3Ma. Kak BepHO moaMedaroT aBTOphl cOOpHUKa Duiocodus u
KOHYenmyanvhoe uckyccmeo:. “I'maBHasi 0COOEHHOCTh, OTIMYAOMIAsT HCKYC-
CTBO KOHLENTYann3Ma OT BCEX APYTHX BHIOB HCKYCCTBA COCTOHT B TOM HTO
OHO BCSIKHH pa3 BOCCO3IaeT HEKoe ‘OKuaaHue' IYBCTBEHHOTO yJIOBJIETBO-
DCHHSI, KAKOBOE Jaliee CO3HATeNbHO paspymaer.”® HeoxmmanHoe u Gojies-
HEHHOE Pa30vapoBaHHE 3pUTENsS], TOHKHIA YKOJI U YIIPeK IO aJpecy MEHTallb-
HOW HEPa3BHTOCTH BCSKOTO “CMOTpSAINEro” — IepBeHIas meidb KOHIEeNTY-
QJIBHOTO UCKYCCTBA.

Bces coBokymHas pabora KabGakoBa B 00mIe-HIe0IIOTHIECKOM CMBICIIE
CBOEM ObllIa HEM3MEHHO HalpaBlieHa Ha “MapTU3aHCKYI0 KPUTUKY' OKpYXKaB-
el ero TOTAJUTAPHOW BIACTH YIBIPEH W KINKYII, CBA3BIBAEMBIX C TOCIIOA-
CTBYIOLIIMM CTPOEM TOW CTpaHBl, TA€ XYNOKHHMK poAwics M xuil. Te win
WHBIE DJIEMEHTHI TOM TOHKOW KPUTHKHU MPOU3BOJMINCH IPH MOMOIIN pa3-
JMYHBIX XyJ0’KECTBEHHBIX KOHCTPYKTOB, aleJUTMPYIOIUX K “pedopmarun”
caMoro Impolecca co3gaBaHud “n300pa3uTenbHOCTH” Kak TakoBoH. Ilomo6-
Hasl “Xymo)KeCTBEHHas KpPUTHKA, 3aKIIOUEHHAs B TKaHb M300pa3UTEIHHOTO,
TaKKe MOTJIa MPH HEOOXOANMOCTH (DYHKIMOHUPOBATH KaK HEKOE IPOTECKHOE
“pede-TroBopenne”. B cBomx Oecemax caMm XyHOKHHK HE pa3 ITOT4EpPKUBAI,
YTO €ro MCKYCCTBO — 3TO CBOErO poja OTBET Ha “JOMHHUPOBaHHE CIIOBEC-
HOTO OKeaHa, KOr/ia HeM30eXeH BBICOKHI ngBeHB peaknuu oOIeCTBEHHOTO
Tena Ha TOTAILHOE MPUCYTCTBHE tekcTa”.” IIpoTecT MpOTHB JIOTOLEHTPH-
YEeCKOH IHUKTaTYphl “COBETCKOT0” TEKCTa BBUIMBAJICA B OCOOBIX CEMHOTH-
YecKHX mpremax, Kotopble KabakoB ncmonp3oBai i (QyHKIHOHAIEHOTO
YCWJICHHS IOCTYIHBIX €My KPEaTUBHBIX CPEACTB H300pa3UTEIHHOCTH.

Wnps KabakoB MokeT OBITH, BEPOATHO, MIPH JKETAHUU BOCIPUHAT KaK
ropslie-3HepreTHYSCKUH JINAep CpeH 3HAYMTENBHBIX HesTeNeld COBpEeMEH-
HOTO HMCKYCCTBa B OTHOIIEHHH HCIIOJIL30BAaHUS U “BMOHTHUPOBAHHUS peaib-
HBIX BepOaJIbHBIX CyOCTPaTOB B (PEPMEHTHYIO TKaHb T€HEPHPYEMBIX IKCIIO3H -
LMOHHBIX apTeakToB. Peub TYyT MOXKET UATH O Tak Ha3bIBacMOH “cUrHU(U-
KaTHBHOM CTOPOHE pedn’: KakK ykKe He pa3 OTMEeYald MHOTHE KPUTHKH, HE-
KoTOphle padoTel KabakoBa Hamo B MPsIMOM CMBICIIE BHUMATEIIBHO U IOCIIE-
JIOBAaTEJIFHO PAcIO3HABaTh M 3HAKOBO Hpouumvléams. Bcs MHOTOMepHas u
MHOT'OIUTaHOBas JeATeNbHOCTh KabakoBa, 0COOEHHO B CBETE €ro THEBHUKOB
¥ MEMyapoB, IPEACTABIAET COO0H OJHOBPEMEHHO JIUTEPATYpPy + *KUBOIIUCH.
TO €CTh, KaK NPOHWIATENBHO OTMEYal B CBOE BpEMS Mnxapm PeixnuH,

