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MEXPABIMTOM®UJIBM
MEXAY 3KCINEPUMEHTOM
MU LEH3YPOW: OENIO
«CTEKJIAHHOTO TT1A3A»

AHHOTALMA

CraTbsl paccMaTpMBaeT UCTOPUIO ITPO-
M3BOJCTBA U LIeH3YPhl KYJIbTypPuUIbMa
«CrexysiHHBIN T71a3» (1928, pesx. JI. Bpuk

n B. J)KemuyskHsIi1). Pa6oTa rpencrasuTe-
sen JIEQa B camMom «6yp>Kya3HOW» KMHO-
CTyOUN CTpaHBbI «MexxpabrioMpuibms
(paHee HazbIBaBIIeiCS «Mexxpabriom-Pyces)
CTaja BO3MOXKHOCTBIO COeIMHNUTD SKCIIe-
pvMeHT ¢ GopMON (B OPUIMHAIBHOM POP-
MaTe «KMHOPEeBIO®») C OTBETOM Ha 3aIlpOChI
LIMPOKOW IMTYGINKK, )KMBO MHTEPECYIOIeCs
«3aKyJINCcheM» KMHOIIpounsozncTaa. OfHaKo
JIJ1S1 LIeH3YPHBIX OPTaHOB TeMY U 337ja4y
dnipMa HEO6XOAMMO 6BIIO CHOPMYINPO-
BaTb He B OKCIIEPUMEHTAJIbHBIX, a B TIOJIN-
TUYEeCKMX TepMUHAX — KaK 60pBoy c 6yp-
’Kya3HBIM XyZ0’KeCTBEHHBIM GUIBMOM

M aruTaLuIo 3a KYJIbTypOUIbM, TO eCTh
HaCcTPOEHHOe Ha «OKYJIbTYpMUBaHUe» 3pu-
TeJs JOKYMeHTalIbHOe KMHO. Takon pa3spriB
Me>XIY UICTMHHOV 1 3asBJIEHHOM 3a/iayen
OBLT XapaKTepeH Jj1s 60IbIINHCTBA KAPTUH
1920-x rr., 0CO6EHHO NTPOU3BELEHHBIX CTY-
et «MesxpabroMduibM». JJoKyMeHThI
LIeH3YPBI 1 OT3bIBBI B LIeHTPaJIbHO IIpecce,
TaKUM 06pa3oM, TIOMOTAIOT ITOHSTB,
HAaCKOJIBKO 3TOT pa3pbIB OCO3HABAJICs

" GOPMYINPOBAJICS CAMUMM YIACTHN-
Kamu npotiecca. B ciaydae «CTeKISTHHOTO
IJ1a3a» 1JeH30PBl, BBIHYK/IeHHbIe OJJ06PUTD
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ABSTRACT

The article considers the history of pro-
duction and censorship of the kulturf-
ilm “The Glass Eye” (1928, directed

by L. Brik and V. Zhemchuzhnyi).

The work of the representatives of LEF

at the country’s most “bourgeois” film
studio Mezhrabpomfilm (formerly called
Mezhrabpom-Rus) became an oppor-
tunity to combine a formal experiment
(in an original “film-revue” format)

with a response to the general public’s
keen interest in “behind-the-scenes”

of film production. However, for the cen-
sorship authorities, the theme and goal
of the film had to be formulated not

in experimental but in political terms:

as a struggle against the bourgeois fic-
tion film and as campaigning for the kul-
turfilm, that is, documentary cinema
intended to “cultivate” the viewer. Such

a gap between the real and the stated task
was characteristic of most of the 1920s
films, especially those produced

by the Mezhrabpomfilm studio. Censorship
documents and reviews in the central press
therefore help to understand the extent
to which this gap was realized and formu-
lated by the participants of the film pro-
cess themselves. In the case of “The Glass
Eye”, the censors, forced to approve
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€ro IIPOU3BOJCTBO, B IIOJIHON Mepe 0CO3-
HaJI CBOIO OLIMOKY ITOCJIe BhIxoga puibma
Ha 5KpaH " ero peKJIaMHOW KaMIa-

HUW — 1 [I09TOMY KaTeropnuyeckn 3arpe-
TWIN CTIeAYIOLNIA, ellle 60jIee SKCIepu-
MeHTaNbHBIN clieHapun JInam Bpuk ois
«Mexxpabrnomduniapmay — «J[I060BB U JOITS.

KJIIOYEBBIE CNTOBA: «Mexcpabnom-Pyces,
«Medxcpabnomdunvms, paHHee cosemckoe
KuHo, Jlung Bpuk, Bumanuii KemuyucHuiii,
JIEQ, kynvmypdunvm, yeH3ypa é KuHo,
T'naspenepmxom.

«CTexIsiHHBIN r1a3y (1928) — yHuKanb-
HBIN ITOABNUJ, JOKYMEHTAIBHOTO PUIbMa
(W «kyIpTYypdUIbMaY, 10 TOTAALl -
Hel TepMUHOJIOTUN) : «PUTBM-PEBIO»,
CIeJIaHHBIN Ha IIOPOTe «KYJIbTYPHOM
PeBOIIOLMNY, KOTIa PeXKMCcCephl XyL0-
’KeCTBEHHOTI'O KMHO, la’ke CaMble KpYII-
Hble, YaCTUYHO II0 HeOOXOMMOCTH,

a YaCTMUYHO — I10 BHYTPeHHUM y6ex-
JleHMSIM YXOIWIN B IIOJIUTIIPOCBET-
$wuipM, TexduibM, yue6HOE KMHO.
Tax, JleB Kysnemos B 1931 r. nocra-

Bui «Copok cepgeny k 10-1eTnio
rraHa 'OBJIPO, a Abpam Poom

B 1930-1931 rr. — «MaHOMeTp-1»

n «MaHoMeTp-2» (0 IMKBULALUN IIPO-
pbIBa Ha IPUG60POCTPOUTETIFPHOM
3aBoje).

ITpn 3TOM B MUCTOPUM KMHO
«CTeKJISTHHBIN I71a3» paccMaTpuBa-
eTCsl B OCHOBHOM KaK eIMHCTBeHHBIN
WIBM, TOCTaBIEHHBIN (M CMOHTUPO-
BaHHBIN) JInneit FOppeBHOV Bpuk [1].
B maHHOV cTaThe, OOHAKO, TOT KCITe-
PUMeHT 6epeTcst He CTOJIBKO KaK PaKT
TBOpYecKkom 6uorpadmun myssl JIEQa
" ee coaBTOpa Buranus >KemuyskHoro,
CKOJIBKO KaK QaKT TBOPYEeCKOW 610-
rpadpun crygnn «Mexpabrnomdnibmy,
Ha KOTOPOW ero 0Ka3aJoCch BO3MOKHBIM
OCYILeCTBUTE.

KakeTcs mapagoKCcalbHbIM,

HO MMeHHO «MexxpabrioMpuIbMs, C ero

its production, fully realized their mistake
after the release of the film and its adver-
tising campaign — and therefore categor-
ically banned Lilia Brik’s next, even more
experimental script for Mezhrabpomfilm,
“Love and Duty”.

KEYWORDS: “Mezhrabpom-Rus’”, “Mezhrab-
pomfilm”, early Soviet cinema, Lilya Brik, Vitalii
Zbemzbuzhnyi, LEF, kulturfilm, film censorship,
Glavrepertkom.

“The Glass Eye” (1928) represents
a unique subgenre of documentary
film (or “Kulturfilm”, in the terminol-
ogy of the time): a “revue film” made
on the threshold of the Cultural rev-
olution, when the directors of fic-
tion films, even the most prominent
ones, partly out of necessity, and par-
tially due to internal convictions,
retreated into making politprosvet
(political enlightenment) films, tech-
nical films, and educational films. For
instance, Lev Kuleshov in 1931 made
“Forty Hearts” dedicated to the 10th
anniversary of Lenin’s electrification
plan (the GOELRO plan), while Abram
Room in 1930~ 31 shot “Manometr-1”
and “Manometr-2” (about an instru-
ment engineering factory overcoming
falling behind in its plan fulfillment).

At the same time, in the history
of cinema, “The Glass Eye” is con-
sidered mainly as the only film
made (and edited) by Lilia Iur’evna
Brik [1]. In this article, however,
this experiment is taken not so
much as a fact of the creative biog-
raphy of the LEF muse and her
co-author Vitalii Zhemchuzhnyi,
but as a fact of the creative biogra-
phy of the Mezhrabpomfilm studio,
at which it became possible to carry
the project out.

It might seem like a paradox,
but it was Mezhrabpomfilm, with
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peryTalmen caMon «6yp>KyasHOoM» CTY-
MU CTpaHBI (6y1arofapst TaKUM 3pUTeIIb-
CKVMM XMUTaM, KaK «MeJiBexKbsI cBampbas,
«Kornesxkckuii permcrpatop» u «ITowesyn
Mbapu [Tuxkdopzy), MOr CTaTh IPOU3-
BozcTBeHHO 6a3om 11t JIEQoB1eB

" Ja>ke BKJIIOYaTh B CBOV PWIbMBI e111e
60J1ee «JIeBble» 3JIeMeHThI uaen J1zurn
BepToBa 1 kuHoKoB. Ho camu atn ngen,
COeIMHeHHbIe C pelyTaleii CTyAnn,

BCe paBHO OKa3bIBaJINCh Ha NTOJ03PeHUN
Y LIeH3YPHBIX OPTaHOB, YTO Y6e4NTeIbHO
IOKa3bIBaeT UCTOPUS pa3pelleHns 3TOro
IIepBOTO PeXXMCCePCKOro onblTa JInam
BpuK 1 conyTcTByOas UCTOPUS 3aIIpe-
1LIeHMs ee BTOPOTO, TaK 1 He COCTOsIBIILIe-
rocst purbMa «J[1060Bb 1 CMEPTD.

W Bce xxe cBs13b JIEQa n «Meskpab-
roma» (KakK 4acTo COKpallaan Ha-
3BaHMe CTYUN) HEOOXOIMMO 00B-
AcHUTB. K 1928 r. JInns Bpuk Tosnbko
OfHaKI bl IPMHMMAaJIA y4acTne B K-
HOIIOCTAHOBKe — 3a JeCsATuIeTne
1o aToro, B 1918 r., oHa cHs1ach B IJ1aB-
HO poJIN B KapTnHe «3aKoBaHHas
$pWIBEMO», KOTOPYIO 1O CLIeHAPUIO
Bragummnpa MasgKkoBCKOro IocTa-

BWI JIs1 YaCTHOM cTyaun «HenTyns
Hwukangp TypkuH. Y ee coaBTOpa 1 co-
pexxuccepa no «CTeKJITHHOMY IJIa3y»
Buranus YKeMuys>kHOTO 3a I1€94aMn
6pL1a yueba pexxuccype y BceBonoza
MeriepxoJbJia M CEKpPeTapCTBO B PefaK-
unn xypHaa «CoBeTcKoe KMHO», BBI-
IIyCKaBLIETOCS XyO’KeCTBEHHBIM OTJe-
siom [nmaBnonnTnpocseTa. JKeMuy>KHbIN
1 ero keHa EBreHms Bxoguian B 3TO
BpeMs B 6msKaniuni Kpyr bpukos.

