
I have expanded the paragraph on Chekhovian intelligentsia in Chapter One. Should be about page 20 in the old draft

From the second half of the XVIII century, meshchanstvo constituted a concrete social group – the urban middle class or the petit-bourgois. In terms of their social class, many members of the intelligentsia – people who work with texts and ideas rather than material goods and services – were meshchane. Chekhov’s Treplev – the young playwright in The Seagull, for instance, was the son of a Kiev meshchanin. With the rise of the socialist movement, however, meshchanstvo came to connote social conformism, materialism, limited intellectual and emotional capacity – features that may hardly be ascribed to the intelligentsia in Chekhov’s dramas and stories. In fact, Chekhov’s Three Sisters are structured around the not so subtle opposition of the sisters as members of the intelligentsia and their meshchanskoe environment.
 The notion of Chekhov as “the unmasker of meshchanstvo” would persist in Soviet culture until Perestroika. However, at some points from the 1920s on, certain features of meshchanstvo, particularly its social compliance and love of comfort, would be associated with the survivals of the liberal intelligentsia, which already at the end of the XIX century directly  identified itself with Chekhov’s characters,
 giving rise to the notion of “Chekhovian intelligentsia” that persisted in Soviet times. As prominent Chekhov scholar V. Kataev insists, “it is widely accepted that Chekhov set the standard and provided the model for [the concept of intelligentsia].”
 The scholar stipulates, however, that Chekhov hardly idealized intelligentsia. While he created a number of sympathetic intelligenty, he often harshly criticized “intelligentsia en masse.” Among important works that have treated intelligentsia ambivalently in the 1920s and 30s, we may name A. Tolstoy’s The Man in Pince-nez and Sisters, and M. Gorky’s The Life of Klim Samgin – all infiltrated with Chekhovian subtexts, discerned by contemporaries. In the 1935, dictionaries defined intelligentsia as people “whose social behavior is characterized by lack of will, hesitance and constant doubt.”
 The word itself was listed as a pejorative term. As forthcoming analysis of the 1950s and 60s films shows, i
n these decades Soviet intelligentsia will be represented as Chekhovian in a positive way. Yet already in the films of the1970s-90s, it would again be derided in such films as N. Mikhalkov’s The Unfinished Piece for the Player Piano, based on Chekhov’s Platonov; Khudiakov’s Success, revolving around a stage production of The Seagull; and V. Mel’nikov’s Vacation in September, adapted from A. Vampilov’s Duck’s Hunt, interpreted as Chekhovian by critics. 


Meyerhold and Mayakovsky’s disdain for Chekhovian intelligentsia as a literary and social phenomenon was common among modernist artists. Anna Akhmatova was particularly (in)famous for her demonstrative rejection of Chekhov to the sheer despair of her younger friends. Recently, several poet-scholars have turned their attention to this problem. Pointing to a series of Chekhovian reminiscences in Akhmatova’s poetry and her general stylistic affinities with Chekhov, Lev Losev explained Akhmatova’s attitude toward Chekhov in terms of H. Bloom’s anxiety of influence. Aleksandr Kushner proposed a more plausible cause – the shift in the heroic paradigm at the end of the XIX century, specifically under the influence of Nietzsche: “The XX century placed a bet on strong personality, firm will, the hero.”

The last page of discussion of The House I Live In just before I begin speaking about Batalov, approximately page 150 of old draft

When the critics compared The House to its thematic and stylistic rival M. Kalatozov’s The Cranes are Flying, they noted the absence in The House of the “specially constructed siuzhet,” which now came to be understood negatively as “an illustration of whatever… thesis.”
 The screenplay, in fact, contained potential for some collisions. For instance, Sergei’s non-proletarian rival, a wooer of Galia. In the film, this love triangle, similar to the one at the heart in The Cranes, receives no development. More than any other film of the 1950s, The House, which embeds the typical heroes in the flow of the “typical circumstances of everyday life,” as opposed to the “logic of history,” illustrated precisely through these kinds of conflicts, became aligned with Chekhov’s poetics. Chekhov is, of course, known to have said that “siuzhet must be new and fabula can be absent” – a phrase that would become a slogan of Soviet film criticism in the 1960s. To sum up, the analysis above displays the complexity of cultural transition, impossible to conceptualize in terms of a clean break with the past that manifests itself in all the seemingly new elements of the present. 

The ending of chapter IV-changed
Film critic E. Margolit noted insightfully that in Soviet cinema siuzhet is synonymous with history. It is easy to see that the critic has in mind fabula, in the sense I have been applying it in this study. Margolit insists, “The main siuzhet of Soviet cinema is given to the positive hero as a reward: having overcome the resistance of class enemies and natural disasters, the hero reaches unthinkable heights and is graced with all the appropriate honors. The tragedy consists in the fact that a truly live man is squeezed within this ultimatum-like siuzhet.” For Margolit, Kheifits was arguably the only Soviet filmmaker who was able to harness this siuzhet at certain points in time, the 1950s being his most successful decade. The secret of his success is the ability to convey, concurrently with the state-imposed (gosudarstvennaia) fabula, the internal siuzhet of the hero. Margolit stipulates that this ability is intuitive rather than conscious and is based on the love of the hero. Hence, the title of Kheifits’ most interesting film – My Dear Man – in which the term of endearment refers as much to Varia’s love for Ustimenko as to Kheifits and German’s attitude toward their hero. We may say then that the encompassing meta-semantic of Kheifits’ cinema is the trauma inflicted on the hero by the official siuzhet, an idea I have attempted to convey in my analysis of the Chekhovian subtext of Batalov’s roles and on which I will expand in the following chapter.  

CHAPTER V
NARRITIVE, CHEKHOV, FOREIGN CINEMA: THE 1960S



Nobody understood a thing about Chekhov. What “half-tones,” what “subtexts”? We 


have the “subtexts” because we are scared or shy to speak directly! Chekhov is  



publicistic through and through; his heroes think and speak of life’s abomination, of 


slavery and asiatism, they are tortured by their helplessness to change reality, run off to 


become house painters, like the hero of My Life, or away from the altar, like The Bride, 


break into hysteria, rag each other, speak directly about politics, everything you want! 


And that is Chekhov!







Anatolii Grebnev, The Diary of the Last Screenwriter
 In the late 1950s, the focus in Soviet cinema began to shift from hero to narrative. The shift reflected the growing discrepancy between the increasingly complex heroes and the circumscribed chain of actions (or events) imposed on them. As the former Central Committee member Igor’ Chernoutsan noted, “Stalinist ideology continued to survive, feeding on practically anything, including the best films of those years.” 
 Chernoutsan saw the survivals of Stalinism in the “twists of the siuzhet intrigue,” plaguing the very films dealing with the casualties of Stalinism, such as G. Chukhrai’s Clear Sky (1961). In this film, upon his return from the German concentration camp, military pilot Astakhov shares the fate of many prisoners of war, fired from his job and stripped of all honors, including his Party membership. At the lowest point of his life, Astakhov continues to believe that what has happened to him was a necessary side effect of Stalinist war politics. But his wife who does not believe in his guilt thinks, however, that innocence has to be proven and consequently also buys into the practices of the regime. Although the film features a skeptical brother-in-law, a positive character with an alternative point of view who tells Astakhov that a great injustice had been done to him, the ending proves Astakhov right. Upon Stalin’s death, Astakhov is immediately re-instituted in the Party. Like many other films of the Thaw, Clear Sky reflected the naïve belief that Stalin was the sole cause of all the problems that befell the Soviet Union.  


As we have seen, Kheifits’ films, including his adaptation of Chekhov, also followed the basic fabulas. The love of Anna and Gurov interested Kheifits primarily as a gauge of their social potential. Yet his films contained a great deal of “excess,” manifest in the visual ambiguity of the ending in The Lady with the Dog and the increasing complexity of the contemporary hero. In My Dear Man, the civic ascent of Vladimir Ustimenko took its toll on the hero because, unlike in Stalinist narratives, the hero remained emotionally scarred by the obstacles rather than stepping over them, unscathed. If the hero regained the freedom of emotion, including pessimism, there was still no choice of action. Yet, as we have also seen, even though the hero continued to climb from one peak of the fabula to another, the siuzhet was already displacing the fabula. When at the end of the film the high party functionary resolves Ustimenko’s problems, the scene looks like an unnecessary addendum. To some reviewers, Vladimir’s departure to the new lands of Siberia came across as an escape from the suffocating world of his hometown, not a sign of victory but an implausible side effect of the liberated siuzhet.  


In the early 1960s, the critics conceptualized the split between the complex hero and his actions by openly re-introducing the division between fabula and siuzhet, negated in Stalinist art. While, as in Russian Formalist use, fabula defined causality and siuzhet referred to the artist’s creatie agency, in post-Stalinist context both terms were also politically and socially charged. The “siuzhet intrigue” that covered up the lack of historical resolution in Clear Sky as well as in political speeches, was most often referred to as fabula in the 1960s. In the early 60s, fabula came to define the false mimesis – the Stalinist Master Plot, imposed on art and life. The critics used the term primarily to indicate the ideological reduction of siuzhet.
 Siuzhet, on the other hand, referred to life-likeness. If in the 1950s and early 60s mimetic detail was good enough, by the 1960s “life-likeness” defined not so much the mimetic quality of the image as the implications on narrative causality of those aspects of human identity, excluded from the regime’s grand narrative about its populace. These included the realm of the irrational, most notably love as an irrational force, but also the more general socio-private inclinations of an individual beyond or, rather, below the prescribed norm.
 In the aftermath of Stalinism, the “human” aspects of life were more and more accessible as raw material for art, providing the means of ostranenie of the ruling ideology. In the 1950s and early 60s, the critics loved the cat, which squeezed between Gurov’s legs in The Lady with the Dog and gasped at the sight of the baby bottle in the hands of Alesha Zhurbin in The Big Family. Yet, as we will see, it took time for the “humanist” touches to supplant the imposed causality and drive the narrative. In the mid-1960s, the critics began to speak of transitional narratives, referring to the films of the early 1960s. 


Politically, the revival of Formalism, integral to the verbalization of narrative theory, proceeded at the most inopportune time. On December 1, 1962, Khrushchev personally disbanded the “Manezh” exhibit of Moscow abstractionist painters, causing another wave of repressions against formalism in art. Fortunately, in a letter to his brother, Chekhov happened to suggest that “siuzhet must be new, while fabula can be absent.” By the mid-1960s, hardly any article or book on film narrative went without mentioning Chekhov. Film critics and scholars did not limit themselves to name-dropping but in fact provided astute observations on Chekhov and his poetics as part of their arguments. It may be said with assurance that the breakthroughs in the study of Chekhov in the 1970s were preceded and conditioned by the 1950s and 60s Chekhovian discourses on contemporary culture, cinema in particular. I
n this chapter, before I address the boom of what the critics defined as non-fabulaic (Chekhovian) cinema in the mid-1960s, I first examine I. Kheifits’ film The Day of Happiness (1964) as a Chekhovian transitional narrative. 

Transitional Narrative: The End of the Typical Hero


In 1965, film scholar M. Shaternikova described Kheifits’ Day of Happiness as a transitional narrative, combining elements of the “firm” and the “free” dramaturgy. As Shaternikova and a number of other critics maintained, the combination did not produce an organic work of art: The formulaic fabula, a familiar merger of the Socialist Realist love triangle with the re-education of the bad party, was only partially substantiated in the siuzhet, preoccupied in its best moments with “life-like” complexity rather than “schematic” determinism.
 In The Day of Happiness Kheifits set out to explore the realm of irrational love in a private setting as a litmus test of the individual’s civic worth, inseparable for both Kheifits and screenwriter Iurii German from any private manifestation of one’s identity.
 For Kheifits and German, an authentically or inherently good person, such as the typical hero, had to be able to channel irrational feelings toward clearly determined socially beneficial ends. At the same time, Kheifits’ interviews and production diaries revealed a conflict of interest, reflected in the schism between the film’s fabula, indicative of the filmmaker’s forthright intention to insert a whimsical adulterous affair within a determined chain of social cause and effect, and the siuzhet, betraying Kheifits’ suppressed intuition of love as an autonomous and even anti-social sphere.


The easily discernible fabula provides for the recognizable juxtaposition between a selfless (socially and privately) hero, a selfish (socially and privately) antihero and a woman who must in the end choose the hero. The fabula unfolds as a series of causally strung events, mirrored in a number of satellite subplots. At first sight, emergency physician Berezkin, played by Batalov, falls in love with Shura, a teacher turned housewife. Vaguely dissatisfied with her marriage, she responds to Berezkin while still passionately loving her husband, geophysicist Fedor Orlov, whom she rarely sees usually in-between his trips to the field. Shura idealizes Fedor, and, while missing her job, she sees her mission in life as being a supportive and attentive wife until she suddenly discovers her husband is not the hero she had imagined. Coincidentally, the unraveling of Fedor begins on the day Shura meets Berezkin. After she casually mentions the meeting to Fedor, he decides to stay home with her, reporting to his job a day later. He names his day with Shura “the day of private happiness” (den’ lichnogo schast’ia). Further development is almost parodically fateful. 


During Fedor’s brief absence, his two assistants manage to drown in a mountain creek. As the leader of the party, Fedor is relieved of his duties and put on trial. He then flees the challenges of his highly responsible job for the lucrative but socially marginal position of home appliance repairman. To maintain his lifestyle, Fedor accepts bribes and uses illegal connections to fix foreign equipment after work hours. When Shura finds out, the choice between the two men is easy to make. Berezkin is a man of firm moral principles living primarily for the good of others. While Fedor selfishly convinces Shura to quit her job to spend more time together, Berezkin encourages her to re-claim her social identity. Until she does, she feels unworthy of him. Many critics saw the film’s open ending as nothing more than a fashionable façade: It is clear that the heroes will soon unite and live happily ever after. Toward the end of the film, Fedor also comes through. Not only does he stand up for Berezkin as the latter faces his enemy, but he also returns to his profession.


The fabula agrees with Kheifits’ intentions, as voiced in the interview to Sovetskii Ekran: “The love of our heroes is a creative force, bringing to light the best sides of human nature. If, on the other hand, this feeling is egoistic, based on a possessive attitude toward a woman, it not only brings unhappiness but can turn a person into a victim of an incurable passion and distract him from his service to the cause.”
 Indicative is the production title of the film – Eternal Fire. In the interview Kheifits explained that the phrase refers at once to love as a universal and eternal emotion and to the ultimate symbol of civic loyalty – the fire lit at the grave of the Unknown Soldier. In fact, Kheifits planned to open the film with a metaphor – a young couple, the protagonists of a prominent subplot, contemplates such a fire by the grave of the Unknown Soldier at Mars Field. Symptomatically, this is the scene of their break-up – a private matter serving as an indicator of the lovers’ civic potential. While the young man, a naval cadet, sees the fire and the relationship as synonymous and supremely meaningful, the flighty girl tells him that the sacred fire is nothing more than a diffusion gas burner. The scene did not make it into the film because Kheifits consciously tried to tone things down and because the censors would not allow such profanities as “diffusion gas burner.” The release title, however, opened the film to objections, shifting the emphasis from the relationship of Berezkin and Shura to Fedor’s transgression, which many viewers refused to see as such. 


In the same interview, however, Kheifits defined love as “an elevated feeling, inherent in human nature, [which] can arrive at authentic harmony, so rare and enviable, only when [it is] infiltrated with the civic motifs of duty, work, and the meaning of life.”
 On one hand, Kheifits acknowledged love as a natural or spontaneous force and therefore not harmonious or conscious. On the other hand, he asserts love as “an elevated feeling” even before he stipulates that it can only reach perfection when injected with a healthy dose of civic consciousness. A similar inconsistency underscored Khefits’ adaptation of The Lady with the Dog, also based on the premise that “authentic” love turned people with dormant social potential into better social beings, more honest with themselves and more sensitive to the world outside them.
  In the film, this idea gained a recognizable Socialist Realist edge, as Kheifits emphasized the lovers’ conflict with their environment. In the end, however, Kheifits failed to convey confidence in their future and the future in general, compensating for the status quo by purely aesthetic means. 


All the more interesting are the similarities between directorial concepts of the two films, as recorded in production diaries. Kheifits drew a rather bleak portrait of contemporary Leningrad, strongly evocative of Yalta and Moscow as described in his diaries for The Lady with the Dog. For the filmmaker, Leningrad “is not a city for love:” 

Love in a cage… this feeling is so vulnerable, light, and helpless and that is why is bleeds when it clashes against rods, bumps into sharp edges, desks and bureaucratic cabinets (kazennye shkafy). These two people, who are meant to be happy, are terribly lonely in the boring world... They realize that they live in a world of straight, austere lines, as if in a diagram. Cold and emptiness, the radio transmits numbers for the [state] plan… the dead symmetry of the Mars Field.”