“B3aMMoJIelCTBIE BeymIero koaa” i “mepudepuiiroro xoaa”.'® BusyamsHas
nnocrach KabakoBa OBEIIECTBIIIET HEKUH OCOOBII pedeBoil KOJ, KOHCTPYH-
pyeT clienyMallbHOE CEMHOTHYECKOE WIIM CUMOMOTHYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, B
KOTOPOM PAaCTIOJIAraroTcs €ro “TEKCThI-apTehaKkThl” , HEYTOMUMO HO8eCHB)IO-
wue U Jaxe Kak OyATo camoroBopsmue. He ciyuaiiHo cBOIO MacmTabHYIO
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paboty o Kabakose bopuc I'poiic HazBan “XymokHUK Kak paccka3uuk . Bo-
npoc “HappaTuBa’ W HappaTUBU3ALMU MHUPA, NPUXOTIMBOE HCIOJIb30BAHUE
BepOAIbHOTO JJIEMEHTA B JACSTEIBHOCTH PYCCKOrO KOHIENTyanu3ma (OTIIH-
Yalolerocss CBOeH OOIIeH JIOrOLEHTPHYHOCTHIO) BBIXOJMT Ha TIEpeIHHI
wrad. Ecnm skdpasumc mpeamonaraeT NpHHIUNHAIEHOE B3aWMOJIEHCTBHE
IaHoB “BepOajgbHOrO TEKCTa”, “pedn”’ ¢ OJHON CTOPOHBI M XYHOXKECTBEH-
HOTO JKCIOHATa (KapTHHBI WM CKYIBOTYPHON KOHCTPYKIIMH) C JPYroi, TO
PYCCKHI JIOTOLEHTPHUYECKUH KOHIENTYaJIN3M IPEACTABISAET B 9TOM CMBICIIE
0c000 WHTEpecHBI Ka3yc. 3/1ecb HEOOXOOMMO OTMETHTb, YTO M PYCCKHH
TyOOK TakKe BKJIIOYAl B CBON TeJoC “BepOalbHBIN TEKCT B KadeCcTBE 110
CYTH HEOTBEMJIEMOM YacTH caMoro (GurypaTMBHOTO mpousBeneHus. Crpa-
BEUTUBBIM OyJeT OTMETHTh HEKOTOPBIA IEepPEeCeKaroIniics KOMIIapaTUBHBIN
MOMEHT U ¢ MasikoBckuMu OkHamu PocTa kak ¥ cO MHOTMMU APYTMMU Ipea-
CTaBHUTEIIMH “IIJIAaKATHOW WHIYCTPHH pPa3HBIX HCTOPUYECKUX ITEPHOJIOB.
[IpuHIMNIIHaTPHOE HECXOACTBO U “HECOBHalIeHHE” KOHIENTYAIHUCTCKOTO
MeToJla paboThI CO CIIOBOM M JTyOKOBO-TUIAKATHBIX TPAJAUIIMOHHBIX (hOpM MO-
XKET CTaTh TEMOH OTJENbHOTO HCCIIEAOBAHMSA, KOTOPOMY MBI HaJeeMcs I0-
CBSITUTDH Hally MyOJIMKALMIO B OyIyILEM.

3.0. “ Koanexmusnole oeticmeus” 6 acnekme 3xppasuca

TexHuku BepOATBEHOTO OMHICAHUS HEKOTOPBIX XYHOXKECTBEHHBIX aKIIUH, Tpo-
BOJUBINUXCS Tpymoi “KoJuiekTuBHBIE AEHCTBUSA” B CEPEIUHE BOCBMUICCS-
THIX TOJOB, PEICTABISIOT HECOMHEHHBIN HHTEpEC ISl BCEH paccMarpuBac-
MO# Hamu “3K(pacTHYHON MOBECTKH THS . 3MECh UMEET MECTO OCOOBIN THIT
cemuo3uca (Wiu “rmocrcemMuosuca’, o onpenesieHrnio MOHACTBIPCKOTO), CITy-
JKaIero MOHUMaHHUIO BCeH Xy/I0’)KECTBEHHON NpakTHKH “ KOJIEKTUBHBIX Jei-
CTBUI” W 0CO0OTO BHJIa B3aMMOJICHCTBUS BEpOATLHOTO W BHU3YalbHO-TIEP-
(opMaTHBHOTO THUMOB “IUCKypca”, B TOM YHCIE M YHCTO “MO3TUYECKOro”,
CBSI3aHHOTO C JESTENLHOCTBIO camMoro MouacTeipckoro. ™

Peur MokeT uaTH 0 ABYX MOMEHTax: 00 MCKYCCTBE, KOTOPOE MHTEH-
IIHMOHAJILHO CTPOUTCS MO 3aKOHaM “TekcTa”, U 0 BepOaTbHOM “XYHO0KECTBCH-
HOM” ONMCaHUM TeX aKTOB nepdopmMaHca, YTO MPOUCXOAWIN B paMKax pa-
60T1h1 “KosnekTuBHBIX AeicTBUNA” . O4eBUANBI M YYaCTHUKH STUX aKIIMH MO-
T'yT TMMOHUMATHCS B KAQ4eCTBE PEaTbHO aKTHBHBIX arceHTOB dK(pasuca, BHIBO-
ISIIIUX CUTHU(UKALIMIO BCETO MPOUCXOAUBIIETO ACHCTBA HA HOBBIM CMBICIIO-
BOil M “03HaUMBaeMBbIi” ypOBEHb BOCTIpHATHS. BepOanbHas HappaTHBH3aLUs
00BEKTOB KOHIIENTYAIEHOTO MCKYCCTBA C MTOMOIIBIO JIECKPHUITIIUKA-PACCKA30B
€ro OYEBU/ILIEB M YIaCTHUKOB CTaHOBUTCS, TAKMM 00pa3oM, OCHOBHBIM 00b-
eKTOM 00CYKAEeHUS.

CrpaBeniuBo ObLIO OBl 3aKIIOYHMTH, YTO MPAKTUYECCKH KaXKIBIA TIep-
(opmanc rpymmsl “ KotekTHBHBIC TeHCTBUSA® BCET/Ia HMEN U CBOU BepOalh-
HO-OIUCATEIbHBIN SKBUBAJICHT, TOMUMO COOCTBEHHO caMOU (PM3HKHU pa3Bep-
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THIBAHUS MPOCTPAHCTBEHHON akun.? Onmcanue XYIO0XECTBEHHOTO JEHCT-
BUS BXOJUT B NIEPBUYHBIN IeHE3HC pa3padaThIBalOLIeHCsl aKIuy, U caMma BCS
3Ta EATENBFHOCTH IO M3BECTHOTO Tperesia Kak Obl BRICTPAUBACTCS IO 3aKO0-
HaM IIOBECTBOBATEIBHOTO TeKcTa. EcCM BecTH pasroBOp O YUCTO JUTepa-
TYPHBIX BIUSHUSX, JEKABIINX B OCHOBE TBOpUecTBa “ KOMIEKTUBHEIX NEHCT-
BUH”, TO MEpBOE, YTO MPUXOAUT HA YM, 3TO aOCYypAMUCTCKAs TPAIHUIIUS BEIy-
masi CBOIO JIMHUIO OT JMaJauCTCKOHN TeaTpalbHOCTH HANPSIMYIO K PYCCKOMY
(HeBTIONTHE COCTOSBIIIEMYCSI) TeaTpy O0OIPUYTOB, a Takke K 0coboit mepdop-
MaTHUBHOCTHU aKITMOHHOCTH bekkera n MoHecko.