Crymns «MeskpabiomduabM»

KaK IUIOIaZKa AJIs1 SKCIIEPUMEHTOB Oblia
BbIOpaHa HecydariHo. K 1928 r. B inte-
paTypHOM oTgese «Mexxpabriompuirbmas
y>Ke HeCKOJIBKO JIeT paboTaJl CLieHapu-
croM n pegakropom Ocun bpuk, co cry-
Inei corpyaumndan Bukrop IIkioBckun
n Jles Kyseiros. TecHble CBSI31 C HeMell-
KM 0611ecTBOM «MexxnyHapopHast pa-
604as IOMOILb» ITO3BOJISIN ObIBLIEMY

its reputation as the country’s most
“bourgeois” studio (thanks to such
audience hits as “The Bear’s Wedding”
and “The Kiss of Mary Pickford”),

that could become the production base
for LEF and include in their films even
more “left-wing” elements of the ideas
of Dziga Vertov and his kinoks.

But these ideas themselves, combined
with the studio’s reputation, were still
suspected by the censorship authori-
ties. The story of the approval of this
first directorial experience of Lilia Brik
and the accompanying story of the ban
of her second, never-made film “Love
and Death” is a convincing example

of this.

Nevertheless, the connection
between LEF and Mezhrabpom
(as the name of the studio was often
shortened) needs to be explained.

By 1928, Lilia Brik had only once

taken part in a film production -

a decade prior, in 1918, she had starred
in the melodrama “Shackled by Film”
directed by Nikandr Turkin for the pri-
vate studio “Neptune” and written by
Vladimir Mayakovsky. Her co-author
and co-director for “The Glass Eye”,
Vitalii Zhemchuzhnyi, had had experi-
ence studying directing with Vsevolod
Meyerhold and working as the editorial
board secretary of “Sovetskoe Kino”
(“The Soviet Cinema”) magazine,
published by the artistic department
of Glavpolitprosvet. Zhemchuzhnyi
and his wife Evgeniia at this time were
part of the Briks’ intimate circle.

The Mezhrabpomfilm studio was
not chosen as a platform for experi-
mentation by accident. By 1928, Osip
Brik had been working as a screen-
writer and script editor at the liter-
ary department of Mezhrabpomfilm for
several years, with Viktor Shklovsky
and Lev Kuleshov often collaborat-
ing with the studio as well. Close ties
with the German society International
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KOJIJIEKTUBY «Pych» IIpejocTaBIsITh
6011ee KOMPOPTHBIE, YeM Ha Ipy-
I'MX COBETCKMUX CTYAWSIX, IPOU3-
BOJCTBEHHBbIE YCIIOBUS, [IO3TOMY
Ha «MeyxpabIToM» CTPeMWINCh NTOIACTh
naxe Cepren DiiseHiuTenH c ['puropuem
AsnexcaHgpoBbIM. OFHAKO JJIS «JIeBBIX»
K1HeMaTorpaducToB TaKoe BhITOLHOe
¢ mpodeccroHaNIbHON TOYKM 3PEHMs CO-
TPYAHNYECTBO OGHOBPEMEHHO OILlY-
IaJIOCh U KaK ITpefaHine 3CTeTUIeCKNUX
Y IOIMTUYECKUX UIealoB, paboTy «paan
JleHer», B yTOAY «HAIIOBCKO» ITyOInKe.

Bapsapa CrenaHoBa, XyZ0XHM1A-
odopMuTeb, )KeHa AleKkcaHapa
PopueHnxo, ycrnes1iero nopaéo-
TaTh Ha «Mesxpabrome» XyI0XHN-
KOM-TIOCTaHOBIIMKOM, OXapaKTepu-
30Bajla OTHOILIeHMe paclafalollerocs
B KoHIIe 20-x rogoB JIEQoBckoro
Kpyra K paboTe Ha CTYAUN B Iy TJINBOM
CTUXOTBOPEHUN:

...JIE® naw ene mep>xurcs,

BUIMMOCTD OIHA:

B MesxpabrioMe BCTpeTUMCH,
TOKa Xe
KTO Kyza. <...>
...Cirywarics mpukasy,
JleBas 6paTBa:
Me>XXpabIIoMb
He cpasy —
110 OJHOMY, ITO ABa. <...>
...JIEQs5I 65Ut — 6OJTBILIE HET:
PWIBMBI gesaTh y4aTCcs.

CrenaHoBa COUMHMIA CTUXOTBOPE-
HMe B OKTs16pe 1927 r. 1 Bcslen 3a 3TUM
3amnmcaza B gHeBHUKe: ««He mo6:1to 11y -
TOK, KOTOpPBbIe [IOXOXXW Ha IIPaBay>». ..
(/Insa Bpuk 1o moBOZY 3TOTO CTUXA)»
[2,c.214-215].

M3HavanpHOe oTHOWeHMe JI. Bpuk
K CTYOUN, KaK IBCTBYeT U3 JHEeBHU-
ka CTernaHoBO, 6BLJIO HETATUBHBIM.
OpnHnako K yety 1928 r. y Hee nosiBU-
Jlach BO3MO>XKHOCTD ITOTIIpO60BaTh BO-
IIOTUTD CBOU 3KCIIePUMEHTAaIbHbIe

Workers’ Aid allowed the former Rus’
studio to provide more comfortable
working conditions than other Soviet
studios could, so that even Sergei
Eisenstein and Grigorii Aleksandrov
sought to work at Mezhrabpom.
However, for the “left” filmmakers,
such professionally beneficial cooper-
ation was simultaneously experienced
as a betrayal of aesthetic and polit-
ical ideals, as working “for the sake

of money”, as catering to the “NEP”
audience.

Designer Varvara Stepanova, wife
of Aleksandr Rodchenko, who had
worked at Mezhrabpom for some time
as production designer, described
the attitude of the LEF circle that was
breaking up at the end of the 1920s
towards working at the studio
in a humorous poem:

...Our LEF is barely holding on,

it’s just a fagade:
we’ll meet at Mezhrabpom,
but for now,
everyone goes their own way.

<...>
...Listen to the order,
lads of the Left:
go Mezhrabpoming
not right away -
one at a time, two at a time.
<...>

....There used to be LEFs but no

more:
they are learning to make films.

Stepanova wrote the poem
in October 1927 and then wrote in her
diary: ““I don’t like jokes that look
like the truth”... (Lilia Brik about this
poem)” [2, p.214-215].

The initial attitude of L. Brik
to the studio, as appears from
Stepanova’s diary, was negative.
However, by the summer of 1928,
she received an opportunity to try
and reproduce her experimental ideas

© TUTUC. TEATP. XKMBOMMCb. KMHO. MY3bIKA. 2019/3 HA SKPAHAX MIIPA
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nien B KUHO, IIpuYeM, Kak MOX-
HO 3aKJIIOYUTh U3 YIIOMUHAaHUN
Crenanosoi, bpuk npeprmnosara-
J1a, 4TOo y YKeMuy>KHOTO OHa CMOJKeT
Hay4YUTBCS PEKUCCEPCKON TeXHM-
Ke — HO B pe3yJIbTaTe pa3odyapoBajach
B OTOW njee, a KaKy-TO IIOMOIIb el
okasbiBaji Becesosog ITymoekuu [1].
3asiBJIeHe Ha pa3pelleHne K II0cTa-
HOBKe (y’Ke TpeTbhero BapMaHTa) clie-
Hapus «CTeKJISTHHBIN I71a3» 6bUIO I10-
IaHO cTyAuen B [J1aBpenepTKoM 5 MIOHS
1928 r. ABTOpamm cLieHapws B 3as1BKe
sHauaTcs JI. Bpuk n B. YKemuy>kHbIN,
1 OHU Ke yKa3aHbl KaK peKnuccepsl,
HO — «IIPeZIIOIOKUTEeNIbHOY. Temon
cLeHapwus o6o3HavyeHa «CaTupa Ha 3a-
IPaHUYHBIN UTPOBOV QUIIBM, C LIeJIbI0

mporarasgsl Kyrsrypduibsmas [ 3, c. 18].

TepMuH «KyIbTypOUIbM» B 3TO BpeMs
0603Havaj caMbIll LIMPOKUIA CIIEKTP J,0-
KYME@HTaJIbHOT'O KMHO, OT MUHCTPYKTUB-
HOTO J10 3THOTpadunyeckoro. ITepsoe
BCeCOI03HOe KMHOCOBeIIaHNe B MapTe
1928 r. ykazano Ha HeOOXOAMMOCTD
pacumpeHns IPOU3BOLACTBA KyJIbTyp-
$pnIBMOB, B CBA3M C UYeM KMHOIIpecca
TaKKe yJessia UM 0co60e BHMMaHMe
Ha IpoTsikeHnn Bcero roga. CueHapun
«CTeKJISIHHOTO IJ1a3a», OJHaKoO, OTJ/IN-
4aJjIcsl OT BCeX paclpoCTpaHeHHBIX BU-
LOB KyJIbTypPUIbMa, OJIVKe BCero IOZ, -
XOJisI K aBTOPCKUM «0603peHmnsiMy JI3urn
Beprosa Bpoge «IllecTom yacTn mmupa»
" Haxoausllerocs B 1928 r. B mpouns-
BOJICTBe «Yesl0BeKa ¢ KMHOAIMIapaToM».
CueHapuii mpegosarai, C OGHOM CTO-
POHBI, MOHTa)X Pa3/INYHOrO GPUIbMO-
TEYHOTO MaTepwuasa, KOTOPbIN OBl 10~
Ka3bIBaJI BCEMOTI'YLeCTBO KMHO U ero
MpenCcTaBUTeIIs — OllepaTropa (ero
B duibMe coirpai oneparop Becesonona
[TymosBkmnHa — AHaToani [onoBHS),
a c JpyTrovi CTOPOHBL, — CheMKY ITapogumn
Ha 3apy06e>KHYI0 MeJIofpaMy C O6Haxe-
HMeM «TeXHUKNU» ee U3TOTOBJIeHNS.
Yepes yeTkIpe AHs [TOCIIE CAAYN
cueHapus nnoautpegakrop I'PK

in cinema, and, as can be inferred
from Stepanova’s mentions, Brik ini-
tially assumed that she would be
able to learn directing techniques
from Zhemchuzhnyi, but eventu-
ally she became disappointed in this
idea and in some way was assisted by
Vsevolod Pudovkin [1].

An application for the permis-
sion to make (already the third ver-
sion) of the script “The Glass Eye”
was submitted by the studio to
Glavrepertkom on 5 June 1928. L. Brik
and V. Zhemchuzhnyi are indicated
in the application as the authors
of the script, and they are also listed as
directors, albeit “tentatively”. The theme
of the script is designated as “A satire
on the foreign fiction film, with the aim
of propaganda of the Kulturfilm”
[3, p. 18]. The term “Kulturfilm” at
the time meant the widest range of doc-
umentary films, from instructive to eth-
nographic. The first all-Union film con-
ference in March 1928 indicated the need
to expand the production of Kulturfilms,
and consequently the film press also
paid special attention to them through-
out the year. The script of “The Glass
Eye”, however, differed from all common
types of the Kulturfilm, coming clos-
est to Dziga Vertov’s authorial works like
“The Sixth Part of the World” and “The
Man with a Movie Camera”, which was
in production in 1928. The script, on
the one hand, envisioned the compi-
lation of various stock library mate-
rial that would show the omnipotence
of the cinema and of its representa-
tive, the cameraman (it was played by
the Vsevolod Pudovkin’s cameraman
Anatolii Golovnia), and on the other
hand, it presupposed the filming
of a parody of a foreign melodrama with
the exposure of the “technology” of its
manufacturing.