This striking entry, made public only in late 1990s, explains the rarefied atmosphere of the film and the separateness of the protagonists, pointing to the real enemy – the repressive Soviet reality itself, scattered around the distracting fabula. Relevantly, as I will show, the “life-like” siuzhet in The Day of Happiness relies on a number of self-quotations from The Lady with the Dog. 


For contemporaries, the most confusing factor in the unfolding of the film’s fabula was the unusually lengthy exposition, introducing the male leads in their private milieus. With their professional lives remaining behind the scenes, the apartments define their masters. Berezkin lives with his elderly mother, younger brother and two children of his late sister, abandoned by their career-climbing father Masliukov. Though short of money, Berezkin refuses to negotiate with his brother-in-law over child support. Instead, he tells the children that their father died heroically in the line of duty – a sign of concern, above all, for their ideals. Despite his intense dislike of Masliukov, who did not only abandoned his children and also denounced his colleagues in the infamous Stalinist campaign against doctors, Berezkin does not expose him to the children. 



Although Berezkin’s private life is obviously meant to arouse admiration, through mise-en-scene and everyday dialogue Kheifits also presents his crowded home, selflessness and idealism as obstacles to a normal life. Masliukov’s portrait – the fake idol – occupies a prominent spot in the living room. To his mother’s pleas to start his own family, Berezkin objects: “Where? On the heads of the children?” A retired theater seamstress, his mother remembers the old days when her son wore fancy ties and liked a glass of good wine – the small luxuries he can no longer afford. A number of props provide subtle cues to Berezkin’s utter lack of privacy. The living/dining room is cluttered with children’s beds, the door to Berezkin’s room does not close, its tiny space constantly invaded by the children. To top it off, his mother patronizes neighborhood kids and distant relations: the former are constantly buzzing about the apartment, the latter use it as storage for bulky personal items. The film presents the 60s ethos of communal generosity not only as a sign of selflessness but also as a hindrance to privacy. 


The Orlovs, on the other hand, occupy a relatively spacious apartment and have no children. In production diaries for the film, Kheifits wrote: “The goal of Fedor’s life is to create a ‘nest.’ This ‘nest’ is not only an abode of an egotistical meshchanin, but a materialized moral ideal, a cozy den of a decent Soviet family.” Although at a later point in the film, when we already know that Fedor is the “bad guy,” Berezkin calls his home a “castle” as opposed to his own “shack,” no such division can be made during the first half of the film. The idyllic scene of a spontaneous feast introduces Fedor as a generous host and his house as wide-open to colleagues-friends who display that special 60s familiarity with the location of small household items. Although it is made clear that Fedor occupies a high professional post, at dinner his friends talk of his other exploits, such as his single-handed killing of a bear on one of their expeditions. The mise-en-scene subtly reinforces the macho core of this character. The conjugal bed features prominently as an important motif and the focal point of the apartment. 


If Berezkin’s image is set once and for all in the opening scenes, Fedor’s identity is revealed gradually through his active relationship with his private realm that includes, among other things, his wife, who he keeps at home and constantly pampers with expensive gifts. The less time he spends doing socially relevant work, the more time he devotes to home improvement, from building a fireplace to equipping every door with a remote sensor. All of these suspicious details would have exposed Fedor to the audience as the anti-hero, had the siuzhet not lagged far behind the fabula.  


Kheifits departed from the usual objectivity of Soviet narration. The viewer knows Fedor only through Shura’s eyes, restricting our knowledge to her perspective, which is heavily influenced by the passionate love this wife has for her husband. Even though, trying to present Fedor as inherently incapable of the right kind of love, Kheifits scatters some warning signs early in the film, the contemporary audience read them quite differently. Not only did Fedor’s occupation render him axiomatically positive at the time when the country obsessed with geologists, but his behavior and appearance also referred to another cult figure of the time – the recently imported Hemingway: the turtleneck sweater, the beard, the dark glasses, the killing of the bear, and even the open and unrestrained passion for his wife. The discussion of the film reflected significant shifts in public opinion. One reader wrote to Sovetskaia Kultura expressing the widespread sentiment: “I really like Fedor Orlov. And I hate Berezkin and Shura. Why is Berezkin so cocky?”
 Sovetskii Ekran cited more angry letters in which the viewers described Berezkin’s love for Shura as “destructive in that it does not only break the peace and happiness in the house of the Orlovs, but causes, to some degree, Fedor’s downfall.”
 Critics provided more informed opinions, explaining the audience’s affection for Fedor as a reaction to the structural flaw in the narrative: “Each of the two people, existing within one personage, is presented colorfully and convincingly by V. Zubkov. Insufficiently convincing is Fedor’s metamorphosis, because Kheifits does not show his “downfall” as a process.”
 


To sum up the discrepancy between the fabula and the siuzhet, we can assert that in the first part of the film, the heroine is happily married to the enemy and the hero is the seducer, while neither the audience nor the heroine suspect that the husband is, in fact, the enemy. It is not surprising then that some members of the audience hated Berezkin and called him “cocky?” On one hand, Berezkin is definitely a direct descendant of “my dear man.” A journalist who observed Batalov during the filming characterized him as follows: 

What kind of a man is Berezkin? He is ordinary, devoid of any exceptional talent. He has no special material possessions. He hadn’t been particularly lucky in love… And he is extraordinary. He is raising two children of his late sister. He is writing a dissertation and he will finish it, because he wants to. He will accomplish anything he wants. He fell in love with a married woman. Openly, honestly, freely, selflessly – forever. On the other hand, what is so extraordinary about that? There are many like him – people of pure heart.”
 

On the other hand, Berezkin is self-aware and responsive to his surroundings in ways Ustimenko could never be. In the opening sequence, getting off the night shift, Berezkin’s driver habitually offers his boss the key to his apartment so that he can bring a woman there. Later we find out it is not any one woman in particular. At the time, only Batalov, considering his pre-history as the leading typical hero, could carry off such frank display of “natural” needs without any moral weight attached. Here the film definitely broke new ground when it came to representing contemporary mores. With few exceptions, most of them comedies or historical-revolutionary dramas filtered through classical fabulas,
 the sexual revolution brewing in the country did not find its way onto the screens. Even in the most controversial film of the early 60s, Khutsiev’s I am Twenty, taken out of circulation after a brief release in 1962, the protagonist feels dirty after spending the night with a chance girl for whom he harbors no deep feelings. It takes him a walk through the first snow to feel pure again. Symptomatically, save for several innocent kisses, we never see him engage in any sexual behavior with the woman he does love. If one does not count some peasant characters, whose lowly upbringing yielded irrational sexual behavior,
 Berezkin is the first “serious” openly womanizing contemporary positive hero.  

Berezkin meets Shura on a bus. After conspicuously sizing her up, he follows her into a city park where he makes her acquaintance. Circumstantially and visually, their first encounter is strongly evocative of Khutsiev’s I am Twenty, in which the hero also meets his woman on the bus. The encounter in the latter film, however, serves less tangible purposes: The hero does not speak to the girl, leaving their next meeting up to chance. In its directness, the entire scene of meeting and seduction in Khefits’ film is an obvious paraphrase of Kheifits’ adaptation of The Lady with the Dog. Batalov’s body language and his womanizing past as presented in the film refer to the previous film. The dialogue is equivalent as well. Much like Gurov, Batalov helps the bored Shura out of her melancholy, enticing her with some witticisms, drawn from a more contemporary source – the notebooks of Il’ya Il’f, which he carries with him at all times. 


A number of critics objected to “Chekhovian slips” in characterization of Berezkin. A. Mikhalevich, for example, noted as sacrilegious the following Chekhovian “superimposition.” Torn between two men she loves and deprived of her job as a teacher, Shura tells Berezkin how senseless, stupid and painful her life is. Although Berezkin shows himself a man of clear principles, when confronted he falls short of an answer, replying instead with a joke: “The aria of Jose, from the opera by Bize.” As one of many equivalent Chekhov conversations, Mikhalevich cited a dialogue from the story titled “Big Volodia and Little Volodia,” in which the protagonist answers a life- and soul-searching question with an absurd “tararabumbia.”
 For Mikhalevich, while such an answer was acceptable in Chekhov’s times for the lack of anything better in pre-revolutionary life, it was simply inadequate in contemporary context. 


Besides dialogue and themes, there are a number of meaningful visual parallels between the encounters of the contemporary couple and Chekhov’s lovers in Kheifits’ adaptation. For example, in The Day of Happiness Kheifits nearly reproduces the meeting of Anna and Gurov on the boat, where the two find themselves short of privacy, crammed in the corner and filmed from high-angle. Shura and Berezkin find themselves in the same situation. One critic noted insightfully that this very scene refers also to Chekhov’s story The Evil Boy, in which a little boy terrorizes his sister and her fiancée. The only passenger on the boat with Shura and Berezkin is a little hooligan eating an ice cream and making piercing meowing sounds every time they try to kiss. But if such interventions are funny in Chekhov’s story, this scene is rather terrifying, because Shura is visibly on edge. 

INSERT STILLS

More significantly, the last scene between the lovers visually replicates the scene between Anna and Gurov in the hotel. When Shura finally admits her love for Berezkin in his room, the mise-en-scene and the camera angles create a sense of ambiguity and uncertainty about the lovers’ future. Like Anna and Gurov, the two are reflected in the mirror, including the moment of a passionate embrace. If in The Lady with the Dog the mirror was canted, in The Day of Happiness it is cracked. The lovers are reflected on either side of the crack – an even more ominous sign for the Russians who believe a cracked mirror is an omen of death. The Leningrad cityscape behind the windows resembles the courtyard at the end of The Lady with the Dog, which, as we have seen, was strongly evocative of Petersburg iconography in avant-garde (FEKS) films, shot by Moskvin. 


To sum up, while the protagonist in My Dear Man did not fit within the fabula, he was, fundamentally, a coherent personage. In comparison to Ustimenko, Berezkin is a true “monster,” to apply Siniavskii’s terminology. For many critics, Berezkin was essentially an oxymoronic composite of Gurov and Ustimenko. Regarding the narrative itself, as M. Bleiman noted, “The siuzhet of the film becomes trivial only when it equals itself, when it exhausts the relationships between the personages, instead of becoming a means of their analysis.”
 The majority of critics pointed precisely to those scenes and moments that had little to do with the main intrigue. Bleiman noted the fashion plates in the background of the scene at the shopping center where Berezkin first loses Shura. He also praised another episodic moment, involving some tourists and their guide that pass the couple during their second meeting. When Berezkin first meets Shura, he pretends to be a tourist, asking Shura to show him around Leningrad. At one point, the two begin to speak about A. Pushkin, Russia’s greatest poet. The image of Pushkin, as invoked by Shura, is anti-monumental: “He was an open and merry man. Later all this other nonsense was made up about him.” In the later scene, the official guide, obviously behind schedule, skips through the city, muttering platitudes about Pushkin. These moments subtly set the characters off from the background and came together associationally rather than causally, constituting for some critics the real siuzhet of the film. 

The National International Discourse

In 1962, prominent screenwriter Anatolii Grebnev made a long entry in his diary about “dedramatization,” a new term in Soviet film critical discourses, borrowed from French criticism to describe an emergent narrative trend, threatening to subsume the entire cinematic output. In France and Europe at large, the term referred to modernist trends in cinema, from Italian Neorealism to nouvelle vague, underscored by episodic and elliptical narrative, open-endedness, focus on mise-en-scene, location shooting, freedom of camera movement, improvisation, and, of course, the auteur theory. The post-war European filmmakers and critics were reacting to the indigenous totalitarian pasts as well as classical Hollywood narrative, favored, as we have seen, by totalitarian regimes. In Soviet discourse, the term referred specifically to the gradual departure from the causality of typical representation. The deeper underlying causes feeding narrative theory and practice were essentially the same in Russia and the West. In 1960, in Positif B. Pingaud concluded his review of A. Resnais’ Hiroshima, Mon Amour (1959) with a summary of the contemporary situation: 


Hiroshima is a reasonably accurate reflection of the crisis of the idea of history in 
a world that has experienced a cataclysm. Previously, the historical dialectic was 
seen as a progressive development, often difficult but fundamentally happy, 
because it had meaning, and this meaning made the bleaker periods something 
that could be lived with. The thesis and antithesis were always transcended and 
preserved in a later synthesis. Here there is no longer a synthesis. No doubt, the 
present moment rejects and transcends the past moment, but it does not preserve it 
in any true or even ambiguous way. It preserves it loosely by neglecting it. Thus 
we can never be sure that the present has drawn a lesson from the past, or that 
mistakes will not repeat themselves. History has no meaning other than what can 
be assigned to it by an obstinate will, always defeated in the breach by 
forgetfulness. And yet a degree of hope remains. It is of course to be expected that 
certain of these basic, collective, or individual events will be forgotten, even 
though they engage one’s whole being and seem to destroy it irremediably. But 
this mutilation, this evasion, this sacrifice, the conditions of our survival, are the 
price we must pay for freedom. 

The fundamental difference between Soviet and European filmmakers was that the former, while realizing all of the above, continued to exist under a regime, whose undefeated “obstinate will” continued to enforce the unity of history and narrative, preventing its subjects from remembering. As Resnais showed in his film, remembering is the means of exorcising the present from the past, the practice that sets the history in its place and allows one to forget and move on. The partial de-stalinization, implemented by Khrushchev, opened up the wounds by admitting that millions of people had been wronged, while utterly denying its populace the right to dwell on its past. In other words, Khrushchev’s government forced the country to move on without remembering. In Soviet culture, these politics resulted, as we have seen, in the increasingly fractured rather than episodic narrative, manifest in the traumatic tension between the live personages and the imposed fabula. In Europe, “dedramatized” narration was a matter of choice, while in Russia it was the only means to say anything. In 1962, Grebnev described “dedramatization” Russian style as follows: 


We have turned siuzhet-less
 (bessiuzhetnost) not out of good life. Fashion has 
nothing to do with it. Siuzhet-lessness or the flow of life are the means to get rid 
of “typical” plots. If they let us construct “a-typical” plots, we would have 
thought 
a bit whether the “flow of life” is worth it. “The typical circumstances,” this 
grandest delusion, has cost us dearly. No great work of art ever conformed to 
the norms of typical siuzhet. Siuzhet-lessness is really a matter of resourcefulness. 
The “flow of life” means a little bit of this and a little bit of that – all together will 
pass [through censorship]. The “flow of life” happens because of fear of a 
comprehensible, naked siuzhet, which must be either banal or “a-typical,” 
meaning “life-distorting.” So we take that very siuzhet, water it down, then add 
some other watered-down stories – and that’s how we express anything. 

Later in this chapter, we will sift through the clearly discernible debris of typical siuzhets in the most siuzhet-less films of the mid-1960s, including M. Khutsiev’s July Rain, scripted by Grebnev. We will also see that these films were situated by contemporary criticism at the crossroads of two paradigms of the 1960s cinema and criticism: Chekhov and foreign film. 


Before we turn to the films, it will be useful to outline the development of what I call the “national international discourse” in Soviet film culture. I have chosen to name this discourse so because, as I will show, the process of assimilation of foreign cinema was heavily mediated by references to Anton Chekhov, the closest in time available modernist and the paradigmatic carrier of a specific ethos. The discourse under question revolved around dedramatized narrative and, for Thaw art-makers, served to compensate, by referring to the safely distant past and the West, for the inability to remember their own history. 


I will open the discussion with two quotes that, for me, express the very essence of this particular discourse. At one of the first screenings of July Rain in 1967 the young liberal journalist Aleksandr Aronov said, “I cannot read Chekhov – he seems to be an epigone of Antonioni. This entire siuzhet-less anemia is epigonism.”
 Another quote comes from P. Vail and A. Genis’ recent study of Thaw culture. Speaking of Hemingway’s popularity in the Soviet Union in the 1960s, the authors observed “Not without lessons from Hemingway did we learn to value Chekhov anew.”
 I am going to focus on Aronov’s negativity when I examine July Rain. What interests me now is the reflection in these quotes of the cultural phenomenon of the Soviet 1960s, characterized by the peculiar assimilation of foreign culture intimately connected to the recovery of national heritage. As Aleksandr Prokhorov wittily remarked, “Ironically, what the West named the Cold War, Russians titled the Thaw.”
 


