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Articles

Sarapul Merchants and Burghers Onchukovs-Anchukovs
Ol'ga Yu. Larionova 2.~
aRussian military-historical society, Votkinsk branch, Votkinsk, Russian Federation

Abstract

The study is devoted to the reconstruction of the business and private life of the Sloboda
burghers and Sarapul merchants Onchukov-Anchukov, subsequently assigned to the petty-
bourgeois estate of the Sarapul city, who lived in the Votkinsky factory of the Sarapulsky district of
the Vyatka province in the XIX — early XX centuries. The last known representative of this family
in the Soviet years, Mikhail Nikolaevich Onchukov (1883-1952), worked as a chemistry teacher at
school No. 3 and the Votkinsk Engineering College.

The study was carried out on the basis of archival documents that were first put into
circulation, as well as tombstones of members of this family found at the Nagorny cemetery of
Votkinsk. It turned out that the surnames Onchukov, Anchukov and Anchugov belonged to the
same family, and the “floating” letters in the spelling of the surname appeared as a result of its
perception by the ear of scribes. It was also possible to identify houses in Votkinsk that belonged to
this large family. There is a two-storey stone house on Lenin Street in Votkinsk, lavishly decorated
with brickwork and recognized as an architectural monument of regional significance as the
“Onchukov house”, which was built in the last quarter of the XIX century. The article provides data
on the first owners of the house — officials of the Votkinsk plant and documents allowing
to increase the age of the house to the middle of the XIX century. The family of the owner of the
largest leather enterprise in the Votkinsk factory, Nikolai Ivanovich Anchukov, purchased the
house no earlier than 1897.

Keywords: history of Udmurtia, personalized history of Votkinsk, merchants of Votkinsk,
Sloboda burghers, Sarapul merchants Onchukov, Anchukov, Onchukov house, cultural heritage
object, officials of Votkinsk plant, titular adviser P.A. Dubrovin, Nikolai Ipatovich Romanov.

1. BBegenue

CornacHo mocraHoBieHuto IIpaBurenbcTBa YaMypTCKOM pecmyOiuku NO 966  OT
17.09.2001T., AoM 10 yJa. JleHuHa, 6 sABJsAeTCA MAMATHUKOM apXUTEKTYPbl PETMOHAJIBHOTO
3HaueHus Kak «JaoM OHYyKOBa», IIOCTPOEHHBIM B mMocjenHIo deTBepTh XIX Beka (Crucok
00BeKTOB...). B 1960-e romwl azpec «aomMa OHUyKOBa» H3MEHWICA Ha JioM NO 4 B CBS3BHU C
peKOHCTpPYKIuen zoma NQ 2 mo yi. JleHnHa, KOTOPBHIM CTaJl YacThl0 €AWHOTO Ha BeCh KBapTal
3MaHusA — y4deOHOTO Kopmyca BoTkumHCKOro drmana KeBCKOro MeXaHWYeCKOr0 WHCTHUTYTA

* Corresponding author
E-mail addresses: olga_lario@mail.ru (O.Yu. Larionova)
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(B HacTosmiee BpemMs BoTkuHCKMEA (uanan KeBCKOro ToCyIapCTBEHHOTO TEXHHYECKOTO
yHuBepcutera umenu M.T. KananHukosa), u mosydui azapec yia. Kuposa, 3 u yi. ITposierapcekas,
11 (JlapuonoBa, 2019a). Ha mepBom sTaxke 3maHus «jaoMa OHYYKOBa» OBLIHM PAaCIIOJIOKEHBI
TOPTOBbIE€ 3aJibl ¢ PeOPUCTHIM ITEPEKPBITHEM, KOTOPble MMEJIH CaMOCTOSITeJIbHbIE BXOJIbI U HeE
COEIUHSINCH C TIOMEIEHUsIMH 2 3Taka. BTOpo#l 3Task OB JKHJIBIM, B CEBEPO-BOCTOUHYIO M FOTO-
3amajHyl0 4YacTH JIOMa BEeJIU JBE JEepPeBSIHHbIE JIECTHUIbI. [loibI Ha TEpPBOM JTa)ke OBLIU
BBUIOKEHBI KEPAMHYECKOUN IUIUTKOM, a Ha BTOPOM — IMapkeToM. ['abapuThl 37aHuA: 18 x 22 M.
(Crrcox 00BEKTOB...)

Cyas 1o AByM IUIaHaM Ha IMOCTPOHKY COCEIHHX JIOMOB OT 19 WMoy 1852 T. U 31 Jekabps
1854 T., CTPOUTETHLCTBO KAMEHHOT'O JIOMa HAavyaTO B IEPHOJ MEXAY STUMH JaTaMU YMHOBHUKOM
BoTtkuHCKOTO 3aBoyia THTYJIApPHBIM coBeTHHKOM II.A. JlyopoBuHbIM; Ha 1866 rOm 10M
MpUHAJIEKAT TUTYJIIpHOMY coBeTHUKY Hukosaro MnaroBudy PomanoBy 1817 roza pokaeHus
(Larionova, 2019). HaiiTu ToKkyMeHTHI, MOATBep KAA0IIHE TprobpeTeHre OHIYKOBBIMHU 3TOT JIOM
B XIX Beke, He yJajioch. BeposTHO, 3Ta ceMbs ABJIIACH MOCAeHUMU mepef; OKTAOpbhCKOU
peBoJTIONMEN 1917 TOJIa BJIaIeIbIIaMHU JIOMa.

HccnenoBanne NpuUBEIO K WHTEPECHBIM HaxOJKaM: Ha CaMOM CTapoM B YJIMYpPTUH
HaropHowm kjazowuile, epBble 3aXOpPOHEHHSA Ha KOTOPOM IOSIBUJINUCH B 1812 TO/y, COXPaHUJINCH
Haarpobus uieHoB ceMedl OHYYKOBBIX, AHUYKOBBIX M AHYYTOBBIX. PaboTa B apxXuBaxX IOMOTJIA
BBISICHUTD, UTO BCE OHU NMPUHAJIEKATN K OTHOU ceMbe, a pa3Hble BADHAHTHI HAITMCAHUS OTHOU
bammIiy TOABUIINCH B pPe3yJIbTaTe BOCIPUATHSA €€ Ha CIIyX ITHCIIOB.

i e
LA T

Puc. 1. «[Tom OnuykoBa», yi. JlenuHa, 6. 1935 roj
Hcrounuk ¢doto: calt «Crapsie poro Borkunckar. [DnexTponHslit pecypce]. URL:
http://nailizakon.com/fotogalereya/cityo3_v/votkinsk/votkinsk.html

2, MaTtepuaJjibl 1 METOAbI

OCHOBHBIMU MaTepuaJiaMU Uil JITAaHHOTO HCCJIEIOBAHUS CTaJIU JIOKYMEHTHl U3 (DOH/IOB
[leHTpa/JIbHOTO TOCYIaPCTBEHHOTO apXWBa YIMyPTCKOH peciyOJIMKH, ero ¢puinaaa — APXUBHOTO
otdena agvMuHucTpanuu rop. Capamyna u TocyzmapcTBeHHOTo apxwBa KupoBckod obsacru,
a TakKe MyOJIMKaIuU JIOKTOpa wucropudecknx Hayk H.II. JIuTeHKO M BOTKHHCKOTO KpaeBeza
9.1. T'aeBckoro. ApxuBHasi JOKYMEHTAIUsl BKJIIOYaJia B Ce0S CJIEAYIOIIHE THUIIBI JIOKYMEHTOB:
O6saHku BceoOrmeld mepenucu HacesieHUs 10 BoTkuHcKoMy 3aBoay 1897 T., IJIaHBI U YEPTEKH Ha
IIOCTPOUKY JIOMOB KHUTEJISIM 3aBOJICKOTO ITOCEJKA, OTUYETHI BOTKMHCKOTO 3aBoja M BosiocTHOTO
camoymnpapieHusa. HibKHME XpOHOJIOTUYECKHE PaMKH HCCJIEOBAHUSA OIpeeieHbl BTOPOH
yeTBepThI0 XIX Beka, KOrJla B OTYETAX Ka3€HHOW IajiaThl O IIPOBEPKE TOPTOBJIU KYIIIOB,
MPOKUBAIOINX B BOTKMHCKOM 3aBO/ie, 0OHApPY:KEHBI CaMble pAaHHUE CBEZIEHUs O MPEACTaBUTENAX
ceMbd OHUYKOBBIX-AHUYKOBBIX.
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B wuccieoBaHMM TPUMEHSITUCh METOABI HCTOPU3Ma, aKCHMOMAaTHYECKHWH, Korjia OoJiee
paHHUE MyOJTUKAIlUK JPYTHX HCCIeIoBaTeIel JOMOTHAIOTCA JOKYMEHTAIbHO IMOATBEPKIEHHBIMU
dakTamMu, ¥ TUIIOTETUKO-/IEAYKTUBHBIH — B ONpe/ieieHUHd 10MOB OHYYKOBBIX-AHUYYKOBBIX IIPU
HEJIOCTAaTOYHOU JIoKa3aTeJIbHOU 6a3e. OBIT MMPEKHUX UCCIENOBAHUH ITO3BOJISET YTBEPIKIAATD, UTO
CIIMCKU JIOMOXO3STHCTB, CEJIEHUH, TOCYIaPCTBEHHBIX U YAEJIbHBIX KPECThSIH, YPOUHBIX PAOOTHHUKOB
U MacTepoBbIX 3a 1866—1868 rr., mpejcraBieHHble B Jene 8229 douma . 212 II'A VP,
COCTaBJISLJTUCH TIOOYEPETHO B IOPSIKE PACIIONIOKEHUs IOMOB, OTHAKO JIOCTOBEPHOCTH THITOTE3BI
MECTOHAXOXK/IEHUST ONPEAEIEHHOTO JI0Ma HE MOXKET CYUTATHhCA ITOATBEDPIKAEHHOM, TaK KaK B
CIIMCKAaX He YKas3aHbl JIoMa, MPUHAJAJIEKAIUe 3aBOJly M biaroBemeHcKOMy co0OpYy, KOTOpbIE
HaXOJWINCh B 00IllEM MaccuBe JIOMOB. BBezieHue B OyayIeM B HaydHBIH 000POT MOKBAapTATIHLHOU
CXEMBI JIEJIEHUS YEThIPEX CEJTBCKUX ODIIECTB MOCETKA « BOTKMHCKUI 3aBOJT» IIOMOKET OIPEIEJTUTD
MIPUHAJJIE}KHOCTH MHOTHX COXPAHHUBIIIHUXCS JIOMOB CTADUHHOU ITOCTPOUKH.

4. Pe3ysbTaTsl U 00Cy:KAEeHHUE

Cnobonckue wmemane IBan UBanoBuu u Ilétp lMBaHoBMuY OHYYKOBBI IpUeXaad B
BorkuHCckui 3aBojt u3 ropoza Cinob6oackoro BaTckoit rybepHUH U OTKPBLIH 3/1eCh TOPTOBJIIO: VIBaH
MBaHoBuY B 1837 rozy, a [1érp MBaHOBHY — nsATHIO rogamu no3ske ([aeBckuii, 1999).

W3 oTuéra Ka3éHHOU IMajlaThl O MPOBEPKE TOPTOBJIU KYMIOB CJEAYET, YTO B 1847 I. B JIaBKe
NBana /BanoBuua OHYYKOBA TOPTOBJIIO OCYIIECTBIISIT CJA0DOICKOM MeIMaHUH AJieKcel
JvutprueBny KoOIypHUKOB, ABJASACH IIPEACTABUTEJEM XO3sIMHA W YIPABJAIONIAM JIAaBKOH
(6e3 cBuAeTeIbCTBA MMPUKa3uMKa), a [1éTp MBanoBrY OHUYYKOB B cBOeH JiaBke ToproBai cam (IIT'A
VP. ®. 212. Om. 1. /1. 5679. JI. 7).

JIOKyMeHTBI pacCKa3bIBAIOT, YTO Ha 0Oazapax M sApMapkax Ha ceBepe Bsarckoil rybepHuu
OnuykoB (6e3 WMeHM) CKymaJl MeX JUChI U KyHunsl (JlureHko, 2001: 192). B kameHmape u
MMaMATHON KHUKKe BsTckol ry0epHHMM 3a 1870 T. TOPTOBIIBI IIyOHBIM TOBAapOM CapallyJIbCKUe
2-i rwibauu Kynnbl MBaH MBanoBuu u [Iérp MBaHOBWY 3amucaHbl KaKk AHYYKOBBI (JIMTeHKO,
2001: 320). [anpHeHIUU aHAIW3 apXUBHBIX JIOKYMEHTOB IIOKa3bIBaeT, UYTO CEMbU OpaTheB
OCTaBJIAIOT ceOe BIIOCIEACTBUY Pa3Hble (DaMUJIHH.

¥ capanynbckoro kynua II rumpauu Ilerpa MBaHoBuua OHUyKOBA U €ro K€HbI BTOPBIM
6pakom Exarepunbl l1BaHOBHBI 1844 rozia poxkJeHus ObUIM 6 JeTel, U3 KOTOPHIX HN3BECTHBI:
ot nteporo 6paka Kcenodont 1840 roga poxaenus, Anosuiod, Muxaun u I'madupa (I'aeBckuii,
1999). Ilo maHHBIM O MPOMBIIIEHHBIX 3aBe/leHUAX Ha 1884 roxa, B mocénke MKeBCKUU 3aBOJI
npoxkuBan kymer, K.II. OHuykoB, Biaziesel] KO>KEBEHHOTO IPEANPUATH, HA KOTOPOM paboTaiu
6 JesIoBeK, C CyMMOM ITPOM3BO/ICTBA B 7000 Py0sIell 1 00bEMOM MMPOU3BOCTBA — 15 000 KO B IO/
(JIurenko, 2001: 336). BepositHo, 3T0 KceHodoHT [TeTrpoBru OHUYKOB 1840 rojia porK/eHus.

B mocemeliHOM crmcke capamysibCKUX MeIljaH BerpedaeTcs Takke I1étp MiBanoBuy OHUYYKOB
(1811—13.06.1897), keHoii kotoporo Ob1a ®anHa EropoHa (1825-1894), ux cbiH Muxawmia ObLT
1849 roma poxzaeHus (manee r.p.). Muxawn IlerpoBuuy OHuykoB ObLI keHAaT Ha IlapackoBbe
AnpnpeeBHe (1836—1886), u y Hux 6buTH Jletu: Astekcedt (1876 r.p.), mutpuii (1878 r.p.), Cepreit
(1881 r.p.), Hagexxma (1878 r.p.), Mapss (1881 r.p.), Anekcanapa (1884 r.p.) (CIITA YP. ®. 76.
Om. 1. 1. 4. JI1. 186).

Cnobojckoit kynen, AHUYKOB (0e3 nMeHH) B 1882 r. pOU3BOANII CKYIIKY PKU, OBCA, AUMEHS,
MyKd ¥ JIbHA B ye3zle o0muM o0OBEMOM B 110 000 IIy/IOB; €ro CKJIaJl09Hble aMOapbl
(3aroToBuTeNIbHAsA KOHTOpA) HAXOAWIWCh B C. YHU I7a3oBckoro yeszna Bsarckoil rybepHUU
(JIurenko, 2001: 203). B 1882 r. ciiob6oackoi kymer I rustbauu ITérp IaBpuioBry OHYYKOB 3aKymas
MYKY, OBEC, JIEH 00IITUM OOBEMOM B 33 THIC. Iy/IOB; €0 3arOTOBUTEIbHAs KOHTOPA HAXOJIUJIach B
rop. ['mazoB (JIurenko, 2001: 359). Cyzs 1o pasHUIle TOFAOBOTO 00BEMA 3aKyIOK, peYb UAET He 00
o/tHOM Kytinie: B rop. Ci1o60/1ckoi BsaTckoro kpast 6bLTH KyIbl 1 AHYYKOBBI, 1 OHIYKOBBI.

¥ capanyabckoro kymma Il runpauu Bana MBanoBuua OHuykoBa 1806 roja poKAeHUS U
ero cynpyru Asiekcauapsl IletpoBHbI 1815 r.p. 0bUIO 9 nieTeli: EBrenuii, Anekcanap, Biagumup,
Hwukonait, Ospra, EnusaBera, AuHa, Adanacus u Eprenus (I'aeBckuii, 1999). EBreHuii ObLI
KpeléH B biiarosemnienckom cobope B stHBape 1838 royia; MiBan MlBaHOBUY AHYYKOB Ha TOT MOMEHT
YUCIUIICS KyneuyeckuM cblHOM ropoaa Ciobozackoro (LA YP. ®@. 409. Om. 1. [I. 146. JI. 500.).
ITo cBemenusam kpaeBeza d.1. 'aeBckoro, «crapmuii cbid MiBaHa MiBanoBnua OHuykoBa EBrenuii u
€ro JKeHa YMepJId paHo, 1mo3toMy ux AeTu — Hukosait, Codbsa 1 AnekcaHzpa BOCIUTHIBAIUCH Y
6e3nerHoro aanu Biagumupa MBanoBuua OHUYKOBA U €0 Cynpyru AJieKCcaH/Ipbl AHATOJIbEBHBI,
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COCTOSIBIIMX B MEIAHCKOM COCJIOBUM U MpHUIKUCAHHBIX K T. Capamysay» ([aeBckuii, 1999).
Braguvup lBaHOBMY AHUYYKOB pa3BHBaJl ceMelHbIH OusHec B ropozae Caparyse, 26 HIOHSA
1890 roj1a OH MOJIYYUJI MAIYIO cepeOpSHYI0 Melalb HayYHO-ITPOMBIIIJIEHHOW BBICTaBKU, KOTOpPAs
npoxoausa B ropose KazaHu, «3a BechbMa y/I0BJIETBOPUTEJIHHYIO BBIZIEJIKY Mex0oB» ([AKO. ®. 616.
On. 1. 1. 949. JI. 128-128006.). «Iloapocux BOCIUTAHHUI] JSAA BB 3aMyK, a Hukosau
EBrenbeBnu OnHuykoB yumicsi B KaszaHCkoll 3eMCKOU (GeJp/IIIepCKOA IIKOJE U IIOCiIe e
OKOH4YaHUA B 1893 roay ObLJI HCKJTIOUEH M3 ITOAATHOTO cOCIOBUs Melan» (['aeBckuii, 1999).

BorkuHckuii kpaeBey, J./. 'aeBCKuil mucasl, YTO CBOEro >XKWibsg ceMbU OHUYKOBBIX HeE
HMMeJIH, JOBOJIbCTBOBAINCH OHU CHEMHBIM KUIbEM (I"aeBckuii, 19099). OgHAKO 5TO HE TaK.