Four days after the script was sub-
mitted, a GRK “political editor”
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Mwuxann lapyman® nogmnmcan or-

3BIB Ha Hero: «ITpenoxeHHas cxema
odopMiieHnss MaTepuaina <rak!>cun-
Tal HeygayHou. [TosyyaeTcs Takoe
BIleyaTJyIeHne, Oy TO C OGHOW CTO-
POHBI CYILIeCTBYIOT TOJIBKO CKBEpHEIE,
TMo1JIbIe, OypsKya3Hble XYIO’KeCTBeH-
Hble <...> GWIbMBI, a C IPYION — KYJIb-
TypHbIe. Takoe IpOTMUBOIIOCTaBIeHNe
B KOpHe HeBepHO.

TyT ofHO 13 ABYX: IN6O IIO 3aMBICITY
aBTOpa POJIb KMHO JeINCTBUTEIbHO BbI-
paskaeTcs B CO3JaHUN KYJAbTYpPUIbM
WUCKIIIOYNTENIBHO, TO [Ia] He3aueM
CKPBIBAThCS 1O, LIMPMOT OYPyKya3HbIX
¢wapM. He Hy>KHBI TOTIa 1 XyTOXKe-
CTBeHHBbIe GWIbMBI Halllero MPOU3BO/ -
CTBa, IN60 He TaKOB 3aMbICe]I aBTOPOB.
Torpa HY>KHO 6bL7I0 6B B3Th TaK Ha3bl-
BaeMble KyJIbTyPPUIbMBI 6yP>Kya3HOTO
IIPOU3BOJICTBA M IOKAa3aTh, YTO OHU
He [IpefHa3Ha4YeHbl JJIs IPOCBelleHNs
LUIMPOKUX TPYAALIMXCS Macc, a Hallln
MOJI BBIMOJIHAIOT 3TY 3a7avy OOleHNns
C LIMpOoYanIINMM MaccaMu. <...>

OueHKa — OLLEeHUTB TPYAHO.
Meskpa6nom-Pycs [ncronbayercs mpe-
IbIoyliee HazBaHue cTygun — H. P.]
CYNTaeT 3TOT CLieHapWUii TOOHBIM JAJIs1
KyJIbTyppuabMa.

Sl cunTalo, 4TO 3TO OYLET HEeKYJIb-
TYpHOM PWIBMO He TOJIBKO “Me-
cTaMun”, HO 1L[eJIMKOM U1 ITOJTHOCTBIO.

BriBOJ, — clieHapuil K TIOCTaHOBKe
3anpeTuTss 3, c. 19].

Mikhail Gartsman'® signed its review:
“I consider the proposed scheme to be
unsuccessful. It seems that on the one
hand there are only bad, vulgar, bour-
geois feature films <...>, and on

the other hand, Kulturfilms. This con-
trast is fundamentally wrong.

It should be either one of two things:
either, according to the author’s in-
tention, the role of cinema is really ex-
pressed in creating only the Kulturfilm,
then there is no need to hide un-
der the guise of bourgeois films. Then
the feature films of our production are
not needed either, or the authors’ in-
tention is something different. Then it
would be necessary to take the so-called
Kulturfilms of bourgeois production
and show that they are not intended for
the enlightenment of the broad work-
ing masses, whereas ours supposedly
carry out this task of communicating
with the broadest masses. <...>

The evaluation: It is difficult
to evaluate. Mezhrabpom-Rus’

[he using the previous name of the stu-
dio — N.R.] believes this script suitable
for a Kulturfilm.

I believe that this will be an uncul-
tured film not only in places, but in its
entirety.

The conclusion: to prohibit
the production
of the script”

1 B «KuHocnpasouHuke»
Ha 1929 2. on maxce
3HAYUMCA CeKkpemapem Ku-
Hocexkyuu I'naspenepmxoma.
Bcmpeuatowjutics 6 kuxo-
gedueckoti aumepamype 9]
uHuyuan «V.» ocHosa

Ha HesepHOll pacuudposke
€20 noonucu, 8 KOMopoti
nepeas «M» deticmeumenvHo
HanomuHaem «Ms.

Ho Ha o6opore
OT3BIBa KapaH-
maurom 0603Ha-
YeHa pe30JIIoLNs:
«PaszpewmnTs rnpu
YCIIOBUM IIPOTU-
BOIIOCTAaBJICHUS
KapTUH COBeT-
CKOT'O IIPOM3BOJ-
cTBa (KaK KyJIb-
TypH [BIX ], TaK

[3,p.19].
However, on
the back of the re-
view, there is
aresolution in
pencil: “To al-
low, provided
that Soviet-
made (both
Kultur- and fic-
tion] films are

1 Inthe “Cinema Reference
Book” for 1929, he is

also listed as secretary

of the cinema section

of the Main Repertoire
Committee. The initial

“I.” found in the cinema
literature [9] is based on
an incorrect decoding of his
signature, in which the first
“M” does resemble an “I”.
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M XyLOKeCT [ BeHHBIX |) aHaJIOTUYHBIM
MHOCTpPaHHBIM» [ 3, ¢. 2006] (k coxkae-
HWIO, He BCe IOAIINCY 10, pe30IoLnent
BO3MOXXHO paclIndpoBaTh, HO OfHA
dpaMminsg HarmMcaHa 4eTKO — 3TO

®. PackopHUKOB, npexncenaTtens ['PK

c sHBaps 1928 r. no okTa6ps 1929 1.).

B aBrycre 1928 r. KapTnHa y>Ke CHU-
Masiachk, M gHeBHUK B. CTermaHoBoOM
$uKcnpyeT HeKOTOpOe pazouapoBaHue
JI. BpuK B cTyauiHOM paboTe: «...MHe
JIunsg roBopuiia nosaBuepa, 4YTO pa-
60TaTh B KNHO MOKHO TOJIBKO ap-
TeJIbHO, CO CBOMMM aImnapaTamu, HaJlo
KYIIUTb IIPOCMOTPOBOW <Tak!> 1 cbe-
MOYHBIN aIIapar M 3aBeCTy MOHTaXK-
HYIO, TOTJa ¥ MO>KHO OYZIeT eaThb HO-
Bble JIeBble GUIIbMBI, a Ha pabpuKe
HUYero He JO6belbCs. .. TaM HagoO CHU-
MaTb HaBepHSKa 1 [TOAyMaTh — HET
BpeMeHMN. .. V1 Buranuii yxke cHuMaeT
Kak ITpoTa3aHOB. .. 1 BBIyMKe y HeTro
ell HeyeMy YYUTBCS (9TO Ha IIpef -
JIo’keHMe Pabuca et 6BITh AaCCUCTEH-
TOM y BuTanms — oHM He XOTST, YTOOBI
OHa OblyIa Ha paBHBIX Hayalax, u4To,
Moz, Ocst TaM paboTaeT B JIutoTgene)s
(15 aBrycra 1928 71.) [2,c.231].

JIBe MHTepeCHBIX AeTaIn B 3TOM 3a-
MeTKe — MPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIeHNE «1jie-
aJIBHOTO» J1e(POBCKOTO peskuccepa (Ko-
TOPBIM YKeMuy>KHBIN He OKa3ascs)
caMoMy KacCoBOMY 1 ITpodeccuo-
HaJIBHOMY peXXuccepy cTyaun, IKoBy
[IpoTa3zaHOBY, HaUMHAaBIlIeMy PaboTaTh
B KMHO ellle 1,0 PeBomioniun, — n ToT
daxT, uro JI. Bpuk Bce-Takm 3Ha-
YUTCA BO BCeX JOKYMeHTaX Mo GuibMy
1 B eTO TUTPaxX KaK IIOJIHOLLeHHBIN CO-
pekuccep, HeCMOTPsI Ha IOJ03pe-

HWA B «6y1aTe» 611arofaps MOJIOKEHUIO
Ha crygun Ocuna Bpuka.

8 okTs16pst 1928 1. )xypHan
«CoBeTCKNUM dKpaH» ITIOMeCTWI Ma-
Tepuan Hayma Kaydmana (He pog-
crBeHHMK Muxanina Kaydmana n JIzurn

juxtaposed to foreign ones” [ 3, p. 20
verso] (unfortunately, not all sig-
natures under this resolution can

be decoded, but one name is written
clearly: that of F. Raskol’nikov, chair-
man of the GRK from January 1928

to October 1929).

In August 1928, the picture was
already being shot, and V. Stepanova’s
diary already records some disappoint-
ment of L. Brik in the studio work:
“...Lilia told me the day before yester-
day that one can only work in cinema
as a cooperative, with one’s own equip-
ment; we need to buy a viewing machine
and a camera and to organize an edit-
ing room, then it would be possible to
make new left films, because it’s not pos-
sible to achieve anything at the studio. ..
There one has to film for sure and there’s
no time to think... And Vitalii is already
filming like Protazanov... and she has
nothing to learn from him in terms
of tricks (this is in response to the Rabis’s
[the Union of Workers in the Arts] offer
to her to be Vitalii’s assistant: they do
not want her to be on an equal foot-
ing, because, they say, Osia works there
at the literary department)” (15 August
1928) [2, p. 231].

Two interesting details are appar-
ent in this note: the juxtaposition
of an “ideal” LEF director (which
Zhemchuzhnyi didn’t turn out to be)
to the best (in terms of the box office)
and the most professional direc-
tor of the studio, Iakov Protazanov,
who had started working in the cinema
before the revolution — and the fact
that L. Brik is listed in all film’s docu-
mentation and in its credits as a full-
fledged co-director, despite the sus-
picion of nepotism due to Osip Brik’s
position at the studio.

On 8 October 1928, the maga-
zine “Sovetskii ekran” (“The Soviet
Screen”) published an article by Naum
Kaufman (no relation of Mikhail
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BepToBa) «byps 1 rnbenp kopabs

(Ha cpemkax ¢dnbMbl « CTEKIISTHHBIN
Iy1a3» Ha pabpuke Me>xpabrnoMmdnibm)».
CraTbsl OMUCHIBaeT CheMKY CLIeHBI, KO-
TOPast ZOJIKHA PACKPBIBATD «3aKyJIN-
Cbhe» II0Ka3bIBaeMOM Jajiee «MelllaH-
CKO» MeJIOZpaMBbl 1, TAKMM O6pa3oM,
OKa3bIBaeTCsl MeTaTeKCTOM BTOPOTO
YPOBHS — OHa O ChbeMKe CLIeHBl ChbeMK!
cueHbl. Pexxnccep, ymommHaeMblIl B TeK-
cre — BugmMo, B. JKemuyskHbIN (HO BO3-
MOJKHO, YTO 1 Tepol PuIbMa — «Kn-
HOPeXXncceps» B UCIIOJTHEHUN

E. I'BospgukoBa). [lymaercs, mpurialie-
HMe «IIPecchl» Ha CbeMKWU MMEeHHO 3TOM
CLIeHbl — HeCJIy4alnHbI XOJ CO CTOPOHBI
1mbo cosgaTtesnent PUIbMa, IMbo pyKo-
BOJICTBA CTyAMUN — BO3MOXXHO, ee Heo-
$puLnanpHOro IMIEpa n «IIpogcepas
(TepMMH 3TOT B TOT ITIepUOJ, He YIIOTpe-
onsicst) Moncest AnemiHUKOBaA.