YHUKaIBHOTO POAa CICHAPHOCTH, JISKABIIAS B OCHOBE KOHIEHTYallb-
HOW TIparMaTHKH €]1Ba JIM HE BCEX ‘MOCTaHOBOK rpynmbl “KojekTuBHBIE
NEHCTBUS” , aKTyalIn3upoBaia, B IyXe Pa3BUBABIICTOCS TOT/A PEHEHITHOHN3-
Ma, BOIPOC PE3yAbTUPYIOLIEH peaklUHu CBOETO MOTEHIMAIBHOIO 3PHUTES:
OTCYTCTBYIOIIETO WJIM JK€ 10 CYACTHIO HAXOISIIETOCS PSIOM C CaMHMH
WTPArOIIMMH  aKTaHTamH. BooOmie, neaTenpHOCTh KOJIEKTUBHBIX
neiicTBUil” HempencTaBuMa 0e3 (GUTypbl OTCTPaHEHHOTO HE3pUMOro Haluro-
JaTens, TOTO, KTO B JAIbHEUIIEM MOXET [aTh aJeKBaTHOE BepOambHOE
ONMCAaHUE MPOUCXOTUBIICH aKLIMHU, pa3BEepHYBLICICS Y HETO MepeN Iia3aMu.

CrpaBeamuBo OyIeT yka3aTh, UYTO €/1Ba JIM HE Bce akmuu “ KommekTus-
HBIX JIEHCTBUN” MPOBOAWIIMCH B pacueTe Ha WX AAIBHEUIIUNA TOUYEYHBIH JK-
(dpazuc, Ha HEKYIO TOCIEAYIONIYIO JINTEPATYPHYIO 00pabOTKy U HappaTHBH-
3alHI0 XYJOKECTBEHHON aKIIWH, OCYIIECTBISIONIYIOCS 00 CaMUMH y4acT-
HUKaMH, JIUOO TeMH, KTO, Ojaromaps CBOEMY KPUTHUECKOMY BOCIPHSTHIO,
Kak OBl BOJIOHTapHO BKJIIOYAJICS B MPOIECC CO3HUIAHHS 3TOTO COOOIICHUS O
MPOIIEIICH aKINH.

B xavecTBe miuTOCTpai MOXHO TaK)KE MPUIIOMHUTH JIOBOJIBHO Kpac-
HOPEYMBBIN TUAJIOT, COCTOSIBLIMIICS B CBO€ BpeMs MexIy Anapeem MoHa-
CTBIPCKAM M KPUTHKOM-KOHIIENTyaaucToM (M MareMaTukoMm) BukTopom
Tynuuesmaev; TynmunbsiH ocBegomisieTcs: “B BameM ciydae 3TH THTaHTCKUE
00BeMBI — apeHa, Ha KOTOPOW WHCIICHUPOBAIUCH OMpEcIICHHBIC (zmrypm
TEKCTYaTbHOCTH... Kakum 06pa3soM 3T0 CTAHOBHTCS CeMHOTEKCTOM?' '

B orBeT MOHaCTHIpCKHIA YKa3bIBaeT, YTO CEMHOTUYHOCTh €r0 mepdop-
MaHCOB HEM3MEHHO MPOXOAUT “depe3 peaKiuio” .

D10 OBLT MBOWCTBEHHBII mporecc. [...] M3HAYAIBHO MBI OMpPEICITHIN
JUISL HaIMX 3pUTENed M Uil caMux ce0s, 4TO CHSTHE CEMHO3HUCa,
KOTOPBI MBI IIPEX/1€ WACHTU(QHUIMPOBAIN C UHTEPIPETALNEH, yxKe 3a-
KJIaJbIBAJIOCh B MEXaHHKY JCHCTBHS TakuM 00pa3oM, 4TO BO3HHKHO-
BEHHE DITOW WHTEpPIpETalMd B MOMEHT JICHCTBUS Kak Obl MCKIIOYa-
JIOCh.

3agaueit MOHACTBIPCKOTO OBLIO Marm4ecKH OCTAHOBUTh BHYTPEHHHU pe-
(JIEKTUBHBI MOHOJOT YYaCTHUKOB M, KakK CIEJCTBHE, CEMHO3HUC, UYTOOBI
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BKJIIOYATh U BBIKIIOYATH €0 B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT CBOUX AKI[HOHHUCTCKUX HH-
TEHIIUN U PEXKUCCEPCKUX UIEH.

Ilo ero cBumeTensCTBY, B HA4aJIbHOM IEpHoOJe PabOTH “MaHu(pecTH-
pOBaJiOCh pa3jvvMe MeEXIy HW3HAuyadbHONW HEBO3MOXKHOCTBIO ATOIO CEMHO-
3lca B MOMEHT pPa3BEPTHIBAHUS MEXAHWKH NIEHCTBHUS M aloCTePHOPHBIMU
HHTEpIpeTanusaMid. Tak (QOPMHPOBAJICA THUTAHTCKHH TEKCTOBOH KOPITYC
OTIMICAHUH, cO3aBaJICs KOPITyC KHUT [loe30ku 3a 20p0d.” 15