Cynas 1o crmucky »kutesied BoTKHHCKOTO 3aBO/Ia, UMEIIUX cCOOCTBEHHBIE JoMa Ha 1866 rof,
CceMbsl capamyJbckoro Kymma HMBana MBanoBuua OnHuykoBa 1806 rozia poOKAeHUs JKWiIa B
cOOCTBEHHOM JIOME B 5 KBapTaJsie BTOPOTO CEJIbCKOTO OOIIECTBa, a ceMbs Kymiia [lerpa liBanoBHUua
OnuykoBa — B 7 KBapTaje 3Toro ke obmectsa (ILI['A YP. @.212. Om. 1. ZI. 8229. JI. 91, 92).
Jlns 6ojiee  TOYHOTO OIpeJIeJIEHUsI MECTOHAXOXKIEHUsl JIoMa B 5-M KBapTajie COIIOCTaBHM
u3BecTHble HaM (dakThl. Ha 1866 1oz B 5 KBapTajie BTOPOTO CEJIbCKOTO OOIIECTBA, T.€. IO YJIUIIE
[TommoBckas, mpoxkuBas B cobctBeHHOM goMme ['asaktron VBanoBuu I'paxoB (LA YP. @. 212.
Om. 1. /1. 8229. JI. 91). B koHie XIX Beka ero cblH Ky3HeIl IIOCTPOUJI KAMEHHBIN JIOM, KOTOPBIH B
2001 T. OBUI IPU3HAH MAMATHUKOM apXUTEKTYPhl PETMOHAJIBHOTO 3HA4YeHWs. AJipec JioMa I
JlennHa, 31, 7m0 1930 roma sto Obwia yauma IlomoBa (ITomoBckas) (Coucok OOBEKTOB...;
JlaproHoBa, 2019c¢). Ecstt orcunTaTh 6 ycajeOHBIX MECT, OTHEJIAIIIUX JA0M I'paxoBa OT moma
N.N. OHYyKOBa 110 CIHCKY JJOMOBJIA/IEBIIER, TO MOKHO C/AEJIATh BBIBOJI, UTO CAPAIYJIbCKOMY KYIIITy
VBany lBaHnoBuuy OHUYYKOBY NPUHA/JIEKAJI CHECEHHBIU B 2019 Oy JIepeBAHHBIN JIBYX9TaXKHBIN
oM Ha 18 okoH 10 yiI. JlenuHa, 47 (LIT'A YP. ®@. 212. Omn. 1. /. 8229. JI. 91). [loaTBep:KaeHuEM
JIAHHOW THIIOTE3BI SIBJISIETCS COCEACTBO AepeBsAHHOTO aAoma M.M. OHuyKkoBa ¢ KaMEHHBIM JOMOM
ABkceHTus (Axcéna) EBmokumoBuua JlesnsikoBa (COBpeMeHHBIN ajipec yiI. JIeHWHA, 49), a TaKKe
COCe/ZICTBO OJIAHKOB IIEPENHCHBIX JINCTOB BO BceoOimell mepemucu 1897 roja JIOMOBJIAJIEJIbIIEB
maHHbIx goMoB (LA YP. @. 236. Om. 1. [. 62. JI. 450- 45300.; Larionova, 2021). Corsiacao
rnocraHoBsieHuIo [IpaBuTenbcTBa YAMYpPTCKOM peciyOJIMKU OT 17 CeHTAOpsA 2001 roaa N2 966,
«Jlom JlensakoBa» mo yiu. JleHWHa, 49 fABJIAETCA MAMATHUKOM apXUTEKTyPbl PEruoHaJIbHOTO
3nauenud (Crucok oObEKTOB...).

Jom kynna .M. OHuykoBa fjocTajica MO HACIE[CTBY €ro ChIHY, CapallyJIbCKOMY MeIlaHUuHY
Huxomnar MBaHnoBuay AHUyKOBY. CeMbsA BpEMEHHOT0 KYIIIa, BJIa/IejIbla KOXKEBEHHOTO 3aBeleHNs,
MemaHuHa T. Capamyia 48-netHero Hukonasa MBaHoBu4ya AHUYYKOBa B 1897 ToAay »Kuja B JABYX
JlepeBAHHBIX foMax Ha [lomosckoit yiume (LITA YP. ®@. 236. Om. 1. /1. 62. JI. 452-453). Hukomnait
BaHOBHY AHUYYKOB poOAWCA B BOTKMHCKOM 3aBOjle, YJYWJICA y JIOMAalllHEH YUYUTETHbHUIIBI.
Ha ssuBapsb 1897 rona emy 661710 48 et (1848-1849 rox poxaenust) (IITA YP. ®. 236. Om. 1. /1. 62.
JI. 453). B mocemeiiHOM cmucke MelaH ropoga Capamysia 1893 roja OTMeYeHBI 43-JIETHUIH
Hwukonait BanoBuu OHUYKOB (€ro roji poK/IeHus, COOTBETCTBEHHO 1850, YTO CBUETEIBCTBYET O
TOM, YTO TOJ| POXK/IEHHS YKa3bIBAJICA CO CJIOB, TO €CTh ObLI NPUOIU3UTETHHBIM), €r0 MaTh
77-netHss Anekcanzapa IlerposHa (1816 r.p.), skeHa 37-etHss Ilenares BacuiabeBHa (1856 r.p.) u
CBIHOBBSA 14-7eTHUN Makcumuwinad (poamicsa 13.10.1878 T., B 1900 Trofy OH «OTOBLT U3 ye3za»),
12-yleTHUHA Astekcasap (poxwics 12.10.1880 1.) m 9—serHudl Muxawn (pomgwics 30.12.18831.)
(LITA YP. @. 76. Om. 1. [I. 7. JI. 126). ITo nanubiM Bceobineit nepenvcu 1897 rona, xkeHa Hukosas
VBanoBuua AxuykoBa [lesnares BacuibeBHa poguiacs B Caparysie B 1853 I., y4uach B TOPOJCKOM
HavaJIbHOU IIKoJie. VIX chIHOBBA 16-neTHHIT Asekcauzp (1880 r.p.) u 18-jmeTHuit MakcuMuiInaH
(1878 r.p.) AHUYKOBBI OKOHUYIJIN ABYXKJIacCHOe OKPYKHO€ YUHJIUINE C YEeTHIPEXJIETHIM CPOKOM
0o0yJYeHHsI MHUHHCTEPCTBA HAPOJIHOTO IPOCBEIEHUSA, U CHYKWJIN: IE€PBBI — IMPUKA3YUKOM B
KOJKEBEHHOU JIaBKe, BTOPOI — IIPUKA3YNKOM B KOXKeBEHHOM 3aBojie cBoero otma (II'A YP. ®. 236.
Omn. 1. JI. 62. JI. 452-453). Makcummwinan HukosaeBnu OHuykoB (!) ykasaH B cCIHCKaXx
BBINMYCKHUKOB OKpy»kHOro yuruia 1894 roga (LIT'A YP. ®. 409. Om. 1. /. 89. JI. 2006.). UTaxk,
MBI BUJIUM, UTO B Pa3HBIX JIOKyMeHTax (amminsa Hukonas MBaHOBHYA W €ro AeTed 3BYYHT IIO-
paszHomy — OHuykoB M AHuUyKOB. B mome Hukosasa VBaHOBHUA KuWjla TakXKe IUIEMSHHHIIA €rO
s)keHbl [lenaren BacunbeBHbI, Memanka r. Capamysa 21-jeTHAA ABrycra flkoBieBHa bapaHoBa,
KOTOpass pojawiaach B BOTKMHCKe, rpamMoTe y4Ywiach y JAOMAIllHEH YyJUTENbHUIBI. B mome
MPOKUBAJIA TaKKe KyXapKa 27 JIeT, Kydep, IPUKa3IUK U pabOTHHUK (U3 MEIIaHCKOTO COCJIOBUS) —
nocseiHue oba rpaMoTHBIE, yamnch B mkose (LIT'A YP. @. 236. Om. 1. [I. 62. JI. 452-453).
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B nucrax Beeobuieii mepenucu 1897 . B 9TOH ceMbe MOYEMY-TO He yKazaHa MH(poOpMAaIusa o ChIHe
Muxawniie, KOTOPOMY UCIIOJIHIIOCH 14 JIET, BO3MOXKHO, €70 OTIIPABUJIN YIHJICS B TOPO/I.

SR

Puc. 2. /Tom no yn. JIenuna, 47. ®oto aBTopa, 2017

Puc. 3. Hummunuky Ha OKkHax ioMa 1o yi. Jlenuna, 47. ®oto aBTopa, 2017

ITo marepuasam ¢pabpUIHO-3aBO/ICKOH cTaTrCcTUKH EBportetickoit Poccuu u mapersa Ilobckoro
(IT.A. Opos. CII6., 1887), Ha 1884 rox xymen H.M. AxuyroB (!) mmesn KpylHellee B TOCEJIKE
BoTKkHHCKHI 3aBOJT KO?KEBEHHOE TPEAIIPUATHE ¢ CYMMOU MPOU3BOZCTBA 10 000 pydJiel, Ha KOTOPOM
paboTayiu Tpu pabOTHUKA U BBIZIEJIBIBAIHN 2 000 KoK B 1of (JIurenko, 2001. JI. 337). PacnososkeHo
OHO OBLTIO B KUPIIMYHOM JIoMe AHUYKOBA II0J], JKeJIe3HOU Kpbliiel Ha yi1. Mokpoii B [TepBoM cestbckoM
obmecTBe (ceffyac 3T0 TeppuUTOpHs BOTKHHCKOTO 3aBojia HA BTOpOM MOCEKE); TaM ITPOYKUBAJIA €T0
pabOTHUKU: 26-JIETHUNA MacTep KOXKeBeHHOTro 3aBezieHH:A /lenuc /[murpueBud ByxmaToB C KeHOU
(oba OKOHYMJIM TIIKOJly) W JABYMSI JETbMHU, U 47-JIETHUA CTOPOXK-HaxXJIeOHUK (TO €CTh XO3AWH
npenoctasisii emy nutanne) A . Kymunawns (IITA YP. @. 236. Om. 1. /1. 75. JI. 107-108).
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Ine pacrosarajicsi ceJbMOM KBapTasl BTOPOTO CEJIBCKOTrO o0IecTBa ¢ AomMoM Kytma Ilerpa
HBanosuua OHUYKOBA y3HATH MOKA HE y/IAJIOCh U3-32 OTCYTCTBUs IMOKBApPTAJIbHOMN CXEMBI JIeJIeHU
YeTHIPEX CETbCKUX ODIIECTB MOCETKA « BOTKUHCKUH 3aBOJT».

B 1897 r. B BorkuHCckOM 3aBojie B IlepBoM ceslbCcKOM OOIECTBE, B JEPEBIHHOM JIOMeE
canokHuka-ogquHouku I1.M. EppinmasioBa cHMMasn kBapTupy MemaHul r. Capamysna 58-jeTHui
Anekcannp MBanoBu4 AHUYKOB (1839 roma pokaeHUs), KOTOpPbIH poawics B T. Cio60acKoM
Bsarckoil rybepruu B 1838 rozgy, ydmscsa B JOMAIIHEH IIIKOJIE, XOJIOCTOU, 0e3 OmperesIeHHbIX
daaTui (L[T'A YP. ®@. 236. Om. 1. [I. 53. JI. 301-302). B mocemeliHOM CITHCKE MeIaH ropoja
Capanyna 1893 roma ormedeH poaHoit Opar Hwukonas VBanoBuua OHUyKOBa 51-JIETHUH
Anexkcanyp MBanoBuy OHUYYKOB (TO/ POKAEHUS, COOTBETCTBEHHO 1842, YTO BHOBB ITOATBEPIKIAET,
YTO TOJ POKAEHUSA YKa3bIBasICs co cyIoB sxutesieit) (LIT'A YP. @. 76. Om. 1. 1. 7. JI. 126). B 1910 roay
oH ObLT MoxXopoHeH Ha HaropHom kiaznbuiiie B 62-71€THEM BO3pacTe, €r0 MOTHJIY IIOKPBIBAET IIJTUTA
C MTOJIYIMPKYJIBHBIM 3aBepliiieHreM (PrucyHok 6).

Muxann HukonaeBud OHUyKOB (rozbl ku3Hu 1883—1952) B 1920-€ ro/ibl paboTasl yUUTeIeM
B IIIKOJIE BTOpOU cTyneHu (HbIHE mKosia NO 3), a ¢ 1929 rojia B TeUeHHE MOYTH YETBEPTH BeKa
IpenosiaBajl B TeXHUKYMe. BBITyCKHUK BOTKHMHCKOTO MAaIIMHOCTPOUTEIBHOTO TEXHUKyMa
N.A. CopokuH, Kak U MHOTUE Apyrue yueHukn Muxawna HukosaeBU4Ya, BCIIOMHUHAET O HEM C
OOJIBITION TEIUIOTOU. « MBI MOCTYNMJIN B MAIlITEXHUKYM B IIEPBBIE IIOCJIEBOEHHBIE TOJ/IbI», — ITHIIET
Nnnupuk AnexkcauapoBud. — « B TEXHUKYMOBCKHUX ay/INTOPUSIX BOEHHBIX JIET Y>KHUBAJINChH /IBa BEKa.
Bex XIX — M.H. OHUyKOB: pe3KOCTh Pa3HOUYMHIA, UDOHNYHOCTDh nHTesUureHTa. B.C. MumkunnHa
TOKe BCA B Hjeajax Oponuioro crojaetud. A BoT A.fl MUMIKUH — THUN COBETCKOTO IeJiarora C
OeCIpU30pHBIM TPOIUIBIM ¢ 0Oe3yIpeuHOH IMOPSA0YHOCTHIO. bBimke K  CTpEeMHTETbHOU
copemeHHoctu — C.M.Tunés. U yx coBepmieHHO Bek XX-U — UH)KeHepHble KaJipbl
npenoaaBaTeseli. HecOMHEHHO, COTPYAHHYECTBO TAaKWUX Pa3HBIX B3aWMOJIOMIOJTHAIOIINUX
JINYHOCTEH, KyJIbTypHAs MPEeMCTBEHHOCTh ITOKOJIEHUH OJIarOTBOPHO CKAa3bIBAJIMCh Ha KadecTBe
MOZITOTOBKH creruatuctoB» (laeBckuii, 1999). B 1931 romy M.H. OHUyKOB HpPUHSI y4acTue B
paboTe MepBBIX YpPaJbCKUX OOJIACTHBIX KypCOB PalMOHAIA3aTOPOB U U300peTaTesied, KOTOPBIE
npoBoaus BorkuHckuii 3aBoy (Jleronucs B3).

HccnenoBanme MO3BOIMIIO YTOUHUTh MH(POPMAIUIO O MMPOKUBABIINX B BOTKHMHCKOM 3aBOjie
Capamysnbckoro yesza Bsarckoit rybepunu B XIX-nHauane XX Bekax OHYYKOBBIX (AHUYKOBBIX),
npuexaBimx u3 ropoga Ciaobosickoro Bsarckoii rybepHUN.

Ha HaropHom xkianb6uine Bo3zje IIpeoOpaskeHCKOTo Xpama ropojia BOTKMHCKA CTOUT
HaATpoOHBIM nmaMATHUK [lapackeBe BacuibeBHe IlankuHoU (1803-1840), mouepu c1000ACKOTO
kynna Bacuima BacuibeBnua OnuykoBa. Hagmuch-snurtadusa Ha rpaHAX HNaMATHUKA TJIACHUT:
«Ponumiacek 1803 roza oKTIOpA 10 IHsA, OT 1000 cKOT0 Kymia Bacumusa BacuibeBuua OHUYKOBA.
B cympy»kectBe xmia 21 rof U 6 MecAleB». I3 dero cienyer, 4TO 3aMy:K OHA BBIIIUIA B sIHBape
1819 r. B 16 jer. Ha apyrux rpaHsx ImamMsTHHKa BBIOMTHI cjioBa: «HexHO J00MMOI cympyre
c1obosickoro Kymia 2-d ruwibauu MiBana MuxaiioBa I[lankuHa, cKOHYaBIIeics 1840 roza
11 uloHA», «HEeXHBIH Cympyr WU OCUPOTEJIble JETH OIUIAaKUBAIOT WMCKPEHHIOI0 HEBO3TPaIUMYIO0
yTpaTy CyIpyTy U MaTepu», « AHTeJl cMepTH Bo3BecTH, OKOHYM cTpaHcTBUE 3eMHOe! Tebe celr Mup
yk ortoctbL EcTh Ha HeOe mapceTBue nHoe. Tam B obutenu cBaThIX Tebe roToBUT Bor ueptor».

CeMbu €1000/ICKMX MeEIaH, a BIOCJIEAICTBHUU CapalyJIbCKUX KymnioB MBana lBaHoBmYa u
ITerpa BanoBHua OHUYKOBBIX (AHUYKOBBIX):

IIo cnoBam BOTKMHCKOTO KpaeBesia J.M. I'aeBckoro, cembs Ilerpa MBanoBuua OHuUyKoBa
(AHuyKOBa) cOCTOsJIla M3 BOCHBMH 4YeJIOBEK: JKeHa BTOpbIM Opakom Ekarepuna IBaHOBHa
(r.p. 1844) u miecrepo JieTed, U3 KOTOPBIX U3BeCTHHI: KceHOGOHT (I.p. 1840 — CHIH OT IEPBOTO
O6paka), Anosuton, Muxawn u [stadupa. Ha 1884 r. Kcenodont IlerpoBuu OHUYKOB BJIaziest
KOJKEBEHHBIM IIPEANPUATHEM B MKeBCKOM 3aBOJIE.

[To maHHBIM MOCEMEHHOrO CIMCKA capaIyJIbckux MernaH, Ilétp MBanoBuu OHuykoB (1811—
13.06.1897) 661 keHaT Ha PanHe EroposHe (1825—-1894), nx cbin Muxaut 1849 roaa pokaeHus ObLT
skeHaT Ha [TapackoBbe AHzpeeBHe (1836—1886), u y Hux ObuTH JleTH: Astekcelt (1876 r.p.), ImMutpuit
(1878 r.p.), Cepreii (1881 r.p.), Hamexxna (1878 r.p.), Mapbs (1881 r.p.), Anekcauzapa (1884 r.p.)

Cembs1 MiBana MBanoBuua OHuykoBa (AHUyKOBa), To/ poxkaeHUsA 1806: keHa AJieKcaHJipa
ITerpoBHa (r.p. 1815) u geru: EBrenmii 1838 r.p., Anekcannp, Biagmmup, Hwukosait, Osbra,
EnuzaBera, AnHa, Adpanacus u EBrenus.
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Besnernpie Biagumup lBaHOBMY AHUYKOB U ero cympyra AJjiekcangpa AHATOJIbeBHA
pactuiu Jieted EBrenus MBanosnua. /letu EBrenus lBanoBuua AxuykoBa 1838 r.p.: Hukosaii,
Codbsa u Anekcanapa.