KaydmaH cpasy norpyskaert umra-
Tess B aTMochepy ChbeMKM:

«bBopT HOBeHBKOT'O NapoxoJa,
OCTaTKM a3poIlIaHa, U3BUBAOIINeCs
IIpOBOJA alapaToB, HACOCHI, CBaJleH-
HBble IIOCTPOVIKN.

Bce 3TOT OCBellleHO TpU3payHbIM
CBEeTOM ABYX-Tpex GoHapen. ..

Kax 6ynTo Kycodyek rnopra, paspy-
LUIEHHOTO HeIIpusTeNIeM. ..

ToJIBKO OKHA M GAJIKOHYMUKU COCET -
Hero JoMa, YHU3aHHbIe JII0GONbITHBIMNU
3PUTEJIIMI, HAIIOMUHAIOT O KMHO-
dabpuke...<...>

ITo namy6e mapoxoma pacxakMBaloT
6yaylLine >kepTBBl KOpabaeKkpylile-
Hus n3 [Tocpegpabuca. OHn — B TOMU-
TeJIbHOM OXXUJJaHUM, W60 UM IIpes -
CTOWUT BCTPETUTHCSA JINLOM K JINLLY
c 6panpc6oriToM. CxBaTKa HepaBHasd,
" HEUM3BECTHO, KTO B Hell OKaXkeTcs
CuUJIbHee.

— IlpuroroBmance! — 3abacni
pexuccep, — IpUroTOBUINCH!. .

DTO CJI0BO, BOJIHYIOIEE BCAKOTO
MOJIOZOTO peXkuccepa, 3By4nT Y Hero

Kaufman and Dziga Vertov) “The storm
and the wrecking of the ship

(At the filming of “The Glass Eye”

at the Mezhrabpomfilm studio)”.

The article describes the filming

of a scene, which should is supposed to
reveal the “backstage” of the “philis-
tine” melodrama shown later and, thus,
turns out to be a meta-text of the second
level: it is about filming a scene of film-
ing a scene. The director mentioned in
the text is apparently V. Zhemchuzhnyi
(but it is also possible that it is the film’s
character, a “film director” performed
by E. Gvozdikov). It is likely that

the invitation of the “press” to wit-

ness the filming of this particular scene
is not an accidental move by either

the filmmakers or the studio manage-
ment — perhaps of its unofficial leader
and “producer” (this term was not used
at that time) Moisei Aleinikov.

Kaufman immediately immerses
the reader in the atmosphere
of filming:

“The board of a new steamboat,
the remains of an airplane, the coil-
ing wires of the devices, pumps, heaped
buildings.

All this is illuminated by the ghostly
light of two or three lamps...

Like a fragment of the harbour
destroyed by the enemy...

Only the windows and balconies
of a neighboring house, covered with
curious spectators, remind one that
this is a film studio...<...>

The future victims of the shipwreck
from Posredrabis [the hiring agency
for workers in the arts] are walking up
and down the deck of the ship. They
are in a state of weary expectation, for
they are about to meet face-to-face
with a firehose. The fight is one-sided,
and it is not certain who will emerge
victorious.

“Get ready!” the director spoke with
a bass voice, “get ready!”...
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Ha BCe JIafibl, OT 1IeroIeBaTo-CUILIOTO
6aca go IOHOUIEeCKOTO AUCKaHTA. .. <...>
Pe>xunccep onacaercs “Haxnagok”

He CTOJIBKO OT UCIIOJIHUTEJIEN, CKOJIBKO
oT cBoux “cTuxmuit”. CerogHs y Hero pa-

060TAaIOT IBIM, LOXKIb, BETEP. ..

— Beperure gpiM, 6epernte
IbIM! — KpUYNUT OH.

3a ABIMOM YXa>XMBalOT 6OJIbllIe
Bcero, 60s1Ch, YTOOBI OH He 326aCTO-
BaJI, NGO KaKoe >Xe KopabaeKkpylIeHne
6e3 gpIMa B Tpy6e?

AxTepsl 1 “cTUXMA” XKIYT TOIBKO
BBICTpeJia — yJapa gepeBsSHHOW NaJIKn
06 IyCTON SIIUK.

HaxkoHe1, 3a1mnmesnm IonmTepa,

1 Oypsl HaUMHaeTcs. 3araylias pynop pe-
JKuccepa, LIyMUT MIpoIlesiiep, paboTaeT
6paHACO0NT, BAIUT KIy6aMu IBIM. . .

CBepXy CBIIIET MeJIKUI1 OCEHHUN
IOXINUYEK, HO eMy KaK-TO He IT0 cebe
cpenn 3Ton “Hacrosen” 6ypu, — 1 OH
Iepecraer...

Pe>xnccep, Kak reTeBCKUN “yUeHMK
yapoges”, BBIITyCTUBIINIA Ha BOJIIO BCe
“aseMeHTBHI”, 6pOCAETCS OT OLHOV CTN-
Xun K gpyron. bpaHnc6omT, 3ameyTas-
LINCh, HeYassHHO OKaThIBaeT CUISIILYIO
HeBraneke “rpeccy”...

Kanunrany npmuxoanTcs nepBomMy
BBIIeP’KaTh HATUCK 1IKBasna. Ha ero
TPeBO>XKHBIN CUTHAJ Ha [1a1y0y BbI-
GeraioT rmaccaxkupsl, Meuyume [ cs|
B OTYasTHUN.

J>KeHTIbMeH B IOKOCUBIIEMCS Lin-
JNHApe XBaTaeT TOJICTYIO JaMmy. MaTpb
¢ pe6eHKOM Ha pyKax 6pocaeTcs K Ma-
TpocaM, ymosIss ee cnactu. C kanm-
TaHCKOT'O MOCTMKA c6eraioT MaTpOCHI,
Ha I1ajly6e TOMYYTCs IO N.

CBasnka. Bceo6uras rméens.

KTo-To npITaeTcs 6pocuThCs
3a 6oprT.

B cambIl Tparm4eckniit MOMEHT MaThb
¢ pe6eHKOM, ITIOCKOJIb3HYBIINCE, NTaJjaeT.

This word, exciting for every begin-
ning director, sounds on his lips
in every manner from the rakish hoarse
bass to the youthful treble...<...>

The director is afraid of blunders
not so much on the part of the per-
formers as on the part of his “ele-
ments”. Today he has the smoke,
the rain, the wind...

“Protect the smoke, protect
the smoke!” he shouts.

The smoke is looked after most
of all, for fear that it would go on
strike, for what is a shipwreck without
smoke in the stack?

Actors and the “elements” are only
waiting for a shot — a wooden stick hit-
ting an empty box.

Finally, the floodlights hiss
and the storm begins. Drowning out
the director’s mouthpiece, the pro-
peller is making a noise, a firehose
is working, the stack is puffing smoke...

Afine autumn rain pours on from
above, but it somehow feels uneasy
among this “real” storm, and so it stops. ..

The director, like Goethe’s “sorcer-
er’s apprentice”, who has released all
“elements” into the wild, rushes from
one element to another. The firehose,
day-dreaming, inadvertently splashes
water at the “press” sitting nearby...

The captain has to be the first
to withstand the onslaught
of the storm. At his alarm signal
the passengers rush out onto the deck
in despair.

A gentleman in a rickety top hat
grabs a fat lady. A mother with a baby
in her arms rushes to the sailors, beg-
ging them to save her. Sailors are
escaping from the captain’s bridge;
people stomp on the deck.

Mayhem. Universal death.

Someone is trying to jump
overboard.

At the most tragic moment,

the mother with the child slips and falls.
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V pe6enka oTBanmBaeTcs “romosa’.
B oTyasiHMM MaTh KuaeTcs 3a Hel.

— He Hanmo rosossl, HarIeBaTh
Ha roJIOBY, cllejlaliTe KOMOK! — pas-
JlaeTcs IPOH3UTEeIbHBIN OKPUK
pexuccepa.

" 6emgHast MaTh, MOTepsIBLIAsI pe-
6eHKa, CIIeLINT CKOpel IOTMOHYTh
B OTKPBIBAIOIIENCs “BOASIHON” ITy-
4y He, 06pa30BaBlIelics OT APYKHOTO
Haropa 6paHIcOOITOB. .. Ha JBOpe
dabpukm» [4].

JTO onmMcaHne CbeMOK IofYepKuBaeT
pacxoskeHne MeXIYy «0PULINaTbHOM»
TeMo «CTeKJITHHOTO IJ1a3a» 1 erO «BHY-
TpeHHel» 3agadent. JIj1s LieH3ypHBIX Op-
raHOB TeMa 3asBJIIeTCs KaK «arnTalus
3a KyJIbTypPWIbM» — B TO BpeMs KaK JJIs
coszaresen 1 SpyTux IIpefcTaBuTeen
MpodeCcCMOHAIIBHOTO COOOIeCTBa MHTE-
pec dwIbMa COCTOUT IIPEVMYILeCTBEHHO
B OKCIIEPMMEHTe — IT0Ka3e «KyXHWU» KMHO
1 ee pe3yIbTaTa, TO eCTh B IeMOHCTpa-
LMK IIpMeMa «OCTpaHeHus». Bo3aMOKHO,
3TO caMoe [eCTBeHHOe OObsICHEeHe
TOTO (PaKTa, YTO KKYXHS» 371eCh UMEHHO
He «pacKpbIBaeTCcs» — TO eCTh ee I10-

Ka3 He cJIeflyeT 3a II0Ka30M BbIyMaH-
HOTO «MelllaHCKoro» ¢puibMa — a, Ha-
060pOT, IpeAllIeCTByeT eMy. 3pUTelb
«CTeKJITHHOTIO I71a3a» TaKuM o6pa3om
KaK 6Bl BOOPY>KaeTCsl 3HaHMeM O TOM,
Kak GuibM B puiibMe «CIelaH», HO 3a-
TeM KJIaCCUYeCKUI «KHe3aMeTHBIN» MOH-
TaXk paboTaeT Ha TO, YTOOBI BCe PaBHO
BKJIIOUNUTD €r0 B HappaTuB.

K nos6pio 1928 r. kapTnHa 66112
MpaKTU4eckun 3akoHueHa. B. CrenaHosa
3aInUChIBAeT I10CJIe TeJIePOHHOIO pa3-
rosopa c OcunoMm bpukom: «T'osopu,
Kak Ha pabpuKe IIPOCIaBUINCh
JI. Bpuk 1 B. J)KeMuy>KHBIN cO CBOMM
“CrexyssHHBIM I1a30M”» [ 2, ¢. 240].

B 3T0 )e Bpems JI. Bpuk nuuier o kap-
TnHe B. MaskoBckomy B [Tapmk:
«ITokazbIBajsia ee AMpPeEKLMN, BCe OCTa-
JINCh JOBOJIBHBI. ApyCTaHOB TOBOPUT,
YTO KapTMHA “6recTsuas” (s 5Toro

The child’s head falls off. In despera-
tion, the mother rushes after it.