The primary goal of Thaw art criticism was “to drag everyone onto our side.”
 The most symbolic and paradigmatic text of the decade was the lengthy memoir by prominent journalist and author Ilya Erenburg “People, Years, Lives,” in which he drew a unified picture of European culture, suturing Russia within it. Symptomatically, Erenburg begins the count with Chekhov. He reports that in January 1891, the month he was born, Chekhov began writing The Duel, a programmatic work in which the “superfluous man” Laevskii, meets the “action hero” zoologist von Koren.
 In his little book Rereading Chekhov, published in 1960 – the year of Chekhov’s 100th anniversary – Erenburg remarked that von Koren’s propositions to “exterminate useless and feeble people like Laevskii,” resemble fascist theses, “even though when Chekhov wrote this, Hitler was still walking under the table.”
 At the end of the story, when Laevskii finally comes through and begins to take responsibility for his actions, von Koren says with confusion, “Nobody knows the real truth.” Of course, at the end of Chekhov’s story, Laevskii, as a useful member of society, is infinitely more pitiful than he was in his superfluous days. By invoking Chekhov’s story and mentioning fascist ideology, Erenburg indirectly rejected the teleology of contemporary existence, anticipating the emergence of the new hero and the new narrative. One of the leading liberal critics of the Thaw, Maya Turovskaya has recently outlined as the foremost Aesopian tactic of Thaw criticism “the writing about ‘us’ by writing about ‘them’.” “Them” referred specifically to foreign art but we can say the same about the safely removed Chekhov, whose content as evidenced by Erenburg, was as contemporary as his form. 


Andrei Shemiakin aptly called foreign cinema the “strange kin,” subdividing the timeline of its assimilation in two periods. The first stage is “the breakthrough” from 1954 to 1961, when foreign films, Italian Neorealism in particular, began to infiltrate the post-Stalinist Soviet market. The second stage takes place between 1960 and the end of the Thaw, which Shemiakin does not specify chronologically. This period is characterized as 

The stage of getting into the habit, canonization, and, most importantly, involving the foreign artists in a dialogue where on ‘their’ side was the refined cinematic language and on ‘our’ side was the trust in a human being, charged by a newly discovered [post-Stalinist] world, already much altered since the [October] revolution.

Shemiakin insists that at the second stage there occurred a certain unwillingness even among the most liberal critics to accept the existential abysses glaring in the films of Fellini, Antonioni, Resnais and others. 


It is true that at the international film festivals Soviet films, such as Grigorii Chukhrai’s Ballad of a Soldier, took prizes for the virtually extinct vision of human connectedness they created, seen by the international film community as the antithesis to the alienated worlds of Godard or Antonioni. At home, even the less-official Soviet critics wrote that “Chukhrai and Fellini presented two different worlds: the world of capitalism at its decline and the world of socialism at the beginning of a new era.” As we have seen, this attitude, part and parcel of the partial de-stalinization implemented by Khrushchev, rested on the idea that now that Stalin was dead everything was going to be OK. Yet this point of view does not define the entire published culture of the Thaw. I disagree with Shemiakin and complicate the matter by tackling the problem of this very trust in a human being, which, as I demonstrate begins to peter out as early as 1957. This problem was intimately connected to the ethic and aesthetic revision of Chekhov’s legacy, promoted as the starting point of contemporary narrative. From the late 50s on, Thaw criticism was consciously constructing a national “Chekhovian” paradigm as a response to the influx of Western ideas. At this time, Chekhov was also becoming a hot item of international cultural currency. Arthur Miller quoted Chekhov, Neorealists talked about Chekhov, Antonioni mentioned him. In 1960, the United Nations announced Chekhov the most popular playwright in the world. In this context, Soviet intelligentsia, which began to actively cultivate and promote its image from the mid-1950s, Chekhov and not Tolstoy or Pushkin becomes the ultimate model. 
Chekhov’s words that all his life, drop by drop, he squeezed a slave out of himself, became intelligentsia’s slogan.  


Until the late 1950s, Chekhov scholarship continued to be heavily dominated by the so-called Ermilov School that promoted Chekhov as a herald of the long and happy Soviet life. Some literary critics (also connected to cinema) began to challenge Ermilov directly and indirectly in 1960. But the first essential breakthrough in Chekhov reception and the use of his legacy occurred not in literary criticism or Chekhov studies, but in film and theater criticism dealing with foreign culture. In 1960 MAYA TUROVSKAYAWROTE!!!!
One proof that the subject matter of many articles on foreign cinema was, in fact, Soviet film, is the constant presence of Chekhov’s name, undoubtedly less relevant to Neorealism or Antonioni than to Soviet cinema, which itself consciously referred to Chekhov. Of course, the alternative understanding of Chekhov was there all along, while the means of its public expression were limited if not non-existent.
 


The introduction of Italian cinema in the mid-to-late 1950s proved particularly conducive to the gradual complication of the dichotomy between “us” and “them,” a division that formed the backbone of Soviet culture since the 1930s and continued to be enforced under Khrushchev. Neorealism arrived in the Soviet Union at the time of its decline in Italy, or rather, its metamorphosis into the so-called “internal realism” that peaked in the films of Fellini and Antonioni. The Bicycle Thief got in shortly before La Strada. I am not referring here to statewide distribution, which lagged far behind the closed screenings available to the Moscow cultural elite that produced the discourse in question. Such timing allowed for a peculiar assimilation of the Italian and other foreign cinematic experience. 


In 1957, critics analyzed Fellini’s La Strada as a story of re-education, in which the little mentally-challenged Gelsomina does not leave her owner and tyrant Zampano because she has “somehow… almost instinctively… developed a sense of duty… and became convinced that no matter how pitiful she is, this cruel vagabond needs her” to develop “the barely extant traces of humanity” in his soul. In other words, Gelsomina was a typical hero, progressing from spontaneity to consciousness. However absurd, this and similar Socialist-Neorealist readings of La Strada fostered the film’s acceptance, even though some observers warned that the film’s focus on marginal circus freaks had nothing to do with Neorealism or realism. While many Soviet critics continued to applaud the wholesome make-up of the simple Italian people, already in 1958, Boris Zingerman, who would become the most prominent Chekhov scholar in the 1970s, described Fellini’s characters not as circus freaks but as simple people seen without pink glasses. Zingerman characterized Zampano as a “cruel and dumb animal,” quite elementary and incapable of sustaining deep internal collisions. The scholar insisted that in La Strada, Fellini overcame Neorealism. Stating that the Neorealists inherited from Chekhov the intense dislike of exceptional heroes, the scholar remarked that in their films they distorted the simple hero by romanticizing him in tradition of Rousseau. The development of this argument in Zingerman’s article rests precisely on those elements in Neorealism that are not like Chekhov. Although Zingerman’s negation of the neorealist “noble savage” is valid in and of itself as a statement about Italian cinema, we can clearly detect the “underwater movement,” to use Stanislavsky’s term, which is the negation of the leading “simple hero” in Soviet cinema of the 1950s.  

In the 1960s, film critics began to inscribe Chekhov in their analyses of European cinema, most notably the work of Fellini and Antonioni. While the discussion continued within the “us” vs. “them” framework, in the work of the leading liberal critics, these parallels crossed for the “initiated” reader. References to Chekhov served as a semantic bridge between “us vs. them.” The discourse produced a peculiar symbiosis: Foreign films informed the reception of Chekhov’s works and vice versa. For in
stance, as part of their programmatic interest in de-dramatized narrative, the critics began to focus on the resolutions of foreign films, or rather, the lack thereof. In 1962, Maya Turovskaya aligned the ending of Fellini’s The Nights of Cabiria with that of Chekhov’s Uncle Vanya: 


The only miracle that Fellini offers us is the farewell smile of Cabiria, which 
emerges like the last rhyme in a poem with that unavoidable and necessary non-
necessity. Many are prone to view this scene as an easy way out. But perhaps this 
very final smile of Cabiria, like the final monologue of Chekhov’s Sonya – the 
illusory, aesthetic resolution of the non-illusory life dramas – testify of 
hopelessness more than anything else. In reality, the smile of Giulietta Masina is 
only a miracle of art, a bitter and un-consoling miracle, created by a big artist. 

In 1965, another critic Viktor Demin put forth a similar thought, referring to the endings of Fellini’s films as Chekhovian. Negotiating between the social and the existential readings, Demin insisted that the essence of Chekhovian conflict consists in the absence of any concrete cause of the conflict, because the cause is the entire course of life. He found the same in the endings of Fellini’s films, citing as examples I Vittelloni, The Nights of Cabiria, La Dolce Vita, and 8 and1/2. He noted that at the end of Fellini’s films on one hand, there are tears, signifying the protagonist’s capitulation before life and on the other hand, a child or a childish character, impersonating 
hope. For Demin, in Fellini’s fictional world, marked by Fellini’s own brand of Catholicism, the outcome of the film is optimistic or pessimistic, depending on whether the protagonist is able to establish a connection with the child. It is difficult not to recognize in Demin’s reflections the realia of contemporaneous Soviet cinema and culture: its multiple children heroes a
nd the dying out of Thaw illusions. Demin’s reflections echo V. Shklovskii’s 
anniversary article on Chekhov’s prose, in which the scholar notes “the duality and fluidity” of Chekhov’s personages and siuzhets.
 

As evidenced by the above examples, Soviet liberal art-makers were developing a rhetoric of relativity in opposition to political-ideological criticism, grounded in forged social causality. 
In this respect, particularly noteworthy is Demin’s Film without Intrigue (1966), “the big work in the guise of a small book,” that resonated, according to eyewitnesses,
 across media. Centered on Chekhov’s poetics, as the watershed paradigm between the “canonical” and the “non-canonical” cinematic dramaturgy, the book is an apology and a theory of non-fabulaic narrative
. While Demin began with praising Chekhov’s work as “lifelike,” it is clear that he was not interested in realism as verisimilitude, or truth of detail – the meaning so dear to Soviet critics in the 1950s. His interest was elsewhere entirely: “Nonsense! Who is interested in everyday life in the real sense of the word?” As for the Russian Formalists, real life for Demin equaled commonsensical causality. Postulating the non-correlation between the what and the how as the principle of true art, Demin insists:

If you do not notice the how, then The Cherry Orchard will turn out to be only a handful of arguments, proving the commonsense truth, that in the late XIX century the Russian aristocracy 
was going broke and that their estates were being bought out by the merchants.


Demin spoke of three narrative strategies that “break through the order of the everyday:” “…by imposing [on raw material] a special dramatic event – this is the way of the intrigue…by having a special dramatic effect function contiguously [to the real interest of the siuzhet]
…and through point of view.”
 The point of view, understood broadly as artistic-auteuristic transformation of the object in the work of art, constituted for Demin the how of the narrative. The goal of the how was to show that “the object [or the what] does not equal itself.”
 This, Demin insisted, was Chekhov’s essential legacy.
 We can clearly discern in Demin’s argument about Chekhov and contemporary narrative the Formalist idea of ostranenie of “life,” understood as commonsense causality, by art: 

Chekhov does not have any special dramatic events. His conflict is not driven by events but arises out of collision of differently charged details. These details are no longer equal to themselves. They now contain conflict. They acquire a second meaning, unfathomable before.

This statement is incredibly dense and classically Formalist. The notion of “collision” refers to Eisenstein, invoked throughout the book. Demin referred to Chekhov’s work as “obertonal.” For Eisenstein, obertonal montage defined narrative progression through audio-visual correlations and collisions between shots. Demin applied the term more broadly, to encompass “narrative” elements, including dialogue and character structure.


Demin’s analysis of Chapaev (1934), misunderstood and misinterpreted
 as the quintessential Socialist Realist film, is a particularly striking example of the non-correlation between the what and the how. The film’s fabula is pivoted on the relationship between the spontaneous peasant-turned-army commander Chapayev as the symbolic “son” and commissar Furmanov as the symbolic “father.” Demin insisted that, among all the characters, Chapaev stood out not as the smartest, wittiest or even the bravest, but as the most alive, “concretely inimitable, multi-faceted, multi-colored, and impossible to fix.”
 Conventional interpretations of Chapaev stated that the hero was moving toward consciousness and died heroically en route. Demin contested this view emphasizing the obertonal how of the hero. The critic interpreted the film precisely the way Margolit interpreted Kheifits’ films
 in the 1990s, focusing on the traumatic tension between the live hero and the schematic fabula: 


The action fabula is what the epoch imposes on the hero. Embodied in the enemy 
– the white officer Borozdin – the epoch demands that Chapaev overcomes in 
himself those qualities of his character that prevent the fabula from progressing. 
But the epoch demands precisely the same of the hero in the face of Furmanov, 
who is Chapaev’s friend, comrade and in some ways teacher. 


These two people – Furmanov and Borozdin – oppose one another politically, but 
both of them are allies from the standpoint of the narrative, because both are the 
messengers of the what. Chapaev – the object of their actions, the object of the 
epoch’s dictatorship opposes them precisely because he is larger than his actions. 
Even his death, accidental from the point of view of the fabula, is strictly logical: 
the epoch caught up with Chapaev and punished him for those features of his 
character that he was unable to overcome. The dramatic guilt of Chapaev is his 
humanity in the cruel times that he refuses to notice. Borozdin [and Furmanov] 
understood the epoch precisely. Behind the veneer of intelligence, there is 
complete surrender of oneself to the laws of cruel age. Chapaev on the other hand 
dared to be an individual. And died.
 

Although the passage is extremely audacious for its time, it is essentially characteristic of liberal Thaw criticism in that it displays to the fullest the ideological possibilities of narrative analysis, which formed the locus of critical ethos for decades to come. 

By way of inserting Chekhov in their reflections on contemporary Western cinema, of which the critics could say infinitely more than of Soviet film, they were eventually able to bring forth more about Chekhov and domestic cinema, purifying both of Socialist Realist interpretations. In this context, it is not surprising that Demin was able to place Chekhov on par with Eisenstein, Fellini and Antonioni. I continue to pursue this thought in the analyses of the films below by further incorporating the film critical discourse of the 1960s into my discussion. 

Chekhov and Antonioni: July Rain


This was the approximate discourse that seized on Khutsiev’s films I am Twenty and July Rain when they came out, respectively, in 1965 and 1967. If I am Twenty, written and produced in 1961-1962, anticipated the discourse in question, July Rain reflected and contested it. In production stage, Khutsiev inserted in July Rain a lengthy quotation from Chekhov’s Three Sisters, absent in all versions of the screenplay. The quotation fit organically within the overall structure of the siuzhet, informing a number of its motifs and overall semantic. In terms of its narrative structure, the film is the ultimate realization of de-dramatized or non-fabulaic narration, associated in Soviet criticism with the cinema of Michelangelo Antonioni. The cinematography, montage and love plot of July Rain evoke Antonioni’s Eclipse. The film’s production coincided with the heated critical debate around I am Twenty, released under Brezhnev as a political action against demoted Khrushchev, who had personally banned the film. In interviews, Khutsiev spoke of July Rain as a sequel to I am Twenty. The latter film was also a collaboration between Khutsiev and Gennadii Shpalikov, a screenwriter who directed A Long Happy Life – another 1966 film drawing extensively on Chekhov. Even though both Khutsiev films may be described as non-fabulaic, there is a considerable stylistic difference between them, owing, in my opinion, to collaboration with two prominent screenwriters. It is therefore useful to consider I am Twenty in some detail. 

 
Already in 1961 when the screenplay of I am Twenty, originally titled Lenin’s Guard, came out, the critics hailed it as “our” answer to Fellini’s La Dolce Vita. I am Twenty tells a story of Sergei, a twenty-three-year-old of middle-tier background who, having returned from the army, found his native city of Moscow little changed, suspended in fact. The underlying theme of the film appears to be the search for meaningful existence in the absence of cataclysmic events such as the revolution or the war. The hero navigates various social and metaphysical circles and options, resisting the teleological drive of existence: “I feel that only the roads change. At first a person walks to school, then to college, then to work, then…” As eyewitness of the period film critic Irina Shilova remarked, “Dissatisfaction vaguely creeps in, the sense that some rather unclear hopes have been compromised.”
 


In the process of his search for meaning, Sergei finds and loses love, but more importantly, loses and regains trust in male friendship, strongly tinted with military ethos. For the first time, Khutsiev put into practice his dream of the co-presence of various historical epochs. I am Twenty opens at dawn, with three soldiers of the revolution walking through the streets of Moscow. As they recede into the horizon, a “cheat cut” brings out three contemporary young people moving in the opposite direction, toward the camera. Another epochal superimposition occurs when at a low moment Sergei dreams of his father, who died in World War II. First, the father materializes in Sergei’s apartment, which then turns into a bunker full of the father’s sleeping buddies, all of whom will be killed in battle at dawn. When twenty-three-year-old Sergei asks his twenty-one-year-old father how he should live, the latter gives him no answer. Instead, he offers him a drink and walks off to be with his friends. The film ends with the hero clinging to his (male) friendships and his city. The last shot follows the changing of the guard by the Lenin Mausoleum on the Red Square. The mise-en-scene is relaxed and devoid of monumentality. The snow is falling and as the three soldiers march toward the Mausoleum in the middle plane of the shot, in the foreground and the background numerous passers-by, including the protagonists, pass them, going about their daily business. 