Anekcannp ViBaHOBUY AHYYKOB OBLI XOJIOCTBIM U G€37€THBIM, TOJi POKAEHUS 10 JIAHHBIM
nepenucu 1839-i, o JaHHBIM ITOCEMENHOTO clMcKa MelaH ropoga Capamysna 1893 r. — 1842-i,
Ha HaZrpoOHOU 1InTe AaThl )Ku3HU (1847-1910).

Hetn Hukonasa ViBanoBuua (1848, 1850—1911) u ero »kenbl Ilenaren BacuibeBHbI (1853 T.p.)
AHUyKOBBIX (AHUYTOBBIX): Makcummwinan poxwicsi B 1878, 1880 rr. (OHuykoB Ha 1894 rom),
Anekcauap AHuykoB (1880 r.p.) m paboTaBIIUi IperogaBaTesieM XUMHHM B IIKosie N2 3, a Takxke
BoTkuHCKOM MammHOCTpOUTEIbHOM TeXHUKyMe Muxarn HukostaeBia OHUYKOB (TOzbI »KU3HU 1883 —
1952).

Kak ciokmiach »KU3Hb OCTAJIbHBIX WIEHOB HTUX CEMEMCTB IOCJIE PEBOJIIOIUI 1917 rojaa

HEN3BECTHO.

Puc. 4. Yuures ¢ BbIIIyCKHIKAMU MIKOJIBI NQ 3, 1927 o
Vyurens xumuu M.H. OHUYyKOB CUAUT BO BTOPOM PsAZy (CHU3Y) TPETUU CIpaBa.

Puc. 5 u 6. HaarpoOHbBIH MaMATHUK U IUTUTA HaJ Morwiamu Hukosas MiBaHoBHua AHYyroBa
(1848-1911) u Anekcanapa MBanoBuuya AHUYykoBa (1847-1910), HaropHoe kiagouiie
®oto aBTOpA, 2017.
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Puc. 7, 8. Haarpo6ublii mamaTHuk [lapackeBbl BacuibeBHbI [TankuHOM (1803—1840),
Jlouepu cy10607cKoro Kymia Bacwinsa BacunbeBnua OHuykoBa, HaropHoe Kiajoutie
doto (77) aBTOpAa, 2017; doTo (8) U1.E. ITonoBoii, 2003.

5. 3aKJIIOYEeHHE

Hacrosimmee wccilejoBaHre TIO3BOJIJIO  BIEPBBIE B BOTKMHCKOM — HcTOpHorpaduu
chopmysmpoBaTh HanboJsiee IMOJIHYI0 MCTOPHIO JEJ0BOM M YACTHOM KU3HU UIEHOB KyIleUecKOH
ceMbu OHUYKOBBIX-AHUYKOBBIX, YTOUYHUTh MeCTa UX IPOKUBAHUA U 3aXOPOHEHMs, U CJlesiaTh
cJie/yIoliye BbIBO/IbL:

1. I'ogbl poxzenua B JokyMeHTaXx B XIX Beke yKas3blBAIWCh CO CJIOB, IIO3TOMY 4YacTo
Pas3IMYaInuCh MEXKIY COO0U B Pa3HBIX HCTOUHUKAX.

2. ®amuius B JokyMeHTax B XIX Beka 3amuchIBasIach Ha CJIyX CO CJIOB JIIO/IEH, IO3TOMY ObLIH
BO3MO>KHbBI Pa3HOUYTEHUS OJJHON U TOU Ke haMUINY.

3. B pesysbrare uccieloBaHUA BBIACHUIIOCH, YTO JOM IO yi. JleHWHa, 4, TPU3HAHHBINA
MaMATHUKOM apXUTEKTYPbhl PETMOHAJIPHOTO 3HAYEHUsA KakK «JIoM OHYyKOBa», IMOCTPOEHHBIN B
rocJsieHIo yeTBepTh XIX Beka, ObLI MOCTPOeH B cepenuue XIX Beka YMHOBHUKOM BOTKHHCKOTO
3aBoia JlyopoBuHbiM. Ha 1866 TOz A0M NpHHAAIEKAJT THUTYJISIPHOMY COBEeTHUKY HwuKosaro
HNmartosunuy PomanHoBy 1817 roma poskaeHus. KaMeHHBIH J0OM, COCTOAIIUN W3 JABYX 4YacTed
(06E€MOB), OBLIT ITOCTPOEH B /IBA ATala, BO3MOKHO, IIEPBBIMH JIByMS X03s€BaAMU.

4. Ha 1866 ronm cembsa capamyabckoro Kymna Ilerpa MBaHoBwmua OHUyKOBa JKWIa B
COOCTBEHHOM JIOME B 7 KBapTaJie BTOPOTO CEJIbCKOTO 00IIeCTBa.

5. Ha 1897 rox cembs BpeMeHHOTO KYTIIA, BJIa/lejIbIla KOKEBEHHOTO 3aBeIeHUsA, MeIlaHNHA
r. Capamysiia Hukosas ViBanoBruya AHuykoBa (rozpl ku3HU 1848—-1911) Kuja B JIBYX JIePEBSIHHbBIX
noMax Ha ITommoBCKOM yiuIle, B IATOM KBapTasie BTOPOTO CEJILCKOTO OOIEeCTBa, Ha 1866 roxa oM
MIPUHA/JIEXKAJ €ro OTIly capalyabckomy Kyniy MBany MBanoBuuy OHUyKOBY. /IpyTUX Bia/iesiblieB
JIOMOB B TOcéyike BoTkuHCKUI 3aBoJi Ha 1897 rof u3 ceMbU AHUYKOBBIX-OHUYKOBBIX He OBLIO.
B 2019 rozry AepeBAHHBINA ABYXATAXKHBIH JIOM Ha 18 OKOH 110 yJ1. JIeHnHa, 47 ObLI CHECEH.

6. Komy nmenHo u3 cembu OHUYKOBBIX/AHUYKOBBIX MPUHA/JIEKAT I0OM 10 yJ1. JIeHuHa, 4,
NpuoOpEeTEHHBIN He paHee 1897 roja, BBIACHUTH HE yAaloch. B KOHIIE 1917 roaa oM ObLI
SKCIIPONIPUHPOBaH. B coBeTCkUe rofpl HA MEPBOM STake 3[JaHHUS HAXOJIUJIach anTeka, HA BTOPOM
aTaxke ¢ 1935 mo 2003 rT. — 6ubsmoreka umenu JI.A. ®ypmanoBa (Mcropuss 6HMOJIHUOTEKHU...).
Ceituac 3/1ech HaAXOUTCSA MHOTO(QYHKITUOHAJIBHBIN LIEHTP IPEIOCTaBJIEHUA TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX U
MYHUITUTIAIBHBIX YCIIyT ropoga Borkuucka (MOLT).

7. Ha HaropHoMm kj1afbuIe YaCTHYHO COXPAHWICA HAATPOOHBIA MaMATHUK HaJ MOTHJION
Hukonaa MBanoBuua AHUyKOBa, Ha KOTOPOM yKazaHa (pamuinsa AHuyroB. Ero damunusa u npu
€ro »KU3HU MNCAJIACh I0-PAa3HOMY: «AHUYKOB», « AHUYTOB», « OHUYKOB».
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6. baarogapuoctu

B craTbe wucCnosb30BaHBI AapXWBHBIE JIOKYMEHTBI, NPEeOCTABJIEHHbIE KpaeBeqOM U3
r. YaitkoBckuit Ilepmckoro kpas AsekcanapoMm I'eoprueBudyeM I[IOHOCOBBIM U JOKTOPOM
ucropuueckux Hayk Hasu I1aBinoBHBI JIUreHKO.
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C. 270-280.
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XX Beka. MxeBck, 2001. 406 c.
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pecypc]. URL: http://www.aoknur.ru/res_ru/o_hfile_ 2880_1.docx (mata obparienus: 05.02.2017).
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Spisok ob"ektov... — Spisok ob"ektov kul'turnogo naslediya (pamyatniki istorii i kul'tury)
regional'nogo (Udmurtskoi Respubliki) znacheniya. Sait Agentstva po gosudarstvennoi okhrane
ob"ektov kul'turnogo naslediya Udmurtskoi respubliki [List of objects of cultural heritage (monuments
of history and culture) of regional (Udmurt Republic) significance. Website of the Agency for State
Protection of Cultural Heritage Objects of the Udmurt Republic]. [Electronic resource]. URL:
http://www.aoknur.ru/res_ru/o_hfile_2880_1.docx (date of access: 05.02.2017). [in Russian]
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Capanyabckue Kynubl 1 MenaHe OHIyKOBBI-AHUYYKOBBI
Ouspra IOpeeBHa JlapuoHoBa? "

a BoTKMHCKOE 0oT/iesieHre PoccHiicKoro BOeHHO-UCTOPHYECKOTO 001ecTBa, BOTKHUHCK,
Yamyptckas Pecnybsinka, Poccutickas ®eneparus

AnHoTamuA. lccienoBaHre MOCBAIIEHO DPEKOHCTPYKIIMU JIeJIOBOM U YACTHOU JKU3HU
CI000/ICKUX MeIaH ¢ CapamyJbCKUX KymmoB OHUYYKOBBIX-AHUYKOBBIX, BIIOCJIEZICTBUH
MIPUMTMCAHHBIX K MEIAHCKOMY COCJIOBUIO Toposia Caparrysia, MpOoKUBABIINX B BOTKHHCKOM 3aBO/IE
Capamnysnbekoro ye3ga Bsrckoit rybeprHunm B XIX-mHauvane XX Bekax. ITociemHuii M3BECTHHIA B
COBETCKHE TOJIbI IIPeICTaBUTEb 3TON ceMbr Muxanin HukosmaeBuu OHuykoB (1883—-1952) paboTast
IperoiaBaTesieM XUMHUH B IIK0JIe N 3 1 BOTKMHCKOM MallTMHOCTPOUTETHHOM TEXHUKYME.

HccenenoBanre ObLIIO BBIIOJTHEHO HA OCHOBE apXWBHBIX JJOKYMEHTOB, BIEPBbIE BBOJAVUMBIX B
obopoT, a Takxke oOHapykeHHbIX HAa Haroprom kianbuie BoTkuHCKa HaATPOOHBIX HaMATHUKAX
YJIEHOB 3TOU ceMbH. BrlAcHUIIOCH, uT0 dhamminu OHUYYKOB, AHUYKOB U AHUYTOB IPUHAJUIEKATN
O/IHOM ceMbe, a «IUIaBawIIue» OYKBbl B HamucaHUU (aMUJINM MOSABUJINUCH B pe3yJbTaTe
BOCIIpUATHA €€ Ha CIyX M[HUCIOB. YJaJoCh TakXKe OIpeJeuTh JioMa B BoTKUHCKe,
MpUHajIeXKaBIIue 5ToN Oosbinoil cembe. Ilo ynune JlenmHa ropoja BoTkuHcka cTouTt
JIBYX3TAXKHBI KaMEHHBIU JIOM, [P0 YKpAIleHHbIM KUPIUYHON KJIaJKOM U IPU3HAHHBIN
MMaMATHUKOM apXUTEKTYPbl PErMOHAJIBbHOTO 3HaueHUs Kak «JA0oM OHUYyKOBa», KOTOPBIA ObLI
MIOCTPOEH B TOCJIETHIO0 YeTBepTh XIX Beka. B craThe MpUBOAATCA TaHHBIE O MEPBBIX BJIAJIEJIbIIAX
JloMa — YUHOBHUKAX BOTKHMHCKOTO 3aB0/Ia ¥ IOKYMEHTHI, II03BOJIAIONINE YBEJTUYUTh BO3PACT J0Ma
1o cepenuubl XIX Beka. CeMbEl BJIaJiesiblia KPYITHEHIIEro B BOTKMHCKOM 3aBOjie KOXKEBEHHOTO
npennpusatus Hukonas VlBaHoBiYa AHIYKOBa /oM ObLT TPHOOpETEH He paHee 1897 rofa.

KaroueBsble cjoBa: ucropus YAMypTUH, IepcOHUDUIMPOBaHHAA HcTOpUs BOTKHHCKa,
KyIeuecTBO BOTKHHCKa, cJT00607CKHE MelljaHe, capammyabckue Kynibl OHIYKOBBI, AHUYKOBBI, JIOM
OnHuykoBa, OOBEKT KyJIbTYPHOTO HAC/JelUsA, YUHOBHUKHA BOTKHMHCKOTO 3aBOJla, TUTYJIPHBIN
coeTHUK I1.A. J/lybpoBun, Hukosait InatoBuu PomaHoB.

* KoppectoHINPYIOIIUHA aBTOD
Antpeca 371eKTpoHHOM OUTH: olga_lario@mail.ru (O.10. Jlapnonosa)
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Lyudmila Alekseevna Cherkasova (born in 1941): Touches to a Lifetime Portrait
Aleksandr A. Cherkasov 2:*
a Cherkas Global University, Washington, USA

Abstract

The paper attempts to create a lifetime biography of a representative of the Cherkasov family
from Kereti — Lyudmila Alekseevna Cherkasova (born in 1941).

There were involved as materials two groups of historical sources: archival materials
presented by the documents of the regional archive — the National Archive of the Republic of
Karelia (Petrozavodsk, Russian Federation), as well as materials of personal origin (memoirs and
personal documents) deposited in the personal archive of the author. Methodologically,
the manuscript relies on the biographical method as one of the methods of qualitative sociology in
the study of a person, the purpose of which is to study the individual life path. The author also used
chronological and descriptive methods in his work. Thanks to this, the collection of primary
materials was carried out, which were structured in their chronological sequence.

In conclusion, the author states that Lyudmila Alekseevna Cherkasova was a classic example
of a purposeful person born in the initial period of the war, who underwent evacuation and famine.
The formation of her character was significantly influenced by the duties she performed as the
eldest daughter in the family. In process of her formation, Lyudmila completed studies at a medical
school and devoted her life to medical work, including in the navy.

Keywords: Lyudmila Alekseevna Cherkasova (born 1941), Cherkasovs (Keretskys), doctor,
biography.

1. BBegenue

Co3paHue TpKU3HEHHOTO IMOPTPETa — 9TO BCET/IA CI0XKHASA 33/1a4a, TaK KaK UCCIeI0BATEND
00s13aH MPOAHATU3UPOBATH OJIHY YaCTh KU3HEHHOTO IyTH U BBIABUTH Ba)KHBIE Y3JI0BbIE COOBITHS,
dbopmupyronrie HHAUBUAA KaK JUYHOCTh. [Ipy 3TOM Ba)KHO OT/AEJUTH CYTh OT BCErO HAHOCHOTO.
Ectp Takoe BbIcKaspiBaHue: «TpyaHble BpeMeHa POXKJIAIOT CHJIBHBIX Jiiofieii». OHO BIIOJIHE
MIPUMEHUMO U K KU3HEOIHCAHUIO YeJIOBEeKa, POJIUBIIETOCA B 1941 T. TOJi CUTHAJIBI «BO3/YIIHOU
TPEBOTH» U TPOXOT OOMOApUPOBKM POJHOTO TOpPO/ia, ITO3HABIIETO BCE TITOTHI BOWHBI,
MPOIIEAIIEr0 5BaKyallli0, TOJIO/, TPYAHOCTHU IIOCIEBOEHHOM JKU3HU UM TeM He MeHee
COXPAHUBIIETO 3a00TIMBOE OTHOIIIEHNE K POJAHBIM U OJIM3KUM... B janHOU paboTe Mbl X0Teu Obl
c/ies1aTh repBble HAOpOCKU K mopTpeTy JIroiMuibl AsekceeBHbI UepkacoBoi (1941 I.p.).

2. MarepuaJjbl 1 METOAbI
B xkauectBe MaTepuasioB K paboTe OBLIM TPUBJIEYEHBI JBE TPYHIbl HUCTOPUYECKUX
WCTOYHUKOB: apXMBHbIEe MaTepuasbl, IpeJACTaBJeHHble JOKYMEHTAMHU PEeruOHaJIbHOIO

* Corresponding author
E-mail addresses: a.cherkasov@cherkasgu.net (A.A. Cherkasov)
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apxuBoxpaHmwiuia — HarmmonanpHoro apxuBa Pecriyouku Kapesus (Iletpo3aBojick, Poccutickas
denepanusa), a TakKe MaTEPUAIbl JIMYHOTO TIIPOUCXOXKAEHUS (BOCIIOMUHAHUS W JIMYHBIE
JIOKYMEHTBI), OTJIO}KUBIIIMECS B JUUYHOM apxuBe A.A. UepkacoBa. Cpeli MCTOUYHHUKOB JIMYHOTO
MPOUCXOXKZeHHe ocoboe 3HaueHWe UWMeIT BocnoMmuHaHuss B.B. EBcTiormHoit  (mouepu
JI.A. YepkacoBoii), 3alTicaHHbIE B 2021—2023 IT.

MeTo0JIOTUYECKH PYKOIIMCh ONMUpaeTcs Ha OuorpaduuecKuili MeTOA KaK Ha OJWUH U3
METO/IOB KAaUeCTBEHHOU COIMOJIOTHH IIPH U3YUYEHUH UYesIOBEeKa, IeJIbI0 JAaHHOTO METO/AA SABJISETCS
U3y4eHue WHANBUAYAIHbHOTO KU3HEHHOTO IyTH. Tak:ke B paboTe MPUMEHEHBI XPOHOJIOTHYECKUN U
omMcaTeIbHBIM MeTOAbl. biaromapss 3ToMy OBLI OCYIIECTBJIEH cOOp HEPBHUYHBIX MaTEPUAJIOB,
KOTOpbIE OBLTA CTPYKTYPUPOBAHBI B X XPOHOJIOTHYECKOH ITOCJIE/IOBATETHBHOCTH.

3. O0cy:xxnenue

leneanorusa cempu YepkacoBeix u3 KepeTu Hamia cBoe OTpaKeHHE B II€JIOM ITUKJIE
MyOIMKAIUN, U3/IAHHBIX B IEPUOJT 2013—2022 IT. ATH IMIyOIUKAIUHA MOTYT ObITH Pa3/iesieHbl Ha TPU
TpyNnmbl: 1TepBasg — IyOJHKAIUM, IOCBAIIEHHbIE ceily Keperb, a WMEHHO COIIHAJIBHO-
SKOHOMUYECKHUM IIPOIleccaM B 30HE KOMIIAKTHOTO IPOXKUBAHUA ceMbH. OJTHON M3 MEPBBIX TAKUX
pabot 6pwIa cTaThs «I13 MCTOPHUU POCCUIICKOM ceBepHOU AepeBHU: KepeThb», B KOTOPOH Jieyanach
IIOIBITKA U3YYEHU MUKPOKJINMATA B IIyHKTe KOMIIAKTHOTO ITPOKUBAHUSA pacCMaTpUBAaeMON HaMU
cembu (Yepkacos, 2013). B 2022 r. B Ipo10/I?KeHUH 3TOH TEMBI JieJIaach MOIBITKA PACCMOTPEHUS
nemorpaduueckux mporeccos B cesie Kepets B mepuog 1897—1931 rr. (Cherkasov, 2022).