“No need for the head, to hell with
the head, make a lump!” rings out
the shrill voice of the director.

And the poor mother, having lost
her baby, hurries to die in the opening
“water” abyss, formed by the friendly
pressure of the firehoses... in the yard
of the studio” [4].

This description of the filming pro-
cess highlights the discrepancy between
the “official” theme of “The Glass Eye”
and its “internal” task. For censorship
authorities, the theme is declared as
“propaganda of the Kulturfilm”, while
for the film’s creators and other repre-
sentatives of the professional commu-
nity, its interest lies mainly in the exper-
iment: in showing the inner workings
of the cinema and its result, that is,
in demonstrating the method of “defa-
miliarization”. Perhaps this is the most
effective explanation for the fact that
the “inner workings” are not exactly
“revealed” here — that is, the show-
ing of them does not follow the show-
ing of the fictional “philistine” film but,
on the contrary, precedes it. The viewers
of “The Glass Eye” in this way seem to be
armed with knowledge of how the film
in the film is “made”, but then the clas-
sic “inconspicuous” montage works to
include them in the narrative anyway.

By November 1928, the pic-
ture, apparently, was almost finished.

V. Stepanova writes after a telephone
conversation with Osip Brik: “He talked
about L. Brik and V. Zhemchuzhnyi
being famous at the studio now with
their “Glass Eye” [2, p. 240]. At the same
time, L. Brik writes about the film to

V. Mayakovsky in Paris: “I've showed

it to the administration, everyone was
satisfied. Arustanov says that the pic-
ture is “brilliant” (I don’t see this) <...>.
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He HaXxoXy) <...>. JInpek1us He XOueT ee
ITycKaThb B «ApTek» <Tak!>, a B “Komocc”
1 B “Apc”. 3aBTpa yrpoMm 6yay IOoKassl-
BaTb KOMMEPYEeCKOMY OTHeNy — He Iy-
Malo, YTO OHU C 3TUM COIIacsATCs!
OcpKe KapTHHAa TOXKe OYeHb Hpa-
BUTCs1. OH TOBOPUT, UTO OHA OYeHb
“syreraHTHO” CIeIaHa 1 3aMeya-
TeJIbHO “cMOHTMpOBaHa”, a Kysemos
TOBOPUT, UTO OH GBI HE CMOHTM-
poBas myuie. (MoHTUpPOBasa
TOJIBKO 51 — 6e3 Buramms.) CioBoM,
yCIex — IOJIHBIN. Sl CTpalllHO pana, XOTs
(uecTHOE CITOBO!) cuMTAaIO 3TO IITYGOKO
HecrpaBemIMBEIMI» [ 5, c. 222-223].
Kunocexumneri [maBpenepTkoMa
KapTnHa 6bUIa TPOCMOTPEHA TOJIBKO
21 gexa6ps 1928 r. B xoMnccuio Bxo-
WU TJIaBHBIV B MTPOLUUIOM MPOTUBHUK
cueHapusa Muxana l'apiymaH, a Takke
3aBeyIoIni KnHocekinei Ceprem
MenpHukoB, Puuapy ITukens (B 1927 1.
OH YCITeJI HeOJITO MOGBITD 1.0. TIPe-
cegatens 'PK) n Anexcangp Kanurpac.
K sToMy BpeMeHM KpaTKOe omnmca-
HWe KapTUHBI 6BIJIO OTPefaKTUPOBAHO
C y4eTOM HOBOM ITIOJINTUYECKOW PUTO-
PUKN: «ATUTALNS IPOTUB MEIIaHCKOTO
KVUHO, 3a KMHO KaK OpyAne KyJIbTypPHOM
pesomonmuns [3, c. 25].

KoMwncens Haua, 4To «TeMa 1 ycra-
HOBKa — INpaBuibHble. OfHaKO Tpak-
TOBKA BbI3bIBAeT Psif] BO3Pa’KeHUN.

B mos1o3knTesIbHOM YacTn, T. €. B I10-
Ka3e TOTo, YTO I10 MHEHMIO aBTOPOB
JOJKHO OBITB IIPeMeTOM BHMUMaHUs
KMHO-IJIa3a, OY4eHb MHOTO BHUMa-

HWS yAesseTcs 5K30THUKe, TaHLlaM He-
IPOB U T. 1. — 3JIeMeHTaM, CIIOCOOCTBY -
IOLIVM YKpeIUIeHMIO B3T/Is1a Ha “Mup
60>kMnI” Kak Ha co6paHne MHTepecHeu-
LINX, 3aHUMAaTeJIbHEeNUINX SIBIeHNN, pac
MU T. 1., 63 TeHM HallpaBjJIeHWUs MBICIIN
ayANTOPUN Ha IIPOU3BOLACTBEHHBIE OT-
HOIIeHMs MeXY JI04bMW, Ha KJIacCo-
BYI0 60pB6Y.

The administration doesn’t want to
release it at “Artek” [sic!], but at “Koloss” 81
and “Ars”. Tomorrow morning, I will be
screening it for the sales department:
I don’t think they would agree with this!

Os’ka also really likes the pic-
ture. He says that it is very “elegantly”
made and wonderfully “edited”,
and Kuleshov says that he would not
have edited it better. (I've edited it all
by myself — without Vitalii.) In a word,
complete success. I'm terribly glad,
although (honestly!) I think this is
deeply unfair!” [5, p. 222-223].

The film section of the Main
Repertoire Committee saw the pic-
ture only on 21 December 1928.

The commission included the main
opponent of the script in the past,
Mikhail Gartsman, as well as the head
of the film section, Sergei Mel'nikov,
Richard Pikel’ (in 1927, he managed
to spend some time as acting chairman
of the GRK), and Aleksandr Katsigras.
By this time, the brief description

of the picture had been edited taking
into account the new political rheto-
ric: “Agitation against philistine cin-
ema, for cinema as an instrument

of the Cultural revolution” 3, p. 25].

The commission found that
“The theme and the line [of the film]
are correct. However, the interpre-
tation raises a number of objections.

In the positive part, i.e. in the presenta-
tion of what, according to the authors,
should be the subject of attention

of the kino-eye, a lot of attention is paid
to exotics, black dances, etc.: to the ele-
ments that contribute to strengthening
the view of “God’s world” as a collec-
tion of interesting, entertaining phe-
nomena, races, etc., without any hint
of directing the audience’s thoughts
towards relations of production
between people, towards class struggle.
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1 mas1, paboune feMOHCTpaLUN,
TaHLIbl HETPOB — SIBJISIIOTCS TOJIBKO OOb-
€KTOM JIJISI KUHO-TJIa3a, KOTOPBIV BCe BU-
IUT, He aBasi cebe TPpyAa aHaIN3NMpOBaTh
Y BBIIBUTD CBO€ OTHOLICHME K BUIEH-
HoMy. KapTunHa 3Ta, BecbMa OCTPOYMHO
BBICMeMBAIOIIAs “MelaHCKoe” KMHO
(kcTaTn cKazaTh, MOJ ITOHSITHUE “MeljaH-
CKoe” aBTOPbI He3aMeTHO IO CTaBJISIOT
8000uie Xy0oxcecmeeHHoe, Uzposoe KUHO — STO
CKBO3UT B LIeJIOM psifie IITPUXOB <...>) —
JleJIaeT 3TO He I10-MapKCUCTCKH,

a [0-MHTeJUIUTeHTCKM, HaJKJIacCOBO,
“KynbpTypHMYeCcKn”.

He cBo6omHa KapTHHA, KaK Obl 3TO
HW Ka3aJIOCh NTapafOKCaJIbHBIM, U OT Ke-
JlaHus noTpaduTh 06bIBaTENIO, f06a-
BUB 3POTNYECKNX MOMEHTOB, OCTPOYM-
Has, IIpaBja, TOHKas, HO BCe JKe BIIOJIHe
y710BUMas TeHJeHLINs Iep>KaTb BHUMA -
HWe 3pUTeJIst BOKPYT “OIpesieleHHBIX”
MIOHATUN U IIPeJICTaBJIeHUI — B KOHeu-
HOM CUeTe paccuMTaHa Ha TOI'O Xe ca-
MOTO OGBIBATeJIS, UyTOUKY IIOKYJIb-
TypHee 1 U30lpeHHee, KOTOPOTO
“rirymele KMHOLpPaMbl” BCe PaBHO YiKe
He yIoBIeTBOPsoT. OCHOBaHMIA K 3a-
MpeleHnIo KapTUHE HeT. OTMeTUTb
BCe Ke He MapKCUCTCKYIO, allOJIUTUY -
HYIO TPaKTOBKY CUNTAIO HEOOXOA M-
meIM. [TonuTpenakrop M. 'apumans»
[3,c.26-2606].

B pesynpraTe KapTnHa 6bL1a LOITY -
1eHa K eMOHCTPUPOBaHUIO Ha ABa
rofa «He [y lepeBHU 1 He [IJIs Je-

Ten o 16 et [ 3, ¢. 2606]. Vike 15 saH-
Bapsl, KOT/la COCTOsIach IIpeMbepa,
«MexxpabrioMpuIbM» 06paTUIICA B KI1-
HoceKLMIo [71aBpenepTKoma ¢ Mpock60i1
BBLIATD pa3pelInTe/IbHbIe yOCTOBepe-
Hus Ha 30 JOTIOJTHUTEIbHBIX SK3eMILJIS -
pos dwibMa. A 25 sHBaps MOCTYNINIIO
3asiBjieHMe Ha enje 10 TOTOTHNUTeTBHbBIX
9K3eMIUISIPOB [ 3, c. 4—-5]. K coxkane-
HWIO, CBeJleHMsI O [IepBOHAYaIbHOM KO-
JIndecTBe 5K3eMIUISPOB B Jieie duibMa
He COXPaHWJINCD, HO CpefjHee KoJnde-
CTBO 3K3eMIUISIPOB XYZ,0KeCTBEeHHBIX

May 1°**, workers’ demonstra-
tions, black dances are only an object
for the kino-eye, which sees every-
thing without giving itself the trou-
ble to analyze and reveal its attitude
to what is seen. This picture, which is
very witty in its ridiculing of “philis-
tine” cinema (by the way, the authors
imperceptibly substitute fiction cin-
ema in general under the concept
of “philistine” one; it shows in a num-
ber of details <...>) — it does this not
in Marxist way, but in an intellectual,
class-transcending, “cultural” way.

The picture is also not free, how-
ever paradoxical it may seem, from
the desire to please the average viewer,
by adding erotic moments: a witty,
although subtle, but still quite per-
ceptible tendency to keep the viewer’s
attention around “certain” concepts
and ideas is ultimately intended for
the same layman, a little more cultured
and sophisticated, who is no longer
satisfied with the “stupid film dramas”.
There are no grounds for banning
the picture. Nevertheless, I consider
it necessary to note a non-Marxist,
apolitical interpretation. Political edi-
tor M. Gartsman” [3, p. 26— 26 verso].