However brief, the summary of the plot shows that the film contains noticeable traces of the familiar fabula, focused on hero’s progression toward a more conscious state within a recognizable ideologized context. Yet already at the stage of the screenplay, officials in the Ministry of Culture expressed concern with the “contemplative” rather than “active” civic position of the protagonist.
 More importantly, Khrushchev became incensed with the film’s representation of fathers and sons: 


If we take a pup away from the dog and throw it in the water, she will immediately 
jump after him, risking her life. Can we even fathom that a father would not 
answer his son’s question and not advise him on how to find the right path in life... 
The filmmakers want to convince the children that their fathers cannot teach them 
anything.”
 

When Lenin’s Guard, re-titled I am Twenty and severely abridged, was finally granted release in 1965, many were disappointed, expecting something significantly more explosive. The film became incorporated into the canon as a proper Soviet example of “dedramatization,” “our” response to Antonioni, whose films were coming into vogue. A. Macheret insisted that Antonioni’s creative method warranted attention because the filmmaker selected material in such a way as to downplay the fabula and free the images. On the other hand, Macheret noted, In Antonioni’s films, the commitment to unhurried exploration is inseparable from pessimist evaluation of existence,” which need not be necessary in such narrative constructions, as proved by Khutsiev in I am Twenty: 


Here again we see the same unhurried manner of creative exploration. Now the 
object of study is not as socially insignificant as it was in Antonioni’s Eclipse. In 
the field of the film’s vision is the life of young Soviet people, seen working, 
rejoicing and reflecting as part of the collective, in the atmosphere of joyous uplift, 
unifying enormous masses of people with common thoughts and civic 
passions.”
 

The “socially insignificant” object of exploration in Antonioni’s film was the personal life of the heroine, an upper middle-class intellectual, unable to maintain romantic relationships. 


 Partially in response to such reception, Viktor Demin rejected precisely the Soviet symbolism and motifs of I am Twenty. Although the critic insisted he did not doubt the ideals of the revolution, he doubted they could sustain one in the modern world. For Demin, the most frightening consequence of Stalinism was “the inflation of the social person” – the problem evident in the hero’s hamletian vacillations, but overshadowed for the critic by the symbols of the revolution, which he read as remnants of traditional resolutions. Demin also implicated Khutsiev in making concessions to character-driven conflict. The film featured anthropomorphized evil, including a character by the name of Chernousov (literally the “black-mustached guy” – an all too apparent allusion to Stalin). The critic remarked that these characters were not the cause of the hero’s dissatisfaction, but only symptoms of a larger condition.  

In the overall framework of Demin’s book, pivoted on Chekhov’s poetics, Khutsiev’s I am Twenty does not quite reach the level of Fellini or Antonioni, whose work is more Chekhovian. At the time when other critics dismissed the pessimism of Western films, which focused on the problem of incommunicability, Demin was dismissing the ethos of the collective if it had to be supported with revolutionary ideals, which he saw as cover up for the inflation of the social. For Demin, Antonioni was more honest than Khutsiev precisely because he left private predicaments unresolved.  


It is not surprising that Antonioni’s name featured as a negative example in analyses of I am Twenty. If Fellini’s grotesque style could be interpreted as social satire, it was more complicated to reconcile the watchdogs in censorship with Antonioni. Once again, the liberal critics turned to Chekhov. In 1965, Turovskaya anticipated each of the five parts of her essay on Antonioni with an epigraph from Chekhov.  For example, she forestalled the discussion of Antonioni’s choice of incidental occurrences and details over “proper” events with the following epigraph from Chekhov: “Prudence and justice tell me that there is more love of man in electricity and steam than in chastity and abstinence from meat.” Significantly, the leitmotif of the article was that Antonioni’s characters should not be classified socially not because they cannot find a job like the protagonist of Il Grido but because they cannot find a place in life. Turovskaya here made a pun – a “place” (mesto) in Russian can mean both a “job” and a more abstract existential spot in life. In her analysis, Turovskaya de-emphasized social circumstances as the determining factor of human identity in favor of a person’s individual development. In the end, it all boiled down to reversing the essential Marxist dictum: “Social being determines consciousness.” 


This was precisely the matter brought up by another critic, Neya Zorkaya, in her analysis of I am Twenty. Bypassing Soviet symbolism in the film, Zorkaya focused on a broader kind of iconicity, informing the use of these symbols. At his girlfriend’s birthday party, Sergei finds himself surrounded by the so-called “golden youth” – a mix of young creative intelligentsia, fashion models, translators, and children of party functionaries. A conflict arises when the protagonist offers to toast the simple Russian potato as a sacred symbol of World War II, a time when potatoes saved those who remained in besieged Moscow from starvation. One of the guests, played by filmmaker Andrei Tarkovsky, accuses Sergei of the “kvas patriotism” (kvasnoi patriotism) and asks why Sergei wouldn’t also include turnips (repa) in his toast along with potatoes. At that point, Sergei leaves the party and his girlfriend. Upon his departure, the golden youths feel rather distraught. One of the guests slaps Tarkovsky’s character across the face; another asks him why he would say such a platitude. Tarkovsky replies that he said it automatically. Everyone feels uncomfortable. 


While the majority of the critics read this scene as the confrontation between the simple working hero and the decadent intelligentsia, Zorkaya’s analysis indicates a departure from the common critical framework, determined by the doctrine of typical representation. Well familiar with the golden youth, the critic focused on the characters’ extra-textual identity. Behind the veneer of their boredom and snobbish adoption of the “simple life,” their style “russe,” imported from Paris, she found hope in the very iconicity of their faces, underscored by Pilikhina’s cinematography. “Notwithstanding all the mistakes and delusions,” these people are Russia’s hope, because “of the lucidity and clarity of the shot, their beautiful faces, and the lovely, slanting, asymmetrical, odd physiognomy of the film’s heroine Ania, played by Marianna Vertinskaya.” The scene is often shown on Russian television as a documentary, because it features Tarkovsky, Konchalovsky, Mitta, Smirnov, Vertinskaya and others – the real golden youth of Soviet cinema, many of whom were, significantly, the children and grandchildren of the old pre-revolutionary Russian creative elite, conceptualized during the Thaw as Chekhovian. In the 1960s and 70s, we may find plenty of examples of direct self-identification with Chekhovian intelligentsia in the films of Tarkovsky, Konchalovsky, and Mikhalkov. In particular, the motif of the country house as a private microcosm comes to the forefront, strongly evocative of the nests of the gentry in the works of Chekhov and Turgenev. Of course, in 1969 and 1970, Konchalovsky would direct two fantastic screen adaptations –Turgenev’s Nest of the Gentry and Chekhov’s Uncle Vanya. In 1977, Mikhalkov would make one of the most significant films of the decade, The Unfinished Piece for the Player Piano, based on Chekhov’s Platonov. 


Even though Soviet critics worked hard to move away from Stalinist paradigms, they could not fully escape from the system they were attacking. The main problem is that, for the most part, Soviet critics remained indifferent to style. When Demin criticized I am Twenty, he bypassed the siuzhet of the style
, focusing on the siuzhet of the narrative that may be interpreted as refurbishment of the old fabula – a more detailed set of circumstances (indirectly) motivating the hero.
 Zorkaya, by virtue of addressing the style, came to different conclusions. 


For 1962, when Khutsiev made I am Twenty and when the majority of the critics actually saw it in closed screenings, the film’s editing and sound broke new ground, too prematurely to be fully grasped. The co-presence of epochs is reflected in the complexity of the film’s overall chronotope, not restricted to the scenes containing the past. Like European cinema of the time, there are no discrete breaks, such as fade-outs, to signify temporal intervals. The seasons change in the film within one day and sometimes within one take. Khutsiev is equally unconcerned with spatial coherence, linking shots and sequences with direct cuts. The filmmaker creates a visual equivalent for the stream-of-consciousness narration. Symptomatically, much of the film’s speech consists of the internal monologues of Sergei and his two friends. As do images, these also flow together, forging a metaphysical, rather than physical connection between the heroes. Furthermore, in a number of scenes, the heroes’ voices precede them and it is not immediately apparent whose voice we hear. Throughout, sound does not so much accompany image as organize it in a peculiar manner. 


Ultimately, the social identity of the three friends is of little importance within the framework of the film’s siuzhet as is the political identity of the “visitors” from other epochs. The protagonists’ consciousness and their subconscious, eloquently brought to the surface as a shared interior monologue, have little to do with their proletarian origins and are in a sense extra-diegetic. Their interior monologue, almost exclusively constructed of lyrical poetry, from Pushkin to Mayakovsky, functions as the (lyrical) voice of an omnipresent non-diegetic narrator, encompassing all people and phenomena in the film. Historian A. Levandovsky noted in retrospect that the Soviet symbols in the film are humanized and de-sovietized. Another critic Lev Anninskii wrote in 1977 of the peculiar quality of Khutsiev’s character structure as “de-typologized.” Anninskii’s thoughts are worth quoting at length because they complete and place in perspective the shift in critical paradigm regarding typical representation: 

Try to remember what kind of characters these three guys are. Or, to put it another way, try to grasp anything fresh in their characteristics, given to them [in interviews] by Khutsiev himself, and you will be confronted with the traditional ‘reflective youth,’ who makes the right choice, the no-less traditional ‘jolly fellow,’ who finally grows up, and then the embodiment of family conscientiousness. But here is the trick: the first thing that evaporates from memory is what is least important to Khutsiev – namely, the individual physiognomies of the heroes. Who is Sergei among them? Who is Kol’ka? Who is Slavka? What you remember is something entirely different, like one of them, no matter who, walks through the long, seductive streets of Moscow, hurrying and unable to hurry because after the army every corner of the native city draws your attention. You remember how that first morning this guy sees a friend across the courtyard, and they scream and wave their arms, and they don’t hear the words but they continue to scream because words do not mater; what matters is the recognition and the friendship. In essence, Khutsiev always relied on the actor only partially: he needed a human being symbolizing some internal action but not embodying it to the end. No typology. Lyricism, poetry…

Anninskii concluded that Khutsiev’s hero was not typical or individual, but unfinished, living at once in the here and now and “somewhere else.” The critic explained that both typicality and individuality require representation in the perfect tense – the distinctive feature not only of epic Stalinist narratives, ending with the vision of (realized) future, but also of any “functional siuzhet-ism,” or fabula-centered siuzhet. Anninskii also credited Khutsiev with the unfinished image of Moscow, in which symbols and everyday detail merge because “symbolism grows out of the everydayness and empirical reality is infiltrated with the spiritual.” Here Anninskii refers to the film’s style, affording the “naturalness” of the revolutionary patrol on the streets of modern Moscow. 


Contrary to Demin, Anninskii insisted that the film could not be taken apart in the same sense the films of Iu. Raizman or M. Romm, based on clearly delineated social types could be. Outside the stream of its style, the dialogues in and of themselves ceased to signify and the emblems of the Soviet state re-materialized, yielding functional interpretations of the film as banal in its reliance on the revolutionary ideals. Of course, one should not dismiss the topical criticism of Demin, regarding Khutsiev’s inability to carry out what the critic saw as the film’s unrealized thematic potential: namely, the inflation of the social man. This theme will be all too transparent in Khutsiev’s next film July Rain. But while this danger is definitely contained within I am Twenty, Anninskii coined the peculiarity of the film’s intent most precisely when he insisted that instead of collectivism or incommunicability, the film offered unfinished, carefully weighed and inclusive spirituality, fully realized in the synthesis of theme (the co-presence of epochs) and style (the audio-visually unified complex chronotope). 


Because July Rain, co-scripted with Anatolii Grebnev, is such a different film in its sensibility, it is important to consider the influence on Khutsiev of Gennadii Shpalikov, who wrote most of the script of I am Twenty. Shpalikov also directed The 
Long and Happy Life (1966), featured in this chapter as another film of the 1960s that drew on Chekhov. Recognized during his lifetime as one of the brightest talents, Shpalikov (1937-1974) remains one of the most understudied and misunderstood artists of the Thaw. Shpalikov’s unique biography is of direct relevance to his work. Born into the family of a military engineer, Shpalikov came of age at the Kiev Suvorov Military School, where he lived and studied from age ten to eighteen. The military upbringing put a unique edge on Shpalikov’s worldview and art. The military ethos, infiltrated with timeless rather than Soviet military codes of valor, honor and patriotism, cultivated at the Suvorov schools, informed the use of Soviet symbolism in his work.  


Shpalikov’s friends and colleagues always mused at the peculiar amalgam in his outlook of a sober nonconformist view of Soviet reality and a certain naivety. Shpalikov’s open confrontation with the officialdom at the bashing of I am Twenty co-existed with what some of his friends regarded as idiosyncratic acts of conformism. Shpalikov’s first wife, screenwriter Natalia Riazantseva, remembered as characteristic an episode at the house of Shpalikov’s stepfather. Watching young poets on television, the stepfather, a high-ranking military officer, responded negatively to the personal appearance of Bella Akhmadulina – one of the most talented liberal poets that emerged in the 1960s. Although Shpalikov admired Akhmadulina’s work, he accepted the remark calmly, “because his stepfather was a military man and should have spoken that way.” Riazantseva confessed that if such an incident occurred in her family, she would have started a scandal, while Shpalikov only smiled. 
Former film editor and now journalist for Radio Free Europe, Elena Ol’shanskaia, described the heroes of I am Twenty as ideal, noting that only Shpalikov, by virtue of his unique personality, could breathe life into them at a time when ideals began to recede along with the intellectuals’ expectations of the regime. When he wrote the hopeful I am Twenty and another screenplay for film, I Walk Around Moscow (1963), permeated with unstoppable energy and joy of living, Shpalikov composed a rather ominous stanza, c
irculating among friends and colleagues: “do not walk under the cornices during the thaw,//it can be very dangerous.//many wonderful people//are killed during this thaw.”


Anninskii associated 
the imprint of I am Twenty on the viewer as well as Khutsiev’s sensibility in his early films with the work of Aleksandr Pushkin, perceived in Russia as a light poet and a Renaissance soul.
 Ironically, Khutsiev who always dreamt of making a film about Pushkin, ended up making one about Chekhov in the year 2004 – a subject for further inquiry into the evolution of the Chekhovian in post-Soviet cinema. According to Anninskii and a number of critics and viewers, July Rain was a Chekhovian film, the concept of Chekhovian referring no longer to the empirical detail or narrative alone but to the underscoring ethos of the film, bordering on clearly perceptible pessimism. 


In the 1960s, Zorkaya, who spoke of the iconicity of the golden youth, also saw hope in Khutsiev’s representation of Moscow in I am Twenty. I
n her nationalist analysis (despite being Jewish), Moscow in the film was not a Soviet but an old Russian city that housed Pushkin and Mayakovsky: 

Touching is the filial assuredness of the heroes and Khutsiev himself in Moscow. Moscow in the film does not disguise itself as anything else. Not as Chicago, not as St-Petersburg, not in modern glass and concrete, not the empire marble or granite. Of course, it would be possible to make our old beauty more impressive, dress it up in European way… But that would no longer be Moscow.

Yet already in Zorkaya’s review, one may sense an anxiety that Moscow’s cityscape and sensibility are rapidly changin
g. 


Less than two years since the release of I am Twenty, Khutsiev presented a very different Moscow of embassies, shopping centers, restaurants, rented apartments, and traffic. This was simultaneously a more crowded and emptier city than that in the previous film. Empty, because the people on the street were alienated passers-by with impenetrable faces, wearily aware of the camera. In peak or empty hours, the cityscape evoked European capitals as featured in French or Italian films of the late 1950s and 60s. Instead of the dormitory districts of I am Twenty, resembling Neorealist courtyards, action unfolded in the impersonal yet sometimes lyrical spaces of the privileged downtown. The famous opening sequence 
consisted of long tracking takes of crowded streets, punctuated with close-ups on the faces of renaissance frescoes. Yet the juxtaposition of the undifferentiated passersby and unique renaissance faces did not hold for long. Shortly, we see these faces multiplied on the conveyor of the printing press at the heroine’s workplace – a striking visual realization of Walter Benjamin’s essay, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction.” The fishbowl effect of wide-angle lens in the opening scenes added to the sense of circularity and serialization. 

INSERT STILLS

The lives of the personages in I am Twenty revolved around the old and new social rituals as personalized events, involving nearly the entire city: a May Day demonstration, a poetry reading at the Polytechnic Institute and the prom night. To the contrary, in July Rain action unfolds in the privacy of the esoteric intellectual world. Yet the downtown apartments do not appear to be the unifying spaces similar to the middle-class and working-class homes of I am Twenty. 