Ko BTOpO# Trpynme paboT MOKHO OTHECTH 00OOIIatolIre TPyAbl 00 UCTOPUH CeMbU. 371eCh
BakHO oTMeTHuTh cTaThio «Cherkasovs (Keretskys): Historical and Genealogical Research (based on
the Materials from the second half of the XVIII — first half of the XX centuries)», B KoTopoii
BIIEPBBIE JI€JIA€TCS TOMBITKA PACCMOTPEHHSI WCTOPUH CEMbU B IEPHUOJ C MEPBOM IOJIOBUHBI
XVII Beka (Cherkasov, 2021). B ToM ke 2021 r. IpeIIIPUHIMAIINCEH YCUJIHSA IO CO3/IaHUI0 POJIOBOTO
KaJIeH/1apsi ¥ BBISBJIEHUIO HanbOoJiee 3HaKOBBIX aaT (Cherkasov, 2021a).

UYro kacaercsi TpeTheH IPYIIIBI, TO OHA IPEICTaBIeHa OHOrpadUIECKUIME TPYAAMU O KU3HU U
ZIeSITEJIbHOCTH Pa3HBIX IpezcTaBuTesiell ceMbu YepkacoBbix. Cpeu STHX TPYAOB HY)KHO HAa3BaTh
paboThI, MOCBAIIEHHBIE U3BECTHOMY COBETCKOMY M poccHiickoMy usobperareno I1apiry VBaHOBUIy
YepkacoBy (Cherkasov, 2021b), yuactHuky I[lepBoii MHpPOBON BOHHBI U >KEPTBE ITOJIUTUYECKHX
penpeccuii ®eodany VBanosuay Yepkacosy (Cherkasov, 2021c¢), yuacTHuky Bropoii MHUPOBOIT BOHHBI
VBany MBanoBuuy YepkacoBy, mpoieamnieMy BoiHY B crTpenkoBbix dacTsax (Cherkasov, 2022a),
BUJIHOMY Q/IMUHUCTPATUBHOMY JIeATeJII0 U YIaCTHUKY BTopoii MupoBOi BouHBI Asiekcero I1aBioBuuay
UYepkacoBy (Uepkacos, 2022), a TAKKeE JPYTHM.

4. Pe3yabTarsl

Jlrommuna AnekceeBHa UepkacoBa (1941 TI.p.) ABJsETCA MPeCTaBUTEIEM poaa YepKacoBbIX
u3 Kepern, win Yepkacossix (Keperckux). Ee pogurensivu 6puti Astekceit I1aBinoBuy Uepkacos
(1910-1969 r1.) U YiapsiHa PemopoBHa (1916—1986 rT.), B AeBuuyecTBe I[IpokombeBa. AJiekcei
[TaBnoBHUY K MOMEHTy pokJeHHUs aoudepu Obu1 wieHoM BKII(6), oTBeTCTBEHHBIM PabOTHUKOM
Hapogxoro komuccapuarta psiOHON mpombliieHHOCTH Kapesno-®@uuckoit CCP (IToxpobHee 06
A.TI. Yepkacose cm.: Uepkacos, 2022: 122-128). B cembe ObL710 11ecTepo aeteit: bBopuc (1936 r.p.),
Jlrogmuna (1941 r.p.), 3os (1946 r.p.), Hatanes (1948 r.p.), 'anuna (1954 r.p.) u [1aBen (1957 r.p.).
Jlronmusa poausnack 8 uiossd 1941 r. B ropozie Iletpo3aBoscke u Obl1a BTOPhIM pebeHKOM. B /1eHb,
KOI/Ia OHa pOAMJIAch, roposa 6omOmia Hemenkas apuanusa: Benamkasa OredecTBeHHAs BOWHA IILIa
yKe 16 JTHeH.

Kak u y Bcex zieTeli BOEHHOW M IIOCJIEBOEHHOU TOPHI, Y JIIOAMUIBI ObUIO TPYAHOE JIETCTBO.
Cryctst MecsIIl ocJie POXKIEHUs I0Uepu OTell 26 aBrycTa 1941 T. ObUT IpU3BaH B psAbl Paboue-
KpecThsTHCKOW KpacHOW apMuu U y»Ke B KOHIE CEHTSOpsS B KadyecTBe KOMAaHJAWPa OTAEeIEHUs
oboponsit ropop ITerposaBojick. Bo Bpems aTux 6oeB Asekceii [1aBJIOBHUY IMOJIydYWI PaHEHUE B
HOTYy C TOBpexaeHneM KocTu. Ilocsie BBI3IOPOBJIEHUA, OyAydd OTPAaHUYEHHO TOJIHBIM,
OH HAXOAWJICA YK€ Ha aJIMUHUCTPATUBHO-XO3ANUCTBEHHOU pabore mpu mrabe 114-U CTPEIKOBOU
JIUBU3UY B 3BAHUM TeXHUKA-UHTEH/IAHTA 1-TO PaHra.

Tem BpeMeHeM ceMbs ObLIa 3BaKynpoBaHa u3 Ilerpo3aBojicka. O6 3TOM mepUoEe KU3HU CO
c10B 6abymku YiabsaHbl @eIOpOBHBI BCIIOMUHAET ee BHyuKa Basepus BiagumupoBHa EBcTiornHa:
«YipssHe PeOpOBHE MPUIILIOCH H3BAKYUPOBATHCA C ABYMA AeThbMU. baby1ika pacckaspiBaja, 4To HE
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OBLIO BpeMeHU Ha cOOpBI. B 0/IHOM pyKe HOBOPOXK/IeHHAas, a B Ipyrou — nsatwietHuil bops. Cenu B
moe3s. Ha ojHOW W3 OCTAaHOBOK OHa IIONLIA 3a BOJIOHM, W bops mortepsiica B TOJIIIE.
HeynuBuresnbHO: ObLIa CyTOJIOKA, MaHWKA. 3eMJIA yIUIa WU3-T0J HOT... [Iponuid CyTKU IIyTH,
Oaby1IIKa BBITJIAIBIBAIA HA BCEX OCTAHOBKAX, MCKaia bopro, HO TiieTHO. OueHb ropesasna. 1 Bapyr
Ha OOJIBIIION OCTAaHOBKE OHA YBHUJIEJIA, KAK BJIOJIb COCTaBa IIleJI BOEHHBIA U JiepskKasl 3a pyKy bopio.
IToe3n cimemoBan B Tartapuio... TaM UM NPEACTOSATO HUCHBITATh CHJIBHBIA rosof. bopsa xomwi c
cymoi "Xpucra paau”, MPUHOCKUII YTO-HUOYAb MOECTh, a JI0Cs A0JIr0 He MOIJIa XOAUTh, IyXJjia OT
rosioza» (13 BocnomuHanus B.B. EBcTiornHo# 0T 12.09.2021 1. / JImuHbIi apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa).

OceHbio 1944 T., ocyie ocBoOokmeHus1 IlerposaBojicka, Anekceil IlaBimoBuu UepkacoB B
KOHIIE CeHTSIOPs ObLI IeMOOM/IN30BaH U3 JAEHUCTBYIOIIEH apMHUHU B CBSI3U C TSKEJIBIM PAaHEHHEM U
IepPEeBOZIOM HAa WHBAJIUTHOCTD. 30 JeKabps 1944 T. OH ObLI HA3HAUEeH HAaYaJIbHUKOM YIIPaBJIeHUS
MaTepHuaJIbHO-TEXHUYECKOTro cHaOkeHus: Hapkompbeionpoma pecryosimku (Yepkacos, 2022: 125).
Bckope B [leTposaBozick BepHYJIach U ceMbsi Astekcest [TaBimoBuua.

1 ceHTsAOpsA 1948 r. JloogMuwia monwia B 1-d Kjacc cpeaHed IIKOabI N2 8 ropoja
[TerpozaBozcka. B 1950 r. 6bLa c/ieyiaHa ofjHa U3 paHHUX ee otorpaduti (PucyHoxk 1).

Puc. 1. Tpu cectps! (cieBa HanpaBo 30s1, Haranusa u Jlrogmuina YepkacoBsr)
IleTpo3aBojck, 1950 T.

23 uioHA 1958 r. JlogMuiaa YepkacoBa 3aKOHUMJIA IIKOJIYy U IOJIyYWJIa aTTeCTaT 3PeIOCTU
(Pucynok 2). Ilo pesysbraTaM IIKOJBHBIX HCIBITAHUNA OHA IIPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBaJa XOPOIIWe
3HAHUS TeOMETPUHU, €CTeCTBO3HAHUsA, reorpaduu U HEMEIKOTO S3bIKa. Ba’XHO OTMETHTH, UTO U
¢dusuueckasa KysbTypa ObLIa OlleHEHA B IIIKOJIE HA «XOPOIIO», UTO KOCBEHHO IIOJITBEPIK/IAET
BBICOKYI0O (DU3HYECKYI) AKTHBHOCTh M IOABIIKHOCTh peOeHKa, KOTOPBI B PaHHEM JIE€TCKOM
BO3pacTe UMeJI 3aMe/IJIEHHOe Pa3BUTHE 110 MpuurHe rostoaa (Arrecrar 3pesoctu JI.A. YepkacoBoi
/ Jlmaubrit apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa).

24 okTsAOps 1958 T., B Bo3pacre 17 JieT, JIFoAMUIa Hauyaia CBOIO TPY/IOBYIO JIESITEJIbHOCTh Ha
OHEXCKOM TPAaKTOPHOM 3aBOJIE€ B JOJDKHOCTU 3y00/10710€:KHULIBI (B TOT JIeHb ObLyIa BBIIKCAHA ee
Tpy/IOBasi KHIIKKA).

3 aBrycra 1959 r. JliomMmmwia mepenuia Ha IleTpo3aBoAcCKWil TopMoJ3aBoj (TOpoOJICKOM
MOJIOUHBIH 3aBOJT), Ky/la OHA ITOCTYIIHJIa Ha JIOJDKHOCTh paboueit. IIpopaborasa TaM oHa OKOJIO
11 MecAIEeB U 10 UIOJA 1960 T. ObLIa yBOJIEHA B CBA3U C yXozoM Ha yueby. CoOCTBEHHO, Tam
JlroagMuiia U y3Hajsia, 4TO B MeAyJYWIdile «HaOUpamT Ha 3yOoBpauebHOe OT/eJIeHne, TO pellria
[IOCTYIIaTh, YTOOBI TMOJIYyYUTHh MPOdECcCHI0 He TIMPOCTO MeZCeCTphl, a3yOHOro Bpada»
(13 BociomuHanus B.B. EBcTioruHO# 0T 10.02.2023 1. / JInuHbIi apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa).
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Puc. 2. Atrecrat 3pesnoctu JIroaMuisl AjlekceeBHbI YepKacoBOH, BbIZIaH B 1958 T.

Htak, B 1960 1. Jlrogmuiaa AsiekceeBHaA moctynuiaa B IleTpo3aBojckoe MeIHITMHCKOE
VUHJININE Ha CHeIHaJbHOCTh 3yOOBpauedHasaA AeATEIbHOCTb. YUUTHCA OBLIO MHTEPECHO, B KypcC
0o0yueHHMsI BXOJIMJIA JIAThIHB, ITOCEI[eHHe MOpra W MHOroe Apyroe. UToObI BBIYYHUTH BCE 3TO,
MIPUXO/IMJIOCh MHOTO BPEMEHHU Y/IeJIATh camoobpaszoBanuio (PucyHoK 3).

Puc. 3. Jlronmuiia YepkacoBa — CTy/IEHTKA MEAUIIMHCKOTO YUYUJINIIA.
IleTpo3aBojck, 1960 T.

Yueba yueboi, HO TOJyYUBINAS YKe ONBIT (DMHAHCOBOW He3aBHCHMMOCTU JIoogMmia B mMae
1962 r. HaUMHAET COBMeEIATh yueby ¢ TPYZ0BOH JIeATEIbHOCTHIO (C Mas 1962 T. 110 SHBaph 1963 T.

17



European Researcher. Series A. 2023. 14(1)

OHa TozApabaTeiBajia B TOPOJACKOM TapkKe KyJbTypbl u oTabixa) (TpyzmoBasg KHIDKKA
JI.A. YepkacoBoii / JImunbIii apxuB A.A. Yepkacosa).

B nmepuon cBoero obyueHus OHA MMO3HAKOMIJIACH CO CBOUM OyAyImIuM MyxeM Biagumupom
AsnekcannpoBuueM EBcTiormHbIM (1939-1993 rT.). Ilo Bcell BepOATHOCTH, HX ITO3HAKOMUJI
crapmuii 6pat Jlrogmuibl Bopuc (Biagumup Anexkcanaposuu ErctiormH u Bopuc AsiekceeBuu
YepkacoB paboTasiu B TO BpeMs B besiomopckoi 6a3e rocyZlapcTBEHHOTO JIOBa). 15 MapTa 1963 T.
Jlropvuia u Baagumup noxkeHwnuch (PucyHok 4).

Puc. 4. Baragumup u Jlrogmuna EBCTIoruHbl. 1963 T.

29 uHA 1963 1. JllogMuia 3aBepiinia o0ydeHre B MEeIUIIUHCKOM YUIJIHINE U TOJIyJInsIa
KBanuduKanuio — 3yoOHO! Bpad. Cpasy Iocjie 3TOTO OHA ye3KaeT BMeCTe C My»keM B MypMaHCK.
3nech yxke 8 aBrycra 1963 r. JlronMmmina AJyiekceeBHA HayWHAeT paboOTaTh B MOJUKIUHHKE NO 1
3yOHBIM BpauoM. Banepus Escriormua, nmous Jlrogmunel u Biagummupa, BCiOMUHAIA, YTO
«Bmagumup AnekcanapoBud EBCTIOTWH XOAWJI MITYPMaHOM, MOTOM JIOIIMAaHOM Ha bejiom mMope,
paboTay kamuTaHOM IopTa T. besomopcka. B mamsaTh 06 3Toi ciy:x0e oTiia B MypMaHCKe OJTHO
cymHO OBUTO Ha3BaHO ero uMeHeM — «Kanmran EBctiorma»). Mame B MypMaHCKe KaK MOJIOJIOMY
CHEIUATUCTY Jajd KOMHATy B OOINEXUTHU TOCTHHUYHOTO THUIMA. TaM M MOceInIach MOJIOAAs
ceMbsi» (113 BocmomuHaHus B.B. EBcTiornHo# ot 10.02.2023 1. / JInunbiii apxus A.A. Uepkacosa).

12 ampesisa 1964 r. y Baagumupa n JlonMuiabl poauiach Joub Basepus. OgHako ceMerHast
J)KU3Hb HE CKJIaJIbIBAJIach, U 29 aBrycrta 1967 r. Baagumup u Jlronmuna passenuck. B 53To Bpems
Anekceii ITaBioBuu (oter JIxomMuan) yxe 00Jies, CKa3bIBAJA0OCh PaHEHUE, IIOJIYY€HHOE UM B T'OZbI
BoUHBI. OH IOXJIONIOTAJI, YTOOBI I0Uh B3SJIU B IIABCOCTaB, W YKe B CEHTSIOpe 1967 T. JlroaMuty
3aUMCIWIN Ha JIOJDKHOCTh 3yOHOTO Bpada diota. Banepusi EBcTiornHa co CJI0B CBOEH MaMbl
BCIIOMHUHAaJIA, YTO «AJiekcel IlaBioBud Hakaszan JlrogMusie 3a00TUTBCA O CEMbe, 3apabaTHIBATh,
noMmoraTh 0alyiike pactuTh wMiagmux. Mena ornpaBuwin B IlerposaBojack k  6abyrike»
(M3 BocttomuHauusa B.B. EBcTiornHo# oT 10.02.2023 1. / JInuHbii apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa). Hakas
oTra JlroiMuIa NCIOJTHIUIIA, BOT YTO 00 3ToM BciomuHaer Haranbs AnekceeBa »KypasieBa (noub
Anekces ITaBymoBuua YepkacoBa): «Korma oter ymep, Jlrogmuia obeciiedrBajia 1 KOPMUJIA BCIO
CEMbIO, TaK KaK MJIQJIIIME JIETU ellle YYWINCh, a Hallla MaTh YJibsiHa PeopoBHA He paboTasa»
(M3 Bocttomunauusa H.A. XKypayieBoi OT 15.02.2023 T. / JInuHbIii apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa).

B 3TOT ClOKHBIA Tepuoj XU3HH BeCHOUW 1967 1. Jlommwmiaa BcTperwsaa A. Benuruna,
KOTOPOTO KPAaTKOCPOYHOE OOIIeHHWe HACTOJIBKO BII€UYATIIMJIO, YTO OH HAIHUCAJl CTUXOTBOPEHUE
«/leBymke w3 Kapemum» (Pucynok 5). OHO ObLIO OIyOJIMKOBAaHO B MYPMaHCKOH Ta3eTe
«IlosstpHAsA mpaBaa» 3a 4 UIOHA 1967 T. /[Ba HOMeEpa 3TOU ra3eThl U CETO/IHS XPAHATCA B CEMbE B
maMsITh 00 3TO¥ BCTpeye.
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Hesyuike n3 Kapenun

Ax, KaKoe B IJ1a3aX TBOUX He0O,
3a reyamu Kakas koca!
Kak jxajiero Ternepsp, 4To He ObLI
Al Hu pa3y B KapeJbCKUX JIecax.
JIuie Ipoe3ziomM ux BUAeI,
c

rnoesja,
Bunen — nec Be3nu

Ha 11aTdopMax...
Pacckaku MHe ZipeBHME TOBECTH
O TyMaHHBIX JIET€H/1aX 03€PHbIX.
Kak cnayaroT Tam pajiyru Becesio
[Tpsamo ¢ HeOA B MOPCKHUE T'yOHI,
Kak ropzisitcss cBoumMu HeBeCcTaMU
Pr16aku, mactyxu, 1ecopyOBbl.
Yto B JAAOHAX TbI [JEPrKUIIH?
Jleto.
Pacmieckaii ero, pacnieckan...
Ax, kakoe B Kapenuu He6o!
Pacckaku MHe PO 3TOT Kpau.