As aresult, the picture was allowed
to be screened for two years “not
for the village and not for children
under 16” 3, p. 26 verso]. Already
on 15 January, when the premiere
of the film took place, Mezhrabpomfilm
applied to the film section of the Main
Repertoire Committee with
arequest to issue screening permits
for 30 additional copies of the film.
And on 25 January a request was sub-
mitted for another 10 additional copies
[3, p.4-5]. Unfortunately, information
about the initial number of copies has
not been preserved in the film’s folder,
but the average number of copies
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KapTuH «Mexxpabromas B 5TO BpeMs
paBHsIOCH 70 (peKopAcMeHOM 6blIa
«Matp» B. [TymoBknHa c 90 3K3.).
Bonrpuie 40 53K3eMILISIPOB KyJIbTYpP-
pWIBMBI 6BUIO SIBHBIM YCIIEXOM.

Ho ycniex He yAMBUTeJICH, €CIN, KaK IT1-
cana JI. Bpuk, iupexuns ¢aépukm emle

B HOs16pe 6blyIa HacTpOeHa AeMOHCTP-
poBaTh “CTeKIITHHBIN I71a3” He B CIIeln-
aIN3NPOBAHHOM (IS KYIBTYPPUIBM)
KMHOTeaTpe «ApTecs, a B «IIepBO-
SKpaHHBIX», LleHTpalIbHbIX «Komocce»

n «Knno-Apce». [TomnMo oxBara ayan-
TOPUN, HY’)KHO OTMETUTD U JOJITOTY CY-
11eCTBOBAaHMS 3KCIIePUMEHTaIbHOTO
«KMHOpPeBIO» Ha 5KpaHe. BrimanHoe
IepBOHAYaJIbHO Ha JIBa rOfia, ero LeH-
3ypHOe yAOCTOBepeHMe ObIJIO 3aTeM
rnpojieHo 1o 1934 r. bosee Toro, no-
ciie HoBoro nnpocmoTpa ['PK B oxTsi6pe
1931 r. dubM 6BLT pa3pelleH AJIs «BCs-
KoT» ayguropun [ 3, c. 27]. Eie B uiose
1930 r. JInssa BpuK yauBsieTcs B JHEB-
HuKe: «OnATh nosyywia B Mognmke
IeHbrn 3a “CTeKkasHHBIN 11a3” !y,
[5,c.255]. A Mmecs; crycTs 3amUChI-
BaeT HOBOCTM CO CTyaun: «Jlea Buzen
undpsl — CTeKII. I71a3 camas JOXOLHas
(OTHOCUTENBHO) JIEHTa U3 BCeW ITPOAYK-
umm ¢ 28-oro o 30-mirox!» [ 5, c. 257].

LleHTpanbHas 1 npodeccroHaabHas
Ipecca OTpearnpoBajia Ha KApTUHY He-
opHO3Ha4YHO. [IepBBIM, IO BCeVi BUILN-
MOCTM, CITyCTS 3 IHS ITOCJIe IIpeMbepbl
cMoT BbIcKa3aTbcs [Tpum B «Beuepnen
Mocxkses: «O JI. bpuk, KnHeMmaTorpa-
$ncre, MBI 10 CUX IOP HNUYETO He CJIbl-
xanun. But. YJKemuy>kHbIN 3aHMMaCs
OT BpeMeH! 10 BpeMeHM IpoInaraHzon
JIOKyMEeHTaJIbHOTO KMHO. Terepb oHNn
BMeCTe BBICTYIAIOT B Ka4eCTBe aBTOPOB
dnnbMBl “CTeKIITHHBIN I1as”.

OuibMa 3Ta — GOKYCHUYECKasl, JIeT-
KOBeCHas, IBHO-AWIeTaHTCcKas. 3aueM
OHAa IMTOHagO06MIIach?

ABTOpBI OXBa4yeHBI 61aTMM HaMe-
peHMeM Jo0Ka3aTb IPeBOCXOACTBO J0-
KyMeHTaJbHOW KapTUHBI HaJ| TaK

of Mezhrabpom’s films at the time was
70 (the record holder was Vsevolod
Pudovkin’s “Mother” with 90 copies).
More than 40 copies of a Kulturfilm
were a clear success. But this success

is not surprising if, as L. Brik wrote,
the studio’s administration already in
November planned to show “The Glass
Eye” not in the specialized theater
“Artes” (for Kulturfilms), but in the cen-
tral film theaters “Koloss” and “Film-
Ars”. In addition to the wide audience
reach, the long existence of the exper-
imental “film revue” on the screen
should be noted as well. Issued ini-
tially for two years, its censorship cer-
tificate was then extended until 1934.
Moreover, after a new viewing by

the GRK in October 1931, the film was
approved for “any” audience [ 3, p.
27].InJuly 1930, Lilia Brik notes with
surprise in the diary: “I’ve received
money at Modpik [ Moscow Society
for Dramatic Writers and Composers]|
for “The Glass Eye” again!” [ 5, p. 255].
A month later, she writes down

news from the studio: “Leva has seen
the numbers — “The Glass eye” is

the most profitable (relatively) film

of all the 192830 releases!” [5, p. 257].

The central and professional press
reacted ambiguously to the picture.
The first one to report, 3 days after
the premiere, was, apparently, Prim
in “Vecherniaia Moskva” (“The Evening
Moscow”): “We have not previously
heard anything about L. Brik, the film-
maker. Vit. Zhemchuzhnyi has been
engaged in the promotion of doc-
umentary films from time to time.
Now together they act as authors
of the films “The Glass Eye”.

This film is a collection of tricks,
it’s shallow and obviously amateurish.
Why was it necessary?

The authors are taken up with
awell-intended desire to prove
the superiority of the documentary
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Ha3bIBaeMOW UT'POBOWA, “cOYMHEHHON”
KapTUHON. ATUTUPYIOT OHMU CJIeAYIO-
MM 06pa3oM: ITIOKa3bIBaIOT IIeCTPHIN,
HO Ype3BBIYaliHO MHTEePEeCHBIN 110 Ma-
Tepuaxy Habop OTPBIBKOB M3 JOKYMeH-
TaJIBHBIX KAPTMH, a [IOTOM B Ka4eCTBe
arMTallMOHHOTO IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIe-
HUS — JAIOT IapOANIO HA IITAMIIOBaH-
HYIO “IICUXOJIOTNYeCKYyI0” KUHO-APaMy.
3puUTeNh JOJKeH YOeqUThCS, UYTO IO CUX
IIOP OH JOITyCKaJI TPy6yIo OIINOKY, 06-
HapY>XM1Bast CKIOHHOCTB K «COYMHeH-
HOW» puiabMe. Bripens on 6yger yze-
JISITh BHUMaHMe TOJIBKO “dakram”!

He rosops y>ke o ToM, 4TO puibMa
JIETKOBECHa, a IOTOMY aIUTUpPyeT
IJIOXO, — caMas “naeosorns” aBTOpOB
Ka’KeTcsl HaM O4eHb COMHNTeIbHOM. OHa
WIeT OT MeXaHUCTCKOW MpPSIMOJIMHEeN -
HOCTM, 6€3Ha/IeXKHOM Y30CTU, HeyMe-
HUSI BOCIIPUHUMATD SIBJIEHIE BO BCEM eTO
o6beMe 1 ONaTeKTUIeCKN ero paccMa-
TPUBATB — OT BCEX IIeYaIbHbIX Ka4eCcTB
“nedoBcTBa”, C KOTOPHIM Y HALIUX aBTO-
POB ecTb ob1llee. Hesrb3st cmopuTh 0 TOM,
YTO SOKYMEHTaIbHOE KMHO, KaK BOOO1Ie,
JIOKYME@HTaJIbHO€ UCKYCCTBO, MeeT
OrpOMHOe 3HaueHue. B Haury sroxy oHo
JIOJKHO OCO6eHHO YCIIeIHO pa3Bep-
TBIBaTbhCS. DTO ICHO. DTO HECOMHEHHO.
Ho 13 3TOoro coBeplleHHO He CIeAyeT,
YTO JJOJDKHA OBITh OOBSBIIeHA AUKTATypa
JIOKYME@HTAaJIbHOT'O UCKYCCTBA, YTO OGHO
OHO MMeeT IIPaBo Ha CYLIeCTBOBaHMe.
T'oBOPUTBH TaK, 3HAYNT PaCcCy>KAATh 6N -
30pPYKO, 6e30TBETCTBEHHO, ITyTasiCh
B rpy6erniiieri cxomacTmkes [6].

Periensns B razere «Tpyzy 3a roj-
rmcelo A. L. ckiroHHa 6pw1a cora-
cnTbest: «CLieHapuCTBl KUHO-KapTUHBL
“CTeKITHHBIN I71a3” IIBITAIOTCS TOKa-
3aTh TO, YTO y’Ke JaBHBIM-JIaBHO J0Ka-
3aHO. KoHeuHO, cTapoe nsobpereHne
JIroMBepOB, ¢ MaJIeHBKMMM 3a6aBHBIMMU
KapTMHKaMM 1 IeTCKUMU KUHO-DOKY-
caMu, pasBWIOCh B TPOMagHOE KYJIbTYp-
Hoe JocTwkeHne. KoneuHo, KnHo caena-
JIOCh B’KHEMIINM ITI0CO6VeM B U3y4YeHUN

film over the so-called fictional,
“made-up” one. They agitate in the fol-
lowing way: they show a varied but
extremely interesting in its themes

set of excerpts from documentary
films, and then, as an agitational con-
trast, they present a parody of a cli-
chéd “psychological” film drama.

The viewer is supposed to become con-
vinced that up to now he has been
making a gross mistake by showing

a penchant for the “made-up” film.
Henceforth, he will pay attention only
to the “facts”!

Apart from the fact that the film
is shallow and therefore agi-
tates poorly, the very “ideology”
of the authors seems very suspect to us.
It comes from mechanistic straight-
forwardness, from hopeless nar-
row-mindedness, from the inability to
perceive phenomena in their entirety
and to dialectically consider them:
from all the sad qualities of the LEFism
with which our authors have things
in common. We can’t argue that doc-
umentary cinema, like documen-
tary art in general, is of great impor-
tance. In our era, it should spread
with particular success. This is clear.
This is certain. But this does not at all
mean that the dictatorship of docu-
mentary art should be declared, that
it alone has the right to exist. To say so
is to argue shortsightedly, irrespon-
sibly, getting confused in the grossest
scholasticism” [6].

The review in the newspaper “Trud”
(“Labour”) signed by A. Ts. was inclined
to agree: “The screenwriters of the film
“The Glass Eye” are trying to prove
what has long been proven. Of course,
the old invention of the Lumiéres, with
its funny little pictures and children’s
film tricks, has developed into a huge
cultural achievement. Of course, cin-
ema has become an important tool in
the study of science, acquaintance with
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HayKu, 3HaKOMCTBe C 3THorpadmen, rno-
MoO1lM BceM 06y1acTsM 3HaHus. Ho xoro
HY>KHO TeIleph B 3TOM y6exxnarTs? M Ka-
KOe 3TO MeeT OTHOUIeHNe K TeM TOXe
OYeHB BaXXHBIM 1 HY>)KHBIM KapTUHAM,
KOTOPBI€ COYeTalOT UIeMNHOe C Xy 0XKe-
CTBeHHBIM? Il pa3sBe MOKHO, HAaKOHell,
MIPOTUBOIIOCTABIATE OLHO APYIOMY?

Orcloga, KapTuHa [I0TepsiIa LIesb.
HewnsBecTHO, 151 KOTO OHA U JJI5 YeTo
oHa» [7].