Kak mosicHsieT XyI0KHHK, CyTh OblJIa B OOJBINON CTEEHH “B TOM, YTO
U 3pUTEIH, U OpraHU3aTOPHl, KOTOPhIE B pPaBHOW Mepe JIOOMIN KOMMCH-
THPOBATH TO, YTO, COOCTBEHHO, MMPOUCXOINIIO, HAMTUCAIA HEMAJIO OTIHCATENb-
HBIX TEKCTOB I10 CileaaM HalluxX akiui.” 16 JIxo60ombITHO, Kak MOHACTBIPCKHIA
OCBEIAET 3TOT MOMEHT, OTMEYas, YTO YYAaCTHUKH JETalli 3TO “Kak OBl B
MOPSJIKE KOMIICHCAIIMU 32 HEBO3MOXHOCTh TOJIKOBAHHS M OCMBICJICHHS ca-
MHX aKIUH# B MOMEHT WX peaju3allii. H00 TOTJa 3TH aKIIMH MOXHO OBLIO
TOJBKO MOYYBCTBOBATH, ‘MPOJETYCTUPOBATH' CO3EPIATEIHHO, COBEPIICHHO
pPacCesiHHO |, TJIaBHOE, Heobs3arensuo” .Y

MBI MOKEM OTMETUTH 3/I€Ch €Ile OAHY — MEHTAIbHO-TIPOCBETIISIONIYIO
— ¢yHKIHIO SK(dpasnca, 3aCTaBIIIONIYIO TO-HOBOMY B3IJISIHYTh Ha OMHCHIBAC-
MO€ XyJ0KeCTBEeHHOe siBieHrne. OCHOBHAS MBICITE MOHACTBIPCKOTO, CKBO3SI-
mas BO MHOTHX €r0 PacCyXACHHUSAX, CBOIUTCS K TOMY, YTO 0€3 IOCeIyro-
IIETO OTMCAHUS €T0 BU3YAILHBIX aKIHi, 0€3 TOro, 4TO OBLIO B JabHEHIIIEM
B KHI)KHOM BHUZE OITyOJIMKOBAHO IOJ rpruoM “oIucaTeNbHble TEKCTH , BCE
KaK UCTOPUIECKOE, TaK U YUCTO-CMBICIIOBOE, Oa3UCHOE CYIIECTBOBAHHUE pac-
CMaTPUBAEMBIX XYIOXKECTBECHHBIX KU MOTJIO OB OKa3aThbCi IO OYCHD
0O0JIBIIIM BOIIPOCOM.

To, 9T0 HE omMcaHo, TOTO KaK OB U HE CYIIECTBYET; BU3YaTbHOCTh, KO-
TOopas He 3a)MKCHPOBAaHA B KaKOM-JIHOO pedICKTUBHOM OINMUCAHHH, HE MO-
JKET MPETCHIOBATh HA KYJAbTYPHYIO 3HAYMMOCTh M Ha KaKyio-1HOO pOJIb B
JKU3HU ucKyccTBa. Bukrop TymnuubiH uHTEpecyercs y MOHACTBIPCKOTrO:
“Cymdraemip M Thl, YTO 3TO HE OBUIO BBEIJABAHHMEM J>KEIIAEMOIO 3a IEHUCT-
BHUTENIFHOE, YTO TaK OHO Bc€ M 0107’ Ha 9uro MoOHACTBIpCKHil OTBEHaeT:
“Bce 370 He OBUIO WIUIFO3WEH MMEHHO IMOTOMY, YTO 3TO 3a()MKCHPOBAHO B
OTIHMCATENbHEIX TeKcTaX.” TymumplH yTOYHSET majee, 9To 3/1eCh MOXKET II0-
HHAMAThCS MOJ “HWJUTIO3HEH” . a UMEHHO, eCTh JIM 3TO “(uKcanus WHTCHIUN
IO/ BUJIOM (PUKCAIIMH Pe3yiIbTaTa? MM XKe (PUKCAITHS JKETaHUs IO BHIIOM
¢ukcamu ero o0bekTa? MOHACTBIPCKHI OTMEYAeT, YTO “CyLIECTBYET TH-
TaHTCKUH apXHWB C pacCKa3aMH YJaCTHHKOB U CTaThsIMU O TOM, YTO OBUIO Ha
camowm pene.” “Byap 3T0 WLTI03Kel, HU KHUT, HU apXuBa HE BO3HUKIIO OBbI,” —
TOBOPUT XYJIOKHHUK.

B srom mmanore TymuubiH crpaBeuBO 3aMedaeT, YTO ITOJAO0OHEII
MoaXo] “B TPUHIUIIE — 3aBUCUT OT YCTAHOBKH W, B JaHHOM CiydYae, OT
MIPE3YMITIIAN CYIIECTBOBAHUS TEKCTO-ITYCTOTHBIX, SMIHUPUICCKUX MPAKTHK,
Ybsl APUOPHOCTb KOHCTATHUPYETCA IYTEM allOCTEPHOPHOrO MPHU3HAHUA He-
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00XOTUMOCTH UX TEKCTYAIBHOTO OCMBICTICHUS U Pe(DICKCHH, TO €CTh UMEECT-
Ci1 B BHUIY NOCMCEMUO3UC, BO3HUKAIONIMA HAa OCHOBE IMOJOOHON KOHCTa-
Tanuu.” 18

MoHacThIpCKU B 00IIEM U IEIOM Kak ObI COTIaIacTCs C OINpeneie-
HueM TynuipiHa B IUIaHE TOTO, YTO OTHOIIIEHHE K 3HAKY, YMCTBEHHOE TTOYTE-
HHE K MOJ00HOTO pojJa MaHUMYASATHUBHOMY OMHMCAHUIO aKIIMH, €CTh JJIS €ro
TPYIIIBI CBOETO pPOJia MOCTCEMHO3UC, TO €CTh HEMPSMON CEMHO3WHC, SIBIISIO-
Ui co00ii CBOETO po/Ia MEXaHWUECKUN OOMEH 3HAKaMH, KOTOPBIA UCKYCCT-
BEHHO OIIOCPEIOBaH, a BPEMEHAMH MPHUXOTIMBO MOJM(PHIIMPOBAH BHEITHEH
BepOanu3amueil, OCyIecTBICHHON BCIKAM KOHKPETHBIM “TOBOPAIIMM~ OdYe-
BH/IIIEM.