A. Besturun

Puc. 5. CruxorBopenue «/leBymike 3 Kapemuu» (Benurus, 1967)

JononuutenpHoil mHbopMauuu o Berpeue JlooaMmuibl ¢ BelWruHbIM HeT, HO ee JI0Yb
Banepus BimagmmupoBHa EBcTIOTMHaA yIIOMUHaIa, YTO «MaMa yBJIeKajach MO33UEH, Iocelnasia
MMO3TUYECKNE BeUepa, KOTOpble ObLIM OYeHDb MOMYJIAPHBI B 1960—1970-€ IT. BO3MOXXHO Ha OHOM
U3 TaKUX BCTPEY U COCTOSJIOCh 3TO 3HAKOoMCTBO» (M3 BocmommHanus B.B. EBcTiormHO# OT
27.02.2023 1. / JInunbiii apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa).

Wrak, korma Jioub mojipocia, JlooamMuiaa mnepexoguT W3 MNOJUKJIMHUKM NO 1 Ha ¢Jior
(Yupasiienue «CeBpbi6x010/1GJ10T»). DTO MIPOUBOILIO 23 CeHTIOps 1967 T., JIroaMuIa moaydusia
JIOJDKHOCTH CyZIOBOTO 3yOHOTO Bpaua Ha mapoxojie «Ilomspuas 3Be3ma» (Pucynok 6). C atoro
BpeMeHH HayaJicsl HOBBIU 2Tall ee "KU3HH, CBSI3aHHBIN cO cy»k00# Ha ¢uiote. [TocTOSHHOTO MecTa
cry:k6b1 y JlrogMuisl He ObUTO: U3 MypMmaHCKa cyAa YXOAWIM IO Mepe HeoOXOJUMOCTH,
B pe3ysbrare B 1968 r. JliogMmia BBIXOAWJIA B MOpe B KadecTBe 3yOHOro Bpaua Ha Iapoxofe
«bapanoB» u TpaHcnopTe «A. BeHenunaHoB», B 1969 I. Kak Cy/IOBOM Bpau — Ha TPAHCIOPTE
«pKyTCcKk», B 1970 TI. Kak Bpau-ctomarosior — Ha TpaHcnopte «K. Ilosyxun», B 1971 TI. Kak
CyZIOBOH Bpad — Ha TpaHcnopTe «A. BeHermmanos» (TpynoBas kamkka JI.A. YepkacoBoit / JIMUHBIN
apxuB A.A. YUepkacoga).
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Puc. 6. Cynosoii Bpau JIrogmuia AsekceeBHa EBcriornna. MypMaHck, 1967 T.

Bo Bpems cy:kObI B KauecTBe Cy/IOBOTO Bpada IIPOM3OIILIA OJ[HA 3aCJTyKHUBAIOINAsi 0cO00TO
BHUMaHUA ucropusa. 3 BocnoMmuHanuii Banepum EBcriorumHoi, souepu Jlrogmusbl AjieKCeeBHBI:
«BpUTa O/THA WCTOPHSA CO CIIAaCEHHEM HOPBEXKCKOTO SKUIAXKA Cy/IHA, TEPIAIIEro OeICTBHE B MOPE.
MaMUHO CyIHO OKa3aJioch MOOJIM30CTH W CIAcja0 phibakoB. Mama ImpHHUMAasia caMoOe aKTUBHOE
ydactre B craceHuu Jirojiel, CeBepHOE MOpe — OXJIaXKAEHHs W OOMOpO)KeHH:... Bcioo komaHmy
HArpaJiwyin JIeHe:KHOU mpeMuel. Mbl Toraa KymWiIM HAa 3TU JIEHbIH XOJIOAWIBHUK, TeJEBU30D U
nbUTecoc» (M3 Bocrtomunanus B.B. EBcTiornHOM 0T 2.02.2023 1. / JInunblii apxus A.A. Yepkacosa).

B 1971 1. megcnyk6a dotos I'taBka «CeBpbiOa» OblIa peopraHu3oBaHa, u JIoaMuia Oblia
repeBeieHa B MypMaHCKHI 00J137[paBOT/Ie Ha JOJKHOCTh 3yOHOTO Bpada MeIcTy»kK0b1 ¢JioTa.

Korza Jlrogmuita y3Hasia o0 CIIOCOOHOCTSX JIOYEPH K MY3bIKE, TO cpa3dy K€ B KPeIUT KyIujia
dboprennano. B pesysbraTe ¢ mAtu Jsier Basepus urpasa cHavasia cama, Moj0upasi Ha CIIyX
MOIyJIAPHBIE B TO BpeMs IECEHKH, a IIOTOM ee OT/aIu B MKOIy NQ 25, r/ie Habupasu Kiacc i
JleTell ¢ My3bIKJIBHBIM YKJIOHOM. B 1973 1. JIrogMuiIa yX0oAUT cO CIy»KObI B MOpe U 3a0HpaeT J04b
B MypMaHCK, I7ie OHa IpeANpUHUMAeT MHOTO YCHINU JJI TOro, YTOOBI /I04b B35 B IlepByio
MY3BIKUIBHYIO IIIKOJIY JI/IS1 IPOJIOJIKEHUA My3bIKAJIBHOTO 00pa30BaHU.

B 1974 r. Jliommuna YepkacoBa 3HakoMHuTCS ¢ BsiuecsaBom HMocudosuuem CemeHacoMm
(PucyHOK 7), TPYIIIOBBIM WHKEHEPOM PaJIMOHABUTALIMOHHON CJIy:KObI psioTa. Yke B 1975 T. OHU
MOXKEHWTHCh. BsauecsiaB MocudoBud cenan Kapbepy 0 HadaabHUKA oT/iesia [1aBka «CeBpbIoa».

Ha dsote Jlroqmuia AsiekceeBHa mpopaboTasia 70 4 tHBaps 1976 T., ITocjie 4ero Obljia BHOBb
mepeBe/ieHa Ha JOJDKHOCTh 3yOHOTO Bpada B IMOJIUKJIMHUKY. 37€Ch JKe 11 aBrycTa 1976 r. oHa OpLia
IpU3HAaHA BOEHHOOOSI3aHHOW W e€d ObLI BBIJIAH BOEHHBIA OWJIET C MPUCBOEHHUEM 3BaHUS —
wtaamui cep:kauT (Boennsiil Ouster JI.A. Cemenac / JInunblil apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa).
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Puc. 7. Jlronmuna u BsaueciaB CemeHnac. 1976 T.

25 Mas 1986 T. 3a JIOJITOJIETHIOI Oe3ynmpedyHylo paboTy B HapOAHOM X03sucTBe JloaMuia
AnekceeBHa ObUTa HarpakjieHa Menanbio «Berepan Ttpyma» (Pucynok 8). 3mecy Jloogmmia
AnekceeBHa mpopaboTasia 11 JIeT U 15 HOsI6psA 1987 T. ObLIa YBOJIEHA 110 COOCTBEHHOMY KEJIAHUIO B
CBSI3U C KOMaH/IMPOBKOH My»Ka 32 TPAHUILLY.

Puc. 8. YaocroBepenue Kk menanu «Berepad tpyna» Ha ums JI.A. CemeHnac
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B 1987-1989 rr. My JIroagmuiel B.M. CemeHac ObLT KOMaHUPOBaH B PUHIIAHIUIO B TOPOJ
Payma B kauecrtBe HaOsromaromero Ha cyaoBepdb. Banepus EBcTiormHa BCIOMHHAET, YTO
«3TO OBLIM 3aMeuaresbHble Tofbl» (M3 BocmomuHauuwsa B.B. EBcTiormHON 0T 2.02.2023 T. /
JInunerii apxuB A.A. Yepkacosa). [Tocie Bo3ppamienust u3 ®unissaaun B.J. Cemenac paboran B
CIIyTHUKOBOM II€HTPe MOHUTOPHUHTAa PHIOOJIOBCTBA, a ITO3/THEE BO3TJIABUJI €TO0.

Ilo BO3BpaIeHnu MyKa U3 KOMaHAUPOBKU JlrogMuiaa AjiekceeBHA BHOBb BO3BpAIllaeTcd K
cBoel pabore, u 7 GheBpasisi 1990 T. ITOCTYIIAeT 3yOHBIM BpayoM B 00JIACTHYIO CTOMATOJIOTHYECKYIO
MIOJIUKJIMHUKY T. MypMaHcka. B okTabpe Toro ke rojia oHa IepPeBOJAUTCA B BOEHHYIO YacTh 63758
Ha Ty »JKe J[IOJDKHOCTh. Bwuwose 1991 r1. Jliommmwia AsiekceeBHa Oblla TepeBeieHA B
136-10 TAapPHU3OHHYK IIOJUKJIMHHUKY, T/e IpopaboTasa A0 31 aBrycra 1995 T., KOIza
136-1 rapHU30HHas TOJHUKJIWHUKA ObLIa JUKBUAWpOBaHA, aJllomMumia AJiekceeBHa yILIa Ha
3aciykeHHbIH oTabIX (TpynoBas kHrkka JI.A. YepkacoBoii / JInunbril apxuB A.A. Yepkacosa).

B noBcenHeBHOU ku3HU JloMuIa Oblla OUEHb IIPOCTA, YBJIEKAJIach IITUTHEM M BI3aHUEM,
srobwia ctuxu AHHBI AxMaToBoi, Mapunsbl 1[BetaeBoii, Auzpes JlemenTbeBa (113 BocmOMUHAHUSA
B.B. EBcrioruHoii oT 12.02.2023 1. / JIuunbeiii apxuB A.A. YepkacoBa). TAra kK cO3UZAHHUIO
MPOsIBJIsIach Y Hee OYKBaJIbHO BO BCEM: OHA JIFOOWJIa Pa3BOJIUTh KOMHATHBIE PACTEHHUS, TI0OITOMY
JloMa Bceryia ObI0O MHOTO I[BETOB. 3UMOU CeMbsI BBIXOJIMJIA Ha JIBIXKAX, JIETOM — ITOXOJIbI B JIEC 3a
rpubaMu U ATOIaMH, a TakKe pblbaska. JIIoMuiIa roTOBUIa BKYCHBIE IHPOTH. ..

Csoeti mouepu JlrogMuia ToBopuia: «YUuch, Oyab 00pa30BaHHOMH, JIEp:KU CyIbOY B CBOUX
pykax». M 4yacTo MHOTO3HAYUTEIbHO IMPOM3HOCHJIA (pady M3 3HAMEHHUTON COBETCKON MEeCHU:
«I1epBBIM JI€JIOM CaMOJIEThI», HAMEKasi Ha MOPaJib, YTO IeJIb — IIPEBBIIIE BCETO, & BCE OCTAJIHHOE —
HaHOCHOe. J3aBepliuM ONHCAaHHWE I[MOBCEAHEBHOCTH B ceMbe JIIOAMWIBI emle OJHUM
BOCIIOMUHaHUEM ee nouepu Basepuum EBcTiormHOi: «My3bIKy B Hallled ceMbe JIIOOWJIH BCe.
Pogutenn ObLTM MOMMHU OJIaroIapHBIMU CJIYIIATEISIMU, KOTZAa s 10 HECKOJIPKO YacOB HTIpaja
raMMbl M apIle/[’KUO0, STIOABI U COHAThl. MaMma Jirobuia IeTh U TaHIEBaTh, CO3/IaBaTh aTMocdepy
Mpa3/IHuKa, HaKpbIBaTh cTosi» (M3 BocmomuHauusa B.B. EBcTiornHOM OT 2.02.2023 T. / JIMYHBIHA
apxuB A.A. Uepkacosa).

5. 3aKJII0OUeHUe

Jlroqmuia AnexceeBHa YepkacoBa — 95TO KJIACCHUECKHH NPHUMEDP IIEJIEyCTPEMJIEHHOTO
YeJIOBEKA, POJIUBIIETOCS B HAYaJIbHBIA I€pUOJ BOWHBI, IPOIIEIIETO 3BAKYyal[UI0 U TOJIOJ.
Ha ¢popmupoBaHue ee xapakTepa CHJIbHO MOBJIHSIM OOS3aHHOCTH, KOTOPbIE OHA BBINIOJIHSIIIA,
Oytyuu crapiiei Jouepbio B ceMbe. [1o Mepe cBoero craHoBsieHus JIroAMuiIa 3aBepiinia ooydeHme
B MEJUIIMHCKOM YUYUJIMINE U TOCBATHJIA CBOIO JKU3Hb BpaueOHOH /eSATeJIbHOCTH, B TOM YHCJIe Ha
¢duiote. Ilomolp BceM HYKIAIOIIUMCA HE pPAacCMaTPUBAJIACh €l0 Yepe3 IMPU3MYy «XOuy» WU
«HE X0Uy», a TOJIPKO Uepe3 «HaZo». B 3ToM U ObLT ITyOOKUI CMBICT 3a00THI KaK O CBOEU CeMbe B
OTYEM JIOMe, TaK U IOTOM — BO B3POCJIOH JKU3HHU. DTy 3a00Ty OHa HeceT MO ceil JeHb. Ceromus,
B MOMEHT HANUCAHUA 3TOH paboTel, JItonmue AnekceeBHe — 81 Tof, MOXKHO COTJIACHUTBCS, UTO
KaKasg-TO 4YacTh IYyTH YKe NpPOHJeHa, HO, Kak roBopAT Ha KaBkaze, «oHa He ObLia elne Ha
Apbpyce!», mosToMy noXkesiaem JIrogmuste AjleKceeBHE 3/I0POBbS U JIOJTOJIETHA.

6. baarogapuocru

ATOT NMPUKU3HEHHBIN UCTOPUUECKUU ITOPTPET MHUCAJICA HA OJTHOM JbIXaHUU, IPUUNHOHN YeMy
o6puta goub Jloogmuiael — Basnepusa BaagumupoBHa EBcTiormHa, KOTOPOM aBTOpP BBhIpakaer
HUCKPEHHIOI  OJyraromapHOCTh.  Baslepusi  COOCTBEHHBIMU  BOCIIOMUHAHHSMHU  JTOTIOJTHHJIA
MPWKU3HEHHYI0 OUorpaduio cBoeld MaMbl OOJIBIIMM KOJUYECTBOM INTPUXOB U JIeTAJIEH, CIesIaB
3Ty paboTy MaKCUMAJILHO JIyIIIEBHO TEIJIOH, IIOJTHOM M KPACOYHOM.
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JIrogmuiia AsiekceeBHa UYepkacoBa (1941 r.p.): IITPUXH K NMPHKU3HEHHOMY IOPTPETY
Anekcauzip ApsesiosioBud Yepkacos 2"

aYepkac ry100abHBIA yHUBepcUTeT, Bammarron, CIITA

AnHoTamua. B pabore penaercsi NOMBITKA CO3JIaHUA MPIKU3HEHHOU Ouorpaduu
npezicTaBuTess ceMbu YepkacoBbix u3 Keperu — Jlrogmuisl AnekceeBHbI UepKkacoBoit (1941 r.p.).
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B kauectBe MaTepuasioB K paboTe OBLIM TPHUBJIEYEHBI J[B€ TPYIIBl HCTOPUYECKHX
WCTOYHUKOB: apXWBHbIE MaTepHasbl, IpeJICTaBJIeHHble JOKYMEHTaMH PpPErdOHAJIBHOTO
apxuBoxpaHmwiuia — HarmmonanpHoOTro apxuBa Pecriyosuku Kapesus (Iletpo3aBojick, Poccutickas
denepanusa), a TakKe MaTEPUAIBl JIMYHOTO TIIPOUCXOXKAEHHUS (BOCIIOMUHAHUS W JINYHbBIE
JIOKYMEHTBI), OTJIOKUBIIIKECS] B JIMYHOM apXHBe aBTOpa. MeTo/I0JIOTUYECKU PYKOIIHCH OITUPAETCS
Ha OmorpaduyecKuil MeTo] Kak Ha OJWH M3 METOJ0B KaueCTBEHHOU COITMOJIOTUH MPU U3YYEeHUU
YeJIoBeKa, IEeJIbI0 KOTOPOTO SBJISETCA U3YYeHHEe WMHAUBUAYAJIbHOTO JKU3HEHHOTO IyTH. Takke B
paboTe aBTOPOM OBLIM IPUMEHEHBI XPOHOJOTHUYECKHU W OIKMCATEIbHBIA MeTOAbl. biaromaps
3TOMY OBLI OCYIIECTBJIEH COOp MEPBUYHBIX MATEPHUAIOB, KOTOpPbIe OBLIM CTPYKTYPUPOBAHBI B HX
XPOHOJIOTUYECKOU MTOCTIE€0BATETLHOCTH.

B 3awmouenum aBTOp OTMedaer, uto Jlommuia AsiekceeBHa YepkacoBa ABJIAIACH
KJIACCHYECKHM ITPUMEPOM IIeJIEyCTPEMJIEHHOTO YeJIOBEKa, POUBIIETOCS B HAYaJIbHBIN ITEPHOJ
BOIHBI, MPOIIIEIIIEro 3BaKyar o u royioa. Ha ¢popMupoBanue ee xapakrepa 3HAYUTETLHO ITOBJIHSIIH
00513aHHOCTH, KOTOpbIE OHAa BBIMIOJIHAIA, OyJAydH cTrapIleid Jo4epblo B ceMbe. [0 Mepe cBoero
cTaHOBJIeHUsA JIFOIMIJIa 3aBepIia OOydeHre B METUITMHCKOM YUMJIMINE U ITOCBSTHIA CBOIO JKU3HBb
BpauyeOHOM JIeITEIHHOCTH, B TOM YHCJIe Ha JIioTe.

KiaoueBble ciaoBa: Jliogmmia AnekceeBHa UYepkacoBa (1941 T.p.), YepKacoBsl
(Keperckue), Bpau, 6uorpadusi.
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Abstract

Based on a content analysis (in the context of historical, sociocultural and political situation,
etc.) of texts published during the Thaw in the Soviet Screen magazine (1957-1968), the authors
concluded that an important role in this publication was played by ideologized articles that
emphasized criticism of bourgeois cinema and its detrimental influence on the audience,

Not all of the magazine's authors directly sought to publish ideologically oriented articles, but
it is possible to identify a small but consistently engaged group of film scholars and critics who
consistently opposed the negative effects of bourgeois (and in particular Western) cinema on their
audiences and defended Marxist-Leninist approaches to the analysis of the film process.

After the Prague Spring events, however, the authorities decided that the journal's ideological
position was not sufficiently counter-propagandistic, and a harsh campaign was unleashed against
Soviet Screen in Ogonyok, which always maintained a political mainstream position at the time.