Crosaimmin 6;113K0 K IeBOMY
KpbLTy KpUTHK bopuc Anmnepc
B «KoMcOMOJIbCKO TpaBie» MOCIeINT
IoxasaTh: «ComepykaTebHbIe 1 Kpa-
COYHBIe KaJpbl, Cepbe3Hast KyJIbTypHas
yCTaHOBKa, IIpeKpacHble poTorpadpun
" McYepIIblBalolIe TOSICHUTIIbHbIe
HaJIINUCKU — 3Mu Ka4ecmea KapmuHvl cma-
8m ee 8 pA0 HeMHOZUX TYUUWUX KYAbmyp-
PubM, KOMOPLIMU pacnonAzaem Haul IKPaH.

HecMoTpst Ha CBOIO JIOCKYTHOCTb,
“CrexyITHHBIN 713" B 3TOM CBOE YacTn
He TOJIbKO paclInpsieT KyJIbTYPHBII T'O-
PU30OHT MacCOBOI'O 3pUTeJIs, HO 1 1aeT
eMy 3aHuMaTeIbHoe, 3ddeKTHOe 3pe-
e [8]. «[TapogniHyo» 4acThb Kap-
TWHBI, Hanbo0JIee BayKHYIO KaK 9KC-
MepUMEHT JJIs co3paTesiei, Anmepc,
COOTBETCTBEHHO O0Iel TeHAeHIINN
CBOeN pelleH31N, KpUTUKYeT KaK Oblo-
LIYIO T10 «4epecdyp MeJIKOM LiesIn»

" Jaxke NpejjiaraeT BbIIeIUTb B OTHEb-
HBIN GuibM: «B 11eroMm ke “CTeKIISTHHBIN
Iy1a3” HY>KHO BHECTU B aKTUB COBeT-
CKOT'O KMHO 3a 3TOT Ce30H U [IOPEeKOMeH-
JOBaTb JJIs IIMPOKOTO UCIIOIb30BaHMS
He TOJIBKO B LIeHTpe, HO 1 Ha PallOHHBIX
M KITy6HBIX SKpaHax» [8].

Bopuc I'ycman B «IIpasne» crrycTs Tpu
HeJleJIM [T0CJIe Havyajla IIpoKaTa KapTUHBI
MOABITOXWI: «“CTeKJISTHHBIN I71a3” CITy-
JKWUT >KVUBBIM, YBJIeKaTeJIbHBIM W HaIJIS] -
HBIM arMTaTOPOM 3a KYJIbTyPHOeE KMHO,
SIBJISISICH B TO K€ BpPeMsI KaK Obl )KUBBIM
YKOPOM HalllM KMHOOpPIraHM3aLUsIM,
KOTOPBIe IO CUX ITOP He YMEIOT ITOJTHO-
CTBIO UCIOJIB30BATh KMHO, KaK 3TO Haflo

ethnography, and assistance to all areas
of knowledge. But who needs to be con-
vinced of this now? And what does this
have to do with those also very import-
ant and necessary films that com-

bine the ideological with the artistic?
And finally, can one really juxtapose
one with the other?

Consequently, the film has lost its
purpose. It is unclear for whom it is
and for what it is” [7].

Situated close to the left wing,
critic Boris Alpers in “Komsomol’skaia
Pravda” hastened to prove:
“Substantial and colorful shots, a seri-
ous cultural goal, beautiful pho-
tographs and exhaustive explan-
atory inscriptions: these qualities
of the picture place it among the few
best Kulturfilms that our screen
possesses.

Despite its patchwork nature, in this
part “The Glass Eye” not only expands
the cultural horizon of the mass audi-
ence, but also gives it an engrossing,
spectacular entertainment” [8]. Alpers
criticizes the “parody” part of the pic-
ture, the most important as an exper-
iment for its creators, in accordance
with the general tendency of his
review, as hitting a “too trivial aim”
and even suggests separating it as a film
on its own: “In general, however, “The
Glass Eye” needs to be added to the core
of Soviet film productions for this sea-
son and to be recommended for wide-
spread use not only in the center, but
also on district and club screens” [8].

Boris Gusman in “Pravda” summed
up the discussion 3 weeks after
the start of the film’s run: “The Glass
Eye” serves as a lively, exciting,
and vivid agitator for cultural cinema,
while at the same time being a living
reproach to our film organizations,
which still cannot fully use cinema as
it should have been done in the Soviet
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OBLIIO OBI CIeIaTh B COBETCKOM CTpaHe
B 3II0XY KYJIBTYPHOV peBooLmn» [9].

JJ1 TOCTaHOBUIMKOB KapTUHBI
" cTyAun «Me>xxpabrnoMPuiabM», of -
HaKo, 3TY MOJIOKUTEJIbHbIEe PelleH3UN,
«HOpMaJan30BaBllIne», 3aTylIeBaBllne
SKCIIePUMEHTAaIbHOCTD «CTeKISHHOTO
Iy1a3ay 1 IO4YePKHYBLINE ero OPULIn-
aJIbHYIO «TeMaTUKY», 3al103a/IN.

Eue 2 Hos6ps 1928 1. B. CrenanoBa
3alnCchIBaeT pa3roBOPHI IpeabIay-
11eTo Beyepa Ha O4epeHOM «CBeTCKOM»
BcTpeue jiepoBcKoro Kpyra: JIniasa bpuk
« [m] oxaseiBasa Poguenxko, uTo ee 6y-
IYIIYIO KAPTUHY MOXHO 3aMeyaTesIbHO
CHSITB, YTO OHA — 3KCIIepMMeHTaJbHas.
3abbpLia ToKe BCe CBOM CJIOBA, UTO OHA
HUKOTZA He 6yJleT CTaBUTh XyJ0Xe-
CTBEHHBIX KapTUH, 3a6bL1a, KaK BCs-
JecKM nazeBagach Hal JKeMUy>KHBIM,
YTO OH COIJIaCeH CTaBUTh UI'POBYIO. ..
3abblia, KaK pyraTeyabCcKky pyraua ga-
6pUKY 1 MexXpabIioM B YaCTHOCTH,
kak Oce He TO3BOJIsJIa TaM paboTATh. ..
BCe 3a0BITO. .. IOCTYNNMJIa Ha CIIYXO6Y,

a leslaTh — BBIOMPAeET, UTO I10JIerye, BOT
u Bes yeranoBkals [2, c. 245].

ITo-Bupumomy, JI. Bpuk npena-
rana A. PogueHKo 6bITh oniepaTo-

POM HOBOV KAPTUHHEI [ 2, ¢. 254]. BroT
CllelyIoUInii, elle 60yIee pafiuKanb-
HBI KNHO3KCIIePUMEHT, HeCMOTps

Ha ero KaXXyIIYIoCs «XyLOKeCTBeH-
HOCTBY», B peajin3aliuy KOTOpPOTo OHa
Hafesach TaKk>Xe 3aJeCcTBOBaTh
Ocuna bpuk, Huxkonas Aceesa, JIpBa
Kysewosa 1 gpyrux sedoB1eB 1 OKO-
snosnedoOBLEeB, Ha3bIBAJICS «J[I060BB

n gour, wian Kapmen» [10]. [1aBHbIe
poJIn B HeM OTBOAMUINCE camont JInte
Bpuk 1 Bragumunpy MasikoBckoMmy.
YeTblpe yacT KapTUHBI JOJKHBI ObUIN
IIPeACTaBIIATh COO0V «OPUTMHAIBHBIN»
MOHTAaX 1 TPOMHOM «IIePeMOHTAaX»
OZHOW BbIAYMaHHOW KapTUHBI Ha Me-
JlofpaMaTU4ecKylo TeMy, BOJIbHO OC-
HoBaHHYI0 Ha «Kapmen» [Ipocmnepa
Mepume. Ilo many npegmnosaranzach

country in the era of the cultural revo-
lution” [9].

For the film’s directors and for
the Mezhrabpomfilm studio, how-
ever, these positive reviews that “nor-
malized”, obscured the experimental
nature of “The Glass Eye” and empha-
sized its official “theme,” were a bit
too late.

On 2 November 1928, V. Stepanova
recorded the conversations of the pre-
vious evening at one of the “social”
meetings of the LEF circle: Lilia Brik
“tried to persuade Rodchenko that her
future picture can be shot in a great
way, that it is experimental. She’s also
forgotten all her words that she would
never start directing fiction films, for-
gotten how she derided Zhemchuzhnyi
in every possible way because he agreed
to make a fiction film.. . forgotten how
she abused the studio and Mezhrabpom
in particular, how she did not allow
Osia towork there... everything is for-
gotten... she has become employed
and now she chooses to do what is eas-
ier, that’s the whole policy!” [ 2, p. 245].

Apparently, L. Brik offered
A.Rodchenko to be the camera-
man of the new picture [2, p. 254].
This next, even more radical film
experiment, despite its seeming
“fictional” nature, in the making
of which she hoped to also involve
Osip Brik, Nikolai Aseev, Lev Kuleshov
and other members of LEF and its
circle, was called “Love and Duty,
or Carmen” [10]. The main roles
in it were to be played by Lilia Brik
herself and Vladimir Mayakovsky.

The four parts of the picture were
supposed to be an “original” mon-
tage and a triple “reediting” of one
specifically shot for this film with a
melodramatic theme, freely based

on “Carmen” by Prosper Mérimée.
According to the plan, there were sup-
posed to be a “version for the youth”,
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«Iepegesika Jjig IOHOLIeCTBaY, «IJIs
PeBOIOLMOHHOTO BocToKay 1 «1s
Amepuxn». Tema, pasymeercs, 6bL1a 3a-
SIBJIeHA KaK «[1apojus Ha 3arPaHNYHYIO0
KMHOXaNITYpPy>».

Ho Ha 3TOT pa3 moanTpenakTop
l'apumaH 6bUT HEYMOJIVM U TIOBTOPE-
HWIO 5KPaHHOTI'O AY3Ta U3 «3aKOBaHHOM
$puIBEMOM» He CY)KI,eHO OBLIO CIIY-
4nThCA. YKe B aHBape 1929r., ciiy-

CTs1 HeCKOJIBKO JHeW I10CIe IPeMbe Pl
«CTeKJISTHHOTO IJ1a3a», ClieHapui

OBLI IpefiCTaBIeH Ha pacCCMOTPeHMne
[71aBHOTO pernepTyapHOro KOMUTETA
" pelINTeJIbHO OTBEPTHYT.