MoHacThIpCKHii BEJIET pedb O JOBOJIBHO JKECTKOM perjiaMeHTalnu, Ko-
TOPOi ObLT MOJABEP)KEH BECh, HA TMEPBBIN B3TJIA MPUXOTIUBO-XaOTHUYCCKHH,
MPOIIECC AKIIMOHHOCTH M €€ MOCIeAyome (GuKcauy Ha muchMe. [1o cmoBam
MOoHAaCTBIPCKOTO, “ITOT MOMEHT MHTEPIpPETAlH WA CEMHUO3MCa MBI H3HA-
YaJILHO MPEAYCMATPUBAIH MIPH MMOCTPOCHUHN TEKCTA aKIIUHU, U 3TO OBLIO OYCHb
BaxHo.”"” “To ecTh MBI OTPEe(IEKTHPOBAIN CEMHO3MC KAK CTPYKTYDHBIN
3JIeMeHT nepdhopMaHCcoB,” — majiee COOOIIaeT XYA0KHUK-YCTPOUTEb.

4.0. HUponus kak cmblcli KOHYERMYATUCTCKO20 YHUBEPCYMA

Oco0bIM acrnekToM (GYHKIMOHHPOBAHHUS KOHLENTYAIHUCTCKOW CEMHOTHKU
JIOJDKEH CYMTATHCS BOTIPOC BCEMPOHWKAIONMICH W Be3Jecylled MpOHUH, TPO-
Onmema BOCTIPHATHS HPOHHYECKOTO, aMOMBAJICHTHOTO, aMmpubonngeckoro
JMCKYpca, CTOJb SKCIUIMIUTHO Pa3BUBAEMOI0 MOCKOBCKMM KOHIIENTYalu3-
MOM BO MHOTHX CBOMX BaXHEHIINX MPOSBICHUAX. Bompocam romopa n cme-
Xa B MOCKOBCKOM KOHLIENTYaJH3Me INOCBsIleHa cTaThst Enensl Kanuncku,
MyONMKyeMas B HACTOSIIEM BBITYCKE. Bcesd NesTeThbHOCTh TaKMX BHIHBIX
JesTeneil pycckoro (MOCKOBCKOTO) KOHLENTyaln3Ma Kak 3aKOHOJATENIbHbIC
Oparbsa-auockypbl mutpuii [lpuros u Jles Py6PIHH.ITeI71H,20 Kakercs, Obl1a
MOCTPOEHA HAa CMEXOBOM MpoHMH ocMmesHus. HeoOwbrqaiiHo OnMM3KM cMexy U
HAacMEIKe TaKKe U MHOTHE JIpYyrue AesTeNd, OJM3KUe K MOCKOBCKOMY KOH-
HenTyaan3My Oy To TnaHo30BHbl Wi ['erpux Canrup.

ITaponuiiHbIi MOMEHT KOHULENTYyalM3Ma M COL-apTa MpeiCTaBiIseTCs
€rgo Mo CyTH BIOJHE O4eBUAHBIM. [lapoans HeBO3MOXHA 0€3 HPOHUH U Ha-
o6opot. Opuii THIHSHOB B £BOE BPEMs BECbMa ya1HO 000c00Is17T TapoIuio
OT KOMHUYECKOro auckypca.” To, 4To ImpeacTaBiIeHO B MOCKOBCKOM KOHIIETI-
Tyalu3Me COBCEM HE KOMHYHO, OJHAKO TIyOMHHO IMAapoaWilHO, KaK IpWH-
[UIHATIBHO MapoaueH (HO He KOMHUYEH), CKayKeM, HaBs3Iui “cor-apt”. Ila-
POJIHSI, MCIIONIb3yeMasi PYCCKUM KOHIIENTYAJIM3MOM BEIET CBOE IPOHCXOXK-
JIEHHe OT MCTOPHYECKON MPOHMM M TOTAJIBHOW IBYCMBICIEHHOCTH HCIOJb-
3YeMBIX ITOPSIKOB PeUH.
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Kax n3BecTHo, clioBO “HpoHus”, 00pa30BaHHOE OT IPEUECKOTro eironeia
(HacMerIHMYaKOIIee MPUTBOPCTBO), UMEET OJHMH OTIMYUTENBHBIH IPH3HAK,
BEChbMa aKTYyalbHBIH I KOHLENTyaJIn3Ma, — HEKUi “TBOWHOW CMBICT”, TAe
“UCTUHHBIM” SIBJISETCS HE NPSIMOE BBICKa3bIBAHWUE, HO IPOTHBOIOJIOXKHOE
eMy CYITeCTHiHO “monmpasymeBaemoe”. Kak m3BecTHO, 4eM OOJIbINE MPOTH-
BOpEUHE MEXIy HUMH, TeM CHJIbHEE, Maue 4asHHs, caM HM3HAYaJbHBIA 3¢)-
¢exT “uponnn”.