In the end, the editorial board of Soviet Screen managed to persuade the "higher authorities"
that the ideological course of the journal would be changed in the direction desired by the power,
and (unlike the editorial board of Cinema Art, which was similarly criticized in 1968), editor-in-
chief D. Pisarevsky managed to keep his position. Thus, the level of ideologization of Soviet Screen
materials was elevated and in a number of articles was no different from Soviet Communist Party
publications.

Keywords: Soviet Screen magazine, Western cinema, film criticism, ideology, politics,
reviews, articles, movie.

1. Introduction

Articles with ideological content based on foreign material were always present in the Soviet
Screen magazine. However, with the appointment of the film critic D. Pisarevsky (1912-1990) as
editor-in-chief of Sovet Screen in the early 1960s, the magazine became more "thawed," and along
with "ideologically correct” articles about Western cinematography, more and more materials of a
politically neutral nature began to appear.

This article continues our previous series on the analysis of the film press (Fedorov, 2022a,
Fedorov, 2022b; Fedorov, Levitskaya, 2022a, Fedorov, Levitskaya, 2022b, Fedorov, Levitskaya,
2022¢, Levitskaya, 2022; Levitskaya, Fedorov, 2023).
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2. Materials and methods

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

3. Discussion and results

Shortly after the "thaw" XX Congress of the Soviet Communist Party (1956), in January 1957,
the first issue of the renewed Soviet Screen (as an organ of the Ministry of Culture of the USSR)
was published: with a clear focus on the balance between communist ideology (articles and notes
on important from this point of view events and Soviet films) and attracting the widest audience,
which was interested in a panorama of cinema, including foreign.

Nikolai Kastelin (1904-1968), who was the editor of the Soviet Screen for a little over a year
and a half (from January 1957 to August 1958), apparently viewed the magazine as some kind of
ideologically seasoned advertising and information publication, which twice a month told readers
mainly about the current repertoire of Soviet cinemas.

The editorial board of the Soviet Screen included: actors S. Bondarchuk (1920-1994) and
S. Lukyanov (1910-1965), directors M. Kalatozov (1903—-1973), V. Shneiderov (1900-1973) and
M. Pashchenko (1901-1958), cameramens V. Golovnya (1909—1983) and M. Kirillov (1908-1975),
production designer A. Parkhomenko (1911—1987) and others. A. Ershtrem was the executive
secretary (a few years later he headed the press-service of the USSR State Cinematography).

Photos on color covers of Soviet actors (the only foreign woman awarded this honor was
Indian actress Nargis (1929—1981): in No. 16 for 1957) or shots from Soviet films, the estimated
component on the pages of the publication was minimal, mainly anonymous information, a brief
retelling of the plots of films, photographs. Foreign cinema was usually allocated two pages per
issue, but mostly it was about the films of the socialist countries (including China, which was
friendly at that time), plus notes on Indian cinema.

From August 1958 to June 1961, the editor of the Soviet Screen was the film critic Elizaveta
Smirnova (1908-1999), under which the circulation of the magazine increased from 200 thousand
to 400 thousand copies.

With the advent of E. Smirnova, more and more "author's" materials began to appear on the
pages of the Soviet Screen: articles lost their anonymity, leading film critics of that period did not
hesitate to sign their materials, which gradually became more and more analytic.

Since 1959, the Soviet Screen began to cover in detail (in several issues) the work and films of
the Moscow International Film Festival, which began to be held every two years. At the same time,
not only information materials with lists of competitive films and prize-winners were published,
but also interviews with foreign guests of the festival, their photographs (and among them in 1959
were Giulietta Masina, Marina Vlady, Nicole Courcelle, etc.).

In June 1961, film critic Dmitry Pisarevsky (1912—1990) was appointed editor-in-chief of the
Soviet Screen, who managed to hold this post for a record period — until February 1975, that is,
almost 14 years! No other editor, before or since, managed to lead the magazine for so long.

Under D. Pisarevsky, the "thaw" tendencies in the Soviet Screen at first not only continued,
but also strengthened. Not only the Moscow International Film Festival of 1961, 1963, 1965, 1967
was widely covered. Increasingly, large materials about Cannes, Venice and other major Western
film festivals began to appear, extensive reviews of weeks of foreign cinema in the USSR, and
voluminous reviews of Western films that ended up in Soviet distribution.

On the covers of the magazine, albeit rarely, photographs of Western movie stars began to
appear: Marina Vlady and Sophia Loren (1965), Catherine Deneuve (1967).

In some issues of the Soviet Screen of the mid-1960s up to 30 % of the total text was devoted
to foreign cinema (mainly Western).

Apparently, to a large extent due to such trends (the main reason, of course, was the growth
of cinema attendance in the USSR: from 17.7 cinema visits per inhabitant of the country in 1961 to
19.8 visits in 1968), the circulation of Soviet Screen in the 1960s increased quite significantly: from
400 thousand copies in 1961 to almost three million copies in 1967.
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Ideologized articles emphasizing the criticism of bourgeois cinema and its harmful
influence on the mass audience

Of course, in the "thaw" times, the struggle against bourgeois cinematography on the pages of
the "Soviet Screen" differed significantly in its intensity from the previous stage of the magazine's
publication in 1939—1941. The style of such materials and articles has become less rough and sharp.
However, the general anti-bourgeois orientation of this kind of materials was stable.

For example, the magazine consistently negatively treated such an "ideologically harmful"
genre of foreign cinema as the "horror film". Here is a negative review published in the Soviet
Screen about the films Curse of Frankenstein (UK, 1957) and Revenge of Frankenstein/The Blood
of Frankenstein (UK, 1958): “these films is supported exclusively by shots with disgusting
physiological details. These films are characterized by details that quite accurately reproduce the
atrocities of the concentration camps ... For the purpose of advertising, English film companies slip
into the pages of newspapers and magazines such statements by "film specialists" as the statement
of an anonymous psychiatrist: "These films are generally harmless. They are a fairy tale for young
people, far from real life. A commentary on this touching remark can serve as figures about the
growth among the younger generation of Englishmen of the so-called "unmotivated crimes", that
is, crimes committed on the basis of hysteria and psychosis” (Mikhailov, 1959: 11).

It has also been argued that in Hollywood's "entertaining trinkets about kings and princesses,
behind the screen of melodramatic sentimentality there is always contempt for the masses"
(Kukarkin, 1963: 18), and the "malicious" stuffing "characteristic of “Tarzaniada” is contained in
most other Western adventure films, no matter how varied the material they are based on. Only
sometimes the reactionary ideological tendentiousness is skillfully hidden behind the external
amusingness of the plot and the romanticized images of the characters, while in other cases it is
presented quite frankly" (Kukarkin, 1964: 18-19).

The Soviet Screen also reacted extremely negatively to the famous franchise about 007 James
Bond (Kukarkin, 1964: 18-19): “Of course, all these are films of the lowest kind, film waste. ... Films of
this kind ... of a malicious, anti-humanistic orientation ... are among the worst examples of the
adventurous-adventure genre. But their annual production reaches an impressive figure!

So, shamelessly speculating on the audience’s natural love for action-packed narration, the creators of
Western adventure films “in passing” drag bourgeois morality, individualistic ideas about happiness
and success, the crown of which is money, money and again money!” (Kukarkin, 1964: 18-19).

In this regard, the then Deputy Chairman of the Organizing Committee of the Union of
Cinematographers of the USSR (and from 1965 to 1986 — Secretary of the Board of the Union of
Cinematographers of the USSR) A.V. Karaganov (1915—2007) recalled that “bourgeois“ commercial
film encourages in the audience not curiosity, but idle curiosity; he opposes the truth of life with
clever writing, shamelessly exploiting and inflating the viewer's interest in the most intimate
manifestations of love, in mysterious crimes and ingenious detectives looking for a criminal, in rare
facts and strange events that amaze the imagination. It would seem that the producers and owners
of the rental, financing such films, care only about profits. But commercial interests and calculations
here are easily combined, closely intertwined with ideological interests: a "commercial" film distracts
the viewer from the problems born of his everyday experience, from the acute social issues of our
time; amusing, entertaining, he spiritually and morally robs the viewer — lulls his searching thought,
inspires false ideas about life; showing the bourgeois way of life as the only possible state of society,
he affirms the bourgeois way of thinking (Karaganov, 1964: 18-19).

However, the editor of the Soviet Screen D. Pisarevsky (1912-1990), in fact, entered into a
debate with A. Karaganov, quite optimistically stating that although the screens of the Cannes Film
Festival in 1965 were "pictures that lead away from life, all kinds of aesthetic exercises and films of a
frankly commercial spirit, savoring the problems of sex, crime. But they were in the minority not only
in the literal, quantitative sense of the word, but also in the moral minority — in terms of audience
success, press sympathy, public outcry. And this is significant. More and more artists are seriously
thinking about the requirements of the times. And among filmmakers and distributors, a sober,
realistic view of things is becoming stronger: the mass audience cannot be won or kept by mere
entertaining trifles or “supercolosses”. People are looking for in the cinema not only thoughtless
relaxation or a colorful spectacle, but also food for thought, an answer to the most burning questions
put forward by reality. ... The film review ... showed the strengthening of fruitful and progressive
trends in the development of world cinema. ... The review showed that art is developing, growing,
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strengthening, addressed to the true interests of the audience, that its successes are inseparable from
the cinematic study of life. And the fact that the needle of the cinematographic barometer is moving
in this direction is an indication of the objective trend in the development of cinema as a mass art,
the trend of strengthening its citizenship” (Pisarevsky, 1965: 16-19).

However, very soon the position of the Soviet Screen left the "thaw" illusions about "progress
in Western cinema".

For example, already in 1966 it was emphasized that "speaking of the crisis in English
cinema, one cannot fail to note the most important thing — its spiritual decline, the enormous
changes that have taken place in recent years in the subject matter and ideological orientation of
English films. Not so long ago ... on English screens it was often possible to see films raising serious
social and domestic problems in a realistic manner. ... In recent years, even talented directors,
trying to adapt to the current situation on the film market, avoid sharp questions in their films and
make empty, purely entertaining films at best” (Yakovlev, 1966: 18).

And A. Karaganov, who promptly responded to the political conjuncture of the “Paris May”
and “Prague Spring”, published a program article in 1968, where he noted that “themes, ideas,
words that rightfully belong to our revolutionary cinema, now often fall into the wrong hands and
are misinterpreted and distorted for the benefit of Trotskyists, Maoists and other enemies of the
communist movement. We still produce few films in which, at a high level of art, the most
important themes and problems of our time would be developed. In today's most complex
international situation, the question of the political orientation of our cinema is becoming
particularly acute. In order to work fruitfully in the cinema, we need to be at the level of modern
Party thought, to wage an ideological struggle not defensively, but offensively. It is impossible only
to respond to someone's attacks — it is necessary that we pose problems, that we put forward
questions, the discussion of which is in the interests of our communist cause. It is necessary to
strengthen friendly ties with the progressive cinematographers of the capitalist countries in every
possible way, and thereby help the party in every possible way in rallying all the revolutionary
forces of the modern world” (Karaganov, 1968: 2).

In a similar vein, the article of the then chairman of the Committee on Cinematography
under the Council of Ministers of the USSR A. Romanov (1908-1998) was sustained: “We need not
only to expose bourgeois propaganda, to show the doom of imperialism, we must comprehensively
reveal the great truth of communist ideas, the successes of communist construction. High
ideological content, offensiveness, efficiency, and intelligibility of works of art for hundreds of
millions of people, including those abroad of our Motherland — this is what should become the
main motto of our creative life” (Romanov, 1968: 2-3).

Thus, in the “official” materials of the Soviet Screen of 1968, the state course towards the
abolition of the “thaw” and tightening the “ideological screws” was clearly indicated.

4. Conclusion

Based on a content analysis (in the context of historical, sociocultural and political situation,
etc.) of texts published during the Thaw in the Soviet Screen magazine (1957-1968), the authors
concluded that an important role in this publication was played by ideologized articles that
emphasized criticism of bourgeois cinema and its detrimental influence on the audience,

Not all of the magazine's authors directly sought to publish ideologically oriented articles, but
it is possible to identify a small but consistently engaged group of film scholars and critics who
consistently opposed the negative effects of bourgeois (and in particular Western) cinema on their
audiences and defended Marxist-Leninist approaches to the analysis of the film process.

After the Prague Spring events, however, the authorities decided that the journal's ideological
position was not sufficiently counter-propagandistic, and a harsh campaign was unleashed against
Soviet Screen in Ogonyok, which always maintained a political mainstream position at the time.

In the end, the editorial board of Soviet Screen managed to persuade the "higher
authorities" that the ideological course of the journal would be changed in the direction desired
by the power, and (unlike the editorial board of Cinema Art, which was similarly criticized in
1968), editor-in-chief D. Pisarevsky managed to keep his position. Thus, the level of
ideologization of Soviet Screen materials was elevated and in a number of articles was no
different from Soviet Communist Party publications.
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Abstract

Throughout the period 1969—1985, the editors of the Cinema Art journal paid a great deal of
attention to theoretical discussions, including discussions about specific problems of film studies.
As a rule, leading Soviet film critics and film historians took part in these discussions.

The discussion on Georgian cinema, organized by E. Surkov (1915—-1988), the editor-in-chief
of Cinema Art journal, in the second half of the 1970s, had the strongest public response.

The starting point of this discussion was an article about the state of Georgian cinema,
written by the well-known film critic and film expert Y. Bogomolov (1937—2023). One of the main
theses of this article was the claim that Georgian cinematographers, having developed their own
exquisite, parable-like style, not only lose contact with the mass audience, but also, repeating the
successful artistic techniques they found, move toward a kind of creative "dead end".

This position, of course, aroused strong objections from the majority of Georgian
cinematographers and film critics, who began to defend their national cinema, reproaching
Bogomolov in engagement.

The discussion about genres and styles, about the phenomenon of popularity of
cinematography turned out to be acute on the pages of the Cinema Art journal.

Keywords: Cinema Art journal, Western cinema, film criticism, ideology, politics, reviews,
articles, movie.

1. Introduction

The Soviet period of cinema in 1969—1985 is often referred to as the "stagnant" period, but
even at that time masterpieces of film art were being screened, and film historians and critics
published quite a few very interesting theoretical works. It was during these years that discussions
unfolded on the pages of the leading theoretical Cinema Art journal, many aspects of which have
not lost their relevance to this day. This article will focus on the journal’s discussions of genres and
styles, and on the phenomenon of the popularity of cinematography.

2. Materials and methods

Research methods: complex content analysis, comparative interdisciplinary analysis;
theoretical research methods: classification, comparison, analogy, induction and deduction,
abstraction and concretization, theoretical analysis and synthesis, generalization; empirical
research methods: collection of information related to the project topic, comparative-historical and
hermeneutical methods.
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This article continues our previous series on the analysis of the film press (Fedorov, 2017a,
Fedorov, 2017b; Fedorov, 2022a, Fedorov, 2022b; Fedorov, Levitskaya, 2022a, Fedorov,
Levitskaya, 2022b, Fedorov, Levitskaya, 2022c; Levitskaya, 2022; Levitskaya, Fedorov, 2023).

3. Discussion and Results

Discussion about genres

As before, in the pages of the Cinema Art, film historians pondered about film genres.

The articles by the film critic E. Levin (1935-1991), tainted with an abundance of references
to the speeches of L. Brezhnev: “The discovery of social-aesthetic laws which conditioned such
basic feature of socialist cinema art as its genre diversity is not only of big and actual theoretical
and practical importance, but is also of great ideological and political value under the
circumstances” (Levin, 1981: 178), especially this is characteristic of the genre of the film epic
(Levin, 1982: 152).

Film scholar L. Kozlov (1933—2006) reflected on the contrast between authorial and genre
filmmaking: "Authorial" is reduced to the purely individual self-expression of the artist's
personality, "genre" to the reliance on commerecially effective standards of "mass" production. Both
of these things narrow and coarsen the real concreteness of cinematic development... The author
and his audience are inseparable, but at the same time they are inseparable. The actual relationship
between them — both in the process of creation and in the evolution of art — is dynamic" (Kozlov,
1978:135).

Film scholar E. Gromov (1931—2005) urged to take a closer look at popular genres of
contemporary cinema (western, melodrama, detective, adventure films). The easiest thing to
discard these films, much more difficult to carefully and without bias to analyze the sources of their
sustained audience success. ... This approach has nothing to do with ideological omnivision and
spinelessness. On the contrary, it presupposes ideologically purposeful and consistent
implementation of the Marxist-Leninist methodology of researching aesthetic activity taken in all
its diversity and complexity (Gromov, 1975: 74).

D. Nikolaev drew the readers' attention to the peculiarities of coexistence of "pure" and
"synthetic" film genres: “The spectator is really fascinated... by films in which the ridiculous
coexists with the sad. But he is still captivated by "clean" comedies made with talent” (Nikolaev,
1969: 36).

Film scholar S. Freilich (1920—2005) drew the attention of the journal's audience to the fact
that nowhere else do we see so nakedly the process of transforming the energy of one genre into
another as in tragicomedy. Nowhere do the "low" and "high" genres equalize as in tragicomedy, and
precisely because here they do not simply interact but pass into each other, each becoming its
opposite (Freilich, 1972: 124).

A discussion of poetic cinema

One of the key theoretical articles of the Cinema Art of the 1970s was the publication entitled
“Archaists or Innovators?” in which M. Bleiman (1904—1973), screenwriter and film critic, sharply
criticized the so-called "poetic cinema" and declared this "school" a dead end for Soviet
cinematography.

M. Bleiman believes that the origins of this "school" were in S. Paradzhanov's film Shadows
of Forgotten Ancestors. M. Bleiman considered S. Paradzhanov's film Shadows of Forgotten
Ancestors to be the origin of this "school" of cinema, and films like Arena, Evening before Ivan
Kupala, The Plea, The Stone Cross, The Color of Pomegranate, and others were named among the
followers of this creative trend (Bleiman, 1970: 59).