An example of character blocking in July Rain
[image: image1.jpg]



An example of character blocking in July Rain. Separateness here is underscored not only by frames within frames, but also by the varying directions of the characters’ gazes. No one is making eye contact or looking directly at another. 
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An example of character blocking in I am Twenty. Note the sunlight in the actors’ hair. 
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Street scenes in I am Twenty (Red Square) illustrate the use of the peculiar wide-angle lens allowing for the softer look of the monumental buildings. 

I am Twenty unfolded mostly in the intimacy of Moscow’s courtyards – extensions of people’s apartments that were presented as extroverted spaces, infiltrated with sunlight and street-noise. The people inside constantly conversed with the people outside. When the camera was outside focusing on a window, sound close-ups let us in on the action inside. If the protagonists of I am Twenty were constantly drawn outside, the protagonist of July Rain prefers to stay at home. When the camera follows her down the streets of Moscow, she often turns, returning its gaze, visibly annoyed. The same interaction with the camera occurs at work, but never at home. In contrast, as some critics noted, the protagonists of I am Twenty were too consumed with living to be this neurotic. 


The film traces the relationship between two professionals Lena and Volodia, she in her late twenties, he in his early thirties. The two gradually drift apart, although their final separation is not directly motivated by Vladimir’s moral concessions to his career. Parallel to seeing Volodia, Lena conducts another relationship over the phone with Zhenia, a stranger who had once loaned her a jacket in the rain – an important and rare sign of human connectedness in the film. As her relationship with Volodia disintegrates, Lena and Zhenia’s mutual understanding grows. Unlike Volodia and his friends, Zhenia says all the right things. His voice is sincere, without a touch of irony, widespread among Volodia’s friends. Zhenia verbalizes all the problems Lena has with Volodia’s circle, pointless smart-talk and moral compromise in particular. Yet the two make no effort to meet in person. Zhenia is a disembodied telephone voice, endangered by the precariousness of Moscow’s telephone connection. At one points Lena even questions Zhenia’s very existence. 


Khutsiev purposefully cast a generically attractive actor for the role of Zhenia. By the end of the film, we do not even remember his face. In the screenplay that ends hopefully on New Year’s night, we feel his presence in the same way Pasternak’s heroes in Doctor Zhivago anticipate one another and cross one another’s path by virtue of serendipity. In the film, this subtext and hope are absent, even though Zhenia does quote some lines from a Pasternak poem when he calls Lena in the middle of the night on his birthday: “To easily wake up and regain sight//to take the rubbish of words out of the heart.” Lena, however, wants to go back to sleep and threatens to hang up. It is clear that even at a better time, she would not succumb to such heartfelt revelations. In 1966, Zhenia seems hopelessly outdated when he says, “I want everything to be real, so that one could die [for something], or do something big.”  In 1965, speaking of another film, M. Romm’s Nine Days of One Year (1961), revolving around the lives of Moscow’s intellectual elite, A. Macheret provided an apt characteristic of their sensibility: 

Strong emotions have to be expressed with restraint. Direct and exalted expression in particular is received with irony. Here it is preferred to cover up with humor the elevated frame of mind and heart. Out of fear to seem immodest, too excited or naïve, the people of this circle are prone to humorous self-ridicule. The vividness of wit is valued especially high, while clichés, truisms, officialese or pretentious spruceness of expression are despised.
 

In Nine Days of One Year, a film about nuclear physicists, the “elevated frame of mind and heart” was evident behind the slight veneer of irony. “Communism must be built by kind people,” insisted I. Kulikov, a charismatically ironic antagonist to Batalov’s hero, played by I. Smoktunovskii.
 As we already saw, this veneer was much thicker in I am Twenty, made a year after Nine Days. In July Rain, it is so thick, many began to doubt whether it supplanted the ideals altogether. 


Lena is the last most up-to-date stronghold of ideals, but she is fundamentally incapable of action or big words. Her role is that of an observer, the carrier of the de-familiarizing gaze. In the early scenes, Lena tries to fit in the circle of Volodia’s friends, who are likely not so different from hers, even though we do not see them. Significantly, at the first party, she finds a guitar for Alik – the soul of Volodia’s circle, played Iurii Vizbor – a cultural icon of the decade. The poet with the guitar was at the center of popular unofficial culture until Perestroika. Metaphorically speaking, Lena gives the bard his voice. In the film, Alik is the hippest character. In addition to being a bard, he is also a war veteran. His demeanor is fashionably Hemingway-esque – masculine, reserved, and ironic. Over the course of numerous parties, Lena begins to sense emptiness behind all the irony and the restraint. One night, she asks Volodia why he never cries or gets sick. Her relationship with Alik is particularly indicative of her despondence because she often takes her frustration out on him, rather than her boyfriend. If Volodia introduces the motif of modern impenetrability and invulnerability, Alik, an older man, reveals a different kind of emptiness with his subdued restlessness and unsettledness, manifest in the rapid changing of girlfriends, among other things. The dialogues in the film are extremely pithy and laden with subtexts. At the picnic – the last gathering of Volodia’s circle – Lena asks Alik where he put his guitar. He replies that it is in the car and says that neither the guitar nor car is actually his. Lena asks, “What then is yours, Alik?” a question aiming at the heart of the problem. At the end of the conversation, she asks Alik not to sing.  


Asking Alik not to sing and refusing to marry Volodia are Lena’s most noticeable acts of protest. As Miron Chernenko noted arguing with Lev Anninskii, there was not a trace of “weighed spirituality” in the film. “If the heroes do search for anything,” insists Chernenko, “it is for the social niche, where they can wait out the epoch and where they can preserve some elementary integrity.” As I will discuss shortly, the ending of Khutsiev’s film is ambivalent if not altogether pessimistic. The more hopeful screenplay ends on New Year’s night, which in and of itself indicates a new beginning. It also contains suggestions for the soundtrack. The sound of multiple phone conversations accompanies the images of people hurrying to complete their last minute errands. Among these conversations, we hear the voices of Lena and Zhenia. Lena says quite hopefully, “I am gathering my thoughts.” Such ending with the images of the snowy streets and crowds and the sound of the hopeful if disembodied voice would echo the ending of I am Twenty. However, the film ends in late fall and static shots of mostly static people. Lena and Zhenia’s last conversation occurs long before the end of the film. The protagonist herself disappears from the screen and the soundtrack six minutes before the end of the film. 

  
In the film, Lena’s growing separation and individualization are conveyed visually through distantiation, particularly noticeable during the picnic scene. At one point, the people by the fire are shot from the point of view of the car, through the open door. The strangeness of the composition with the car at the lower left of the frame and the people crowded in the upper right, underscores the unnaturalness of the encounter. Normally, a picnic is supposed to be a spontaneous authentic event, bringing friends together. Here it is calculated: Volodia and his friends are entertaining their boss. Later, Lena would disappear and everyone would be looking for her only to discover that she was sitting in the car all along. After she let everyone worry and run around screaming, Lena shines the headlights at them, saying quietly, “Why are you screaming? I am here.”

INSERT STILL


To contemporaries, the film was unsettlingly Antonioniesque and Chekhovian. In 1967, at a screening of July Rain, young critic A. Aronov told everyone he was bored with Khutsiev’s film: “July Rain consists of many current truths. That is pleasant but boring. I cannot read Chekhov – he appears to be an epigone of Antonioni. (Noise in the audience.) This entire plotless (bessiuzhetnaia) anemia is epigonism. Think of Kurosawa’s energy! No up-to-date information will replace for contemporary viewer a good fight, tense siuzhet and shooting. (Noise in the audience).”
  Even though the majority agreed that in July Rain Khutsiev broke new ground, having introduced an essentially unheroic hero and the ultimate non-fabulaic siuzhet, Aronov’s comments indicate the rapid inflation of this discourse
. The critic heralded a new action trend in Brezhnev cinema of the 1970s that affected even the screen adaptations of Chekhov and had infinitely less to do with Socialist Realist ethos than dedramatized narrative.  


Overall, the reception of July Rain marks a departure from the framework of typical representation, pivoted on ideals of great Soviet life (typical circumstances) and great Soviet people (typical heroes). Virtually all critics found the heroine’s restraint dissatisfying, yet abstained from condemning her as atypical – a label thrown at the contemplative heroes of I am Twenty in 1962. In response to Aronov, Anninskii insisted that people like Aronov – the new generation that can be bored with this film – were precisely the object of Khutsiev’s anxious exploration: “The energy of this new person and his spiritless identity are the theme of this film, the precondition of its action.” Symptomatically, Anninskii weaved into his review reflections about James Bond – “the hero of the unheroic epoch,” as M. Turovskaya defined agent 007 in her eponymous book, written in the 1960s but not published until 1971. Bond embodied to the fullest the new serialized superman, faceless enough to be played by a series of actors, and in whose image Khutsiev created his male lead Volodia in July Rain. In the film, Volodia’s acquaintance aptly characterizes him as “anti-magnetic, frost-resistant, waterproof, anti-corrosive, and refractory.” To the contrary, a member of the older generation, who refuses to compromise his professional identity, having already done so in Stalinist times, is “covered with hay.” Volodia simply does not know the pangs of consciousness and therefore cannot be weighed on the old scales. What the older hero sees as a moral compromise, namely adding their boss’ name to their scholarly work, is a matter-of-fact formality for the new one.


With few exceptions, the responses to the film drew on global and existential problematic. In this respect, particularly interesting are the opinions of non-professional critics, members of cinema clubs that sprung up across the country. Some insisted: “It would have been better if July Rain were based on a more solid idea – a hopeful leitmotif that would determine the future of its heroes.” Others argued the contrary: “The filmmakers clearly tell us to search for an ideal in life. The search has to be individual for every person. Khutsiev’s film ends with an open question affording one freedom in this search.” Several professional and non-professional critics took a more global stance, insisting that the film was not so much about the culture of the man as about the civilization and the man, noting that the film purposefully emphasized the “external signs of modern civilization” and the lack of human presence. This discourse pivoted on the absence of the common idea and the ecology of the soul sounds familiar. As we have seen, the last similar national discourse before Stalinism revolved around Chekhov. As one professor of cytology and a member of cinema club from Leningrad wrote, “This film shows how people cannot live without a ‘blue bird,’ without a dream. This is a Chekhovian theme and it is no wonder that this theme develops in Chekhovian manner in the film.” 


As a rule, negative reviews or negative remarks in positive reviews drew on general thematic rather than stylistic comparisons with Antonioni. In a retrograde open letter to Khutsiev R. Iurenev wrote: 


The incommunicability of bourgeois intellectuals in Bergman and Antonioni is 
underscored by deep social motivation. I am sure that you do not consider people 
to be immanently locked within themselves, unknowable and incapable of contact, 
and you surely do not believe that our society paralyzes individuals’ attempts at 
communication. As a result, your anguish lacks the sincere bitterness of 
Antonioni, the religious pathos of Bergman, and the social sharpness of Fellini. 

The positive reviews invoked Chekhov, with the exception of Aronov who cleverly and bravely aligned the Russian classical author with the Italian filmmaker when discussing a domestic film, while other critics did the same carefully restricting themselves to analyses of foreign cinema. In this context, it is important to consider the film’s stylistic affinities with Antonioni and thematic affinities with Chekhov – precisely what makes July Rain a unique and most astute response to concurrent critical discourses. 


In July Rain, Khutsiev adopted a deliberately disorienting editing style within and between sequences that the critics associated with Antonioni. In I am Twenty temporal and spatial discontinuity was not marked as such: space and time were unified through sound and graphic obertones
 of human connectedness, manifest above all in continuous movement. 

INSERT STILLS

Khutsiev’s two-shot close-ups of the protagonists, breaking through the space of the frame, also refer to Antonioni, as does the separated character blocking in frames within frames. 

INSERT STILLS

Perhaps the most obvious homage and response to the Italian filmmaker is the final sequence. Like in Antonioni’s Eclipse, at the end Khutsiev disengages from his protagonist to contemplate society at large. At the end of Eclipse, Antonioni revisits the film’s locales without the heroes. Close-ups of textures, standing water and insects intensify the silence and the feeling of emptiness. A number of accidental passersby catch the camera’s attention. Antonioni applies the same technique to people as he did to insects, going from extreme close-ups on the faces to longer shots of random people who appear to be lost. Khutsiev’s finale is more humanistic in that it focuses exclusively on people rather than ants or architecture. At the end of July Rain, having broken up with Volodia, Lena walks out of her delimited world “into the big history” to dissolve in the crowds of WWII veterans gathered near Red Square. Overall, the veterans are happy, united by the shared experience of the cataclysmic event. Not all of them, however, were able to find their comrades in the crowd. Khutsiev dwells on a decorated woman veteran sitting alone, dwarfed by a monumental column – an unsettling image breaking through the complacency of the reunion. 

INSERT STILL 
The sequence is followed by a series of close shots of the younger generations reacting to the reunion of the veterans. The two sequences are separated by a pan across a piece of architecture – a monumental building with columns shot from a lower angle – another reference to Antonioni. As the camera pans, the music changes from a cheerful victory song to a pensive folk melody, evocative of M. Donskoi’s 1930s adaptation of Gorky’s coming-of-age trilogy, focused on the plight of the poor folk. Two chords – an audio-quote from Antonioni’s Eclipse – fill the interval between the two melodies. While the veterans are engrossed in one another, the younger people gaze straight at the camera, posing rather than acting. At times, they come out of what looks like a stupor or contemplation to respond to their environment. The juxtaposition of posing and acting is unsettling for the viewer. The final freeze-frame of a child’s face, Khutsiev’s own son, poking through black coats of the adults evokes the ending of Truffaut’s 400 Blows. Yet the image appears after the end of the film as a sign of hope, perhaps. The semantic of the final sequence, fluctuating between anxiety and hope, depends on the juxtaposition of paradigms – Antonioni and Chekhov – in the film as a whole. 


Besides the obvious stylistic references, a number of subtler signs point to Antonioni (and other foreign paradigms) as an important source of Khutsiev’s film. Though not explicitly, the point of view in July Rain belongs to Lena in the same sense Fellini’s La Dolce Vita is shot not from the viewpoint of Marcello Rubini, but as if through the prism of provincial sensibility that the protagonist is unable to shake off. In multiple scenes focused on Volodia’s circle, Lena, a newcomer, holds the gaze much like the personages played by Monica Vitti in Antonioni’s films. But while Antonioni sets his heroine apart visually, Khutsiev also endows his protagonist with a profound literary base. Furthermore, Vitti is a lone ranger, as much an outsider in her family as she is in the various social circles she navigates. Lena, on the other hand, definitely belongs in a certain group, defined not by age but by a specific ethos or rather a specific literary tradition. 

INSERT STILLS

Toward the end of the film, Khutsiev included a lengthy quotation from Chekhov’s Three Sisters, lasting nearly ten minutes. Chekhov plays on the radio, setting the ambiance and the subtext for an important sequence focused on Lena and her mother. This is the last episode involving Lena’s mother, at the end of which Lena, an extremely opaque and restrained character, tells her mother she loves her. The heroines listen to the radio distractedly. Lena is working on a freelance translation from English,
 while her mother is trying to start up a conversation with her. Although it is obvious that the two love one another, their relationship had been strained due to Lena’s repeated refusal to discuss her personal life. As in most scenes, the characters are graphically separated. Khutsiev alternates between Lena and her mother, not showing the two in the same shot. When he does briefly show them within one shot at the end of the scene, wide-angle lens magnifies the space between them. Lena’s mother occupies the larger part of the room, crowded with bookcases and an antique-looking desk and chairs. Lena occupies a smaller space, sitting on a modern sofa with a modern lamp balancing the shot on the left side of the frame. At this point in the film, Lena’s father had died and she is having serious misgivings about her future with Volodia. 


The choice of the Chekhov fragment is significant in that it comments on the scene itself and on the prior events in Lena’s life. The fragment spans the end of the last act of the play, from the part where Natasha, the sisters’ petit-bourgeois sister-in-law, openly asserts her rights over their house. The sisters are preparing to leave their house and face a rather uncertain future separately – an action not directly motivated by Natasha’s take-over. The last act revolves around the departure of the military detachment from the provincial town. As daughters of the late general and Moscovites, the sisters, no longer directly associated with the military, are unable to adapt to their provincial existence clinging to the military for companionship. As all familial break-ups at the end of Chekhov’s plays, the departure of the military that served as the sisters’ surrogate family signals the beginning of the rest of their lives to be spent enduring rather than living. “They are leaving us,” says Masha, “we will remain alone to begin our life over. One needs to live. One needs to live.” It is obvious that the sisters have no idea how they will live. The only hope is in the distant future that they will not see: “Time will pass and we will leave forever, we will be forgotten, our faces, voices and how many we were will be forgotten, but our suffering will transpose into joy for those who will live after us.” 