OueBuAHO, YTO TOHATHE JUTEPATYPHOW MPOHHH, BO3HUKIIEE B MSTOM
BEKe N0 Hamel 3pbl (CO CHeNUaTbHBIM KAHPOBBIM MEPCOHAKEM KOMEIUN
“UpOHUKOM”), IPETEPIIENIO MO X0y BPEMEHH HEMAIIo M3MeHeHHi. 2 Hponus,
COTJIaCHO CBOEMY CEMHOTHUYECKOMY IPEAHAa3HAYEHHUIO, IEMOHCTpUpYeT 0O-
JIE3HEHHOE HECOBIA/JIEHNE MEXIy 3HAaKOM M €ro HICaTbHBIM 3HAYCHUEM,
MEXIy MUPOM HJeH M MHPOM MX aKTYyaJbHOTO NpPE/ICTaBiICHUs (HEOpPOMaH-
THUYECKUI cUMBOJIH3M, Kbepkerop B cBOEM nokropate O noHamuu upouuu ¢
nocmosanuvim obpawjenuem x Coxpamy, omyonukoBaHHoM B 1841-oMm romy
OTHOCHTEIIbHO COKpaTHYeCKOW MpOoHWH). A Takke B ocmbicieHnu K. B. .
3onrepa Opsun (omy6i. B 1815-oM roy), H3BECTHBIX ICTETUUECKUX (PHIIOCO-
¢usax uponnn I'erens, XKan Ions u Illnerens, mo cyTw u BBEIWIETO MOHS-
THITHOE CJIOBOCOYETaHHE “pOMaHTHYECKAs HPOHHUSA B OIyOIIMKOBAaHHOM UM B
1797-om rony cbopuuke Kpumuueckue gppacmenmol, TI€ HAXOIUT CBOC Mep-
BOHMCTOPUYECKOE MPUMEHEHUE CTONb 3HAYMMOE B HamieM (M B oOliekapHa-
BaIbHOM pakypce oT M. M. BaxTrHa) KOHTEKCTE 3HAKOBOE BBIPAKCHUE KaK
“TpaHcueHIeHTaIbHAS Oy(ddoHama”, MPU3BaHHOE NEKPETHPOBATH U JICCKPHII-
THPOBATh “CBOOOHYIO WI'PY TBOPUYECKHX (PAaHTa3MOB” BOKPYT CaMBIX THIIH-
YEeCKUX JKU3HCHHBIX MPAKTHK OOILIEro M “BCeM MOHSATHOTO' CHUTYaTHBHOTO
JHCKypca.

VIMeHHO TakuM 00pa3oM KOHLENT MPOHHU OKa3bIBAETCS KOHCTPYKTHB-
HBIM: Pe-KOHCTPYKIINS TOCPEICTBOM MUKPOHHOM AECTPYKIIMN TOYKH ariopuH,
win montage-through-demontage, xak sto 610 661 ¥ XK. leppuna. Pase-
TIsisl, UpOHMS Kak Obl JMANEeKTHYeCKH cONmKaeT paszieneHHoe. B cnenndu-
YEeCKOM XapakTepe CBSA3M HPOHHU C OYKBAJIBHBIM M CKPBITHIM CMBICIAMH
KpOETCsl HEBO3MO>KHOCTh €€ aBTOHOMHOM abcomroru3anuu. OnHako, abcoo-
TU3aIMs 00BEKTa UPOHHUM TIPEACTABIIETCS B ONPEAETICHHOM IIaHe abcypi-
HOW — MHaye B YEM TOT/A CMBICI NECTPYKTHBHOIN (YHKIMM HPOHMH, Ha-
MpaBJIeHHOW Ha caM-00BeKT? B KOHEYHOM WTOTe, MPOHHS BBICTYMAeT KaK
CBOETO poja “He-cyOcTaHIMsI”, TO €CTh IOTIOJTHUTENBHEIN 3JIEMEHT ITO3HAHUS
“BemrecTBa” 4epes “aHTu-BemiecTBO” . [IpeacraBuseTcs, 4To “Ha3bIBATH BEITU
MPOTHBOTIOJIOKHBIMI UMEHaMK~ — rpedeckuii antiphrasis, T. e. 0CMbICIICHHO-
KOHIIENTYyaJIbHOE YIIOTpeOIeHNE MOHATHH B IPOTHBOIIOJIOKHOM (B MX HM3HA-
Yajibi) CMBICIIC — CIIUIIKOM CJIOKHOE, YTOMHTEIBHOE U JaKe PACTOYHTEIb-
HOE 3aHsTHE, YTOOBI CTaTh BCeoOLIel cTpaTeruell Xya0)KeCTBEHHOTO MOBee-
Hus. OnHako, s (parMeHTapHOTO “y-3peBaHWS , y-3HABAHWS U O-CMBI-
CJIEHHSI yXe Ka3aJoCch Obl 3HAKOMBIX M “TOYHO NMOHATHIX  BepOaJIbHBIX apTe-
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(axTOB cue MOKET ObITh BechbMa IMOJIE3HBIM U OCBEXKAIOLINM, MpeyIaras ToT
COPT “IPOCBETUTEIHLHOTO HHCANTA” , KOTOPBIHA YacTO BEIET K OTKPBITHIO “HO-
BbIX TOPH30HTOB YTEHHUS M TOHMMAHHUS — €CJIM BCIIOMHUTH HE TOJBKO O
Boasdranre Uzepe, Ho u 0 Xapombae bitome u [Tone ne Mane.®

JIrobommITHO, uTO B [loomuueckom crosape KBATKOBCKHI MCIIONB30BAT
HEMajIo mpuMepoB uMeHHO u3 IlymkuHa (Hapsay ¢ BatromkoBeiM U Maiiko-
BBIM) U1l HULTFOCTPALIMH “KIIacCHYecKoro” aM(pubomuyeckoro si3pika.”*

Kaxercs, 94T0 B ciydae ¢ TakMMH “TIPOTO-KOHLENTYaJHCTaMH Kak
[Mymxwa u CeBepsSHUH MOXXET HATH pedyb O HEKOeM DPYIUMEHTapHOM dH-
maxnacuce (antaklasis) — HeckoJIbKO CTpaHHOM HOBTOPE CJIOB, HAIACICHHBIX
MOIU(HUIMPOBAHHBIM, MHOTIOJIOKHBIM W3HAYAILHOMY 3HAa4€HUEM, CTOJIb Xa-
pakTepHOM, N0 MbICIH nokoitHoro M. JI. 'acnapoBa, IMEHHO AManIOruyec-
KOMy CyGCTpaTy JIHTEpaTypHOTO KOHCTpYKTa.?> W3BecTHO, uT0 amubonus
(amphibolia) npu3Bana koHcTaTHpoBaTh OOJiee WM MEHEE CO3HATEIBHYIO
JIBYCMBICIICHHOCTh, BO3HHMKAIOIIYI0 M3 MHOTO3HAYHOCTU OJHOTO CIIOBA WU
COYeTaHUs CJIOB.