M. Bleiman considered the main drawback of these films to be the authors' desire to
symbolize every detail, to make an allegory of every real situation an image of folk life, an image of
folk history (Bleiman, 1970: 62), which led to decorum and the primacy of spectacular components.
Portrait characteristics replace the depth of psychology, compensate for the movement of feelings,
the movement of thoughts. ... Landscapes are as picturesque as portraits ... they are expressive in
themselves. That's why film requires examining every painterly-finished frame, contemplating it,
penetrating into the depths of its autonomous content. Only the juxtaposition of portraits and
landscapes in each, self-contained situation can create a sense of absent action, movement of
events, movement of characters, movement of their psychology (Bleiman, 1970: 63).
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As a result, M. Bleiman posed the question, why did a group of talented film artists, and
artists of different kinds, come, independently of each other, to a single poetics that was sharply
different from the general line of art development?” And the film critic suggested that “the origins
of this phenomenon should be sought not only in individual tastes, but also in some need of the art
itself. ... We know films in our cinematography that completely ignore the spectacular nature of
cinema. They are good films and bad films, outstanding films and passé films. Regardless of their
quality, they equally lose sight of cinema as spectacle. Films are reduced to a plot, to the
reenactment of situations played out by actors. These films are not even supposed to create a visual
image of reality. We have a lot of films of this kind, most of them. And naturally a kind of revolt of
spectacular cinematography emerged, a desire to oppose the film-play to the film-picture. This
rebellion is to some degree understandable, though not promising. ... "School" returns
cinematography to its origins of natural spectacle. This is its well-known novelty. It not only insists
on using the methods of painting in film, but also asserts a new pictoriality. And one can
understand (not justify!) the polemical sharpness of the films of the "school", the emphasis on the
pictorial nature of art, leading to a conscious neglect of its literary elements. Polemics often lead to
extremes. That is why you cannot deny the experience of the "school" from the outset: there is no
reason to close your eyes to its private achievements. Art is always in development, and innovation
is a condition of its existence (Bleiman, 1970: 67-68).

M. Bleiman further wrote that one cannot say that there is no true life in the art of the 'school'
at all. But it appears in an archaic, stylized form. And also in an illustrative form, which is why the
seemingly justified appeal to forgotten means of visual expression and the innovation that grows out
of this appeal in a strange way returns cinematography to archaicism, to the limitation of its subjects
to historical and ethnographic motifs, to illustrativeness and schematization. Art striving to become
innovative turns out to be stylization, dangerous for the fate of art (Bleiman, 1970: 71-72).

At the end of the article, apparently to somehow smooth out its harshness, M. Bleiman
emphasized that this article is not a verdict, but a conversation, not a condemnation of innovation,
but a discussion of its principles. Masters of "school" — people thinking and talented. But no talent
does not guarantee against errors. They need to think about this (Bleiman, 1970: 76).

Film scholar A. Vartanov (1931—2019) joined the discussion about the "school" of poetic
cinema and regarded M. Bleiman's article very critically, reproaching it for having artificially and
inappropriately constructed a "school" from heterogeneous works of art. “The 'school' this is, —
A. Vartanov wrote, — apparently a kind of aesthetic reserve, a kind of monastery where everyone
prays from the same books. But as I see it, no school unites the filmmakers named
[by M. Bleiman]. They are all different and, above all, in the roots from which their art grows.
Where did the concept put forward by M. Bleiman come from? I think it came about precisely
because the critic, in his analysis of artistic phenomena, proceeded from techniques and was ready
to reduce all the pictures he analyzed to the sum of the techniques. And it turned out that the
artists under his pen are distinguished and united primarily by the style, and not the identity of the
historical past of nations and not the commonality of their historical future, reflected in the works
of these artists. Speaking about the enormous responsibility of contemporary criticism for the
condition and direction of cinema art development, one must not forget that one of the most
important elements of aesthetic analysis of film should be the consideration of its national identity,
its national nature” (Vartanov, 1977: 113).

Literary scholar and film critic L. Anninsky (1934—2019) partially agrees with M. Bleiman
that the film The Evening before Ivan Kupala “came out as a decorative phantasmagoria, a nice
jumble of colors. All these surrealistic passions, moonlight visions replaced by a gaudy riot of color,
dwarf mills, priests sitting cuckoo on trees, all these green, gold, purple and other abysses —
nothing more than a collection of pictures” (Anninsky, 1971: 144), praised Paradzhanov's Shadows
of Forgotten Ancestors and their plastic expressiveness.

In response to this, cinema critic I. Kornienko (1910-1975) pointed out that for a truly
scientific analysis of his movie L. Annynsky lacked knowledge of the history of Ukrainian literature,
the domestic national order of old Ukraine, his subjectivist approach to the phenomena and
processes taking place in contemporary cinematography is especially vivid (Kornienko, 1971: 8-9).

Many years later, the Cinema Art published an article by literary critic I. Dzyuba (1931—
2022) titled "Opening or closing of the "school"?" written back in 1970, but reached its readership
only in 1989.
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I. Dzyuba believed that in defining the characteristic features of the foundational film for the
'school', Shadows of Forgotten Ancestors, in terms of its poetics and life content, M. Bleiman
missed much that was important, and interpreted much in a very prejudiced or one-sided way. As a
result, the "original idea" of the "school" turned out to be somewhat distorted and, perhaps, strange
(Dzyuba, 1989: 67).

As 1. Dzyuba believes, M. Bleyman, having quite rightly and convincingly shown the
inconsistency and inferiority of two another failed films, nevertheless passes judgment not on
them, but on the "school", that is, in fact, on the principles of S. Paradzhanov's poetics (for so far
the poetics of "school" has been identified with the poetics of Shadows of Forgotten Ancestors)
(Dzyuba, 1989: 68).

Moreover, the real qualities of films which, according to M. Bleiman, represent a 'school' do
not always and not in all respects coincide with the characteristic that the researcher gives them.
If a "school" does exist, then it is desirable to find such attributes which are inherent in all of its
works and have decisive form-formative value for them. If there is no school, but a series of
different works which objectively express a kind of dissatisfaction with the existing state of cinema,
a need to search for a new one, then it was worth attempting to establish the causes of this
dissatisfaction and the nature of this need. Having spoken of the increasing need to search,
M. Bleiman, the quality of this search was impoverished and often distorted, because it was
governed by a preconceived scheme and a priori known judgment of "school". So it was not so
much the opening as the closing of irrespective of Bleiman's intentions, but a number of the most
interesting phenomena of Ukrainian cinematography, a number of the most promising ways of its
development. "School", in my opinion, does not exist (Dzyuba, 1989: 82).

I. Dzyuba, as it turned out in reality, was right in the middle of the story: leaders of Ukrainian
cinematography in 1970s used M. Bleiman's article to gradually choke poetic cinematography and
creative experiments in general at Dovzhenko studio...

A discussion of cinematic stylistic trends

In 1978 the editorial staff of the Cinema Art launched in its pages a discussion about the
diversity of stylistic trends in contemporary Soviet cinema. The main purpose of this discussion
was to analyze the variety and richness of the styles and forms of the Soviet cinema art of the 1970s.

The discussion began with an article by the film scholar V. Mikhalkovich (1937—2006)
(Mikhalkovich, 1978: 69-87).

Returning to M. Bleiman's memorable article "Archaists or Innovators?" (Bleiman, 1970),
V. Mikhalkovich wrote that in many Soviet films of the 1970s the decorative masses prove to be the
most active form-forming factor. It even happens that the aesthetic effect is determined by them
and not by the characters. In such cases capriciously, whimsically composed, colorful decorative
masses suppress the person, reducing him to the role of a special plastic accent. M. Bleiman in his
article "Archaists or Innovators?" refers to the second half of the sixties. Consequently,
the painterly "school" and "direction" (Bleiman's terms) already have a history of some ten years.
In the article "Archaists or innovators? "says a great deal about this "school" — that instead of
"films-plays", which neglected the representation, overloaded with dialogues, it put forward "films-
paintings", where "the content is transformed into a set, and the set becomes the content"”, that the
shots here are static, hence the entire work generally acquires a statuarial character, that the school
"was a form of protest against the reproduction of simple cases "from life" on the screen, against
the lack of meaning of naturalistic plots, flooding the cinema". Publishing an article in 1970,
the critic observed the emergence of style, saw it at a certain stage of development. And the films
which he put under the sign of a "school" (The Night before Ivan Kupala, Superfluous Bread,
The Plea and others) had common features in their subject matter. They were drawn to
ethnographic, exoticism, depicted not the acts of the actors in all their psychological motivation but
the reaction. The construction of the parable was clearly discernible in the plot, and each shot,
as well as the entire plot, was constructed as an allegory. Because of this parable, allegorical nature,
because of the "principled anti-psychologism" M. Bleiman defined the school as unpromising
(Mikhalkovich, 1978: 70).

However, V. Mikhalkovich was convinced that the practice of cinematography of the 1970s
has largely refuted Bleiman's conclusions because in the films of Mikhalkov, Titov, Solovyov and
other directors the picturesque frame acquired its lawful place, albeit without any obvious signs of
parable. M. Bleiman associated the desire for picturesque with a certain type of subjects — they are
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inherent, he believed, gravitating toward exoticism, ethnography, allegorism. But it turned out that
later on the plastic expressiveness of the frame appears also in subjects of a completely different
type (psychological). Thus, directors were moving in different directions toward plasticity, which
gave the frame a particular pictorial completeness and structure, and their persistent pursuit of one
goal testified above all to the fact that "pictoriality" became, if not the dominant, then at least the
most common style in the films of the mid-seventies (Mikhalkovich, 1978: 73).

The film director E. Dzigan (1898-1981) disagreed with this point of view in many respects,
believing that V. Mikhalkovich establishes the presence of two different styles in the same work.
Mikhalkovich establishes the presence of two different styles in one and the same work,
considering such a mixture of languages to be one of the signs of modern cinema. But both
multilingualism and diversity have their exact name — eclectic. If different styles are mixed in a
film, this is more indicative of the eclecticism of the author's work than of a certain variety of
language styles coexisting in one film, as the author of the article tries to assure readers (Dzigan,
1978: 111).

Reflecting on the problems of cinema, the cameraman Y. Gantman (1932-1987) wrote that
the struggle against beauty undoubtedly reflected a reaction against certain negative phenomena in
our cinematography, but it was far from always possible to define the boundary that separated
beauty from genuine, real beauty. Again and again the cameraman was not at all to blame for this,
because the same image can acquire completely different properties depending on the context of
the film. Nevertheless, the deliberate de-aestheticization of reality proved to be as harmful and
false as outright embellishment, for it deliberately deprived objects and phenomena of such
properties as perfection, harmony, expressiveness, completeness (Gantman, 1978: 92).

M. Turovskaya, a film critic, draws attention to the fact that "pictorial” cinema of the 1970s
partly aspires to the theatricality of life's material: The old art of theater strives for direct contact
with life; the young art of cinema aspires to contact with art styles of the past. Both gravitate
toward open, explicit conventionality (Turovskaya, 1978: 105).

In his account of these theoretical concepts, film scholar M. Zak (1929—2011) noted that one
cannot, however, fail to see how with a certain persistence terms whose meaning is far from
'textual' cinematography are being introduced into practice and into theory. There is the "film
picture”: a polemical term coined by M. Bleiman in order to accuse films like The Plea of
"archaism". There is the "film collage" proclaimed by S. Yutkevich in word and frame. On the basis
of N. Mikhalkov's work there is talk of "the theatralization of cinema" (M. Turovskaya). Agreeing
with these hypotheses or, on the contrary, arguing, it is necessary above all to proceed from the
idea that they do not cover the entire range of cinematic material. Enough examples remain within
it with which to correct any claims (Zak, 1982: 36).

Continuing the discussion, film scholar Y. Bogomolov (1937—2023) noted that form is a clot,
the essence of content. Its phenomenality does not lie in special techniques or combinations of
techniques, but in the peculiarities of coupling these or those techniques with vital material.
A technique may not, as a rule, be new, but its coupling with the material of reality is new. This is
perhaps the most important point to focus on when examining the question of stylistic
expressiveness in cinema (Bogomolov, 1978: 80).

Literary scholar B. Runin (1912—-1994) agreed with him in many respects: The phenomenon
of style seems to be the quintessence of art, the innermost secret of artistic matter. In any case,
style is so inherently "built into" its structure that it does not lend itself to any abstraction, to any
dissection, without losing its true properties. That is why probably the style can be characterized
most precisely only by means of art, i.e. figuratively and metaphorically. Style is the idea of the
selection and internal organization of all elements of meaningful form, the principle underlying
their holistic, co-subordinated unity (Runin, 1978: 63).

Film scholar A. Lipkov (1936—2007) was convinced that the 1970s saw an increase in the role
of the author's beginning in cinema, the importance of his voice — in the first person. And so
cinematic poetry did not and cannot lose its significance. It is not at all inadequate to the
commonplace set of niceties and pretentiousness. It can appear in various guises: it can grow out of
prose... and explode all the usual measures of hypocrisy... Its language can be both "authentic" and
"natural", and anti-faithful and anti-natural. Poetic vision is the ability to penetrate through the
shell of any appearances, exposing their essence, raising the particular to a generalizing height
(Lipkov, 1978: 112).
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I. Rosenfeld agreed with this approach: The author no longer hides in the shadows. He does
not want to "die," he is not satisfied with the role of narrator-commentator, but wishes to come out
into the "people," to engage in dialogue with the audience. The presence of the "creator," the god of
this hour-and-a-half or three-hour "cinematic microcosm" is no longer concealed, but de-masked
and demonstrated (Rosenfeld, 1978: 108).

Film scholar I. Weisfeld (1909—2003) believed that style is also a broader concept than
individual techniques, even quite striking ones, and one time style has its own dependencies. Style
is an inheritance of the artistic method. ... Style is barren, narrow, limited until it does not embody
— always individually — the laws of artistic thinking, artistic method. To summarize, we can say that
the consistency, the unity of style on the screen is the unity of the work's emotional logic, its
imagery as a process embracing both social being and psychology, and the depths of the artist's
subconscious (Weisfeld, 1978: 97, 100).

Film scholar S. Freilich (1920—2005) emphasized that the individual style is the talent,
distinguished by the 'uncommon expression of the face'. Talent is a natural phenomenon and a
social one equally, talent is a concentration of conscience, it is unselfishly responsive and reacts to
social problems as to its own personal problems. Only the original artist can rise to the expression
of universality. This is the dialectic of art, and it is no accident that theorists attach such
importance to the individual style (Freilich, 1981: 96).

The philosopher 1. Lisakovsky (1934-2004), speaking exclusively for the dominant socialist
realism of cinema, believes that on the philosophical-aesthetic level, the notion of 'style' is as it
were laid bare, shedding the motley garb of individual manifestations: here, from the manifold
phenomenon 'style' is extracted its essence — as if timeless, the same for all. ... The style is nothing
other than a concrete artistic way of expressing certain ideological and aesthetic principles, based
on the constructive and emblematic side of artistic creativity. ... The manner, style, character and
genre of the work, as well as those or other of its typological features, derive from the realist artist's
understanding of the most essential and perspective in man and society, are subordinate to it
(Lisakovsky, 1979: 61, 70).

Film historian E. Levin (1935—1991) was convinced that V. Mikhalkovich could not identify
the features of the modern style because he regarded it at the level of individual expressive means,
the main ones of which he called the static camera and the intense painterliness of the frame.
At the same time, he identifies pictoriality only with plastic expressiveness, thus immediately
eliminating the very problem of pictoriality as a style feature. This is because plastic expressiveness
is characteristic of every frame of any style of feature film... So we may speak about different forms
of plastic expressiveness, about the degree of picturesqueness, and not about picturesqueness as a
style (as Y. Bogomolov and I. Weisfeld convincingly point out) (Levin, 1978: 75).

That is why E. Levin eventually agreed with those participants in the discussion who believed
that the style of film is not reducible to the style of one or more artistic components and cannot be
considered at their level and least of all at the level of expressive means and formal techniques.
We are obliged to investigate that new aesthetic quality, which is the synthesis of all the styles of
all, the components of the movie — the individual styles of all its co-authors. In other words,
the subject of our analysis is the synthesis of interacting styles as an unfolding process and
simultaneously as a present result (Levin, 1978: 78).

A discussion of Georgian cinema art

At the end of the 1970s, the Cinema Art journal held probably the most famous theoretical
discussion in its history — about Georgian cinema.

This discussion began with a sharply polemical article "Georgian Cinema: Attitude towards
Reality" by the film critic Y. Bogomolov (1937—2023) (Bogomolov 1978: 39-55).

Here's how the film critic A. Medvedev, who was then deputy editor-in-chief of Cinema Art,
wrote about the origins of this discussion: The distributors prepared a certificate for Ermash, which
indicated that viewers watch Georgian films very poorly. ... And once on the board Ermash uttered
a remark: “Like, we rush with the Georgian cinema, but people do not want to watch it. Where are
they going?”. I am certain that this remark by F.T. Ermash, which was heard by a member of the
Board E.D. Surkov, was the impetus for this article. I do not know why Yuri Bogomolov undertook
it. All T know is that he was very nervous about the whole situation after the article was published,
when there was a certain resonance. In general, he was writing about films each of which probably
deserved criticism, but the thing is that the great modern Georgian cinema was taken out of the
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brackets. This arrangement of the article, from the title "Georgian Cinema: Relation to Reality" to
the editorial line, which undoubtedly varied the words of Philip Timofeyevich Ermash, created a
sense of a tendentious pro-worker document (Medvedev, 1999: 138).

In his article Y. Bogomolov wrote that cinematographers' artistic temperament, talent,
professional skill, good intentions are too often destroyed by the impregnable bastions of sham
plots. In the pavilions of "Georgia-Film" studio, maybe not more often than in the pavilions of
other studios, but here disasters and injuries are for some reason more noticeable and for some
reason especially sensitive. Could it be because here the very intentions, talents, and temperaments
of the artists are so unmistakable and obvious? (Bogomolov, 1978: 40).

This was followed by a rebuke from Y. Bogomolov that in the films Anara Town by
I. Kvirikadze, Cranks by E. Shengelaya, Come to the Valley of Grapes by G. Shengelaya, etc. All the
usual and already well-known aesthetic discoveries of Georgian cinema are closed in on
themselves. That is why here we are mostly dealing not just with a special worldview that peculiarly
and organically combines lyricism and irony, but with an exercise in this worldview, with a kind of
training in this worldview. In this way (albeit unconsciously, perhaps even contrary to the author's
original intentions), the isolation of feelings and emotions from their immediate sources and
specific occasions is achieved. And again, the attitude displaces reality from the frame, substitutes
reality, and claims the status of reality itself (Bogomolov, 1978: 42).

Y. Bogomolov lamented that there is something fatal in all this. Whether the artist is trying to
talk about reality outside of its concrete data, disowning it, distilling his impressions and
observations (as, for example, in The Real Tbilisian, or composing, inventing a particular reality
with its particular concreteness and authenticity (Anara Town), or by not inventing anything and
not renouncing anything, but directly addressing the material of the present (Come to the Valley of
Grapes), he always makes his authentic hero a Relation to the World, leaving the World to choose
between the possibility of conforming or not to conform to this Relation. That is, leaving reality in
the secondary role. ... Apparently, the crisis moments in the works of some Georgian filmmakers
are not private facts of their biographies, they are related to some phenomena of general order,
perhaps to the crisis of a favorite subject and a favorite genre. There is an end to everything.
In Georgian cinematography the era of imitation has come to an end. Precious treasures of spiritual
humanity, of deep spirituality are badly exhausted. The time of lyrical manifestations as a sign of
devotion to beautiful ideals has passed (Bogomolov, 1978: 43, 55).