The fragment encapsulates and brings into focus major thematic motifs of the film, the main ones being the sense of loss, separation, exclusion and narrowing horizons, as experienced by the heroine and her mother. With the play in the background, Lena’s mother ponders the recent discussion in the press regarding intelligentsia in a manner evoking the discourse in Chekhov’s play (the indirect conflict between the sisters and the encroaching world of the “townies”) as well as the contemporary discourse on Chekhovian intelligentsia. Lena’s mother very much doubts that a poll of public opinion can determine the true meaning of the word. Before her mind wonders somewhere else, she begins to quote from magazine that “docent of technical sciences Baranov said…” The last name of the docent expounding on the meaning of intelligentsia in a central periodical may be translated as “ram,” also signifying moron in Russian. Eschewing character conflict as did Chekhov, Khutsiev presents a fine gradation of contemporary intelligentsia with Lena and her family, aligned clearly with the Prozorov family from the Chekhov play, as most sympathetic and on the verge of extinction. It is significant that, much like the Prozorov sisters, Lena, at the ripe age of twenty-seven, is still not married and has no children. Albeit tactfully, her mother is very concerned. The death of Lena’s father, in particular, echoes the death of the general in Chekhov’s play, structurally and semantically. Both deaths are recounted events; neither man features in the stories directly. Yet both are clearly the pillars of stability for their families and communities. It is also clear that both were men of strong principles and integrity, the qualities they passed on to their (female) children who have to live in a more complex world.
 


The choice of Three Sisters is significant in this film. For Lena’s mother (and presumably for her father also), the play is a deeply internalized experience. Hearing the play on the radio, Lena’s mother reminisces about the pre-war performance of the play at the Moscow Art Theater – the last production staged in 1940 by Nemirovich-Danchenko, one of the theater’s founders and original directors. For people of Lena’s parents’ generation, including critics Maya Turovskaya and Neya Zorkaya, who also wrote about this production, it was one of the few breaths of fresh air in their youth that coincided with the darkest years of Stalinism. Symptomatically, Turovskaya begins her 1977 article, “Cinema-Chekhov-77-Theater,” with an account of the ending of Chekhov’s play, quoting one of the sisters: “Our people are leaving (ukhodiat nashi).” The critic describes 
not so much the performance itself as the emotion, temperature, color and texture of its atmosphere, inseparable from the theater itself: 

The bitter and sweet tears about something unrealizable; the warm brown tree; the modest matte-ness of the lamps under the ceiling; the tactful lilac, sand, and gray tones of the slightly shabby Shekhtel
 auditorium with the graceful arch of the portal and the restrained style modern of the ceiling – the [Moscow] Art Theater. Three Sisters. Chekhov.

Significantly, the epithets are precisely the ones with which the Chekhovian intelligentsia and Chekhov himself were endowed in the discourses of the 1950s and 60s.


 In 1960, B. Dort wrote in Cahiers du Cinema about Antonioni’s L’Avventura: 


We are made to realize, at the outset, that the affair between Sandro and Claudia is 
specifically bourgeois, just as Aldo’s [in Il Grido] is specifically working-class. 
But instead of explaining or making clear the basic relationship between his 
heroes and their environment, Antonioni diminishes its important and makes it 
vague. Thus we perceive Aldo, Sandro and Claudia as representatives of humanity 
in general, as symbols. We lose track of the specificity of their stories and begin to 
share their pathos. They take on all the ills of our age, ills which are inevitable and 
probably incurable.

Unlike Antonioni’s protagonist, Lena is always part of a specific social group, bound by certain roots. The visual separateness between her and her mother is different from that between her and Volodia’s circle. As A. Macheret noted, the separateness of Lena and her mother has little to do with the fateful incommunicability, which underscores all relationships in Antonioni’s films: 


The mother is clearly worried about her daughter’s interaction with her lover. She 
wishes she could have a direct conversation with her daughter about the matter. 
The attempts are there. But the daughter assiduously guards this sphere of her life 
from whoever’s intervention – even her mother’s. What a great base for mutual 
accusations. But there is not even a shadow of anything like that. The mother 
displays miraculous tact, even though it does not come easy. The daughter is 
painfully aware of her mother’s sadness and yet she cannot allow the inevitable 
crude verbalization of her intimate and complicated relationship.

As she should be, Lena is more withdrawn and less outspoken than her mother – a sign of her generation. In relationship with her mother, as with others, she asserts her individuality as her right to privacy – something taken for granted in European cinema and society. The precarious hope in the film, for a number of critics, consisted in the character make-up of this “deeply intelligent family, infinitely charismatic in its moral purity, dignity and tact.” These features, according to Macheret, characterize the best of the Soviet intelligentsia and are based on a specific tradition, which Macheret does not name. However, the placement of the above segment in Macheret’s book is significant: preceding this chapter is an extended analysis of Chekhov’s poetics as a source of contemporary narrative and its ethos. By including the Chekhov quote, Khutsiev subtly continued his lifelong theme, first manifest in I am Twenty – the superimposition of times. More topically, this may be interpreted as the suturing of the gaps in history and between generations – a project integral to post-Stalinist culture.
 
Only in this film, the precarious harmony does not reach society in its entirety but is reserved for the chosen few. 


We may say that Lena is the first “superfluous” hero of Chekhovian brand in Soviet cinema. As far as Khutsiev is concerned, her social niche is recognizably Chekhovian. We may match her reserved character with the numerous descriptions of Chekhovian intelligentsia provided by the art-makers. In his memoirs, A. Grebnev, the screenwriter of July Rain, remembered those of his friends who “somehow could not apply themselves in this life.” Grebnev calls them superfluous heroes, who “were not like Onegin and Pechorin, as we were taught, but like the people we all know very well”: “He was a natural Chekhovian intelligent…He never imposed himself on others, never asked anyone of anything, even though many people asked favors of him…” Besides privacy, the main feature of the Chekhovian intelligent, according to Grebnev, is doing without shouting about it, “like Dr. Dymov.” These people were superfluous to the system that did not allow them to “apply themselves.” For people of Lena’s generation, doing often meant not doing something. Unlike Volodia, Lena refuses to write a dissertation, an important fact revealed in passing in a brief exchange between her and her mother – another indication of privacy and restraint. 


The unpublished literary screenplay emphasizes Lena’s civic and human integrity in a passage that could not make it into film under Brezhnev who put de-stalinization on indefinite hold. In the very scene where Khutsiev inserted the radio quote from Chekhov and where Lena’s mother talks about the meaning of intelligentsia, Lena tells her mother about her co-worker: 


I am thinking about this all day today. You know, Ivan Efimovich, our manager? 
It turns out he went to jail in 1937 and I did not even know about it. There were 
five of 
them, all condemned to death as saboteurs. And then someone suggested 
that their wives go to a pubic defender. And, you know, this lawyer went to jail 
and demanded to see them, when they were already sitting in the death chamber. 
Can you imagine that? One of those prisoners was accused of setting a plant on 
fire fourteen times. But there was no fire at this plant at all. And this lawyer 
proved it. He did the same for all of the accused. Nobody wanted to listen to him, 
but he would go and try to prove their innocence and he went as far as the 
Supreme Court. And they reverted the sentence. He worked on several such cases, 
without fear. When I heard about it, I wanted to go see this man and tell him…

At this point, a phone call from Zhenia interrupts the conversation. In the film, Ivan Efimovich is a recounted character, whose story is not revealed to us. For Grebnev, both Ivan Efimovich and his lawyer are Chekhovian intelligenty circa Stalinist epoch. 


But if Grebnev found Chekhovian characters in life, he also expanded on the fact that the times, people’s relationships, and the content and message of dedramatized narrative were distinctly non-Chekhovian. Besides the diary entry used as an epigraph for this chapter, Grebnev related the following in 1964: 


I asked Sasha:  


-What if we see him now? Will you say hello? 


He asked:  

-What about you?


-I think I will, I said. 


He said: 


-So will I. 


And we burst into laughter. In Chekhov’s times, nobody would shake hands with 
such G. (govno or “shit-head”), while we amicably pat him on the shoulder.
 

In a slightly revised form, this dialogue made it into July Rain. Addressing Volodia at the picnic, Alik indirectly voices his opinion, speaking broadly of modern relationships:  (QUOTE?)
The entire ambiance of Volodia’s circle is built on such indirectness. And the characters themselves are aware of it. The degree of indifference determines the degree of their remoteness from the Chekhovian ideals, embodied in Lena and her family. 


Finally, of particular significance is that Khutsiev’s cinema, virtually unknown in the West because it had been suppressed under Khrushchev and Brezhnev, recently came to the attention of the international film community as part of several retrospectives of Soviet film. In North America in particular, mainstream critics confess that the films are “mind-altering,” introduce them as exotic in their headlines
, and proceed to analyze them as by-products of European paradigms. For example, Village Voice introduced July Rain as “a Cassavetes/Truffaut-esque cha-cha saturating Moscow café life with post-Dylan folk songs and singers.” All Movie Guide and Variety announced July Rain as a film displaying “a strong stylistic debt to Michelangelo Antonioni,” recapping the plot on Antonioniesque terms: “A woman is forced to examine the emptiness of her life.” The list may go on. A counter point of view is put forth by East-Coast academic, active in the East Coast movie scene
. American scholars see Khutsiev and other Soviet films of the 1960s entirely as a reaction to indigenous Socialist Realism, bypassing the influx and impact of foreign cinema as well as the recovery of national heritage intimately connected to the assimilation of foreign culture. Contemporary Russian scholars and critics echo the Western mainstream, insisting that the film “does not only watch like an impassively-Antonioniesque film, but happens in fact to be one.” 


Contemporary reception of Khutsiev underestimates both his stylistic and ideological independence and, above all, his polemicist spirit in relation to the film critical and cinematic context of his films. In both I am Twenty and July Rain, Kutsiev responds to the socio-political situation, but by the time of July Rain, it is obvious that he is preoccupied with the more immediate culturally hybrid discourses in circulation about film. The above analysis of the films in their film-cultural context shows that Khutsiev’s cinema is not an imitation of “them,” nor is it an expression of “naïve Thaw Europeanism” as A. Shemiakin put it. It is an inseparable part of the “national international” discourse of the Thaw, a contemplation of “us” through “them.

Between Chekhov and Vigo: A Long and Happy Life

In 1966, the year when Khutsiev made July Rain, Chekhov’s drama supplied another pivotal centerpiece for the directorial debut of Gennadii Shpalikov – A Long Happy Life. Much of the film unfolds in the theater at a performance of The Cherry Orchard. The film is set somewhere in the developing lands of Siberia. A group of young people, presumably construction workers, travels to a central town to see the play, performed by the touring Moscow Art Theater. En route, they pick up a hitchhiker, geologist Viktor, who strikes a quick friendship with one of the girls. Intrigued, Viktor comes to the theater and finds her during the intermission. Their attraction intensifies. Viktor sincerely feels that meeting Lena has changed something in his life. Seeing her home, he asks her to quit everything and come live with him in Kuibyshev, promising her a long and happy life. Overnight, Viktor experiences a change of heart and at breakfast, tells Lena he has to make a phone call and leaves for good. The relationship ends before it can begin.


Today Russian scholars consider Shpalikov’s “love story that did not happen” a direct metaphor of the Thaw as “history that did not happen.” E. Margolit insists that the unrealized affair reflected reality, lacking the dramaturgical pivot that had sustained it before – namely, the common faith in the great future. I. Izvolova points out that Chekhov’s Cherry Orchard – the play within the film – also builds subtly on the tension between great expectations and their non-realization. Shpalikov’s selection of scenes from Chekhov’s play results in a mise-en-abyme structure. He chooses to show us those optimistically colored segments anticipating the future and one scene full of negative premonitions that casts a shadow on the characters’ hopes. At the end of the second act, Chekhov’s characters hear the notorious sound of a broken string. First, the former serf of the family remembers hearing the same noise just before the “misfortune,” referring to the abolishment of serfdom under Alexander II. The reform was essentially a half-measure that did not amount to any substantial change, much like Khrushchev’s Thaw
.  


In 1967 reviewers did not miss analogies drawn in the film between Chekhov’s play and contemporary reality. Predictably, they objected to the image of contemporary life. It needs to be clarified, however, that the critics were no longer concerned with the absence of optimism or any other fake attribute of the non-existent great Soviet life. We have seen that, with few exceptions, the not-so-cheerful July Rain was met with positive responses from the public and the critics. In Khutsiev’s film, the characters existed in the here and now. Based on their ethos, they could be easily classified as members of specific social groups. Their motivations were clear. As a Chekhovian intelligentka, a daughter of her parents, Lena refuses to marry Volodia, a representative of the new “practical” intelligentsia. The critics no longer negated any bonus existentialism as long as the social picture was clear. The problem contemporaries had with A Long Happy Life was that it lacked a recognizable social base. Surely, the film contained all the signs and symbols of the epoch, such as the romantic setting in Siberia, the hero geologist, the working-class heroine, the popular soundtrack, and even the performance of Chekhov. Yet the siuzhet bypassed all motivation that would ordinarily furnish these mimetic myths. Most notably, the personages existed and acted not in “the here and now and somewhere else” as did, according to Anninskii, the characters of I am Twenty, but “somewhere else” entirely. 


Shpalikov provides no coherent clues to the personages’ backgrounds. Their relationship to the signs of Soviet reality, including their professional identities, is tentative. When the characters meet on the bus, each tells another a childhood story. Instead of proper flashbacks, Shpalikov illustrates these memories. The style of the “flashbacks” is distinctly generic as are the stories. Viktor tells how he skied down a difficult mountain slope, a typical youthful exploit rendered in fast motion. This style is strongly evocative of the latest L. Gaidai comedies featuring Shurik, a klutzy personage resembling Woody Allen. Lena tells a story of first love, illustrated in melodramatic style, reminiscent of silent cinema. As a teenager, she fell in love with a heroic firefighter. When the man got married, she tried to drown herself in the river “like poor Liza,” the heroine of eponymous story by M. Karamzin – a little masterpiece of Russian Sentimentalism. The reminiscence is rather telling in the context of the film, considering that Sentimentalist heroes were conditional literary types. Liza is a psychologically undeveloped pastoral peasant. 


Neither childhood memory provides a significant psychological insight that could bear on the ensuing events. In 1967, critics I. Levshina and Ia. Varshavskii referred to the characters as a He and a She, a Man and a Woman, having in mind, undoubtedly, the recently released film by Claude Lelouch A Man and a Woman (1966).
  Another critic, A. Vartanov, tried to typecast Viktor as a provincial Don Juan, an eternal groom, a confirmed bachelor, or a wholesome-but-restless type. The hero did not fit any of these amplua. “One gets the impression,” concluded Vartanov, “that the author is mostly concerned with the possibility to fix on film the various moods, emotional states, and internal motions of the protagonists without showing where they came from.” 


Recent overviews of Thaw cinema classify 
Shpalikov’s film among other concurrent films, such as July Rain, Three Days of Viktor Chernyshev, Wings, and Long Farewells.

Thaw critics, more responsive to Shpalikov’s work, placed the film within Shpalikov’s own oeuvre. Even though he directed only one film, Shpalikov’s style was so distinct that critics regarded the films based on his screenplays as “made in the manner of Shpalikov,” notwithstanding the prominence of filmmakers M. Khutsiev, L. Shepit’ko, or G. Daneliia. Levshina provided a good summary of Shpalikov’s manner: “the intrigue is banal; the goal is drowned; [social] concreteness is dissolved to such a degree that one begins to doubt whether it was even there, but is it really the crux of the matter?” To arrive at the crux of the matter, it is necessary to consider the correlation in the film of two major paradigms: Chekhov and Jean Vigo. 


In a white poem
/open letter to Vigo, Shpalikov wrote that he shot the last sequence of A Long Happy Life in memory of the French filmmaker – “my teacher in cinema and in life.” The influence of Vigo’s L’Atalante may be traced in a number of Shpalikov’s screenplays and poems. The last sequence of A Long Happy Life draws on the central image of Vigo’s masterpiece – the barge, gliding quietly on the water. As he leaves town, Viktor sees the barge through the bus window. For the last six minutes of the film, Shpalikov focuses on the barge and its inhabitant – a girl playing an accordion – a slightly surrealist resolution to the love intrigue. The girl is one among many “non-acting” characters-signs in the film. As. N. Adamenko noted in her recent analysis of the film, 

These personages are not perceived as episodic or secondary. Owing to their unusually memorable, expressive portraits, we begin to see more than we are shown, and somehow guess the meaning of these characters in the context of what is happening. The film is structured like Shpalikov’s poetry, where he inserts with one or two words very important personages, inimitable in their visual-poetic incompleteness and integral to the entire piece.