Mp! mosaraeM BO3MOKHBIM OCYIIECTBHUTBH “TPOYTEHHE  MHOTHX KOH-
HMENTYATUCTCKAX BU3YaJIbHO-BEpOATBHBIX apTedakToB B 00ImeM amMbpuOom-
YeCKOM paKypce HOIMATHYECKOTO UCKYypca KECTKHUX IBYCMBICICHHOCTEH:
“Xopommuii Thl yenoBek, Ctemna, ckazan Kema ¢ KUCIBIM BbIpaKEHUEM Ha
nuie” (A. 3BepeB, MOJIOACKHBIN UCATENh). MOXKHO MOHSTH, uTo “Cremna” He
OYEHb-TO XOPOIII, & CKOpEE IaXKe BO-MHOTOM 110 (paKTy II0X.

“Jlrobmro  [...] A neimHOe mpuposasl yBsmanuwe [...]7 “Kucnoe
BBIp@)KEHHE” Ha JINIE MOYKET COMPOBOXKIATh aM(PHOOIHMUECKOe MPOUYTEHHE
3THUX BCEM U3BECTHBIX MYNIKMHCKUX CTPOK. [loToMy, BO3MOKHO, 4TO JIFOO0BH
sTa amM(puboNUYHA, M0 KOHTPACTY BSI3KO HENPHATHA TOBOPSIIEMY, OHA €My
“mocThuta” (BaXKHOE CJIOBO U3 IYIIKUHCKOTO CJIOBaps).

Am¢ubonus, Kak M aHTAKIACHC OTHOCITCA K BXHEHIINM TPOIHYeC-
KHM dJIEMEHTaM OBITOBaHMS HUPOHUU-KaK-(UTyphl-TekcTa. Heobxomumo Tak-
K€ TIOMHHUTh W O KOHCTPYKIMSX MOHATHHHOTO CyOcTpaTa “aHTH(pasmca”,
9TO, JyMAeTcsi, MO>KET OBITh OUYCHH MOJIE3HBIM B HACTOSIIEM Pa3MBIIIIICHUN
KOHIICTITYaJTACTCKOTO JIBYCMBICIIEHHOTO OCMESHHsI, COTBOPEHHOI'O TOCpe/-
CTBOM 3K(1)pa31/1ca.26 YkaxeMm Taxke Ha TO, 9YTO O MOHATHU “amdpudonus” B
SI3BIKOBBIX JWCIHILIMHAX CYIIECTBYET MOUCTHHE OSCKOHEYHOE MHOYKECTBO
HAyYHBIX 9K3€PCHCOB.

IIpencraBnsgercs, 4To IBYCMBICIEHHOCTh aM(pPUOOIMYECKOro M aHTa-
KJIACTUYECKOTO TUTAHOB IO CYTH JIEKUT B OCHOBE BCEH PabOTHI PyCCKOTO KOH-
HeNnTyaan3Ma. YCTaHOBKa Ha NMPHUXOTIMBO WIPHBYIO M abCYypIHO-UTPOBYIO
JIBYCMBICIIEHHOCTbH, YIIOp Ha MOJH(POPMHYI0 MHOT'OMEPHOCTB, TOJIararomlyo
3aKaZpoBYIO YIBIOKY MO (hakTy 3ayo’keHa B OONBLIMHCTBE padOT MpesncTa-
BUTEIEH KOHIICTITYalIUCTCKOTO Kpyra. Takke JymMaeTcs, 4To €/Ba JId He BCe
BaXHEHTIINE Y3716l KOHIIETITYAJTUCTCKOTO 3K(pas3uca, IyTh JIM HEe BCE BaKHEH -
IIM€ COCTABIIAIOIINE €T0 BHYTPEHHEW MEXaHUKH Kak Obl “3aTOUeHBI” Ha IUIaH
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NapoJUIHO-UPOHUYHOIO, YCTAHOBJICHBI HA LIEIb CyFFeCTI/IBHO-CTC6OBOF028

OCMESHMSI PA3IMYHBIX IUIACTOB XYAOKECTBEHHOM M MOJUTUYECKOH KyIbTy-
PBL, COIOJIOKEHHOM 110 BPEMEHHU.