In the intellectual circles of Georgia in the late 1970s this article by Y. Bogomolov was mostly
perceived negatively. Georgian filmmakers saw in it an attempt to give their bosses an excuse to
strangle their cinema, as was partly the case with the censorship of Dovzhenko studio cinema after
the publication of M. Bleiman's article "Archaists or Innovators? (Bleiman, 1970).

To appease the anger of Georgian filmmakers the chief editor of Cinema Art E. Surkov (1915—
1988) prefaced the discussion with the following: I have been told that Bogomolov's article
provoked a very sharp reaction in Georgia. This, I think, is not surprising, because the article is
precisely meant to encourage readers to look excitedly into the future of Georgian cinema, into
those processes that, if they are not recognized soberly and clearly in time, can lead to leaks, self-
repeats, in a word, to phenomena and processes that you have to think about even today. I should
not be suspicious that by saying this I am showing a lack of understanding of the achievements of
the Georgian cinema in the so-called "parabolic film", in the field of high and vital symbolism,
in the art of comicism, which is as full-blooded, "Rubensian" as it is tricky, and often very bitter in the
subtext. I am not talking about "close" some artistic trends, the other "decree". The point is different:
it seems to me that it is still necessary to move forward, vigilantly avoiding self-replications and clichés
weakened by frequent use, by means of a persistent creative search for the generally significant life
content, the characters and collisions, the problems and conflicts that emerged on the basis of life itself,
that opened up to artists in its eternal movement (Surkov, 1979: 89, 91).

In response, film director E. Shengelaya reproached Y. Bogomolov's article for the fact that
most of the conclusions made in it are unquestioning and unproven. For example, the critic says
that most of the Georgian films of the 1960s and 1970s are limited to purely aesthetic concerns.
Is this true? Denying poetic cinema, the author urges us all to migrate to prose cinema, forgetting
or not knowing that Georgian cinema, along with poetic cinema, has long been developing prose
cinema (Shengelaya, 1979: 93, 96).
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Film critic K. Tsereteli fully supported the opinion of E. Shengelaya, noting that Bogomolov's
article contains precisely this kind of superficial and outside view. It seems to me erroneous and
arbitrary in its basic, fundamental provisions. With all its originality and national peculiarity,
Georgian cinema is part of socialist culture. The unity of socio-historical tasks and active creative
cooperation, being an expression of Lenin's policy of leadership of the Soviet art, also determined
the multinational character of the Soviet cinema. Meanwhile, the author of the article puts the
object of study in a strange position: finding out "the relation of Georgian cinema to reality" and
accusing it of egocentrism and insularity, he himself analyzes it in isolation from this reality
(Tsereteli, 1979: 105).

How is it possible, — continued K. Tsereteli, — when posing the problem of Georgian cinema's
relation to reality, to omit a number of films which directly respond to this theme? Just because it
does not suit the author? I do not understand it. I will say once again that all these reticences are an
elementary question of ethics, critical ethics (Tsereteli, 1979: 108).

K. Tsereteli bitterly recalled further M. Bleiman's article "Archaists or innovators?" (Bleiman,
1970), where completely different films with a picturesque visual range were declared in it as the
works of a certain "pictorial school". The author of the article predicted the authors belonging to
this "school" to be doomed to stylization and a permanent crisis only because the artistic idea in the
pictures was revealed not traditionally — not through character. Prophecy is not a critic's
profession. Doomed by Bleiman to stylization and stalemate, Tengiz Abuladze in his stylistics
continues to open new artistic horizons. But has this article also benefited the Ukrainian
cinematography? Some in the country took it as a "guide to action", as a call to fight against
formalism. Is it necessary to speak of the sad results of this "struggle"? (Tsereteli, 1979: 111).

Film scholar I. Kuchukhidze shared Tsereteli's opinion: In contrast to Yuri Alexandrovich
[Bogomolov], I think that at the present stage the work of individual Georgian directors does not
absolutize this or that way of imagery generalization, this or that type of poetics, let alone this or
that theme and problematics. In the work of almost every director one can distinguish between a
specifically historical interpretation of the material and a romantic one, and in some cases a
conventionally fantastical one. All of these are manifestations of the variety of forms in socialist
realism, which is not, of course, limited to a single type of artistic generalization or typification. ...
Yury Bogomolov is evidently irritated by the romantic pathos of our best films, he considers their
romantic tone to be false and excessive. And relying on the weak, secondary films resolved in this
trend, he tries to find the cause of the phenomenon in the imperfection of the aesthetic structure, in
the wrong choice of themes in good Georgian films. Fortunately, both in the past and today,
Georgian cinema is quite diverse in terms of both themes and aesthetic positions. Isn't that why
Yuri Bogomolov consciously bypassed a number of significant Georgian films, didn't mention them
even in passing? (Kuchukhidze, 1979: 113, 116).

Film director L. Gogoberidze was convinced that Bogomolov's article is vulnerable in one
more thing: it was written without any real respect for culture of the people. It is difficult to put
into words how we all felt this disrespect, but it is there. And this is what caused us a special
reaction to this article (Gogoberidze, 1979: 95).

Responding to the criticism of Georgian filmmakers, Y. Bogomolov admitted that he realized
that his article caused not just disagreement, but also resentment. The article was perceived as a
"failure" to the Georgian cinema. Hence the desire of the speakers to justify themselves literally on
every point of an accusatory verdict, which is what my article seems to you to be. ... I did not write a
historical essay. So all reproaches about the incompleteness of the material, as well as on the
estimates of these or those paintings, I leave aside. I did not write an anniversary article, so I do not
consider it possible to respond to all the ambitious claims and insults about the lack of syrup either
(Bogomolov, 1979: 89-90).

Moscow filmmakers and film scholars also joined the discussion, many of whom tried to
justify the editorial position on Georgian cinema.

The speech of film director S. Solovyov (1944—2021) was one of the most benevolent:
According to this logic, the "functional zeal" of Shengelaya and all our other Georgian friends about
Bogomolov's article is understandable and even logical. We are dealing with not only artistic and
critical analysis of pieces of art, but with a kind of veiled artifice-disguised salvo of long-range
artillery, which has a concrete goal outside of art: to defame the entire Georgian cinematography.
The polemical pathos of Shengelaya and his colleagues is not based on Bogomolov's article. It has
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been nurtured by the ancient prejudices associated with the "pro-worker" criticism of the past.
The inertia of this approach to criticism is still alive today. And so behind the critical performance
of Bogomolov is seen the intention that has non-artistic purpose: to teach the Georgian cinema a
lesson, even to attack its prestige. From this it is clear why Shengelaya passionately defends and
protects the high achievements of cinema, which needs no protection (Solovyev, 1979: 120).

Film critic A.Troshin (1942-2008) takes the mildest stand among Moscow
cinematographers: Does Georgian cinema, while moving toward new themes and searching for new
artistic means, need to part with what was its uniqueness, its specific intonation? Hardly. Maybe it
is worthwhile to check how the spiritual and ethical program of Georgian cinema of the 1960s
corresponds today to the reality of new viewer demands. And to complement the poetic "optics"
with analytical, psychologistic elements, which must have the same artistic energy as many
Georgian films had a different stylistics, a different relationship to reality (Troshin, 1979: 76).

On the other hand, film critic A. Plakhov was convinced that the main merit of Bogomolov's
article which he highly assessed, is that it raises questions that are also important for Georgian and
entire cinematography in general. How completely and deeply does the cinema screen reflect
reality? How do poetry and prose relate to each other in today's cinematography? What is the
reason for the prevalence of one or another generic, genre structure? How does the realistic
imagery of our cinema interact with symbolic and mythological models? All these problems are
extremely interesting in terms of the theory of the film process, and, moreover, they are supported
by many precise observations, reduced to a solid and in their own way logical concept (Plakhov,
1979: 122).

Fully supporting the editorial position, the film scholar E. Levin (1935-1991) stated: We have
come together to talk about the urgent problems of the contemporary Georgian screen, and not to
discuss Bogomolov's article, which I regard as correct, and profound, fundamentally important
from both theoretical and methodological points of view. ... Thinking about what is going on in the
Georgian cinema today, I agree with Yuri Bogomolov: it has been going through the end of a certain
period. We are dealing with a serious, innovative historical and theoretical study, the
cinematographic significance of which goes far beyond the scope of our discussion. The article
requires thought, an open-minded attitude, one can argue with it, but first one must understand it
and certainly not attribute to the author what he did not claim (Levin, 1979: 102).

This opinion was generally shared by the film critic I. Weisfeld (1909—2003), who thought
that the main merit of [Bogomolov's] article lies not in particular assessments with which one may
agree or dispute, but in the transversal line of reflection. The article is essentially about art's
aesthetic awareness of cinematic reality, about the fact that these or those artistic forms of content
development run out of steam over time, and their repetition impoverishes and deadens art
(Weisfeld, 1979: 111).

Against this background, the speech of film scholar L. Mamatova (1935-1996) looked
somewhat strange. Quoting Leonid Brezhnev, she limited her speech to an inarticulate, party-
ideological statement that the main goal remains valid: to reflect the newness and revolutionary
youth of our society in the spirit of the time and in the fruitful tradition of our time, to investigate
the laws of its development artistically, without, of course, closing our eyes to difficulties and
contradictions, but by clearly seeing the direction and prospects of its development. For as we all
know only in this revolutionary movement realizes the true dialectics of tradition and innovation in
reality and art, the fruitfulness and enrichment of tradition, in which the living past nurtures the
present and in unity with it prepares the future (Mamatova, 1979: 89).

But the final editorial summary looked particularly depressing ideologically, presenting an
assortment of ideological clichés and "Communist party" quotations.

It is curious that three years later film critic A. Karaganov (1915—2007), returning to this
discussion, wrote that he strongly disagrees with the evaluation that Yuri Bogomolov gave to the
Georgian cinema... But I think that his point of view is not accidental, his article reflected real-
world movements of aesthetic thought, the mood in criticism. That is why this article provoked
such interesting reactions, a substantial polemic. The discussion made it clearer and more
comprehensible that artistic variety in Soviet cinema is not a slogan or a call to action, but the
reality of cinematic creativity as it appears both on the screen and in film criticism itself
(Karaganov, 1982: 14-15).
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More than thirty years after this discussion, film critic E. Stishova wrote that, in her opinion,
the Moscow's colleagues defended Bogomolov. The Georgian critics and directors' opponents were
mostly their own people who were intelligent, clever, well-versed in the ideological situation. And
they were not naive at all. Surkov did not succeed in turning us against each other. He understood
this very well, and he did not escalate the situation. I envied the Georgians, who rallied in the face
of common danger, putting aside personal danger. They stood up for their cinema, but most of all
for their identity and their right to it. There was a huge moral high ground in this (Stishova, 2011:
130-131).

Discussions about the popularity of cinema

At the turn of the 1980s a number of Soviet films (The Crew, Moscow Does Not Believe in
Tears, and Pirates of the 20th Century) became box office successes never seen before, attracting
between 71 and 87 million viewers during their first year of cinematic release, the Cinema Art journal
decided to hold another debate devoted to the so-called phenomenon of mass market success.

And here the most theoretically sound presentation was that of film scholar N. Zorkaya
(1924—2006).

N. Zorkaya noted that for a long time film industry, and film criticism in particular, generally
little interested in the functioning of the film, referred to the issues of "mass", "popular", "box
office" to the special management of classification and distribution or in the sociology of cinema
(the theme of "cinema and the audience"), judged them in passing, without proper knowledge of
the case. The gap between the real life of cinemas and the cozy world of the Central House of
Cinema, where we watch selected films of our own and foreign production, was growing wider and
wider. This gap was most vividly and conflictingly revealed in the evaluations of "films of success"
by the critics and the general public. ... We have a certain set of judgments and clichés that, in my
opinion, greatly impede clarity in the questions we discuss-questions that, being theoretically
neglected and underdeveloped, are shrouded in a cloud of illusions, delusions, and misperceptions.
Here are these clichés: "box-office" is not "mass" because a) the audience sees what the box-office
offers, which means that b) mass success can be created artificially (the number of copies printed,
the favorable treatment and "green street" in cinemas for these and not other films,
advertisements, etc.). ) and, finally, c¢) the number of "screenings" is not yet an indicator of success,
that is, that the audience really liked the film: the viewer may not sit through to the end, finish
watching it and say with annoyance, "What a load of garbage!". But things are different in real life.
Namely: A "box-office film" is necessarily a film of mass success-mass demand-mass preference-
mass distribution. Any professional cinema and distribution worker, any conscientious sociologist,
who seeks the truth, and does not adjust data to a priori results, will confirm with facts in his hands
that the box office index is the most reliable witness of mass success (or lack there of) (Zorkaya,
1983: 30-31).

In this regard, Zorkaya rightly drew attention to another common cliché ... — the cliché of the
'evil distributor'. Because films of mass success, as a rule, become those that we do not like, we are
inclined to attribute it to the influence of certain forces that are most often embodied for us in the
renting agent, deliberately tucking the viewer "standard-beautiful” films, and even in several major
cinemas simultaneously, and at the best evening screenings, but highly talented paintings he gives
in the morning and one or two days. But the purpose, the profession of the distributor is to fulfill
the plan. ... But he won't be able to fulfill the plan when the theater is half-empty. He is obliged to
ensure that the plan is fulfilled, so he sells tickets for the film for which tickets are bought, and for
as many days as they are bought (Zorkaya, 1983: 31).

And further, N. Zorkaya logically and provably justified the phenomenon of mass film
success: For many years engaged in problems of mass art, I am absolutely convinced and
repeatedly expressed my conviction that films of mass success are those in which folklore plots,
images, expressive means and above all the structure of a fairy tale are reproduced. ... A number of
the most important features of mass cinema and folklore coincide or are closely related. These are
the inner formulas, the stable schemes of plots as well as aesthetic attributes of mass film
(entertaining, effective, colorful, etc.). These mass-produced films could be likened to a single self-
reproducing multi-episode feature film, or to a series of feature films, the principal one of which
has the archetype of a fairy tale as its underlying basis. Fairy tale structures are often seen in films
that are, so to speak, realistic, full of vivid sketches of contemporary life and the truth of our
contemporary life (Zorkaya 1983: 32).
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Soon there was an article in the Cinema Art journal by film scholar K. Razlogov (1946—2021)
wrote an article about amusing cinema, in which he reasonably pointed out that if it is with
pragmatism that Americans ... strive to calculate the role and 'share' of good leisure — including
entertainment — in the growth of labor productivity, then we should also consider the fact that the
driver of this central indicator of economic progress is not only new technology, not only improved
services, but also the full development of the recreational and entertaining function of art
(Razlogov, 1984: 72).

K. Razlogov further wrote: Soviet criticism, including film criticism, spent a great deal of time
and energy denouncing entertainment in its bourgeois version. The textbook formula of "diverting
— to entertain, entertaining — to distract" and the attendant notion of "escapism" served as the
basis for an initial and a priori negative evaluation of the entertaining cinema. But even in the
capitalist world, entertainment is by no means always a "cheap spectacle". ... As proof of this,
suffice it to cite the indisputable example of Charlie Chaplin. The theoretical basis for negativism is
that entertainment is synonymous with "escaping" from life. But it is possible not only to distract,
but also to educate and develop the personality and to educate the audience ideologically, morally
and aesthetically. Moreover, in the conditions of socialism entertainment in itself is a positive
value, a source of social wealth (Razlogov, 1984: 73).

K. Razlogov then goes on to suggest, logically, that “It is necessary to encourage the artist to
work in the genre, not to neglect it, to meet the needs of the audience, not to reproach them for
their 'undeveloped taste. After all, the eternal need for carnival is essentially indestructible. One
has only to learn to entertain, not to distract, but to teach, to educate, to form artistic tastes, to
develop personality (Razlogov, 1984: 81).

Of course, everything said by K. Razlogov's point of view substantially differs from the view,
which for many years reigned in official Soviet film criticism, that a study of the demands of the
mass Soviet audience shows that it is not escapism, nor a desire to escape from the hardships of
reality, nor a need for mindless entertainment, that determine our audience's attitude toward
cinema. The long-standing practice has shown that with the help of films the Soviet viewer
consciously seeks to go deeper into the complex phenomena of life, to find the answer to the
questions that concern him, to gain aesthetic pleasure. We can rightfully say that along with the
phenomenon of Soviet cinema in our country the phenomenon of the Soviet viewer was formed
(Baskakov, 1981: 69).

Film scholar V. Dmitriev (1940—2013), entering into a polemic with K. Razlogov, has expressed
a highly controversial hypothesis that “the romantic dream of pure genres is an illusion. The situation
of the present time, the moment of development of art, the relationship between the artist and the
viewer are now such that the genre-bearing construction of an entertainment work must include a
complicating parameter as a necessary ingredient to ensure stability. The number of such ingredients
is quite large, and it is up to the artist's intention, skill, and taste to determine what he chooses.
In some cases a correction to a different genre comes in handy, in others — stylization, in others —
a replica in the direction of old cinema (Dmitriev, 1984: 86).

Film scholar M. Zak (1929—2011), who entered into the theoretical dispute, noted that he was
close to V. Dmitriev's position, who wants to know not only the attendance figures of this or that
film, including adventure films, but also the real price of success. What does it consist of? (Zak,
1984: 106).

And the film critic J. Warszawski (1911—2000) disliked (in our opinion, irrevocably) the very
term "entertaining film": If you want to call some films entertaining, how will you call others?
All films have to entertain. And funny comedies, and exciting adventures, and philosophical dramas.
There are no good non-entertaining films, or rather, there cannot be (Warszawski, 1984: 37).

4. Conclusion

Throughout the period 1969—1985, the editors of the Cinema Art journal paid a great deal of
attention to theoretical discussions, including discussions about specific problems of film studies.
As a rule, leading Soviet film critics and film historians took part in these discussions.

The discussion on Georgian cinema, organized by E. Surkov (1915—-1988), the editor-in-chief
of Cinema Art journal, in the second half of the 1970s, had the strongest public response.

The starting point of this discussion was an article about the state of Georgian cinema,
written by the well-known film critic and film expert Y. Bogomolov (1937—2023). One of the main
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theses of this article was the claim that Georgian cinematographers, having developed their own
exquisite, parable-like style, not only lose contact with the mass audience, but also, repeating the
successful artistic techniques they found, move toward a kind of creative "dead end".

This position, of course, aroused strong objections from the majority of Georgian
cinematographers and film critics, who began to defend their national cinema, reproaching
Bogomolov in engagement.

The discussion about genres and styles, about the phenomenon of popularity of
cinematography turned out to be acute on the pages of the Cinema Art journal.
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