These personages often appear at the beginning of a scene and at the end, providing a compositional frame to the episode. At the end of the film, one of these characters, the girl on the barge, takes over completely. Already in the screenplay, Shpalikov outlined the desired image – a barge swimming
 through the meadows of flowers. As the camera follows the barge from shot to shot, the seasons change, seamlessly, from late fall to summer and back to late fall. In the summer scene, the camera is level and the barge appears to swim through the grass. Overall, the film’s style is clearly influenced by the look of L’Atalante, fluctuating between poetic (metaphoric, symbolic) and realistic image, often within one shot. Shpalikov’s invocation of Vigo – a poetic realist – is clearly programmatic. Much like Vigo and Rene Clair, Shpalikov reconsiders life’s prose, trivial personages, objects and situations. In A Long Happy Life, there are a number of stylistic borrowings from and visual equivalents to L’Atalante, integral to the film’s meaning. Adamenko, who analyzed the film’ style most thoroughly, noted in particular the manner in which Lena enters the theater: two of her friends lift her in the air and carry her in, an image reminiscent of the bride crossing onto the barge in Vigo’s film to begin a new life: 

The main events of the film unfold in the non-everyday (nebytovoi), ‘forged’ and ‘imaginary’ space of the theater – a peculiar analogue of the barge in L’Atalante, where people are detached from the outside world. But in Shpalikov’s film, the personages also transfer to another time. In a complex and not immediately apparent manner, they become connected with the time of Chekhov’s The Cherry Orchard. The life on the stage magically intertwines with the lives of the heroes.
 

It is also important to note that Shpalikov’s cinematographer, Dmitrii Meskhiev, assisted Moskvin in the shooting of Kheifits’ Lady with the Dog. The scenes inside the theater when Lena and Viktor leave the performance and seek seclusion are visually and thematically reminiscent of Kheifits’ film. 


 What is most interesting about the critical reception of the film is that the critics, both contemporary and recent, tended to gravitate toward Chekhov or Vigo as a more significant intertext, depending on their focus: the socio-ideological interpretations and/or negative criticism highlighted Chekhov, while style-centered and/or positive criticism emphasized Vigo. Particularly indicative in this respect is the critical debate in 1967 between I. Levshina and Ia. Varshavskii published side by side on the pages of Ekran, an important annual collection of film criticism. Levshina does not even mention Chekhov, situating the film within a specific auteur tradition of “thinking in the sensual-emotional images-episodes that follow not according to fabula’s logic but according to the logic of the author.” Besides Vigo’s L’Atalante, Levshina mentions Fellini’s La Strada, evoked in the breakfast scene, set in an outdoor café under a canvas roof, and the paintings of the Russian post-Impressionist artist K. Petrov-Vodkin (1877-1939), replicated in the final sequence in the images of young boys on horseback. 
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K. Petrov-Vodkin, The Bathing of the Red Horse, 1912

N. Adamenko in her 2003 article also refers to Vodkin, when discussing the film’s “spheric” cinematography as reminiscent of Vodkin’s principle of “spheric perspective,” manifest in high and side angles, or the prominent circular background as in the painting above, intended to accentuate the panoramic or “cosmic” effect. Meskhiev often used panoramic camera movement at a curve, so that the object would gradually increase in size, pivot, and then smoothly diminish in the frame. Levshina’s analysis of the characters displays the same cosmic or universalist preoccupation. She insists that the heroes banality and replaceability are intentional and constitute the beauty of the film: “He is an embodiment of male determination and practicality… She is an embodiment of femininity, openness, and vulnerability.” At the time, these were not sexist clichés but an enormous victory for the Soviet screen that became unaccustomed to gender for its own sake and to love, motivated by nothing else but mutual attraction. The heroes’ amorphousness, their lack of individuality, resounded for Levshina and Adamenko as a universal kind of typicality, completely unrelated to the socio-historical here and now. 


Ia. Varshavskii, on the other hand, foregrounded Chekhov in his analysis of Shpalikov’s film. Unlike Vartanov, who found the film’s analogies with Chekhov unconvincing because the critic could not place the characters socially, Varshavskii focused on the problem of genre. The critic interpreted A Long Happy Life as an intelligent comedy of errors, insisting that Shpalikov did not understand what he himself had written and so included in his film too many pauses and sad implications. The critic aligned the characters with the “exalted” Petia Trofimov – the herald of happiness in The Cherry Orchard. His description of Lena and Viktor is appropriately optimistic: 

Both are brave, direct, and unburdened by reflections on the meaning of their lives. They are charismatic – he and she. They live as they want, not bound by prejudice, not afraid of work – like good contemporary young people. They display such physical and emotional health, and feel entitled, as they should, to happiness!
 

Varshavskii insists that the healthy protagonists simply succumbed to the beauty of nature and the magic of the dance during the intermission – an astute observation, if Varshavskii did not insist so much on the wholesomeness of the personages. He explains the sadness in the film as Shpalikov’s mild warning against unaccountable joyfulness and concludes that, after all, the film is titled A Long Happy Life, which means that “Everything is still ahead: the real happiness and the real suffering, if one, of course, grows up and grows smarter.” This interpretation may be juxtaposed with Soviet analyses of The Cherry Orchard, describing Ania and Trofimov as historically immature. Vartanov wrote in his review of the film, “Chekhov’s characters understand that one needs to live and feel in a new way, but are incapable of it,” because social life as they knew it no longer exists. Izvolova in her recent analysis of the film also compared the protagonists to the heroes of The Cherry Orchard, contending that the film speaks not about love but about the characters’ preparedness for love and life. 


The above evaluations bring to mind Shpalikov’s screenplay I Walk Around Moscow, filmed by G. Daneliia in 1963 – a cloudless lyrical comedy, filled, as one critic put it, with the feeling of “imperial lightness” as well as unstoppable and unrestrained giddiness about life. Screenwriter A. Grebnev, who co-wrote July Rain with Khutsiev, remarked indignantly about the film in his diaries: 

I am Walking Around Moscow. We spit on everything. We are in a good mood as a matter of principle. Why? ‘Simply because a warm rain has passed.’
 We are marching, we are walking, not wandering (as in I am Twenty) but marching around Moscow – merrily and insolently. And the young Mikhalkov
 is insolent. We spit on everything, on all your problems, difficulties, reflections, on war and peace, on everything…

‘Thank you very much for that!’ says Romanov.
 ‘At least you are not thinking, not thinking out of principle, and that is better than if you were thinking.’

It is true that the protagonists of A Long Happy Life are not reflexive in the same sense the protagonists of July Rain are. Viktor and Lena appear to behave intuitively rather than contemplatively. Yet they are of the same age as the heroes of July Rain. Regarding the latter, the critics concurred they were of age when one has to make some preliminary conclusions about one’s life. Strangely, as evidenced above, a number of critics, underestimated the age of Shpalikov’s characters, perhaps due to the spell of I Walk Around Moscow. Unlike the eighteen-year-old protagonists of Moscow, Viktor is thirty-four and Lena has already been married and has a five-year-old daughter. Shpalikov’s screenplay provides an interesting age clue, informing the correlation of the Chekhov couple and the contemporary couple in his film. 



Chekhov’s Ania is seventeen and Trofimov informs us that he is “not yet thirty.” Arriving in the middle of the performance, Viktor enters the theater through the back window, which brings him back stage. He watches the joyful scene between Ania and Petia from the wings. Petia tells Ania that happiness is so close, he can hear its steps. Viktor is taken with the scene. In the screenplay Shpalikov describes the ensuing episode as follows: 

A small door opened, letting into the darkness of the corridor a bright ray of light, and, toward Viktor came the not-so-young Ania and Trofimov. Their faces still carried the impression of what they have just said on the stage, but this impression was already leaving them, having lingered for a moment while they were walking, but definitely disappearing.

It is rather unclear whether Viktor is registering all of this. However, the tension between reality and fiction is consistent throughout the film, extending far beyond theatrical performance. 


Even at the most infatuated moments, Lena and Viktor’s conversations are punctuated with sober notes and even negative premonitions, working against the image of gullibility, abandonment and wholesomeness drawn by some critics. Viktor admits to Lena that he feels happy and scared. When she admits that she likes him, he replies somewhat fatefully, “It’s only at the beginning. Later everything will change.” When Lena brings up fate telling Viktor she knew she was going to meet him, Viktor speaks about the randomness of life. In the screenplay, Shpalikov reinforces the sense of randomness by making us privy to the hero’s thoughts: 


He did not expect anything from this encounter, but he was curious how things 
would unfold. He was also interested because the girl was beautiful. Thinking 
thus, he looked at the girl. Then he noticed another girl sitting two rows below, 
also beautiful, and he looked at that girl for a while, not comparing, aimlessly.


In general, the screenplay is much darker than the film, a result, most likely, of administrative alterations during the production. However, what Shpalikov was unable to put into dialogue, is compensated for by the cinematography. On the way to see Lena home, after she has agreed to leave with him, Viktor tells her that their life together will be wonderful. Lena replies “You know, I believe you.” While the filmmakers were shooting the entire conversation with a tracking camera from the side, at this moment, they cut to a straight-on close-up of Lena’s face, framed by a black shawl that completely dissolves in the dark, making the entire shot a cameo. Appropriately, Lena’s voice and expression are somber. She repeats, “I believe you very much,” as if it were an incantation, as if she were trying to convince herself. Of course, the entire Karamzinian subtext attached to Lena adds to the potent elegiac undercurrent of the relationship, reinforced by scattered references to death – an obsessive motif in Shpalikov’s oeuvre and biography.
 


All critics noticed that Shpalikov aligned his protagonists with Chekhov’s personages. Viktor virtually quotes Petia when he draws for Lena the vision of a brilliant future together. Yet nobody seems to have noticed another interesting and unexpected character analogy – between Viktor and the impoverished landowner Pishchikov – a secondary character in The Cherry Orchard, who is constantly preoccupied with inventing schemes to make money. At one moment in the play, Pishchikov thinks he lost some money and makes a fuss about it – the scene that made it into Shpalikov’s film. In the buffet, Viktor has a surreal encounter with a lovesick man waiting for the woman who does not love him:

“You look like you are down in the dumps,” said the guy simply and sympathetically. “Maybe you need some help? You look like you lost some money.”

“Does it really show?”

“It’s written all over your face. You want some beer?”

“I’ll get my own.”

“Drink up, before they bring yours,” the guy poured some beer in a clean glass, “Tell me, how much money was it?”

“No, what money? I met a girl. Everything went pretty well and then she disappeared.”

Among other moments, this peculiar exchange with the sympathetic stranger played by Pavel Luspekaev
 prevents viewer identification with Viktor. In the screenplay, the conversation occurs after the appropriate episode in the performance of Chekhov’s play. In the film, the order is reversed, which forces us to draw analogies with Chekhov’s text retroactively. This could have been another concession to censorship. Still, the money talk – a thorny subject in any country and Russia in particular – works quite well in combination with the acting style. If the stranger is truly simple and down to earth, Viktor is reserved and cold. When he calls the man a fool for sticking with the woman who does not love him, our sympathies are not with him, even though he is supposed to be the embodiment of masculinity. Viktor also tells his interlocutor that his intentions are always simple and direct. The guy replies, “You are a happy man.” By obviously sympathizing with the stranger, Shpalikov suggests that perhaps simplicity and directness are not the way to go. This scene in the middle of the film breaks through our identification with the protagonist, already preparing us for the final scene when Viktor decides to leave alone. By virtue of coming later in the film, the Chekhov money scene reminds us of this awkward moment. 


Chekhov’s text within the film generates other interesting meanings. If in July Rain, Chekhov’s legacy was an integral part of the characters’ cultural field, in Shpalikov’s film, the characters are rather unfamiliar with his work. After all, Lena is a working-class girl who has not been to high school. Viktor tells Lena he saw the play before, yet he does not appear to remember it, relying on his guide – a teenage boy – to penetrate the theater and get his bearings in the plot. Viktor frankly does not recognize his double Petia Trofimov, the most ideologically charged character in Soviet interpretations of the play. Viktor’s reaction to Petia is an act of sudden identification, all the more powerful because he does not remember the play.


 “I am not yet thirty years of age,” says Petia, “I am young, I am still a student, yet I have already endured so much!.. Nonetheless, my soul has at all times…been full of inexplicable presentiments. I sense happiness…I already see it…” Soviet scholarship seized on these and other words of Petia to substantiate their idea of Chekhov as a herald of the revolution. Viktor responds to Petia’s words viscerally, with laughter, a rather sacrilegious reaction in the Soviet context. The more literate (or indoctrinated) teenager silences him. But laughter is also a profound motif in Chekhov’s literary biography. Contemplating the peculiarity of Chekhovian dramatic genres, Demin cited the well-known account of Chekhov’s behavior in the theater, as related by Stanislavsky. The latter remembered that Chekhov would laugh at the most inappropriate moments, not because something was funny, but because something was done particularly well. Stanislavsky compared this reaction to “naïve perception” of uneducated viewers, peasants in particular, who laughed because “it was like life” (ottogo, chto pokhozhe).
 Demin insisted that when Chekhov classified The Cherry Orchard as a comedy, he expected the kind of production that would incite in the audience the laughter of recognition and affirmation because the subject, or the what, of the play, would not equal the execution, or the how. To the contrary, Stanislavsky’s productions provoked tearful empathy – not the kind of identification Demin was after. 


In the screenplay, Shpalikov underscored precisely such a visceral or “naïve” audience reaction to The Cherry Orchard from the audience, a result not of the Stanislavskian performance itself, but of an epochal shift: 

Perhaps the sufferings of the personages did not touch the audience as much as they did in 1904 but the actors acted well and seriously; and all the circumstances of unsettled existence and chaos, and that the orchard was being sold to a shrewd man, and that nobody had any money, and that the student was pure, and everybody was sitting on suitcases and talked – all of this was met with understanding and sympathy.

Besides selective identification, underscoring the peculiar separation of his personages from the play, Shpalikov introduces a motif of distracted perception that further de-sacralizes Chekhov’s text, presented in its most Sovietized form, as performed by the Moscow (Academic) Art Theater. In the mid-1960s, the theater had not renewed its Chekhov repertoire since Stalinist times. During the performance, a number of characters loiter around the theater and, during the intermission, everyone runs eagerly to the buffet or to the foyer for a quick dance. In the screenplay, Shpalikov writes: 

Strange was the transition from contemplating the life of the late XIX century, to which even the young viewers responded in some ways, to these very different concerns and interests, which appeared to have become the main purpose of the evening: to dance, talk, meet people, look for someone in the crowd, and rejoice at everything that is going on.

Lena and Viktor also have their main encounter during the second act, when Lena can no longer follow the play and the two leave to wander about the theater. I have already clarified that Viktor arrived in the theater in mid-performance through the back window. Somewhat paradoxically, Chekhov’s text in this film is integral part of Socialist Realist discourse, something that the characters walk away from to “dance, talk…and rejoice.”

Shpalikov’s film constantly vacillates between Chekhov and Vigo as between the poles of mimesis and amorphousness, the social and the poetic. The film’s critics were not so wrong when they tied Chekhov into socio-ideological interpretations of this film, while referring to Vigo when speaking about style. The performance within the film grounds it within Socialist Realist discourse, providing a semblance of a fabula, while style carries it away. Of course, as we have seen, this duality is more inclusive and may be drawn on every level of the film. In comparison with A Long Happy Life, Khutsiev’s July Rain is a more traditional narrative, more dependent on concurrent discourses. Shpalikov’s film, on the other hand, is “in the here and now and somewhere else.”

� Of course as ever one has to be careful … The clash between the sisters and their philistine sister-in-law constitutes a false fabula as the drama takes on existential rather than social dimensions. 