5.0. Kykonxa u 6abouxa memagopuueckozo sxkgppazuca

B 3akmodeHne HammxX pa3MBINIUICHUH, CBA3aHHBIX ¢ 0CO0O0H MPHPOIIONH K-
¢paznuca B MOCKOBCKOM 3KCHEPHMEHTAIFHOM XYI0XECTBEHHOM JIBIKEHHH,
CTOUT JI0OABUTH eIlle OJMH CeMUOTHYECKHi 00epToH. B pycne ocmbicieHus
KOHIIETITYaJIUCTCKOTO dK(¢pasuca u ero cemuotuku FOpuit lllatun 3ameuaer,
4TO, “ABISASACH MKOHUYECKHUM 3HAKOM, KOHLENTYalHCTCKOE NPOU3BEICHUE
AMIUTAIIATHO COJEPKUT B ceOe 0coOyr0 CITOCOOHOCTE MPEBPAIIATHCS B CHM-
BOJINYECKUH 3HAK U BCTYNATh OCPEACTBOM MEKCEMHOTHUYECKOTO NEPEBOA B
JIOTUYECKHE OTHOIIEHHS CO CBOMM aHTHITOJIOM — XYH0)KECTBEHHOH JIMTepa-
Typofz'l.”29 3nech xe lllaTuH yka3plBaeT Ha TO, YTO OTHOIIEHHUS KOHLENTYya-
JIMCTCKOM MeTa(opsl M COOCTBEHHO IK(pasuca “MONKHO yHOJOOHTH OTHOIIE-
HUSAM KyKOJKH M 6aboukn”. KoHnenTyanucrckas Meradopa, Kak HeKast CHH-
3CTETHYECKass KBUHTICCCHLHUS XyIO>KECTBEHHOTO sI3bIKa, B OOIIEM IPOTHBO-
CTOUT OE3TMKOCTH SMIUPHUICCKH JAHHON aMOp(HON pearbHOCTH BCEOOIIETo
“KOMMYHAJIBHOTO ObITHs” . DTa METAQOPHUUHOCTD IIPOTHBOOOPCTBYET aBTOMA-
THU3MY JKH3HEHHOTO OBITOBOTO WAMOTH3MA, MPOHMKAIOIIETO B INENN HaIIeH
MOBCEAHEBHOM YyHBUIOWH (kHM3HE)aesTenpHOCTH. He ciy4aiiHo, Takoil mapai-
JeNbHBIN (Kak CIOppealicTaM Tak M KOHIENTYaTUCTaM) aBTOP-TIEPCOHAXK KaK
JXKan XKene npoHHKHOBEHHO 3ameuai: “BOsbIIasi 4YacTh KU3HH HPOXOJHUT B
JypalKoM OTYINEHHH, B yOOrOM MIHUOTH3ME: OTKPbIBACIIb ABEPb, 3AKUTacIIb
curapery... B )ku3HM 4denmoBeka OBIBaeT JUIIB HECKOJBKO MpobieckoB. Bee
oCTaJlbHOE — cepasi Mria.” BakHO Takke, YTO MMEHHO B IOJOOHOTO poja
YIPSMO-TIPECHCTEHTHOM KOHIIETITYaJTUCTCKOM TMPOTHBOCTOSIHUM BCEH cepo-
0e3MMKOH MHEPTHOCTH JKU3HH PYCCKOTO 3aTSDKHOTO COLMATN3Ma OTYACTH U
3aKJII0YaeTCsl BHYTPEHHUH nadoc paHHUX XYI0KECTBEHHBIX IpoekToB Kaba-
KOBa U MoHacTBIpcKOro u, otdacty, [Tana Ilennepmreiina.
HeGesbiHTEpecHO Takxke OTMETHTh, cornacHo llatuny, sxdpasuc kak
OBl IPUHITUITHATHHO, IT0 CJIOBaM HCCIEIOBATENs, “HE N300pa3uTeseH, HO pe-
(epeHIManeH, MOCKOIbKY COKPAIlaeT AMCTAHLUIO MEKAY Pa3IMYHBIMHU ce-
MHOTHYECKUMH CYIIHOCTSMH ¥ BKIIOYaeT B M300pa)KeHHBI MHUP KapTHHBI
SKCIUTMIIMPOBAHHYIO TOUKY 3PEHUS cosepyaiowezo cybvekma.” 31ech MBI
MOXEM TaKKe OTMETHTh, YTO UMEHHO 3TOT CO3EPLAIOIIUM CyOBEKT B JIHLE
TOTO, KTO OMKCHIBAET MM BOCIPHHUMAET XYA0’KECTBEHHYIO aKIHIO MIJIN WH-
CTAUILIUIO, UIPaeT 0co00 3HAYUTENBHYIO POJIb BO BCEH HIMPOKOH Ipobie-
MaTHKe, MOIbATON MOCKOBCKHM KOHIETITyaIn3MOM, (pyHIUpYs B CBOEH MHO-
TOIUIAHOBOM JIESATENbHOCTH U3HAYAIBHYIO IIEHTPOCTPEMUTENBHYIO YCTAHOBKY
Ha TIpeNleNIbHYI0 TeKCTYaJIbHOCTh U OMTUCATENBHYIO 3K(PpacTHIHOCTh. FIMeHHO
TaKoOTO poJia TePMEHEBTHYECKYIO NPAKTHKYy, KaK HaM IpeACTaBisercs, U
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KYJIBTUBUPOBAJIN BCC BBIIICYTOMAHYTEIC ITPEACTABUTEIIN PYCCKOTO Ir'€ponvec-
KOO0 KOHOCHTYaJIMN3Ma, Ybs KapHaBaJIU3UpYyromasa ACATCIbHOCTb BOJICIO CYy-
I[e6 BC€ CILIC MINTCA NpE€a HAIMMU I1a3aMU.
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16
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Tam xe.

Cwm. TaMm xe.

Tam xe.

CM. HaImM MHTEPBBIO C HUMH B MOCKOBCKOM XypHane 7onoc.

Cwm. TwiastHoB (1977a; 19776), oM. Takxke [atun (2009).

W3 BecbMa OOLIMPHOM JIUTEPATYpPBl HA TEMY TEOPHU HPOHUUECKOTO JUCKYypca
MBI PEKOMEHJyeM B BBICIICH CTeHeHH HH(OpMaTHBHYIO M OOraryro JmTe-
paTtypHBIMH pedepeHIIsIMA MOHOTpadHio OPUTAHCKOTO UCTOPHKA KYJIBTYPHI
Humsuna Hokca (Knox 1989). OcobeHHo BakHa B HAIIEM KOHTEKCTE TiIaBa
Bropas: “Ironia and types of opposition” (cc. 10-38), rme aBTOpoM mpo-
CII©KMBACTCS OPUIMHALIMOHHOE Hayallie KOHIIeNTa W3 aHTHHOMHUITHOro Ha-
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HUYECKUM DSIOM 3HaKomopoxaeHus cM. Curain (1997).

Cwm. gmst kontpacta: Kapacuk (2000). O cBsi3u mpoHHueckoro u amdubo-
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no33uu Muntona cm. Bush (2003: 105-114).
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(rped. @vtippacig — KOCIOBHO “ynompebnenue cnosa 8 npomugoOnONI0HCHOM
3Hauenuu”) eCTh CTHIIMCTHYECKAs (HUrypa, yIoTpeOieHHe JaHHOTO CIIOBA I
BBIp@XCHHS B IPOTHBOIIONIOXKHOM CMBICIIE, OOBIYHO MPOHHYECKOM. B Oache
W. KpsinoBa — obpalieHue K ociy:

OTtkyzaa, yMHasi, Ope/elb Thl FOJI0Ba?
W

Aii, MocpKa, 3HaTh, OHA CHJIbHA,
Yro j1aeT Ha ciIoHA.
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C nmBopoB
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