CylecTBeHHO 3[,eCh TO, UYTO IIPOTUB
«JIF06BU 1 JoITa» CHIrPajga U UCTOPUS
paspenreHus 1 npuema «CTeKISTHHOTO
Iy1a3a», 1 Jaske ero pekjaMHas KamIa-
Hus: «Ecan 6p1 cLieHapuit 66U IIpes -
CTaBJIeH CIIy4alHOo, TO €ro MOXXHO
6BLJIO OBl TPOCTO 3aIIPeTUTD KakK ITy-
CTSIK, UMeIOLINIA TaKoe JKe IIPUMePHO
3HaueHMe (geosornyeckoe n dop-
MaJbHOe), KaK KJIOYHCKMI1 aHeKIOT
I10 ITOBOAY PaflOCTHOTO COOBITUS KPY-
LIeHWs IToe31a, T. K. , BULUTe JIN, eTO
Tella Toxe TaM 6pu1a. B camoM zeite,
IIPOKYpPOP, anaul, KapMeHUCTas AeBula,
6IaTOpPOHBIN ITarallia 1 aHTeJIbCKN Yn-
cTasl HeBeCTa II0Ka3aHbl, pACKPBIThI
B 4-x BapuaHTax. He Tema, a mpo-
CTO-TaKM KOJIXO3Has peBoonus! <...>

OnHako TOT $paKT, YTO 3TOT BTOPOM
CLieHapuii SIBJISIeTCS IPOJOJDKeHNEeM
“CrekJIssHHOTO I1a3a”, HAIlMCaH TeM 3Ke
aBTOPOM 1 IIpeJICTaBJIeH TOM e pup-
MOVi, [ 0O3HavaeT, 4| TO CIOfa JOKHO
6bITh o6paueHo BHMMaHne ['PK cyry6o.
OcMesiHMe «3aTPaHUYHBIX GUPM» €CTh
mmpMma aiist I'PK. 6o Hukakoro ocMmest-
HWS HeT, ia 1 IO CYLLeCTBY YCTaHOBKaA
HeBepHas. KyibTypduibma He SIBJIS-
eTcsl M He OyJeT SIBIATbCSI KOHKYpPeH-
TOM HMU 3aTPaHUYHON, HU COBETCKOM
XyJ0’)KeCTBEHHOW PuIbMe, KaK He SIB-
JIsIeTCsl KOHKYpeHIIMen xumms — 6a-
JIeTY U CKYJIBIITYpa — I'MHEKOJIOTUN.

“for the revolutionary East” and “for
America”. The theme, of course, was

declared as “a parody of foreign film
hackwork.”

However, this time the politi-
cal editor Gartsman was implacable
and the repetition of the on-screen
duet from “Shackled by Film” was
not destined to happen. Already in
January 1929, a few days after the pre-
miere of “The Glass Eye”, the script
was submitted to the Main Repertoire
Committee and was vehemently
rejected.

It is significant here that
the story of permission and recep-
tion of “The Glass Eye”, and even its
advertising campaign, played against
“Love and Duty”: “If the script was
presented by chance, it could sim-
ply be banned as a trifle that has about
as much weight (ideological and for-
mal) as a clown’s joke about the joy-
ful event of a train crash, because, you
see, his mother-in-law was there too.
In fact, the prosecutor, the apache,
the Carmen-like girl, the noble
dad and the angelically pure bride
are shown, presented in 4 versions.
Not just a mother-in-law, but a real
collective farm revolution!<...>

However, the fact that this second
script is a continuation of “The Glass
Eye”, was written by the same author
and presented by the same company,
[means] that the attention of the GRK
should be specifically directed here.
The mockery of “foreign firms” is
a smokescreen for the GRK. For there
is no mockery, and indeed the tendency
isan incorrect one. The Kulturfilm
is not and will never be a competi-
tor to either foreign or Soviet fiction
films, just as chemistry does not com-
pete with ballet and sculpture with
gynecology. However, this trick did
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OpHako 3TOT HOMep He IIpo-

ures1. HacTyIieHue mpopoKaeTcs.
C6pocnB GUTOBBIN JINCTOYEK 3AIIUTEI
XOT31 6Bl KaKOWM-TO GUTrOBOW NIE0I0-
mn, “Mexxpaériomdurem” mpemia-
raeT I'PK paspeminTs emy Ha IPOTsIKe-
Hun 1800 MeTpOB OfeBaTh 1 pa3feBaTh,
L1eJIOBaTh M AYLUINUTD, apeCTOBbI-

BaTbh 1 OCBOOOXKIATb, 3aKaJIbIBATD
KapmeH — 1 He B oHOM BuJie, a B 1ie-
npix 4-x! Sl HanomnHalo I'PK ncro-

pMIO ¢ ITaKaTaMu 1 ¢ GOTOpeKIaMon
Ha “CrexnssHHBIN 71a3”. O6MaHyB I'PK
JlO TIOJTyYeHus pa3pelleHns Ha ITocTa-
HOBKY 1 IIPOKAT, JeJIbLbl pacrosca-
JINCh Y IOTPEOUTEIIIO pellInIN I10Ka-
3aTh CBOIO IOAJIMHHYIO PU3MOHOMMUIO:
CTpacTHBIe [IOLleJIyH, TaK>Ke TOJIBIX He-
TPUTSIHOK, He>KHBIe 00BATUA 1 <...>
IJIesiy MaXPOBbIX YePHOCOTEHIeB
(Kymmpun, Apusi6aes). I[Tpemnararo
NpeACcTaBUTh cebe Ha MMHYTKY, uTo I'PK
paspeurnto 651 3ToT “JI1060Bb 1 fJOIT”,
Kakasl peKJlaMouKa 6bljIa 65l 3aI1y-
LjeHa Ha MoTpeby COBETCKOMY OObIBa-
TeJIl0, Ha KOTOPOTO 1 TOJIBKO Ha KOTO-
poro paboTaeT XyL0’KeCTBeHHBIN OTHel
“Mesxkpabrnombmnsma”s [10].

l'apuMaH SIBHO CONAapU3npo-
BaJcs ¢ peueH3unen [Ipuma B «BeuepHent
MocxkBe», Ha3bIBaBllIell HelaBHO BBI-
LIeJUIyIo KapTUHY «pOKyCHNYe-

CKOW, JIEeTKOBECHOW, SIBHO-IWJIETAHT-
CKOW», HO IIOgpa3yMeBaJl, YTO 3TO
MHeHIe JOMUHUPYET U YTBEePK-

Jain: «O611ecTBeHHOCTD OLleHMIa
“CrexstHHbIV 11a3”» [10]. HecmoTpst
Ha TO, 4TO yXKe rocie 3aceganus I'PK

C [TIOJIO>KUTEJIBHBIMU PelleH3UsIMNU

Ha ¢niIbM BBICTYIMIN « KOMCOMOJTBCKas
npasga» u gaxe «IIpaspas, geso 6110
cesaHo.

DKcIepUMeHTaIbHBIN CLieHapuii
«JI1060Bb 11 CMEePTh» 1 erO NpelIe-
cTBeHHUK «CTeKJISTHHBIN I71a3» 6bUIN
MIPOYNTaHbI NOJIUTUYECKUMN peflaK-
TOpaMM KaK OITaCHeMIINiA CUMIITOM.
l'apuMaH cMOTpes B KOpeHb: «f ITu4HOo

not work. The offensive continues.
Having discarded the fig leaf of pro-
tection of at least some fig ideol-

ogy, Mezhrabpomfilm offers the GRK
to allow it to dress and to undress,

to kiss and to strangle, to arrest

and to release, to stab Carmen for

the duration of 1,800 meters and not
in one version, but in 4! I remind GRK
the story with the posters and photo
ads for “The Glass Eye”. Having
deceived the GRK up until obtaining
permission for filming and distribu-
tion, the businessmen threw aside all
restraint and decided to show the con-
sumer their true face: passionate
kisses, also naked black women, gen-
tle hugs and a <...>series of hardcore
chauvinists (Kuprin, Artsybashev).

I propose to imagine for a moment
that GRK allows this “Love and Duty”,
what kind of advertisement would then
be launched for the Soviet layman,

for whom and only for whom the artis-
tic department of Mezhrabpomfilm
works” [10].

Gartsman was clearly in solidar-
ity with Prim’s review in “Vecherniaia
Moskva”, which called the recently
released picture “a collection of tricks,
shallow and obviously amateurish”,
but he implied that this opinion dom-
inated and stated: “The public took
the measure of “The Glass Eye”” [10].
Despite the fact that after the GRK
meeting, “Komsomol’skaia Pravda”
and even “Pravda” published positive
reviews of the film, the deed was done.

The experimental script “Love
and Death” and its predecessor
“The Glass Eye” were read by polit-
ical editors as a dangerous symp-
tom. Gartsman got to the root
of the matter: “I personally believe
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CUNTAlO, YTO, KaK 1 “CTeKJISTHHBIN
rias”, kax [1] Bcsikne MeskpabIioMoB-
CKMe KYyKJIBL, 2 B OCO6€HHOCTU 3TOT I1O-
CJIeAHWUN, SIBJISIOTCS 3Be€HbSIMU OTHO
Y TOW 3Ke LIeNN YIIOPHOTO COIIPOTUBIIE-
HWSI COBETCKOW TeMaTuKe 1 COBETCKOMY
KMHOIIPOU3BOACTBY!» BEIBOZbI 6BLIIN
chesaHbl caenyroime: «1) cieHapun
3alIpeTUTh KaTeropmnyeckun 6e3 mpasa
BCSIKMX KaKUX-IM60 epeiesioK;

2) mo nunumatuse ['PK co3maTs Ko-
muccuto n3 rnpegcenarens [PK, ATTO
LIK BKIT (6) n OI'TIV gys BcecTOpOH-
Hero " TulaTeJbHeNIero o6cienoBa-
HWSI esITeIBHOCTU XYLOXKeCTBEHHOTO
oTgena “Mexpabrnombmisma”s [10].

JInnsa Bpuk 60sbl1e He cTaBuIa
pWIBMOB, XOTS COXPaHWIOCH ellle He-
CKOJIBKO CLleHapueB, HallMCaHHBIX
e1o0 BMecTe co JIbBoM KysiemosniM,

a B ee JHeBHMKe HOBbIe KMHOIIJIAHBI
yrioMmuHaroTcs Bech 1930 r. Buranun
YKemuyskHbIN nepentesn B « COBKMHO»

Y IIPOZ,0JIXKWI CTaBUTD JOKYMEHTalb-
Hble 1 y4e6Hble duibMbl. HacTymnienune
Ha «MesxpabrnomMmPuIbM» IPOJOJIKA-
JIOCh ellle HeCKOJIbKO JIeT; B Havajle
1930 . co cTyanmM 6bUI BBIHYXKIEH YITH
ee 6eCCMeHHBIN «MOTOpP» U paKkTnye-
CKWUW, Ha IPOTsKeHun 15 seT, pyko-
BOAUTE b Moucei AJIeIHUKOB, a ellle
LIeCTh JIeT CIIYCTsI CTYLUIO OKOHYa-
TeJIbHO JINKBUANPOBAIN.
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that like “The Glass Eye, like all kinds
of Mezhrabpom dolls, and especially
this last one, are links in the same chain
of the stubborn resistance to Soviet
themes and Soviet film production!”
The conclusions were the following:
“1) to ban the script categorically with-
out the right to make any alterations;

2) at the initiative of the GRK,
to create a commission made up from
the chairman of the GRK, the Agitation
and Propaganda Department
of the Central Committee of VKP (b)
and the OGPU for a comprehensive
and thorough examination of the activ-
ities of the artistic department
of Mezhrabpomfilm” [10].

Lilia Brik did not direct any more
films, although she wrote several
scripts together with Lev Kuleshov
and in her diary, there are men-
tions of new film plans throughout
1930. Vitalii Zhemchuzhnyi moved
to Sovkino and continued to make doc-
umentaries and educational films. The
attack on Mezhrabpomfilm continued
for several more years; in the begin-
ning of 1930, its permanent “motor”
and actual leader for 15 years, Moisei
Aleinikov, was forced to leave the stu-
dio, and six years later the studio was
finally closed.
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