� M. Murinia’s study of Chekhov’s reception of the first decade of the XX century  reports an epidemic of identification with Chekhov’s characters of various middle and upper-middle class social groups. Based on the enormous epistolary heritage, obituary literature, literary and “near-literary” (okololiteraturnyi) reception, Murynia concludes that the essence of Chekhov reception is the dialogue of contemporaries with the epoch “through Chekhov” (20). See � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Murinia</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>99</RecNum><record><rec-number>99</rec-number><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Murinia, M</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Goriacheva, M. </author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Chekhoviana nachala XX veka</title><secondary-title>Chekhov i serebriannyi vek </secondary-title><tertiary-title>Chekhoviana</tertiary-title></titles><pages>15-22</pages><dates><year>1996</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Nauka</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�M Murinia, "Chekhoviana nachala XX veka," in Chekhov i serebriannyi vek ed. M.  Goriacheva, Chekhoviana (Moskva: Nauka, 1996).�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kataev</Author><Year>2004</Year><RecNum>100</RecNum><Pages>133</Pages><record><rec-number>100</rec-number><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Kataev, Valentin</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Kataev, V. </author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Boborykin i Chekhov (k istorii poniatiia &apos;intelligentsiia&apos; v russkoi literature)</title><secondary-title>Chekhov plius</secondary-title></titles><pages>133-156</pages><dates><year>2004</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>iazyki slavianskoi kultury</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Valentin Kataev, "Boborykin i Chekhov (k istorii poniatiia 'intelligentsiia' v russkoi literature)," in Chekhov plius, ed. V.  Kataev (Moskva: iazyki slavianskoi kultury, 2004), 133.�


� Quoted in ibid., 134. 


� Iosif Shneiderman “V poiskakh stilia: fil’my Kulidzhanova i Segelia” in Molodye Rezhissery Sovetskogo Kino (Leningrad: Iskusstvo, 1962), 213. 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Chernoutsan</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>17</RecNum><record><rec-number>17</rec-number><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Chernoutsan, Igor&apos;</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Fomin, Valerii</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Nevezhestvo u vlasti</title><secondary-title>Kino i vlast&apos;</secondary-title></titles><pages>156-166</pages><dates><year>1996</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Materik</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Igor' Chernoutsan, "Nevezhestvo u vlasti," in Kino i vlast', ed. Valerii Fomin (Moskva: Materik, 1996).� 157


� In the 1960s, there is little interest in genre film… See N. Zorkaya who takes fabula as a generic, rather than ideological entity. 


� In 1965, in the film Our House, scripted by Evgenii Grigor’ev, a concerned teacher pays a visit to the parents of one of her students. The conversation revolves around the lack of ambition in the ten year old. While in their term papers regarding their future occupations, most children wrote they wanted to be astronauts, the little Sasha said he wanted to be a hairdresser. The comedy arises from the fact that his parents, simple workers who had come to Moscow from a village, fail to grasp the problem and ask the teacher to tell them what their son should want to be, so that they can tell him what to say in such cases. Overall, this is the first film that poses directly not only the gap between generations, but the gap between the various social groups in society. The most indoctrinated were the average intelligentsia, rather than the peasants or proletarians. 


Well into the 1970s and 80s, many sociological dramas revolved around the problem of meshchanstvo


In 1965, screenwriter Evgenii Grigor’ev – one of the most daring screenwriters of the Thaw who attempted to create a new epic form – created a rather characteristic 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Shaternikova</Author><Year>1965</Year><RecNum>8</RecNum><record><rec-number>8</rec-number><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Shaternikova, Marianna</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Vaisfel&apos;d, Il&apos;ia</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>&apos;Krepkii&apos; i &apos;oslablennyi&apos; siuzhet</title><secondary-title>Siuzhet v Kino</secondary-title><tertiary-title>Voprosy kinodramaturgii</tertiary-title></titles><volume>5</volume><dates><year>1965</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Iskusstvo</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Marianna Shaternikova, "'Krepkii' i 'oslablennyi' siuzhet," in Siuzhet v Kino, ed. Il'ia Vaisfel'd, Voprosy kinodramaturgii (Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1965).�


� SAVE THIS FOR THE ENDING!!! The earliest verbalizations of a clear separation between the private and the public sides of human identity in print may be found only in the early 1970s. As we will see, not coincidentally, this division was made by film and theater scholar Maya Turovskaya, based on 


This is not to say that the idea was not in the air, but considering the production history of the film, the biographies and the oeuvres of both the filmmaker and the screenwriter


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kheifits</Author><Year>1963</Year><RecNum>12</RecNum><record><rec-number>12</rec-number><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Kheifits, Iosif</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Spor o vechnom ogne</title><secondary-title>Sovetskii Ekran</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Sovetskii Ekran</full-title></periodical><pages>2-3</pages><number>14</number><dates><year>1963</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Iosif Kheifits, "Spor o vechnom ogne," Sovetskii Ekran, no. 14 (1963).� 2


� 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kheifits</Author><Year>1966</Year><RecNum>9</RecNum><record><rec-number>9</rec-number><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Kheifits, Iosif</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>O kino</title></titles><dates><year>1966</year></dates><pub-location>Leningrad</pub-location><publisher>Iskusstvo </publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Iosif Kheifits, O kino (Leningrad: Iskusstvo 1966).� 145.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kheifits</Author><RecNum>18</RecNum><record><rec-number>18</rec-number><ref-type name="Magazine Article">19</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Kheifits, Iosif</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Iosif Kheifits: stranitsy iz kinotetradei (1957-1972)</title><secondary-title>Seans</secondary-title></titles><pages>92-93</pages><number>10</number><dates></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Iosif Kheifits, "Iosif Kheifits: stranitsy iz kinotetradei (1957-1972)," Seans.� 93.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>&quot;Zhurnalist&quot;</Author><Year>1964</Year><RecNum>15</RecNum><record><rec-number>15</rec-number><ref-type name="Newspaper Article">23</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>&quot;Zhurnalist&quot;</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>200 mnenii ob odnom fil&apos;me</title><secondary-title>Sovetskaia kul&apos;tura</secondary-title></titles><pages>3</pages><dates><year>1964</year><pub-dates><date>September 17</date></pub-dates></dates><work-type>film review</work-type><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�"Zhurnalist", "200 mnenii ob odnom fil'me," Sovetskaia kul'tura, September 17 1964.�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Year>1964</Year><RecNum>14</RecNum><record><rec-number>14</rec-number><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors></contributors><titles><secondary-title>Sovetskii Ekran</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Sovetskii Ekran</full-title></periodical><dates><year>1964</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Sovetskii Ekran  (1964).�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>&quot;Zhurnalist&quot;</Author><Year>1964</Year><RecNum>15</RecNum><record><rec-number>15</rec-number><ref-type name="Newspaper Article">23</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>&quot;Zhurnalist&quot;</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>200 mnenii ob odnom fil&apos;me</title><secondary-title>Sovetskaia kul&apos;tura</secondary-title></titles><pages>3</pages><dates><year>1964</year><pub-dates><date>September 17</date></pub-dates></dates><work-type>film review</work-type><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�"Zhurnalist", "200 mnenii ob odnom fil'me."�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Batalov</Author><Year>1963</Year><RecNum>13</RecNum><record><rec-number>13</rec-number><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Batalov, Aleksei</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Vechnyi ogon&apos; sedtsa</title><secondary-title>Sovetskii Ekran</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Sovetskii Ekran</full-title></periodical><pages>3</pages><number>20</number><dates><year>1963</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Aleksei Batalov, "Vechnyi ogon' sedtsa," Sovetskii Ekran, no. 20 (1963).�


� Consider, for example, the adulterous affair in Raizman’s Communist, strongly evocative of Ostrovsky’s Thunderstorm.


� Delo bylo v pen’kove, Vysota… 


Here there is no social comment whatsoever. Rybnikov. 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Mikhalevich</Author><Year>1964</Year><RecNum>10</RecNum><record><rec-number>10</rec-number><ref-type name="Magazine Article">19</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Mikhalevich, Aleksandr</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Mnogo li cheloveku schast&apos;ia nado? </title><secondary-title>Sovetskii Ekran</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Sovetskii Ekran</full-title></periodical><pages>6-7</pages><number>16</number><dates><year>1964</year><pub-dates><date>August </date></pub-dates></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Aleksandr Mikhalevich, "Mnogo li cheloveku schast'ia nado? ," Sovetskii Ekran, August 1964.�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bleiman</Author><Year>1964</Year><RecNum>94</RecNum><Pages>30</Pages><record><rec-number>94</rec-number><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Bleiman, Mikhail</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Pismo tovarishcham</title><secondary-title>Iskusstvo Kino</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Iskusstvo Kino</full-title></periodical><pages>29-34</pages><number>7</number><dates><year>1964</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Mikhail Bleiman, "Pismo tovarishcham," Iskusstvo Kino, no. 7 (1964): 30.�


� As I have already noted, in widespread use, siuzhet most often referred to fabula, defining first and foremost narrative causality. “Plotless” or “siuzhet-less” referred to the lack of causality. 


� Quoted in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Anninskii</Author><Year>1991</Year><RecNum>95</RecNum><Pages>142</Pages><record><rec-number>95</rec-number><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Anninskii, Lev</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Shestidesiatniki i my : kinematograf, stavshii i ne stavshii istoriei</title></titles><pages>238 p.</pages><keywords><keyword>Motion pictures Soviet Union History.</keyword></keywords><dates><year>1991</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Soiuz kinematografistov SSSR </publisher><call-num>Jefferson or Adams Bldg General or Area Studies Reading Rms PN1993.5.R9 A617 1991</call-num><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Lev Anninskii, Shestidesiatniki i my : kinematograf, stavshii i ne stavshii istoriei (Moskva: Soiuz kinematografistov SSSR 1991), 142.�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Vail</Author><Year>1988</Year><RecNum>96</RecNum><Pages>66</Pages><record><rec-number>96</rec-number><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Vail, Petr</author><author>Genis, Aleksandr</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>60-e -- mir sovetskogo cheloveka</title></titles><pages>339</pages><keywords><keyword>Communism and culture Soviet Union History 20th century.</keyword><keyword>Soviet Union Social conditions 1945-1991.</keyword></keywords><dates><year>1988</year></dates><pub-location>Ann Arbor</pub-location><publisher>Ardis</publisher><isbn>0875010474 (alk. paper)</isbn><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Petr Vail and Aleksandr Genis, 60-e -- mir sovetskogo cheloveka (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1988), 66.�


� Prokhorov, 14.


� Shemiakin, 239


� See discussion of Trubetskoi’s reception of Chekhov in chapter one, page 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Erenburg</Author><Year>1960</Year><RecNum>97</RecNum><Pages>67</Pages><record><rec-number>97</rec-number><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Erenburg, Il&apos;ia</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Perechityvaia Chekhova</title></titles><dates><year>1960</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Gos. Izd. Khudozhestvennoi Literatury</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Il'ia Erenburg, Perechityvaia Chekhova (Moskva: Gos. Izd. Khudozhestvennoi Literatury, 1960), 67.�


� 


� List a few “alternative” works on Chekhov in the 40s-50s. Mention Roskin, Lakshin…


� 


� LIST references: A. Madorskii, N. Kleiman and others. 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Demin</Author><Year>1966</Year><RecNum>98</RecNum><Pages>166</Pages><record><rec-number>98</rec-number><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Demin, Viktor Petrovich</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Film bez intrigi</title></titles><dates><year>1966</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Iskusstvo</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Viktor Petrovich Demin, Film bez intrigi (Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1966), 166.�


� This is the way of The Day of Happiness and other films analyzed in chapter three. 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Demin</Author><Year>1966</Year><RecNum>98</RecNum><Pages>173</Pages><record><rec-number>98</rec-number><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Demin, Viktor Petrovich</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Film bez intrigi</title></titles><dates><year>1966</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Iskusstvo</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Demin, Film bez intrigi, 173.� 


� Ibid., 165.


� These very ideas have underscored Chekhov scholarship from the 1970s until the present in Russia and the West. A case in point is the insightful study of K. Popkin, in which she outlines Chekhov’s narrative strategies as Chekhov’s assault on the categories of significance and insignificance. Analysis of point of view is integral to her argument. 


She particularly focuses on the role of point of view in Chekhov’s stories. 
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� Cross-reference!!!
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� This is particularly evident in his analysis of L.Vischonti’s Rocco and His Brothers (1960). Demin is essentially interested in the uneven eventfulness of the film, its narrative ellipsis. What is important to him is how 


� 
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� Quoted in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Anninskii</Author><Year>1977</Year><RecNum>88</RecNum><Pages>100</Pages><record><rec-number>88</rec-number><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Anninskii, Lev</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Razmyshleniia na staruiu temu</title><secondary-title>Kinopanorama</secondary-title></titles><pages>93-121</pages><volume>2</volume><dates><year>1977</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Iskusstvo</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Lev Anninskii, "Razmyshleniia na staruiu temu," in Kinopanorama (Moskva: Iskusstvo, 1977), 100.�


� As in Eisenstein’s obertonal montage. 


� Incidentally, the heroine of Antonioni’s Eclipse is a professional translator. 


� In this respect, Chekhov’s function in this film resembles the Chekhovian subtext in M. Bulgakov’s novel and drama The White Guard also known as The Days of the Turbins. EXPAND? 


� The architect
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� 


� Similar ideas were brewing in all cultural circles. In 1963, young literary scholars Marietta and Aleksandr Chudakov in their lengthy critique in Novyi Mir of contemporary short prose wrote: “In literature the connection of times is not interrupted, must not be interrupted. Can we approach the contemporary short story as something new and praise with sincere joy the ‘deep penetration into the subject’ or the ‘seriousness of the chosen theme’? As if we did not have in our literature Bunin, Kuprin, Vs. Ivanov, Lavrenev, Platonov, Olesha, and, finally, as if we did not have Chekhov.” The authors pivoted their entire analysis of contemporary prose on Chekhov’s poetics, providing ample data of borrowings from Chekhov and distinguishing between “literary apprenticeship” and real learning. It is significant that Chekhov’s name stands apart among the names of the virtually silenced modernists, Platonov and Ivanov in particular. While these authors were making the slow comeback, the “safe” Chekhov performed the function of glue filling the gaps. But, as we have seen, it is also obvious that Chekhov was perceived as acutely contemporary. 
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�By the mid-1960s, Western films quickly made it into closed illegal distribution in the Soviet Union. Foreign distributors, interested in tapping into the enormous Russian market, delivered the films to Moscow where a special committee constituted of film scholars/critics, filmmakers, and party administrators was to watch it and determine whether it was ideologically appropriate for Soviet audiences. Even if the film was rejected, which often was the case, at night it was driven to the State Film Archive (Gosfilmofond) just outside Moscow where illegal copies were made. Gosfilmofond holds one of the richest collections of foreign cinema, obtained illegally for the most part. Lelouch’s film was talked about as early as 1966. In Khutsiev’s July Rain (1966) one of the characters at a party is leafing through a Polish film journal with images from this film. (M. Shaternikova, phone interview, January 2006).
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� Ibid.
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� A line from the film’s song, written by Shpalikov. 


� Filmmaker and actor N. Mikhalkov made his acting debut in this film. 


� A. Romanov, the Minister of the State Committee of Cinematography (Goskino).


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Grebnev</Author><Year>2006</Year><RecNum>93</RecNum><Pages>49</Pages><record><rec-number>93</rec-number><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Grebnev, Anatolii</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Dnevnik poslednego stsenarista</title></titles><dates><year>2006</year></dates><pub-location>Moskva</pub-location><publisher>Russkii Impuls</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Grebnev, Dnevnik poslednego stsenarista, 49.�


� 


� Shpalikov committed suicide at age 37. 


� 


� BRIEFLY CHARACTERIZE – important actor


� Demin, 114. 


� 


� 





�???


�I find this rather incoherent, and I’d like to see the last point given some support in evidence.


�You have referred to these diaries before, but this is the first quotation I can recall.  I’d like to see more, especially as you use them to support some of your points.


�From??


�Not a sentence.


�This is a big statement – so when and in what  will I see evidence that “foreign films influenced the reception of Chekhov’s works”?


�“impersonating”?


�Examples?


�He’s been “Shklovsky” elsewhere


�I don’t follow this sentence, where subornation is unclear, btw.


�If this book really does do what you say, shouldn’t it be slap bang in the middle of your argument, carefully described, with its reception analyzed.


�There are no aristocrats in the play.


�By whom?


�???


�It’s “A” in your stills.


�This seems an absolutely trivial story, telling me (at least) very little about the director, but a bit more about his wife.


�Not for the first time, a very odd sequence of tenses.


�With what?


�?? Explicate.


�Another of the categories that need to be set out.  Some remarks of Anninskii’s here might be useful.


�I don’t understand your chronology here.


�There’s a lot going on in these comments.  They should either be expanded and clarified, or cut.


�Of what?


�I don’t understand the subordination here.


�Meanng?


�I’d like to see the Chekhovian elements clarified and even, perhaps, codified here.  The Chekhov quotation and the similarities you see between Chekhov and the film in narrative terms need to be given a clearer structure, with some kind of conclusion aimed at extracting what you see to be the overall meaning of this particular form of “Chekhovian” discourse.


�Have you understood “Ivanov” correctly here?


�??


�??


�My goodness!  Two huge and rather controversial generalizations in one sentence!


�Expand.  Explain.


�As what?


�??


�Sailing?






